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INSPECTOR GENERAL JUN 12 208
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE
400 ARMY NAVY DRIVE

ARLINGTON. VIRGINIA 22202-4704

MEMORANDUM FOR UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTELLIGENCE
UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR POLICY
DIRECTOR, DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY

SUBJECT: Review ol the United States Government’s Relationship with the Iraqi
National Congress: Phase Two - Relationship Between the Iragi Nutional
Congress and the Department of Defense (Report No. 08-INTEL-06) (U)

(U) We are providing this report for review and comment. We considered the
comments from the Under Secretary of Defease for Intelligence. the Under Scerctary of
Defense for Policy. and the Defense Intelligence Agency on a draft of this report when
preparing the final report.

(L) DoD Dircetive 7650.3 requires that ail recommendations be resolved
promptly. The Under Secretary of Defense for Inlelligence comments were responsive
and require no further comment. We made no recommendations to the Under Secretary
of Defense for Policy and no further comment is required. The Director, Defense
Intelligence Agency comments were responsive, As a result of management comments
from the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, we added Recommendation A.3.
We request the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency provide comments on
Recommendation A.3. no later than July 14, 2008.

{U) Il possible, please send management comments in electronic format (Adobe
Acrobat file only). Copies of the management convmenis must contain the actual
signature of the authonizing official. We cammot aceept the / Signed / symbol in place of
the actual signature. !f you send classified commenis clectronically. they must be sent via
Joint Worldwide Intelligence Communications Systent.

(LY The team members are listed inside the back cover.

(L1 We appreciate the courtesies extended to the staff. Questions should be
directed to [BEPEKCIERNTITY o: (703) 60+ {HEH (DSN 664 [FEl). See Appendix D for

the report distribution.
.-/-'
e
ny

Shelton R. Y
Deputy Inspecior General
for Intelligence
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Department of Defense Office of Inspector General

Report No. 08-INTEL-06 June 12, 2008
(Project No. D2005-DINTEL-0122)

Review of the United States Government’s Relationship with the
Iraqi National Congress: Phase Two - Relationship Between the
Iragi National Congress and the
Department of Defense (U/F68E6S)

(U) Executive Summary

(U) Who Should Read This Report and Why? The Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence, responsible for overseeing DoD intelligence collection and counterintelligence; the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, responsible for providing recommendations for policy to
the Secretary of Defense; and Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, responsible for collecting
human intelligence and providing counterintelligence support should read this report because it
discusses oversight, collection, evaluation, and production of intelligence information from
intelligence and non-intelligence DoD personnel and counterintelligence support to overt
human intelligence operations.

&HNE) Background. The Classified Annex of Public Law 108-287, “Defense Appropriations
Act for the Fiscal Year 2005,” directed the National Counterintelligence Executive to answer
six questions on the Government’s relationship with the Iraqi National Congress.

(U/Ee¥8) On January 27, 2005, the National Counterintelligence Executive requested
the support of the DoD Inspector General in responding to the House Appropriations
Committee. We opted to deliver a two phased response because of the sensitive nature of
Questions 1 and 2. We published “Review of the United States Government Relationship with
the Iragi National Congress: Phase One Compromises of Information, Sources, and Methods,
TOP-SEERETHEOMINT-GANMMAHORCONNOEORN, " in June 2006 and provided it to
limited leadership within Congress and DoD. The report addressed:

1. (&4 Have any United States intelligence sources and methods been
discovered or compromised; Have any United States intelligence operatives
been compromised; and

2. (&%) Have any sensitive United States military information been
compromised?




SEEREFANOFORN

(U) Results. The Phase Two report responds to the remaining four questions. As in Phase
One, we limited our review to the relationships between the Iraqi National Congress and
elements of DoD. Questions 3 through 6 and a short synopsis of the answers are as follows:

&/ Question 3. How much, if any, of the information provided by the
Iraqi National Congress was vetted or discredited by the Intelligence
Community prior to the onset of United States hostilities with Iraqg and in
the period thereafter?

DA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)
LY TINT)
DIA - (b){(1), 1.4(c)

(5#F) Question 4. Did the Department of State, the Central Intelligence
Agency or theRaSEGHEINEIT , or other elements of the
Intelligence Community make known to the DoD their concerns about the

Iraqi National Congress?

&4 Response. The Central Intelligence Agency shared counterintelligence concerns with
senior officials at DoD. The RS QIO expressed concerns about the Iragi
National Congress agenda and possible penetration by hostile intelligence services to DoD and
Congress. The Department of State also shared financial management concerns with DoD

leadership.

(&) Question 5. To whom was this information passed; What decisions
were made based on this information; Were any safeguards implemented?

hed the concerns and directed the [RURSN() QD RRREIC: RRREI(o)

S4E) Question 6. Which United States intelligence personnel and other
United States Government personnel had close contact and interaction with
the Iraqi National Congress, what was the extent of those relationships, and
what benefit were they to the United States Government; Have any or

BienmIDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

% (U) The percentage was computed using Defense Intelligence Agency attributed pre and post war Iraqi National
Congress derived Intelligence Information Reports and the quantity of Intelligence Community evaluations
covering the period December 20, 2001 1hrough June 3, 2004,

il
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should any changes in policy and oversight be implemented to ensure that
source and officer relationships are managed appropriately?

RENDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c), (d)
DIA - (0)(1), 1.4(c), (d)

(U) Findings and Recommendations.

&S The DoD did not promote overt collection of information from DoD senior officials in
contact with the Iragi National Congress. [RIaSE(S(PRRIICIR(GH(9]()

(U) Management Comments. The Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, the Under
Secretary of Defense for Policy, and the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency commented on
the draft. We included their complete responses in the Management Comments section of the
report.

ey USD() - (b)(7)(E); DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c)
\LITI 3 RL )
USD() - (b)(7)(E); DIA - (b)(1). 1.4(c)




UsD() - (bY7)E); DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

(U) We made no recommendations to the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, but gave him
the opportunity to comment. The Under Secretary offered several suggestions to improve the
clarity of the report.

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c); (b)(5)

(U/A*0¥0) The Director requested that we review additional documents and conduct additional
interviews. We agreed and delayed issuance of this report until this was completed.

(U) Evaluation Response. We agree with most of the suggestions from the Under Secretaries
and integrated them into the final report as indicated in Management Comments.

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

(U) We conducted our analysis and developed our conclusions and recommendations based on
“data call” information that the Agency’s staff provided to us, from our interviews of staff and
operational personnel and from other DoD entities. Without documentary evidence to the
contrary, we stand behind the report as written. Where we could agree with the Agency’s
suggestions, we integrated them into the report as indicated in the Management Comments.

(U) We request the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency provide comments on
Recommendation A.3., indicating concurrence or nonconcurrence and planned corrective
actions by July 14, 2008. As part of the followup process, initiated after receipt of management
comments to the final report, we will request documentation on actions taken and planned
milestones for actions on-going; until after completion.

iv
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(U) Background

(%) The DoD Office of the Inspector General conducted this evaluation to
meet requirements of the Classified Annex to Public Law 108-287, “Defense
Appropriations Act for the Fiscal Year 2005,” which directed the National
Counterintelligence Executive to conduct a damage assessment regarding the
potential compromise of information, sources, and methods that may have
occurred as a result of the Government's relationship with the Iraqi National
Congress (INC). The House Appropriations Committee also directed the National
Counterintelligence Executive (o answer the following questions concerning the
Government’s relationship with the INC:

1. (S4hik) Have any United States intelligence sources and methods been
discovered or compromised; Have any United States intelligence
operatives been compromised;

2. (5% Have any sensitive United States military information been
compromised,;

3. (8%F) How much, if any, of the information provided by the Iraqi
National Congress was vetted or discredited by the Intelligence
Community prior to the onset of United States hostilities with Iraq and in
the period thereafter;

partment of State, the Central Intelligence Agency
or the DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c) , or other elements of the Intelligence
Community make known to the DoD their concerns about the Iraqi

National Congress;

5. &4 To whom was this information passed;, What decisions were
made based on this information; Were any safeguards implemented;

6. (#F) Which United States intelligence personnel and other United
States Government personnel had close contact and interaction with the
Iragi National Congress, what was the extent of those relationships, and
what benefit were they to the United States Government; Have any or
should any changes in policy and oversight be implemented to ensure that
source and officer relationships are managed appropriately?

(U/AeE0) On January 27, 2005, the National Counterintelligence Executive
requested the support of the DoD Office of the Inspector General in responding to
the House Appropriations Committee. On February 22, 2005, we agreed to assist
and shortly thereafter began data collection and interviews.

(U/AeE8) We provided a two-phased response. We issued the Phase One report
on June 12, 2006, which answered Questions 1 and 2 from the House
Appropriations Committee. Because Phase One contained highly sensitive
information, we published it under separate cover with limited distribution. Phase

1
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Two answers Questions 3 through 6 from the Housc Appropriations Committee
about the relationship between the DoD and INC.” We recognize that the INC had
interaction with many individuals in the United States Government for many
years; this report, however, will not discuss those relationships. Due to the large
scope of the inquiry, we limited our review to the relationship between the INC
and the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; the Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence; and the Defense Intelligence Agency

(DIA).

(U) Objectives

(&# The review objective was to respond to questions 3-6 contained in the
Classified Annex to the Fiscal Year 2005 Defense Appropriations Act, Public
Law 108-287.

(U) See Appendix A for a discussion of the scope and methodology and Appendix
B for prior report coverage.

(U) Review of Internal Controls

(U) DoD Directive 5010.38, “Management Control (MC) Program,” and DoD
Instruction 5010.40, “Management Control (MC) Program Procedures,” require
DoD organizations to impiement a comprehensive system of management controls
that provides reasonable assurance that programs are operating as intended and to
evaluate the adequacy of the controls.

(U) Scope of the Review of the Managers’ Internal Control Program. This
report is provided in response to four questions from the House Appropriations
Committee. The scope of the report is limited to those four questions.
Accordingly, a review of the managers’ internal control program was not
performed and was outside the scope of this review.

} (U/Aa@%8) On Scptember 8, 2006, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence issued its report “Report
of the Select Committee on the Use by the Intelligence Community of Information Provided by the Iragi
National Congress.” The Senate report included background on the relationship between the INC and the
Central Intelligence Agency and discussed more fully the relationships of the INC with United

States Government personnel outside the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The Senate Report also
included informatijon responding to the House Appropriations Committee’s Questions 3 through 6 that are
the subject of this report.

2
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(U) History of the Relationship between the DoD and the Iraqi
National Congress

S#NF) The INC began in 1992 as an umbrella organization of Iraqi opposition
groups. The INC, headed by Dr. Ahmad Chalabi (Chalabi), represented the first
major attempt by opponents of Saddam Hussein to join forces. Under the Iraq
Liberation Act of 1998, the Government provided assistance to the INC as part of
a transmon plan for democracy in Iraq. The Department of State, followed by the

oy admmistered an INC program called the BRSSP RE KAV RI(9)] .
was established to collect information about

qfroma networ o overt sources provided by the INC. The INC established

the position of Chief of Operations for the [REaSE(e) ()NECIN(S to
interface between overt information sources and United States Intelligence. The
DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) facilitated collection activities against the Iraqi
regime and exploited INC resources inside Iraq.

(U) On October 31, 1998, Congress passed the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998, Public
Law 105-338. The Act established a transition plan for democracy in Iraq and
authorized the Government to provide assistance to select Iragi opposition groups,
among them the INC. On October 29, 1999, President Clinton authorized
assistance to the INC through Presidential Determination No. 2000-5,
“Determination to Authorize the Furnishing of Drawdown Assistance to the Iragi
National Congress under Section 4(a)(2) of the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998.” The
authorization included “furnishing up to $5 million in defense articles from the
stocks of the Department of Defense, defense services of the Department of
Defense, and military education and training in order to provide assistance to the
Iragi National Congress.” On May 2, 2000, the Secretary of Defense issued a
memorandum for the Secretaries of the Military Departments and the Directors of
the Defense Agencies concerning ,“Support for the Implementation of the Iraqi
Liberation Act,” and stated that it was a top Administration “goal to help create a
viable, effective, external Iragi political opposition that can demonstrate to the
Iraqi people that alternatives to Saddam Hussein exist.”

& After enactment of the Iraq leeratlon Act, the Department of State became
significantly involved with the INC.* In March 2001, the Department of State
established the ISR (Y ANECIN() whereln the INC collected
information on human rights abuses, the oil- or-food program, wat crimes
evidence, and other topics, from a network of sources in Iraq. The INC
disseminated the information through its media outlets (newspaper, television,
radio) and through discussions with the international community. Additionally,

the INC made available several Iraqi “defectors” with information of intelligence
value. Thefjjjjilij the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and the Central

% (U) The Department of State involvement was summarized in two reviews conducted by the Department
of State Office of the Inspector General (“Review of Awards 1o Iraqi National Congress Support
Foundation,” Report Number 01-FMA-R-092, September 2001; and “Follow Up Review of Iraqi National
Congress Support Foundation,” Report Number AUD/CG-02-44, September 2002) and will not be
discussed in detail in this report.

3
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Intelligence Agency (CIA) assisted in debriefing the defectors, and the
Department of State managed the RUAEE( A PMIEV NG

&SAE) In 2002, DoD became involved in developing a program called the Free
Iraqi Forces. This was an overt program for training and equipping Iragi
opposition groups.> The Office of the Deputy Under Secretary of Defense, Near
East and South Asia Division, within the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy, oversaw the Free Iraqi Forces program. The resources for the Free
Iragi Forces program came under the drawdown authorities of the Iraqi Liberation
Act. All certified democratic opposition groups were invited to supply names of
volunteers for the Free Iraqi Forces. The INC provided the names of thousands of
individuals, some of whom were Iragi refugees living in Iran. The Office of the
Secretary of Defense (OSD) submitted all names to the for vetting. Of the
thousands of names submitted by the INC, only 90 individuals actually arrived for
training. Of those, only 70 deployed into Iraq. The Free Iraqi Forces program
lasted for 6 months and ended on July 31, 2003.

(&) During this same time period in 2002, United States Government support
for several Iragi opposition groups, including the INC, was discussed by members
of the National Security Council (NSC) Deputies Committee® at Deputies
Luncheons. The participants at the Deputies Luncheons were limited to the
Deputy National Security Advisor, the Deputy Secretary of State, the Under
Secretary of State for Political Affairs, the Deputy Secretary of Defense, the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, the Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, the Deputy Director of the CIA, and the Assistant to the Vice President for
National Security Affairs. During these Deputies Luncheons, as one senior DoD
official described, “there were often discussions about ... accusations of financial
irregularities and the fact that State wanted to cut off the INC.”

&H#= To ensure the United States Government interacted with all democratic
Iragi opposition groups, the NSC established a mechanism for dealing with the
Iraqi opposition groups, wherein a senior official from the Department of State
was the primary contact for meetings, and all agencies would be notified and
allowed to participate.

(SH#NE=By July 2002, the Department of State decided to stop funding the

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) because it could not justify the expense.
According to a senior DoD official, the Deputy National Security Advisor
affirmed that intelligence on Iraq was needed because of the possibility of going to
war, and he did not want to cut off one of the few sources of intelligence on Iraq.

=t5On July 25, 2002, the Deputies Committee agreed to transfer administration of
(LDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) from the Department of State to the DoD.

3 @R The entirety of this program was beyond the scope of this report; DoD involvement in this
program mcluded the Joint Staff, United States Central Command, the Office of the Secretary of Defense,
and the [

(U) Presidential Decision Directive 2, January 20, 1993, established a Deputies Committee to serve as the
senior sub-Cabinet interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting national security.

4
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The Deputy Secretary of Defense recommended that the? administer the
program to avoid losing valuable sources of information about Iraq. In the
meantime, the Department of State worked with relevant congressional
appropriators to remove staff holds on INC funding and “stress{ed] to the
committee staffs that the Government needs as much collection on Iraq as
possible, and that the BISSR() (YR EIEYN () defector program has
produced valuable results.

(&4HE) In August 2002, senior officials from the Department of State and the
OSD co-chaired a meeting of all opposition leaders, including the INC, Patriotic
Union of Kurdistan, Iragi National Accord, and Kurdistan Democratic Party,
Constitutional Monarchists, and the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution
in Iraq at the Department of State.

S On August 1, 2002, the D
administer the RSEQIIEEIONC] As

there were some positives to the IS : “INC had the
potential sources to exploit, and aMCIONECONC]

Dt - (b)(1),

eputy Secretary of Defense directed themto
i official noted that

because senior leaders in the Government wanted to
professionalize the INC intelligence capabilities, to codify the reporting, and to
improve its accounting skills. The Department of State was not an intelligence
organization so it was not well suited to accomplish that mission. The senior ]
official saw his mission as cleaning up an existing program.

&N The Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the to develop a concept
of operations for administering the EANARI and stated,
“the program should focus on defector debriefings (with INC, CIA, and

participation) and a process for efficient dissemination of intelligence.”  Senior
OSD officials worked to transfer the [{s)[q)RMIEICIN(e); from the
B According to one senior OSD ofticial, once the

, 1.4(a), transferred from Department of State to|jijil}
“OSD stepped out of the process.”

(S#) In September 12, 2002, the Deputy Secretary of Defense notified the
House and Senate Committees on Appropriations, the House and Senate
Appropriations Subcommittees on Defense, the House and Senate Armed Services
Comnmittees, the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, and the
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence that the DoD intended to administer the
Information Collection Program.

¢5#¥F) In September and October 2002, seniorw officials briefed the House
Appropriations Committee, the House Permanent Select Committee on
Intelligence, and the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on key aspects of
HIDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) that included funding, accountability, and
counterintelli




(8#F) On October 25, 2002, {§iil officials formalized the relationship with the
INC in a Letter Agreement that specxfled the scope of responsibilities, procedures,

security arrangements, operational concepts, dispute resolution settlement, and
duration of the BIaSE(AVRIEIC () . The Letter Agreement also
outlined the financial provisions, including a $340,000 monthly allocation from

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

(54 From November 2002 through January 2003, jiill officials debriefed
DIA (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) sources that the INC provided in Europe and East
Asia. During that time, the INC BRI ()1 RN R:IE) B (9] headquarters
was located in Washington, D.C. The sources provided information including
Iraqi leadership movements, smuggling routes in Iraq, Iragi missile forces and
deployments, Saddam Hussein’s use of oil revenue, possible chemical component

sales to Syria, and al-Qaida use of forged passports.

(S4¥) In late February 2003, the INC moved its operations into northern Iragq.
The INC information collection network continued to report on the disposition,
location, and movements of Iraqi military, intelligence, security, and Fedayeen
Saddam forces. The sources passed this information to INC officials in Iraq, who
passed it to INC [BIEEE(J TG H AN 4(a) (c) headquarters in

Washington, D.C., who passed it to|§

(U) On March 19, 2003, Coalition forces invaded Iraq.

(SHS) In late March 2003, following Director Central Intelligence Directive
(DCID) 5/17 coordination w1th the CIA and coordination with the United

States Central Command, [DIENEE{ )G RNIE-TE:) R () liaison
officer to work with the INC in Iraq to better satisty tactical intelligence collection

requirements.

From March 26 through May 1, 2003, the eSO REEICIN(E

BN |iaison officer accompanied the INC as it moved from northern Iraq to.

Nassirtyah in southern Irag and then into Baghdad. The INC located and provided
[EDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) liaison officer access to Iraqi officials for

debriefings and also provided caches of Ba'ath party documents for exploitation

7 68 DCID 5/1, “Espionage and Counterintelligence Activities Abroad,” December 19, 1984, governs the
Government’s conduct and coordination of espionage, counterintelligence operations, and related
intelligence liaison activities abroad.

6
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by Coalition forces. The reporting answered tactical intelligence collection
requirements.

2SeNDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

of United States Central Command. The Base assigned additional overt
intelligence collectors (debriefers) to work with the [RUZRSE( QP ARIEI(®)]

(E#E) In mid-June 2003, with the establishment of the Iraq Survey Group,® the
in-country responsibility for managing, tasking, and reporting of th
transferred to W elements in the Iraq Survey Group.

& On September 30, 2003, the Deputy Secretary of Defense notified the House
and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Defense and the House and Senate
Armed Services Committees that management of the {BlENEE( G PRNICIE )R (0)
would be extended for an additional year.

¢5#F) On October 16, 2003, the il and the INC renewed the Letter Agreement
to reflect changes in the Government’s information collection priorities and the
postwar situation in Iraq.

SHNE> From May 2003 through May 2004, the RasCAONUCRY
PRl liaison team continued to debricf RO
sources who provided tactical, force protection, counterterrorisin, and weapons of
mass destruction information in response to DoD intelligence collection

requirements.

(S#E On May 11, 2004, the Principals Committee® of the NSC met and agreed
with the DoD decision to terminate its relationship with the INC. On
May 13, 2004, the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence instructed the
Director to “implement a rapid termination of the [RUaSE() QY AELCINE
contract effective May 14, 2004.” On May 14, 2004, the Deputy
Secretary of Defense notified the House and Senate Appropriations
Subcommittees on Defense, the House and Senate Armed Services Committees,
the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, the Senate Select
Committee on Intelligence, the Vice President, the White House Chicf of Staff,
the Secretary of State, the Director of Central Intelligence, the Assistant to the

¥ (U) The Iraq Survey Group consolidated the efforts of the various collection operations in Iraq under one
national-level headquarters. The group’s primary goal was to search for and eliminate weapons of mass
destruction. The Iraq Survey Group also exploited documents and media related to terrorism, investigated
war crimes, and gathered information on Prisoners of War/Missing In Action issues,

° (U) Presidential Decision Directive 2, January 20, 1993, established the Principals Committee to serve as
the senior interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting national security.

7
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President for National Security Affairs, the White House Counsel, and the
Administrator of Coalition Provisional Authority of the intent to lerminate the
DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) Several senior DoD officials told us that the

as terminated because a transitional
government was being established in Iraq and the United States Government
could not have a known intelligence program with a political party in a sovereign
country,

(U) On May 14, 2004, the iilillliprovided INC leadership 30 day notice of intent to

terminate the EECEEEEESREEZD




(U) Evaluation Responses to Questions 3
through 6 from the House
Appropriations Committee Request

(&HNF) Question 3: How much, if any, of the information
provided by the Iraqi National Congress was vetted or
discredited by the Intelligence Community prior to the onset of
United States hostilities with Iraq and in the period
thereafter?

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

= |

- (b)(1), 1.4(a), (o)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a),(c); (b)(5)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a).(c); (P)(3)




A

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a).(c); (b)(3)




DIA - (b(1), 1.4(a),(c); (b)(3), SS 3024(i)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (), (d); (b)(5)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c), (d)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a).(c); (b)(3), 50 USC 3024(i); (b)(5)




5#2¥F) Question 4: Did the Department of State, the Central
Intelligence Agency or the QGGG o
other elements of the Intelligence Community make known to
the DoD their concerns about the Iraqi National Congress?

(§#F) The CIA, Department of State, and were concerned about using the
INC and particularly some of its members in United States intelligence operations
because of their known connections with foreign and security intelligence

services.

l\."“k‘l 1
DIA - (b)(1). 1.4(a).(b).(c).(d);
CIA - (b)(1) and (b)(3), 50 U.S.C. 403g, Sec. 6 CIA Act of 1949 and Sec. 102A(i)() of the National Security Act of

1947

AMTDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(2) (b) (¢) (d);
CIA- (b)(1) and (b)(3), 50 U.S.C. 403g, Sec. 6 CIA Act of 1949 and Sec. 102A(j)(l) of the National

Security Act of 1947

ll

¥RSem¥DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a),(b).(c).(d);
AREMLIEAC 1A - (b)(1) and (b)(3), 50 U.S.C. 403g, Sec. 6 CIA Act of 1949 and Sec. 102A(i)(l) of the National Secyi

Act of 1947

DIA - (b)(1). 1.4(2).(b).(c).(d);
CIA - (b)(1) and (b)(3). 50 U.S.C. 403g, Sec. 6 CIA Act of 1949 and Sec. 102A(i)(l) of the National Security Act of 1947

102A()(1) of the National
Security Act of 1947




(U/A-ee6es Department of State Concerns about the Iraqi National
ena : entered primarily on the financial

A September 2001 audit of the

by the Department of State Inspector General

' t dt sigmiicant improvements in accountability were needed, internal
controls were deficient and INC Support Foundation did not comply with
applicable regulations and agreements. Department of State officials were
concerned about the lack of financial accountability and the potential for fraud in
the program. Additionally, the Department of State began to doubt the value of
the information that the INC was providing and was unable to judge the program’s
effectiveness because the INC refused to erant Department of State officials
VIR !A - (b)(3 ) B0USC § 3024() materials. The Department of State’s

s. which had overall responsibility for the
rmine the value of the

A d (el
in ormat:on that the (b)(3) 50 USC § 3024(') provided without a

professional assessment by the intelligence community. The Bureau of Near East
Affairs also believed that the program should be managed by another agency more
experienced in managing intelligence collection.

€53=T'he Department of State did not want to continue the [RIESE( (Y RIEI(Y)
R because the Department of State was not in the intelligence collection
business and had no system in place to manage the information received.

According to the Department of State, the [MaSECHONEIC)
costly, inefficient, and mismanaged by the

believed that the DoD or CIA was better smted.to fund and manage the
DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c) and ceased funding the SIS (b)(1), 1.4(c)

was

BN i May 2002.

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (b), (c); (b)(5)

ADIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (b), (c); (b)(5)

LR DT




MG GTIDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c) became unpopular with
congressional oversight committees and was the subject of a negative report from
the Department of State Inspector General on funding controls and accountability.
The Department of State Inspector General eventually cleared the INC of any
wrongdoing; nevertheless, the congressional committees refused to approve a
reprogramming action to continue funding the RS CI QIS

with the Department of State.

(&#F) OSD Concerns about the Iraqi National Congress. Senior personnel
from the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, who were working
with the Iraqi exile groups, assumed that the exile groups were penetrated.
Several senior officials interviewed did not recall anyone expressing specific
concerns about the PIESE(AYAEI(O} , but they believed that every
Iraqi opposition group had an agenda. They were aware that the INC, as well as
other opposition groups, had contacts in Iran, The Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy stated that his position was that ‘ﬁxllust assume all groups are

penetrated.” The presumption was that was diligent in addressing
counterintelligence concerns. A senior official from the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, who started his tenure after the had
started to manage the SlaSK(o QPRE() , remarked that he was
surprised that OSD developed an alliance with Chalabi. The senior official
believed that if one United States Government organization, particularly one as
important as CIA, had such strong feelings about an individual or organization, it

should have reconciled the issues before another Government organization
“rushed into a relationship.”

(S#™F) Congressional Concerns about the Iraqi National Congress. Several
congressional committee members and staff directors expressed concerns about
the DoD assuming control of the [MaSKO(IRNEI)] . According to
an April 2003 memorandum from the Director, il to the Under Secretary of
Defense for Intelligence, DoD’s assuming funding responsibility for the

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c) was a confroversial subject with the
congressional oversight committees, To answer these concerns, senior
managers conducted extensive briefings and had meetings with the Senate and
House Armed Services, Intelligence, and Appropriations Subcommittees on
Defense staffs.

DA (BY(1),

€5 The Senate Armed Services Committee expressed concerns to the OSD that
were based on a Washington Post story reporting on DoD willingness to fund the
intelligence activities of the INC and the concern that DoD might be engaging in
covert activities. The OSD official responded that the[DIISER( )RR (o)}
was a foreign intelligence collection program with no aspect of covert
action, that the Deputies Committee had agreed that DoD would assume
responsibility for the program from the Department of State and fund it out of the
General Defense Intelligence Program, and that DoD would spend no funds and
conduct no intelligence collection until it received the required Congressional
approvals. Additionally, the Senate Armed Services Committee had four other
concerns:
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...the Department of State appeared to be “offloading™ a program they
did not want to do to DoD, yet the Department of State was keeping the
funds;

...the DoD was not supposed to conduct national intelligence
collection, but instead was supposed to collect military intelligence, and
implied that the CIA was generously funded 1o collect national
intelligence;

...before DoD started the program, Department of State should conduct
a thorough accounting and settling up the hookkeeping problems; and

...the INC seemed to be shopping United States Government agencies,
having failed to meet Department of State standards, it was now heing
transferred to DoD without having to mend it ways.

ks Staff Directors for the Senate Armed Services Committee also had serious
counterintelligence concerns about the NSC’s policy decision to allow INC
personnel to be present at C1IA and debriefings of sources. They pointed out
that any intelligence from such sessions may be tainted. The responded that
it was not comfortable with the policy, but had been directed to “live with it” and
was planning to implement safeguard measures before allowing INC personnel to
participate.

() Question 5: To whom was this information passed; What
decisions were made based on this information; Were any
safeguards implemented?

&#™E) To whom was this information passed?

(S+A¥) The briefed OSD and congressional oversight committees about its
concerns and potential problems surrounding involvement with the INC. Early in
the process of establishing a relationship with the INC, il action officers
informed @ and OSD leadership of potential problems involving the INC and
JIGiDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)




DIA - (b)(1), 14(a), (¢)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

(S4E) What decisions were made based on this information?

i wlDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

The Deputy Secretary of Defense and his staff

were aware of the Department of State’s concemns and developed talking poinis
DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (¢)

The talking points, presented to the Principals Committee,

mcluded:

e the collection of information through defectors made available by the
INC,

e emphasis on the value of the INC defector program,

% (U) The October 2002 DIA briefing included staffers from the Intelligence, Appropriations, and Armed
Services Committees of both Houses of Congress.
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PIDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)
DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) .

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()

L GaDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

S9HE) Were any safeguards implemented?
BIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

Esudis The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy presumed that

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) concerns about the

DIA - (b)(1). 1.4(a). (¢) An August 16, 2002 memorandum on the

rogram from t}e ffxce of the Under Secretar of Defense for Policy stated that
- (b)(1), 1.4(a), (¢

cueawaDIA - (P)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

MDA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (0)

\\SFS AL )

SSXDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a),(C)

sy DA - (B)(1), 1.4(a), (¢)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (¢)

S=NDIA L (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

1Neea\D A~ (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

ML

DIA - (b)(3), 10 U.S.C. § 424

[l @]USD() - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

! (U) The Compound was the former headquarters of the Iraqi Intelligence Service.
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USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

2L USD(]) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

RereXUSD(1) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

WL DE .

DIA-(b)(1)
1.4(c)

(U) Office of the Secretary of Defense contacts with the Iraqi National
Congress.

e SD() - (0)(1), 1.4(c)

USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

188 USD(l) - (b)(1), 14(C)

NCLLEREIY S

wsnrmsUSD(1) - (DY), 1.4(C)




USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

1S58 S() - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

CUEALW A

Se S - (0)(1), 1.4(c)

NELLEREW A

seucenraes USD(1): (D)(1), 1.4(c)

USD(I): (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA: (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)
JUSD() - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

RBUSD() - (0)(6)
28
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USD() - (b)(5)

*=NUSD()) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

(U)RESCICINAVE AR E VLI contacts with the Iraqi National Congress.

DA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

AR,

GaIDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()

\ ot P iV )

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a),(c)
CIA - (b)(1) and (b)(3), 50 U.S.C. 403g, Sec. 6 CIA Act of 1949 and Sec. 102A(i)(l) of the
National Security Act of 1947

(S/NF What benefit were these relationships to the United States
Government?

USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()




USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA-(b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

6549 Have any or should any changes in policy and oversight be
implemented to ensure that source and officer relationships are managed
appropriately?

(U/A=2439 The answer to this question is addressed in the Findings and
Recommendations contained in this report.

* @4y Evaluator response to Question 3, “Evaluation of Pre War Information,” and “*Evaluation of
stiioilaliui - Spot Reports,” provides further analysis of the benefit of the gRaSCIONIEIC)
- » 1.4(C,
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(EJ) Finding DIA - (b)(3), 10 U.S.C. § 424

wa=NDIA _(b)(1), 1.4(a), (C)

(U) Background

IR0 A - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (0)

g nrawi

DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

©=WDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

Wi %
A2 AN )

3 (U) For a full discussion of the safeguards, see Evaluator Response to Question 5 of this report.
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(U) Criteria

(b)(1), 1.4(2), (¢)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (¢)

cucacwsDIA - (0)(1), 1.4(2), (c)

zzzazw DA - (D)(1), 1.4(2), ()

(U) Insufficient Counterintelligence Support

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a}, (c)
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(U) Lack of Personnel and Senior Leadership Emphasis

cuearwr- A - (B)(1), 1.4(3), ()

(b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

i c.iex:2IDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()
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(U) Effect

1NN A (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

NSLLEINEID N

)IDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (0)

SERNDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

SSALRLE




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

xs 3iDIA - (b)(1), 14(a), (c)

FLRTAND) A - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

7 |

), 1.4(a), (¢)

s aar wiDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)
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DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), ()
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(U) Recommendation, Management Comments, and Response

5H2¥F) A. We recommend that the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency:

1. Dedicate sufficient counterintelligence personnel to support overt
human intelligence operation.

2. Re-emphasize counterintelligence support to overt operations by
codifying in pelicy:

a. Conducting threat assessments and vulnerability assessments
for all operations.

b. Defining low, medium, and high-risk operations by assessing
the hostile agent threat, the command and control of assets, and the
environment,

¢. Defining the baseline for counterintelligence support for all
overt operations.

d. Explaining how the counterintelligence support will increase as
the operational risk level increases from low to medium and high risk,

3. Integrate all security requirements into the planning, execution,
and dismantling phases of overt operations.

USD() - (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c)

(U/#e%¥6) DoD IG Response to the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence. We agreed with the Under Secretary’s suggestion and added
Recommendation A.3. above.

SSNDIA(b)(1), 1.4(a), (€)

CLAENLIOA




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)

caxazwaDlA - (0)(1), 1.4(2), (c)

(U) The complete comments are presented in the Management Comments section
of the report.

5+ DoD IG Response. We recognized that thejjij had limited
counterintelligence resources to dedicate qualified personnel to all of its

counterintelligence missions and we recognized that, during part of its
relationship with the RSl CH (R EICIN() , it was operating in a
wartime environment where competition for resources was great. We also
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recognized that § bractice was to prioritize its counterintelligence resources
to support clandestine operations more than overt operations. However, we
believed that support to the [MISGH G NNELER(©)
Jould have been the exception to that practice. As early as October 20
agpeYassessed that the INC was penetrated “like a sieve” by Iran and that Chalabi
was giving mformatlon to the Iranians. Armed with that information alone, we
believed that the figil] should have dedicated sufficient counterintelligence

personnel to help ensure the integrity of the operation and the information
obtained from it.

(SHANE-Additionally, we recognized that initial design of the JEEIEESAY

AU RLCONE] did not involve operations in Iraq.  However, the iy

provided us with no plan of operation that amended or superceded the concept of

operations. Furthermore, nowhere does the concept of operations state that the
requirements contained therein would be negated should the program shift to
another locale. In fact, the concept of operations states, “Within manpower
requirements and constraints, the counterintelligence referent will travel or deploy
to forward elements and other areas as needed to provide operational support.”
Findlly, it is illogical to argue that counterintelligence safeguards (such as those

o (b) merated in the concept of operations) had limited application in Iraq or that the

hould have been held to a lower standard for counterintelligence controls
and safe guards once the operation moved into a war zone in Iraq. We believed
that the should have considered the threat of compromise to foreign
intelligence services even graver.

(U) Regarding the recommendations, the comments and actions are responsive.
We request that the Director, DIA, provide comments on Recommendation A.3.
(suggested by the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence) by July 14, 2008.
The comments should indicate concurrence or nonconcurrence with the
recommendation and planned actions.
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(U) Finding B. Foreign Military
Intelligence Collection Activities

(EAND Them and the then Assistant Secretary of Defense for
Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence (ASD(C31)) did
not promote collecting intelligence information from DoD personnel in
contact with Chalabi and other INC members. This occurred because of
lack of awareness, emphasis, and oversight regardmg the Foreign Military
Intelligence Collection Activities (FORMICAY)”’ program. As a result, the
Intelligence Community did not have the opportunity to evaluate or vet
potential intelligence information.

(U) Background

S Military and civilian DoD personnel not involved in intelligence
collection (non-intelligence personnel) often have unique access to foreign
personnel and organizations in which the United States has an intelligence
interest. Such was the case with personnel from the Office of the Under Secretary
of Defense for Policy in their official meetings with Chalabi and other members of
the INC. Those personnel met with Chalabi and other INC members in the United
States and overscas before and after the March 2003 invasion of Iraq.

€SH#HS The Military Services and ] had long recognized the potential
intelligence value of non-intelligence personnel’s form%n contacts and established
formal programs to collect foreign positive intelligence®® from them. The
Services and o referred to the ams as FORMICA. Under the FORMICA
DIA - (b)(1), 1 4(a) (c)

(U) Criteria

(U) DoD Directive 5111.1, “Under Secretary of Defense for Policy USD(P),”
December 8, 1999, authorized the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to
communicate with representatives of foreign governments to carry out assigned

27 (U) The FORMICA program was classificd SECRET//NOFORN.
R LeDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c)
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functions. The Directive also authorized the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy to coordinate and exchange information with other OSD officials, heads of
DoD Components, and Federal officials with collateral or related functions.

(U) DoD Directive 5105.21, “Defense Intelligence Agency,” February 18, 1997,
charged DIA with managing and directing DoD HUMINT activities and
delegated DIA authorily to communicate with DoD Components to carry out
assigned functions.

(U) DoD Directive 5137.1, “Assistant Secretary of Defense for Command,
Control, Communications, and Intelligence (ASD (C31)),” February 12, 1992,
delegated supervision of DoD intelligence affairs to the ASD (C3I) and assistance
to other OSD staff elements on intelligence matters for which they were
responsible. The position of ASD (C3I) and the need for the Directive was
eliminated with the creation of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence in
2003,

(U) DoD Directive 5200.37, “Centralized Management of Department of Defense
Human Intelligence (HUMINT) Operations,” December 18, 1992, delegated the
ASD (C3I) with the authority to designate the Director, DIA as the DoD
HUMINT Manager with the responsibility of establishing procedures for
conducting DoD HUMINT activities and establishing processes to receive,
validate, coordinate, approve, and track DoD HUMINT requirements.

TYEGNDIA -~ (b)(1), 1.4(c)

(U) Defense Intelligence Agency

~S#NE [l Did Not Sensitize or Debrief the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy Staff Concerning the INC

AN overt collectors did not inform senior DoD officials within the Office
of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy of DoD intelligence requirements
(known as “sensitizing”) or debrief them about their dealings with Chalabi, the
INC, or its personnel. TheJIROIIEEIB] mandated that g establish FORMICA
to acquire and report foreign positive intelligence information from civilian
personnel employed in DoD organizations to satisfy the strategic needs of the
warfighter, DoD, and national policymakers.

41
SECREFANOFORN




&S Three senior DoD officials within the Office of the Under Secretary of

- Defense for Policy informed us that they had never heard of FORMICA. One
stated that "gathering intelligence is not what we do,” but added that he would
have been willing to talk to collectors about his meetings if the collectors had
requested. The senior DoD official emphasized his willingness by adding that he
had talked to CIA personnel when they had requested to “sensitize” him to CIA
intelligence requirements unrelated to the INC.*  Another senior DoD official
told us that he was not aware of gl collectors ever contacting personnel in the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy to sensitize them to intelligence
information or to debrief them for information of intelligence value, however, he
stated that he had briefed intelligence personnel. The intelligence personnel, to
whom he was referring, were apparently not collectors, but were more likely
analysts who were at the Pentagon to brief -- not to collect. The third senior
DoD official told us that personnel in the Office of the Under Secretary of
Defense for Policy had, “extremely important meetings with people that
[Intelligence Community] analyst [were only] speculating about” and stated that
he thought it, “peculiar that intelligence [personnel] didn’t debrief policy folks™
about the meetings.

(U) Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Command, Control,
Communications, and Intelligence did not Provide Oversight
of DIA and within OSD

(U) The ASD (C3I) did not provide oversight and emphasis on the FORMICA
program to ensure that non-intelligence personnel passed potential intelligence
information tofii§J collectors for Intelligence Community analysis and
consumption.

USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c)

USD(l) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

8 We did not determine whether CIA coordinated that mecting throughjjjil because it was beyond
the scope of this evaluation.
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(U) Missed Opportunity

(SH) Senior personnel in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for
Policy did not routinely pass potential intelligence information that they received
at meetings with Chalabi and other INC members tofgigi#] collectors because il
under the auspices of the FORMICA program, did not sensitize them to the

potential intelligence value of the information.

USD(I) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

USD()) - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

(S#28) The gl lack of FORMICA collection meant that the Intelligence
Community did not have the opportunity to vet potential intelligence information
provided by Chalabi and the INC.

(U) Subsequent Actions

(U) The Secretary of Defense created the position of Under Secretary of Defense
for Intelligence in 2003 and detailed the responsibilities and authorities of that
office in DoD Directive 5143.01, “Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence,”
November 23, 2005. One of the responsibilities was to oversee Defense
intelligence organizations to ensure that they were manned, trained, equipped, and
structured to support DoD missions.




USD(l): (b)(1), 1.4(c)

(U) Recommendations, Management Comments and Response

&#NF) B.1. We recommend that the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency

revitalize the Foreign Military Intelligence Collection Activities Program

within the Office of the Secretary of Defense to sensitize non-intelligence

personnel within the Office of the Secretary of Defense of intelligence

requirements and overtly collect intelligence information from them.
"e=NUSD(1): (b)(1), 1.4(c)

\L 771X )

e JUSD(): (b)(1), 1.4(c)

cunr ] DIA (0)(1)1.4(c)
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BDODOIG - (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA (b)(1), 1.4(c)
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK (U)
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(U) Appendix A. Scope and Methodology

(U/R*e%8) The scope of this report was limited to four of the six questions
addressed to the National Counterintelligence Executive in the Classified Annex
to the Fiscal Year 2005 Defense Appropriations Act, Public Law 108-287. Due to
the large scope of the inquiry, we focused our review on the relationship between
the INC and the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; the Office of
the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence; and the DIA.  We performed
this evaluation from February 14, 2005 through February 14, 2008, in accordance
with the President’s Council on Integrity and Efficiency standards.

(U/Aea) In response to the Director, DIA request received after the issuance of
our draft report in March 2007, we received additional documentation and
conducted additional interviews in November and December 2007,

(U/Ae883 To achieve our objective, we conducted 56 interviews with current or
former officials associated with the following organizations:

@

-]

(-]

Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence;
Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy;

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

Office of the Assistant to the Secretary of Defense for Intelligence
Oversight;

United States Central Command;

National Security Agency;

DIA;

Defense Security Cooperation Agency; and

Federal Bureau of Investigation.

¢ Examined documents from the above organizations and the
Department of the Army, the Department of the Air Force, the Joint
Staff, United States Joint Forces Command, United States European
Command, United States Transportation Command, United
States Special Operations Command, General Counsel of the
Department of Defense, and the Defense Reconstruction Support
Office.

e Reviewed published reports as shown in Appendix B.
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(U) Use of Computer-Processed Data, We did not use computer-processed data
to perform this evaluation.

(U) Use of Technical Assistance. We did not use technical assistance to perform
this evaluation.

(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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(U) Appendix B. Prior Coverage

(U) During the last 5 years, the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the
Department of Defense Inspector General (DoD IG), the Senate Select Committee
on Intelligence, the Commussion on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United
States Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, the Department of State, the
National Intelligence Council, and the DIA have issued reports discussing the INC
or related topics.

(U) GAO

(U) GAO Report No. GAO-04-559, “Issues Affecting Funding of Iragi National
Congress Support Foundation,” April 30, 2004 (U)

(U) DoD OIG

(U/Ae88) DoD OIG Report No. 06-INTEL-06, “Review of the United States
Government’s Relationship with the Iragi National Congress: Phase One -
Compromises of Information, Sources, and Methods (U//Ee¥89,” June 12, 2006
CHAS-GHOCINF)

b

(U) Senate Select Committee on Intelligence

(U) “Report of the Select Committee on Intelligence on the Use by the
Intelligence Community of Information Provided by the Iraqi National Congress,”
September 8, 2006 (U)

(U) Presidential Commission

(U) “The Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities of the United States
Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction, Repott to the President of the United
States,” March 31, 2005 (FSHHESSISIFIGRSEMNIOENE)

(U) Department of State OIG

(U) Department of State Report No. AUD/CG-02-44, “Follow Up Review of Iraqi
National Congress Support Foundation,” September 2002 (U)
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(U) Department of State Report No. 01-FMA-R-092, “Review of Awards to Iraqi
National Congress Support Foundation,” September 2001 (U)

(U) National Intelligence Council

(U) National Intelligence Council, QBN EMREI ORI R(SIC) RSIRVSIORI-ZI0]Q)

Nationalnicllizence Council Renort No. NiC 1768-02 R
ODNI - (b)(1), 1-4(0). (d); (b)(3), 50 USC 3024(i)(1) HFANE=

(U) DIA OIG

(U) DIA Project No. 04-2272-0A-026, “INC Iragi National Congress Audit,”
April 20, 2004 (SHANE)

(U) DIA Project No. 04-2249-0A-026, “DIA Support to the INC/ICP Audit,”
December 19, 2003 (SH#NE)

(U) DIA Project No. 00-1892-HQ-002, “CI Support to Operational HUMINT
Inspection” March 23, 2001 (S#NF)
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(U) Appendix C. Summary of Director, DIA
Comments and DoD IG
Response

(U) The Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence, Under Secretary of Defense
for Policy, and Director, DIA, provided comments in response to the draft report.
(See Management Comments for the complete text of those comments.) The
following discusses those issues raised by the Director, DIA that were not rebutted
in the main body of the report.

(U) Issue No. 1 - Accuracy and Completeness of Information

DIA - (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(i)

(U) DoD IG Response. Where we agreed with the Agency’s suggestions we
integrated them into the report. However, the provided no new documentary
evidence to substantiate its assertion that our draft contained serious inaccuracies
or that we did not give a complete descripti ' the Agency’s involvement with
iEIDIA - (b)(3) 50 USC 3024() . If the possessed documents that were
critical to the completeness and accuracy of the report, it was incumbent upon it to
deliver that information to us. Without documentary evidence to the contrary, we
stand behind the report as written.

(U) We conducted our analysns and developed our conclusions and
recommendations based on “data call” information from approximately 18
different U.S. government organizations, including [§lf In addition, we
conducted interviews with individuals from approximately nine U.S. government
agencies. Although our review focused on the relationship between the INC and
the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy; the Office of the Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence; and thell we do acknowledge in our
report that the INC had close contact with many U.S. government personnel in
the Executive and Legislative branches.

(U) Issue No. 2 - MESEOIOEESoxlva()

DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)
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DlA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

beuearwiDIA - (0)(1), 1.4(c)
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(U) Appendix D. Report Distribution

)

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
Office of the General Counsel

Other Defense Organizations

Director, Defense Intelligence Agency

Inspector General, Defense Intelligence Agency
Director, National Security Agency

Inspector General, National Security Agency

Non-Defense Federal Organization

Director of National Intelligence
Inspector General, Office of the Director of National Intelligence
National Counterintelligence Executive

Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman and
Ranking Minority Member

Senate Committee on Armed Services

Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
Senate Commiittee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence

House Committee on Armed Services

House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations
House Committec on Oversight and Government Reform

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence
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Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (U)

UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
5000 DEFENSE PENTAGON
WASHINGTON. DT 203015000

JUN 15 AT

MEMORANDUM FOR INSPECTOR GENERAL OF THE DEPARTMENT OF
DEFENSE

SUBIECT: Reviaw of the United Siates Government's Relationship with the Iraqi
Natioral Congrass: Phase Two—Relaiionship Between the [ragi Natonal
Cengress and the Department of Defense {Project No, D2005-INTEL-0122)
{LIFSES)

#= Ag requested, my staff bhas reviewed the subject draft ceport, [ concur wilth
ihe report and offer the aftached somuments. Additionally, my sta{f conducted o
Jeclassification review and found no QUSIXI) equities.

sl USD(]): (b)(1), 1.4(c)
USD(l): (b)(1), 1.4(c)

TSD(): (b)6)

QUMG &p*
James R, Clagpar, Ir.

Anachaeni(s : Berired-frommBrfrBr-oi6
As stated P
Y QA e rsa=Ccag s
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Final Report
Reference

Page 37

Revised

Revised
Pages 37-38

COMMENTS ON REVIEW OF THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT'S
RELATIONSHIP WITH THE IRAQI NATIONAL CONGRESS: PHASE TWO—
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE IRAQI NATIONAL CONGRESS AND THE
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 1PROJECT NO. D2003-INTEL-0122) (L/F0E6)

= General.

o (UFSES Comment: Refer the Sraft report 1o the Centrad Inseiligencs Agensy
1CIAY for 2 dectassification review. Ranorale: The drafl repent discusses CIA
information.

REPORINSD (1) (0)(5)

USD(l): (b)(5)

USD(): (b)(1), 1.4(c)

USD(I) (b)(1), 1.4(c); DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)
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Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (U)

Final Report
-Reference

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
W0 DEFENSE PENTASON
WASHINGYOR, 66 D3RO -2000

Tune 25, 2007

MEMORANDUM FOR DEPUTY ASSISTANT INSPECTOR GENERAL
FOR INTELLIGENCE EVALUATIONS

FROM: Siaff Dircetor and Special Adviser to the
Under Secretary of Deiense for Policy

SUBJECT: OUSD(P) Comments on Review of the United States Government's
Relationship with the iragi National Congress: Phase Two -
Relatiunship Betweea the [ragi National Congress and the Depurzment of
Defense (Projoct No. D3OS INTEL-0122 (L/ #6489

{U) Thank vou for vour March 3¢, 2007 memo to the Under Secretary of Dafense for
Policy, requesting our comments on the draft report by vour office of the sume date
regerding the above subject. The Under Secretary has asked me to provide the
following OUSD(P) comments:

12, 1, response 10 gucstion 4:

o (&=2F) The response states that ClA shared “counterintetligence concerns™ with
senior officials at DoD, The detailed discussion on pages 17-19 makes clesr that
CIA shared these “counterintellipence concerns”™ with hut does not identify at
what level of seniority withinfilild. Morcover, in the context af the question
{which implies that “DoD" refers to non-imteligence pans of the Depuniment), the
response could be misunderstood 1o suggest that CIA shared its concems with
senior non-intelligence officials in the Depanment of Defense, though the facts
reported in the draft report do not substantiste such an understanding.

P. 4, first full para:

¢ [SrNE) 37 sentence should read: “AN certitied democratic opposition groups were Revised

invited to supphy names of volunieers.,.

+  (55F 6 semence should read: ~The INC, afong with other opposition groups,
provided OSD the names of thousands of individuals, some of whom were Tragi Revised
refugees living in Iron.™ It would be incorrect to impiy that only INC provided
names.

¢ &NF 77 sentence should read: “OSD submited all names gl for vetting.” Revised




Fipal Repornt
Reference

Revised

Revised

Deleted

Revised

i, 4. shird pemw

oS3 Thz meetine also inciaded representatives from SCIRLund the
Consiitutional .\Ic.\zmrdmu

.5, second parws

o (173 The second semenze ends With & guotation mark ot lacks an initia) quotation
mark.

SEYCTER

o A The last sentence 1 The semm-ohu-x ... noted that had never
run @ progrom of 1he magnitude of the INC uperation.”} is puzzting, The INC
program was aet very big (ebout $4,000,000 per yeurd. it is surprising that
’md never run a program that big, if the sumience is aceurate, 1t would be useful o
arovide more context 30 thit the senior lMaffizial’s sutement can bz bener

understood.

7. L0, dast papa:

< {17) This paragraph, which carries over to page 11, could be misunderstood 1o
suggest that the two diseradited sourees prov jded by the INC, discussed here, hed 2
significant impact on the TS Intelligence Communiiy’s pro-war assesseyenls about
Iragi mobile biological Wespons laaoraterics and Iragi nuchear facilities

¢ (U As the Commissivn on the Imeltigence Capabitities of the Unitad States
Regarding Weapons of Mass Destruction (*WMD Cammission™) reported.
howuver. “CIA"s post-war investigations reveled that INC-related sourees had a
rainital impact on pre-war ussessments,” WD Commission Report t the
President (March 31, 2003} at 10N unalassitied verston),

(L) The Intelfigenee Contmunity judgment that Lraq had mobile
hiological laboraorivs “was bused almost exclusively on informatien
ohtained from a single hiumnan source - codenamed ‘Curveball’ - whose
cradibility .. [..“.'.e:i collapsed .. and who 4 ® * cane to 1he 2iiention
of the Intelligence Community through a rorcign Hinison service.” Thid mt
80, 83,

< U TThe CIA's post-war investigations were tnable (o uncover any
evidence that the INC or any other organtzation wes directizg Curvedall
10 feed misteading information to the Inteliigence Communiy. Instead,
the post-war investigetions concluded that Curveball’s reperiing wis not
influenced by. controlled by, or conneeted ra, the INC.” fhidat 1G8.




Final Report
Reference

s (U We suggest that the report includg this informsation in order to place the
relutively smali significance of the wo diseredited INC sovrees inio proper

perspeative,
£. 23 second para:

o i[5 spile of concerns from |State and ile [C]. ihe Deputies Commities
direcied o implemens the INC[RUEN{OTEIREREI() " This
implics that the zoncems should have ked w ending the Program, an 2reument that
the [G report dowsn't make explicith and that would be invorrect if made,

P23, final para and top of p. 24:

(i) One reason lor ransfeming e ICP from State tofll wus o put the
Program under professiona! intellizence mansrement, RISSNINTEIR R (G (]6))

DIA (b)(1),1.4(c); (b)(5)

<
1
7z

(L) The subtie referving 1o OUSD(P) and OUSD() contacts with the INC is
inconsistent with the section of text following that subtitle, That section only
discusses contacts with the INC by personnel within OUSD(E) and the Office of
Net Assessment, not OUSD. Nt Assessment is nof purt of OUSD{?) or
QUSDii. (Foovtnote 22 at the 2ottom of page 28, referning 10 a tormer OUSDYI)
official, relutes to the previous sectivn of the texy, ret the present ene.)

-

P 29, frst pary:

o (§4NF) The individual in question is g comruet emplover (e, an emplovee whorm
a contrastor provides to work i a governmnent olice), and not a goverament
contractor, |le did not “receive,., e contract 1o perfonn this mission for QSD.Y

o (&NF The individual was sent to Irag for three weeks 1o assist ORMA in re-
starting political }ile in Irag by helping organize public political events an lrag soil,
and Lo help maintain laison with the varions former opposition groups. ineliding
the INC. The statement shit ke was sent o Irag 1o elp deal with the probloms the
fzag apposition groups were having. particulariy the INC™ is not ascuruie.

£.29, tira] para:

o (5AE) The sentence sting that the Net Assessmont ofticial “staved with Chalabi,
Aras Habib, and Aras Habla's brather™ is inconsistent with the perscnal expericnce

Revised

Revised

Revised
Page 27

Revised
Page 28

Revised

Deleted
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Reference

Revised

of an OUSDIP) stelT member swha was i Baghadnd o0 part of the relevart tinre.
Accordingly, we discussed this semtence with the Net Assessment ofjieial, who
contirmed that the sentencz s antroe, We segpest Bzt vaur offiee sontast the Nt
Assesstaent ofieind direetly 1o clarily this maner,

P43, firs; nazn

o PEEFY Thore sevin 1o by stane missing Wazds v phrases afier the st “beonse”,
P. 23, second para:

o (BSNE The seafence stating that ».,. greater emphasis by Oftiee of the Under
Sesrevaey of Defense Yo Pelizy in sharing infermazion teamed through intersction
with INC members, could have aecomplished the same thing [Le., felping o
eliminate the possibility of Dob being decgived by the INC]” incorrectly implivs
that OUSDIPY personne] were somehow inateniive 1o sharing information with the
intetligence Community, The text of the report dovs nin suppost this suggestion,
but to the contrary points ot lix.’ﬂ- fniled s seek the information from
OUSD{?y. OUSD(P veould have gladly shared information obtaioed during
comazs with the INC i et asked for it and, indeed. would have volumeered
the infarmation withou: being ssked if Jlllived communicated a desire o bave
such data, Addivonally. nothing In the report supports the inplicaion in this
peragraph tha the INC deceived Dob.

(U) We have no objection t ihe public release of' these comments, Classified

2} H
paragraphs in our comments are so marked only because the repast pasagrashs o
which thev refer are clussificd & tha Tevel,

(L) Thunk vou tor the opponiuity to comment on this draft report,
A,u;;!m,/g'éc,-{:g
Michael H, Mohbs

Staff Direcior and Special Advisor o the
Under Seeretary of Defense tfor Paiicy




Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (U)

SECREFHNOPORN
DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20340-3100

S-08-1117/CE MAY 1 4 2008
To: Office of the Depury Inspector for Intelligence

Department of Defense Inspector General

400 Army Navy Drive

Arlingion, VA 22202-4704
ATTN: Mr, Shelton Young

Subject: (L&) Response to the Depariment of Defense (DoD) Inspector General's
Drafl Report on DoD’s Relationship with the Jragi National Congress

1. ) As requested, the DEOIORED) IR [1as reviewed the subject draft
report and concurs with the recommicndations cited bejow. SMconments follow each
recommendation

2, (U) Recommendation Al. We recommend that the Director, Defense Itelligence Agency,
dedicate sufficient counterintelligence personnel to suppon overt human intelligence operation.

o,
s wDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)

D14 L.

Response; Concur,

I T eox 2 DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)
Uertyed grom: SUSCG, Qe 03
Deelussify onr 25N -hionan
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DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c); (b)(3), 50 USC 3024())




Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (U)

RO EGRIR

DEFENSE INTELLIGENCE AGENCY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20340-3100

Ton Ofiice of the Depury [nspecior for [melligence "y .
Department of Detense Inspector General B3y
ATTN: Mr, Donald A, Ragley
A0 Army Navy Drive
Artingion. VA 22202.4704

Subjeet: (U i) Response to 1he Depariment of Defense (DoD) Inepecior
General’s Drafi Report on DoD's Relationship with the Irugy Nations!
Congress

apprecisies this opporunity 1o
s und recommendations conteined in the subjest

1. (el T
comment an the conclusions. finding
drafl report,

o oDIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c); (b)(3), 10 USC 424
DIA - (b)1), 1.4(c); (b)(3), 10 USC 424

} information resp onsive to the 1G reportis found in the enclosed

 questions. please contaciBUaS () CI NN

/ I%l/hé{ R{g i3,

Chiel of Staif
Enclosure
Responpse 10 1he DaD 13 Repost
I‘RG" E;“’agrgar r.'.l A
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(U} DIA’s Response to the Department of Defense (Do) Inspector General Report
on the Relationship between the Iragi National Congress and DoD

I

ITI.

e

Table of Contents

{U) Introduction
(L") Respoase to Four Questions
{U) Asset Management Analysis

RRIDIA - (b)(3), 10 USC 424; (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(i)

(L) Conelusions

Senved fromy WS
e ane SN
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DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)







DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)







DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)




DIA - (b)(1), 1.4(c)




U)

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.

DoD OIG: (b)(6)




b ‘i'nspecto !General

[Department®

“ Defense
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