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organizations or persons, but not including counterintelligence except for infornation 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 inforination relating 1o the
“capabilities, intentions and activities of foreign powers, organizations or persons.” In
the same vein, State Department Foreign Service of ficers, stationed both abroad and in
Washington, constantly, through their contacts with foreign officials and others, Jearn
about the “capabilities, intentions, and activities of foreign powers, organizations, or
persons™; they report this infortnation, 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 offficers routinely engage in “intelligence activities.”

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

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

e (U) In addition, policy personnel seek out other sources of infornation 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 expeits on relevant subjects.

e (U) On the basis of this infonnation 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.”

e (U) These memoranda are disseminated within OQUSD(P), to the Joint Staft and other
DoD components, to the Defense Depaitment leadership and to interagency
colleagues.
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(U) Ifthis and similar activity were to be considerad “Intelligence Activities,” then
attempting to follow the Draft Report’s recommendation that “intemnal coutrols” be
established to ensure that “Intelligence Activities™ are not performed within QUSD(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 altemative judgments by non-IC offices, noteven if the subject of such
analyses, etc. is intelligence reponting or intelligence products fumished by the IC, nor
even ifsuch analyses, etc. lead to judgments about intelligence infonmation furnished by
the IC that diff'er from the IC’s judgments about the same information.

(U) Where the relevant guidance intends to prohibit or regulate activities by non-
1C offices, it does so in clear tenms, and in only two instances: the prohibition on
engaging or conspiring to engage in assassination (E.O. 12333, Section 2.1t; DoD
Directive No. 5240.1, Section 4.4); and the prohibition on all DoD Components from
conducting orproviding 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 limutation on analyses or assessments by Policy offices of
Intelligence Community infornation and products. There is no basis for characterizing
the admittedly lawful and authorized work under review as “inappropriate.”

VI. OUSD(P) NONCONCURRENCE (U)
A, With the Findings of the Draft Report (U)

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

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

e (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly “OUSD(P)" activities;
e (U) That the actions reviewed were allegedly “inappropriate given that the preducts

did not clearly show the variance with the consensus of the Intelligence Community
and were, in some cases, shown as intelligence products”;

a3
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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 perforned, and that when
Policy disagreed with the Intelligence Community, products produced by Policy
clearly showed the variance with the Intelligence Community™;

(U) That OUSD(P) had a responsibility to, but “did not provide ‘the most accurate
analysis of intelligence’ 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. With the Recommendations of the Draft Report (U)

(U) For all the reasons stated in these comments, OUSD(P) does not concur in any

recommendatron expressed in the Draft Repon, and specifically does not concar in the
recommendations (page 14) that the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy:

“a. Establish internal controls so that ‘Intelligence Activities are not perforied
within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy” — as OUSD(P) did
not perfonn any “Intelligence Activities” andno such “intemal controls” are
needed.

“b. Ifin its policy fonnulation role, there is disagreement with the Intelligence
Community consensus:

“(1.) Use existing procedures within the Intelligence Community to request
an Altemnative Judgment” - as existing IC procedures for producing
“altemnative judgments™ do not apply to non-IC offices and are irrelevant to
critiques by policy of fices 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 detennine 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 10

the proposed recommendations.

44
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VIl. CONCLUSION (U)

(V) Bipartisan reports and studies by various commissionsand congressional
committees since the 9/1 | attacks have siressed the need for hard questi'ons and
alternative thinki'ng 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 prefererces. Those who must use intelligence
are entitlegi3 to insist that they be fully informed as to both the evidence and the
analysis.”

(V) The conclusions in the Draft Report reflect a disturbing departure from the
trend in all these reports and studies to encourage the type of altemative 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 actually was —namely, a critical assessment by OSD, for policy purposes,
of IC reporting and finished IC products on contacts between Iraq and al-Qaida. Such
conclusions, if sustained, would have a dampening effect on future initiatives challenging
intelligence assessments. The facts do not justif'y 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
drafl briefing, directed that it be shared with thc DCI. When the Deputy National
Security Advisor requested the briefing, the Deputy Secretary’s oftice directed that it be
given to him. These are the activities that the Draft Report characterizes as
“inappropriate,” because it considers them 10 be “production™ and *“dissemination™ of an
“alternative intelligence assessment™ contradicting assessmen# of the *“chartered-
intelligence commurity.” If the OIG actually believes that it was inappropriate forthe
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

3 (U) Commission en the Inelligence Capabilities of the United States Regarding Weapony of Mass
Destruction. Report to the President of the United States (31 March 2005), p. 189.
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finding fault with subordinate OSD offices and staff members whodid as they were
instructed to do.
Deleted (U) The proposed recommendations would put a stiaightjacket on not only the

type of work reviewed here but also the large majority of work routinely done in OSD,
particularly in QUSD(P).

e (U)By having OUSD(P) to articulate the Intelligence Community consensus in
any policy products that may vary from an IC “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 1C in order to determine whether or not it disagreed or vatied
with an IC “consensus.” The proposed recommendations would also burden
policy offices with a requirement to articulate the IC “consensus” when the IC
itselt should do so.

e (U) By having OUSD(P) Lo seek an “Altemative 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.

e (U) By mischaracterizing alteman’ve reviews of IC work as “Intelligence
Activities,” the conclusions ofthe Draft Report would chili 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 T e
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy
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APPENDIX A: DI POLICY NOS. 004 AND 005
08C-21-2006 13:35 20D 16 INTEL 703 B¢ 0C4S P.002
AllcTrauve AN YIS Yoty Page l ol L

Directorate for Analysis and Production
Policy Statement

DI PolcyNo: 004 - Dac: 13 July 2001
Subject: Altemative Agalveis Policy

1. To remain MSVEIT, intelligence enalysis must @retens clear conclusions thatare actionable by the
custoroar. To be comprehensi ve, intelligence analyzis must bring t ¢ bear the best collaborative cBbrtef
e broaden sctof cxp Tomss cowpedng imparatives pose a dynayc, cantinuing chalicage to
intelf gesse gnalysls,

2. The o) proces of coondmstion domands (hat analyxis work with 0thsTs possessing relsvant
expertise (o dovelop amemaus analysis. Often, this process prodeces compromises employing such
h:hmq\s 33 nUIDTical ranges (10-30 missiles) or @nbiguous word ¢ hoices (posadle, probadle, may,

e 2243 of eifference, this coome is scecptable; whare
ankmnn:mﬂyu nlumﬁves,tbcydomcnunm;-lamndec

3. This ahanatve malysis policy encourages aoalysts W avoid tose compromises which pass analytic
wDSTQInTy hﬂch&nmmmmwmofnmmvocﬂwsmmﬂuﬂymd
coafisely-gresend what thoy know, what they donot know (and tierefore assume), and then what they
think (analyxis)} Germino analyxis diffacaces, dased on differony evidence, assumprions, or
MeGodologics. must be BIGUSHT to the customay’s altcatiog in a PN and succ st manaer . Our
camiomary understand that our work is fraught with uncertainty, and they sppreciate owr mancd
atempts to Cxplaid What our differenas wre, and why they occur. Analyse are exsouraged to exalve
enalyte differencnt by presenting altcrmetvo analyxis within their produarg,

4, The need o 7 20 < analyxis doss nok abavive memlyst from tho coquIreERact fo
eolladorate. Rader, hkuamc an-llyst from e need w resan 10 compromise just 1o reach a conclusioo.

#1/SIGNED/#
CARVN A. WAGNER
Deputy Directoz for

Anzlyxiz and
Production

bap:/fwww diaic. goviadmin/di/policics/palicy/004 hml 12/22/2006
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DEC-22~2006 11:38 DOD lG INTEL 203 604 0048 h ?.003
Allernalive Judgmenls Pohey Pugoiol2

Directorate for Analysis and Production
Policy Swatement

D] PohcyNo: 005 - Date 05 fuss, 2001
SUBJECT: Altemnative Jedgments Policy

1. Curiosity apd ety are the haltmarks of gooanaiys's. The best anslysts cynstamtly strive to
aplamte pprently inexplicable, whilesubmitting their wark to the ri gorous ecTotisy of m,\aur‘sem
The prip<ipal goal of irtelligowo enalyzis it to provide ow cangmeny with the manexpen, and
multi-disciplinary judgamenss possble. Intellarnua) honesty and oalytc fgor require proccass that
able (e amalyst w presas § ders and cowezpts w hich sua sounter to the prevailing wi sdom of challegs
the consansus. This policy mamo establishes 2 process for mromulgating al ternative judgments,
Qrodmat With the Ngts and respanobilities of all Aty in thelr obligatico to provide the bent
possible analyss.

2. The first and preferred method far icaxrporaling s analytic altemanve s rough the stxndard
mofmmmce expecwd wmarshal bair facts, dulld cohsrew agumen, and
defeusd those ZEuoveDts while cocrdmaung with other expots aoros the Iotdligance Contmusuty. in the
VAR yofity of casss, zalydc jadgmen either sund or £zl an the merie of their evidentiary base,
intriomic Jogic and quality. In those rave stinces where analysis tuild 2 §0ONE case, bul cannot ach eve
cousamsuI SUppart for thcit Talydis, an ATNIDvo julgmon is jusdfied.

3, Even Wil the cxisting vema for ool aboraton, there remain opportunities for the exclusion of
analytic ghemnati ves. Due 10 tarrauganc realitics, the donarmds of time-sensitive Gskings, orthe
awillngness to accep cantrry Tpicions, soandalieraafivejudgmentsmay be tost to thectmar. To
@sgo here is an instittiona) cowrt-of-last- reort for sueh analysis, thia policy memo eatablishes the
nliowing Erocadure for mising alemative analytic judgnen® and giving them duc consideration:

+ Analys® who bhavo presenad analyti¢ judgments trough aormal soordination, but whose
Agmens have beon rebuffed, can prodtce an Aliemanive Judgment(AJ) to mnform thesenior
leadandip. The purpose o F the A is to provide visihility o the senios leadershp of an altemative
SRt Asalysts whio FTduce 1 AT 8o 50 soows in the Imawledge that they bave improvad
the pravailiag acalysis and reinforced Bt 00R3boratve procons,

o The @alysibhas scveral respomsidilites (b Gie deeision (0 produes an AJ. Frstthe asalys must
peaxmit the coardimatiag gr00¢3$ to PI3Y ouk an AJ Oy not be used % ¢ ireumvent naraml
caordingtion, Sesand, he A) mitst dispassionately (and erecncyy) cxplais boib the prevailing
)Mmmhdwwmwubm!mnmocwm {eexc. Finally, the mm st must Gisplay
mmﬁemlmmhp both 1o Dve subaished AJs Guc cannideration oy furbey

tion, and 10 th 1 ys's best & onos ey have prodused an AJ,

» The AJ must adbere o the azatd formal (Bnc loatwe ). This farmal fooces the amalyst to focus 0o
the substincs of the prevailing asd aliomative juApments, aiilc a voiding the amotionss o¢

hitpu/weww dinic.goviadmin/di/paliciestpolicy/005. huxnl 1222/2006
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-22-2006  11:3% DOD 16 INTE 703 604 004y .04
cmr\uemulec VUG I 17ONCY lage 2 ot'2

buaumtc camlitions wiich engevdered the uoed for an AJ in the frat place. In the cud, the A
is all ebout e analysis. Upan coopledng the AJ, the anaiyst (ororards itthrough the immediate
SipervisayOffice Seiar latslligruce Officer (SI0) to the Group SIOResarch Ditector (RD).
The S cpervizars/Oics SI0s raview the AJ for format xd complaren. The Group SIORD
revicws the Al 1o aunoe it acowanly dacides the axmpting amalyses.

o The Groep STOVRD then detaminss whather &0: (1) prevent the AJ to the Direcoraly’ ¢ Seqioe
Analytc Review Board (SARB), 05 (2) retmn thie Al a5 not woTanting (unhey disscmination due
© insuffirient non.-cexpansive, or unsuhstantiated analysis. 1o the cvat the Groap SIOVRD gt
the A). ba/zhe will cetizrn it to the anatym providing writtes cxp lanation for the rjecton; he/she
will also ;rovide a copy of the AJ and the batis for the rgjection 1o the Dircetarme Research
Direcwor (DI-RD).

= The DI-RD wil] convenc a pane! of the Group SIO2/RDS to eoasifes aa AJ selected for
presentation by the appropriate Group SIO/RD. The SARB will determiae whether to (1) retom
the AJ (due to iesufniency, asabove) ta B originating analyst, or (2) 7atify the AJ Sorinclusion
in all spprogriaw prodacs. The SARD will work io & expedited manrer inorder for the A to be
mcluded in rodRCTS already in draft. The SARB will recommend a mems of disseminaion to the
DY, who will be the final suthority oo how an AJ is promulgazed.

4. The desired oumome of this aliemativ ¢ judgnent process is % produce the bi ghest quality
imelligence, while ensuring Gt critical alteynanive fudgments are sonsidered. The acrmal eoklaborative
proces ehould vesolve most analytic diffrcuces well defore the creation of ax AJ. The epecific aahoe of
the AJ farma 1s desigred to provids discipline 10 the process, while providing the sexior

aufficiery information to make 31 informed decision oo the meTite of the aitermahves. The usz ofthe
SIOv/RDx as grincipa) reviewsss, and the ovarsightof the DI-RD), in vigoratethe seruor analyric
leaderzhip in the procem, whilt it ne wey (LB DE oF CUUTVETURS U satsdlinb=d rolcof the chxin-
of-eommand TRe analyst retains the right to submi t akmuotive jud gmentk, daforced by the inowledge
of z catablished groecss io ensure pdamental Birmeys, All of thesc inmnded oueomes combine
wward the altm ste gor | o f codaIping malyte ngos.

JHSIGNEDV/
CARYN A. WAGNER
Deputy Directar for

Analysisand
Production

hispy/tererw dia.ic.gov/admin/di/policies/policy/005 html 122212006
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APPENDIX B: COMMENTS ON OIG’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 isalso incorrect to characterize it as an “intelligence
analysis.”

{U) Q. 2. The Drafi Report ignores the October 2002 letter from DCI Tenet to Chairman
Graham of the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence and other DCl statements to
Congress, as discussed in our comments. The Draft Report hence cannot, and should not
purport 1o, judge the extent to which the IC views as expressed in that letter (which says,
inter 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 f1aq 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 Iraqand al-
Qa'ida.” (Note that the briefing speaks of a “mature, symbiotic refationskip” and not of
the “‘mature, symbiotic’ cooperation” attributed o it in this answer (emphasis supplied).)

e (U) Itis misleading to say. in the second paragreph of thisanswer, that the CJA
Deleted “later dismissed the alleged™ Atta meeting, as if the ClA'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.

e (U) The final sentence of the second paragraph of this answer (*“Within the
OUSD(P), however, the diff erent conclusions (i.e., the alleged “higher degree
of cooperation”] were ‘entirely favored' over the Inteligence Community’s
views™) has no basis within the Draft Report or otherwise.

® (U)Itis misleading, ir the third paragraph of this answer, 10 quote the August
2002 C1A report stating that the CIA “could not document any joint
operational activity between Iraq and al-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 QUSD(P) produced” was only
partially supported by it is itself not supported.

o (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 primatily on
the alieged 8-9 April 2001 meeting in Prague between Mohammed Atia and al-
Ani.” In fact, that view was based on a series of intelligence reports.
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e (S/NF) The Draft Report’s answer 10 this question|

have no bearing on whether statements made in 2002 were or were not
suppoited by the (then available) underlying intelligence.

(U) Q. 6. Itis misleading to describe the briefing to the Deputy Assiswent 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 asseit, 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
setvice repoits that Atta visited ...," “despite press reposts of conflicting information,
Caech Interior Minister ... stands by previous Caech ... reporting,” “Atta ieportedly held
meehings...," and “Atta 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 was not supported by it.

e (U) it is incoirect to say that the diff erences Detween the three versions “altered
the overall message presented to each audience.* The Draft Repont does not
discuss the “‘cverall message™ of each version of the briefing and does not
analyze how the “‘overall message™ of one version relates to the “overall
message” of znother 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 harined in any way*’, 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 notsupporisd by the
evidence provided, which nowhere reviews the “availab! e intelligence.”

e The Draft Report does not compare the briefing’s statements with the
statements by DCI Tenet in his October 7, 2002, letter to Senator Graham and
other statements to Congress. For example, DCI Tenet said that “We have
solid reparting of senior level contacts between Irag and al-Qaida going back 2
decade.”

H (U) The relevantdictionary definition of “undercut” 1s “to undesmine or destray the force, value or
cffectiveness of* (Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary),
51
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Deleted (17) Q. 10. Thelast sentence ofthe 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 productindisputably was an intermal OSD
preduct, and there is no reason why CIA should have been informed of it, any more than
QUSD(P) was informed of the DIA memos of August 9 and 14, 2002, discussed on page
9 of this Draft Report.
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UNCLASSIFIED

SECURITY AND DECL.ASSIFICATION 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 OFTHE OFFICE OF THE
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY (U)

PROJECT NO. D2006DINT01-0077.000'
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 QUSD(P)'s recommendations with respect to informatton
that originated outside of OUSD(P). Infortation for which QUSI(P) is the
Original Classification Authority has becn dcclassified by the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy (USDP), asindicatcd below:

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

p. 3, para. I: 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 concutrence

p.7, paras. 1,2,3 and 4; declassify only with IC concurrence
p. 8, para. 3 declassified by USDP

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

p. 9, para. 3: declassifyied by USDP

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

! Paragraph numbevs refer to full paragraphs i the Draft Report. Thus, p. 10, para | refers to
the first fitll paragraph on page 10, not to she concluding past of the paragraph that began oo the
bottom of page 9.

UNCLASSIFIED
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UNCLASSIFIED

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 [C concurrence
p. 29, para. 3: declassify only with {C 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 [C concurrence

2
UNCLASSIFIED

105




Defense Intelligence Agency (U)
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Tex ()ffice of the Ocpuey Inspevtor General tor Inselligence

Inspector Ceneral uf the Ocparumcn of [efense
400 Army Navs Drnve. Room 703
Arhington, VA 222024704

Subject 117y Preclirag W Activities of the Office of the Under Secretay of Detenne lor

Pulwy

Ruterence: 111 Do IG Draft Poposed Repon. Reviewor Pre-lrug Wi Activiees of the

Officc of ihe Under Secrztary of Defenne for Policy. Project Nia. D20061INTH .
7T CXI0. edated 20 Dec 2006

114 The Defense Intelitigence Agency (DIA) revicwed the Depanment of Detense (DY

Insperceras Camneral s GG propoased report un the subyet topic, The Tollowing erron, tmacsions,
arl observanions are provided for your consideraiion.

(11 DIA recommends the foliowing changes to the referenced report:

4. (1) General Comment. A 1vpo sppeias in the it of JITF-CT(Jomt Intelligence Task
Foarce - Combating Terronsm) in several passages. Globatls substitute i term “Jomt
Intelligenve Task Foroe - Combating Terarsm™ tue “Joins Intelligence Tush Toree 2
Combatng Teeronism™ throwghoul the document,

hoal ) General Comment, The drath 16 repart contains finely extenstve Central Bielligence
Ageriey (CEA gquities, Elthey huave not donse se. DB 1G must referthe deatt seport o CLA
farreview prwor 1o inal detenninanon o (s selcase.

L Geneni Comment. DIATs Foreign Dissennnation O ice found na vLassified
wlormativg lalling wrhin DIA cyuitiex. wth one possible exceptivz on pages 23-24 listed
Buelow. Must ol the DIA-associaed portionisin the epon minrked us Slassifid are overtiakon
by evenes aaddane addressed extensive!yvin other official docunients, stichas the unclassiticd
Senale Sefect Committee on bnielligence SSCI reports wnd the I SusveyGrotp Fina)
Keport 1o the Dinector of Centrl [otelligence. The release of these pantions in a pullished 100
apon woukina: consutute “disclosure” reasonably expected to valise idennfltable damagc to
ushonal secunty . nder the teoms of Exevative Order 1205 tus amendind 23 Maneh 2103y,
these portions canral be classaticd and are, thereture, uncdassiticd,

UPON REMIOVAL ) THE ENCIDSURE,
THIS BPOCTMENT AFCOMEN tNCLASSTERN,

fa it siven . \yitpde S w
s L o TATNHIA

WASHING TON. D.C. 20340.5100 \ \Q/
v
L,
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U, (133 Page 3. Guadanee section, Consider asan additional policy refwrence BoD Dircetive
200012 that designates responsibilities for counterterrorism anatysts withm DoD. The
muasage below 18 of particular mierest though it is from a Directive revision dated 18 Augusi
2KK3. A comparithle passage likely exists forthe version of the Birective in force from 2004-
2003

1 “Enclosure4: Ed LI Esablish and operae a Jeine Imelligence Tush Foree
for Combating Terrorism (LMAZNTP-CT) to divect callsetion. exploitation
analysis, fusion, und dissemination of dllssource imetligence in support o1 DoD
comhaing terrorivm operation s, planning, wd policy. iacluding Dely AT
requirertients, The JITF-CT serves as the single national-tevel. all-source foregn
terrorism intelligence ¢ffort within the Department of Defense, The JITTCT is
designited raserve as the cemral repository of all foreign terrofisni-relawed
melligence for the Depatment of De(cease. Milhary Depirtimen Seervetaries und
Service Chier's shull conduer werverism intelligence activities as i camponent ot or
(n consonance with the JIITF-CT.”

e (W Page V. para }: Delete the word "Senior” of *Senior Inteligence” in linex 4, 301G 16,
Rutionale: The individual Is incorreeily ideniilicd. He was o GG- 13 imelligence Analyst.

[0 CLDY Page 9. puris |2 Replice the term "Specind Aasessiment” with the word "mema” satha
e passage reads, *On Augast 9, 2002, in @ memo, JITE-CT Commentary: {rag snd -
Quidn, Making the Cane?™” Rationale: A pussage incorrectly describes a ATR-CT docunenl
as i "Spuecid Assessment,” a unique ind widely disseminuied preduct in SETE-CT's product
lie. The ducuient in quesstlon was an informul memo forinterna] consumption. which is
only wwde clear 1ater s the paragraph.

21U Page 17 cites as references the Phase Land Phase |1 SSCI reports (ks siliedversinig),
However, the unclussilied versions that were puhlicly released comentporancously contun
much ofthe same mformatan.

ho (LD Pages 23-24. The report includes a copy of Assistant Secretary of Refense (o
Internationyl Security Affairs tASDASAY memorandum FO2/001 16S-NESAL dated) 24 funuary
2004, Tr copsists of 4 series of bullews purportedly listing intelligance: refuted 1o al-Qaida/lruq
links, There is po sourcing for these bullets, Information in seme of the buliets is found in
e unclisst ficd verstons of the cited SSCEseports, However, e onginof the information n
several ol e is unknown, Therefore. DEA urty not have the wuthoriy to make a
determination on the classifteation stitus of these tems. [ the Dob 16. the Undoer Seereary
of Defense Cor Paliey, or another elerment can supply the sauree of the bullets i qeestion.
DIA will be in u pesitien (o determine whether hulleted portion is within DIA'S power (o
declussify. i uppropriae. Altermately. with the source of the infornation knonwn. DTA ¢un
reter the DoD 16 1o the correet authority, A1 this point, DIA kicks the necessary infonmaton
to tmake a declisafication delermitaizon on the memorandum.

18]
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Page 9

Page 19

Pages 25-26
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Reference

Deleted

14U Page 29, para 3 Delete the word "senior™ in line 2. Rationaie: The individual is
mewrrectty identificd. He was ' GG- 13 uelligence Analyse,

3,100 Ateehed 18 2 copy of pages 2321 ASD/ISA memorandum FOZ001 165-NESA. dured 24
Januaey 2004, that includes marginal notes ndicating the declassifivation findings regarding avch
bullel, A Lt in the margin indicates the information is known to be in the unclussificd SSCT
reports a1 10 another previows oificial release, or is, by itself’. no threat uf damige to natiohal
security, ‘Tiere shouid he no DIA ebjection Lo celease oof those portions marked with aurginal
S A note of “souree” i the margin indicates tat e origin of the information is unknown.
it 15 therefore uncertain whether DIA has the authorty wmake o determbiation o ihe
Vhnkificution stitus of these itcms,

s PO W, 8

| enclosiee T1l1ln1h?(‘ N’iL‘Nt’if
Apethx FoASIDUSA) Response Deputy Chief of Staff
To DEPSECDEF Inqoiry (S/ENTF
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Appendix F. ASD(ISA) Response to Deputy
Secretary of Defense Inquiry (U)

: ER #5Cg

—LT,
ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE

TABS DEFENSE PENTALON
WASHNGTON, DE 2301 2400

INFO MEMO

102001 165N
Jouary 24, 2002 5.0

™
FOR:  SECRETARY OF DEFENSE {

5 1T

o

FROM: jasane S ' of se_ imernanenal Secumtv A

e |
u _
g Yo fas we have discoversd fow direct Hebr Howerer, wu bave umcoversd evidence
iu cipgestag Tore robult jmbieet Inks Th&:sr'rmug;\ndw demial aod
| copcealment Crategas empioved by Saddam s il proce srrvice F
[
(1)
lsource7
!
'Y \
|
source?
‘v mblads 1pctirect Links:
l ®  Abu Nidha) Organizatich (ANO) beacquariered i Baghdad
| source? |
v e AND bas felloming kmoses licls 8 8- Quds |
- 3 Ladra ozt p )@y 1998 wibd Uk & 2atad Seovsy of ANO. ADad b
source?’ Pwvide finaseia! mdriance i reaunfer uaspeces wdistanes 10 of. Quaide
C a5 by MY Smge —
oo 31 NG a
Cetond == X6 i
—— i

) CB()
-' | 6)
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Team Members

The Department of Defense Office of the Deputy Inspector General for
Intelligence prepared this report. Personnel of the Department of Defense Office
of Inspector General who contributed to the report are listed below.

Sheldon R. Youn

b(6)
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