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Department of Defense Office of Inspector General 

Report No. 08-INTEL-06 
(Project No. D2005-DINTEL-0122) 

June 12, 2008 

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 (U//FOUO~ 

(U) Executive Summary 

(U) Who Should Read Tbis 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 infonnation from 
intelligence and non-intelligence DoD personnel and counterintelligence support to overt 
human intelligence operations. 

(S/~JF) Backg1·ound. 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/~) 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 Iraqi National Congress: Phase One Compromises of Infonnation, Sources, and Methods, 
'fOP SI3CRET//COM~ff GA:MMA//ORCO:P.l,~lOPOR."">l," in June 2006 and provided it to 
limited leadership within Congress and DoD. The report addressed: 

1. (~) 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? 
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(U) Results. The Phase Two report responds to the remaining fow· questions. As in Phase 
One, we limited our review to the relationships between the liaqi National Congress and 
elements of DoD. Questions 3 through 6 and a short synopsis of the answers are as follows: 

(&'JPll-''~ 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? 

(&'IMF) ' Response. The Central Intelli ence A enc shared counterintelligence concerns with 
senior officials at DoD. The • expressed concerns about the Iraqi 
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. 

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

~ , ~ DIA- (b)(1 ), 1 4(a), 1 4(c) 

(S.'/JJF) 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 

2 (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, 200 I through June 3, 2004. 
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should any changes in policy and oversight be implemented to ensure that 
source and officer relationships are managed appropriately? 

(U) Findings and Recommendations. 

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

(b)(1), 1.4(a), (c); (b)(5) 
.. 

tSJR:W, The DoD did not promote overt collection of information from DoD senior officials in 
contact with the Ira i National Con ress. • ' 

(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. 

, • USD(I) - (b)(7)(E); DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c) 
ll!U.UU.lf 

USD(I) - (b){7){E); DIA- (b)(1), 1 4(c) 
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(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. 

(U/!FOUO) 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. 

(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 w1itten. 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 cotTective 
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. 
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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 l 08~ 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 Govermnent's relationship with the Iraqi National 
Congress (INC). The House Appropriations Committee also directed the National 
Counterintelligence Executive to answer the following questions concerning the 
Government's relationship with the INC: 

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

2. ~SNNP) Have any sensitive United States military information been 
compromised; 

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; 

4 ...... (,,/,f,,. ..... 
or the 
Commumty ma e 
National Congress; 

5. (S/J.}W~ To whom was this information passed; What decisions were 
made based on this infom1ation; Were any safeguards implemented; 

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

(U/1:FOHO) 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/i'FOUO) We provided a two-phased response. We issued the Phase One report 
on June 12, 2006, which answered Questions I and 2 from the House 
Appropriations Committee. Because Phase One contained highly sensitive 
information, we published it under separate cover with limited distribution. Phase 
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Two answers Questions 3 through 6 from the House Appropriations Committee 
about the relationship between the DoD and INC.3 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 JNC 
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 implement 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. 

3 (U/~) On September 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 Iraqi 
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 lNC with United 
States Government personnel outside the Office of the Secretary of Defense. The Senate Report also 
included information responding to the House Appropriations Committee's Questions 3 through 6 that are 
tl1e subject of this report. 

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

(~) 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 transition plan for democracy in h·aq. The De rutment of State followed b the 

, administered an INC ro ram called the ' 
e was established to collect information about 

Iraq ·om a networ o overt sources provided b the INC. The INC established 
the position of Chief of Operations for the ' to 
interface between overt information sources and United States Intelligence. The 

' facilitated collection activities against the Iraqi 
regime an exploited INC resources inside h'aq. 

(U) On October 31, 1998, Congress passed the fraq 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 Iraqi 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 Iraqi 
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 
Iraqi 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 Iraqi political opposition that can demonstrate to the 
Iraqi people that alternatives to Saddam Hussein exist." 

~ After enactment of the Iraq Liberation Act, the Department of State became 
significantly involved with the INC.4 In March 2001, the Department of State 
established the • • ' , wherein the INC collected 
information on uman ri ts a uses, the oil- or-food program, war crimes 
evidence, and other topics, from a network of sources in Iraq. The INC 
disseminated the infonnation 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. The .. the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), and the Central 

4 (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 to Iraqi National Congress Support 
Foundation," Report Number OI-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. 
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Intelligence Agency (CIA) assisted in debriefin the defectors and the 
Department of State managed the 

~) In 2002, DoD became involved in developing a program called the Free 
Iraqi Forces. This was an ove1t program for training and equipping Iraqi 
opposition groups.5 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 
Iraqi 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 Iraqi 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 indivicluals 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 Iraqi opposition groups, including the INC, was discussed by members 
of the National Security Council (NSC) Deputies Committee6 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." 

(~ To ensure the United States Government interacted with all democratic 
Iraqi 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 wou]d be notified and 
allowed to participate. 

~~ .. B Jul 2002 the De artment of State decided to stop funding the 
' because it could not justify the expense. 

According to a senior oD 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. 

5 ~ The entirety of this program was beyond the scope of this report; DoD involvement in this 
program included the Joint Staff, United States Central Command, the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 
andthe-

6 (U) Presidential Decision Directive 2, January 20, 1993, established a Deputies Co1mnittce to serve as the 
senior sub-Cabinet interagency forum for consideration of policy issues affecting national security. 
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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 ' defector program has 
produced valuable resu ts. 

(~) 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, Iraqi National Accord, and Kurdistan Democratic Party, 
Constitutional Monarchists, and the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution 
in Iraq at the Department of State. 

because senior leaders in the Government wanted to 
pro ess10nahze the INC intelligence capabilities, to codify the reporting, and to 
improve its accounting skills. The Depru1ment 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. 

(S/fHF) The Deputy Secretary of Defense directed the · to develop a concept 
of operations for administering the ' · and stated, 
"the program should focus on defector debriefings (with INC, CIA, and. 
participation) and a process for efficient dissemination of intelli ence." Tnior 
OSD officials worked to transfer the from the 
De artment of State to Accor mg to one semor o 1cia , once the 

transferred from Department of State tolll 
the process." 

(~) 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 
Committees, the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence, and the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence that the DoD intended to administer the 
Information Collection Program. 

~S/fNF) In September and October 2002, senior- officials briefed the House 
Appropriations Committee, the House Permane3Ject Committee on 
Intelli ence and the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence on key aspects of 
the that included fundin , accountabilit , and 
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(~) On October 25, 2002 •• officials formalized the relationship with the 
INC in a Letter Agreement that specified the scope of responsibilities, procedures, 
security arrangements o erational conce ts, dispute resolution settlement, and 
duration of the ' . The Letter Agreement also 
outlined the fin 40,000 month! allocation from 

..,,.""""M-loFrom November 2002 through January 2003 •• officials debriefed 
sources that the INC rovided in Europe and East 

Asia. During that time, the INC I headquarters 
was located in Washington, D.C. T e sources provi 1 ormat10n including 
Iraqi leadership movements, smuggling routes in Iraq, Iraqi missile forces and 
deployments, Saddam Hussein's use of oil revenue, possible chemical component 
sales to Syria, and al-Qaida use of forged passports. 

(~) In late February 2003, the INC moved its operations into northern Iraq. 
The INC infom1ation collection network continued to report on the disposition, 
location, and movements of Iraqi military, intelligence, security, and Fedayeen 
Saddam forces. The sources assed this information to INC officials in Iraq, who 
passed it to INC headqua1ters in 
Washington, D. ., who passed it to o ic1a s. 

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

(~) In late March 2003, following Director Central Intelligence Directive 
7 (DCID) 5/1 coordination with the CIA and coordination with the United 

States Central Command, liaison 
officer to work with the 111 aq to etter satls y tact1ca mte 1gence col1ection 
requirements. 

& From March 26 through May 1, 2003, the 1 ' 

liaison officer accompanied the INC as it moved rom northern Iraq to 
as ah in southern Ira and then into Baghdad. The INC located and provided 

the liaison officer access to Iraqi officials for 
debne mgs an a so provi eel cac es o Ba'ath party documents for exploitation 

7 ffl, DCID 5/1, "Espionage and Counterinte!Ugence Activities Abroad," December 19, 1984, governs the 
Government's conduct and coordination of espionage, counterintelligence operations, and related 
intelligence liaison activities abroad. 
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by Coalition forces. The reporting answered tactical intelligence collection 
requirements. 

•-·-DIA- (b)(1), 1 A(c) 

• 

~ On September 30, 2003, the Deputy Secretary of Defense notified the House 
and Senate Appropriations Subcommittees on Defense and the House and Senate 

l'!!Zf'.11 
Armed Services Committees that- management of the DIA- (b)(1), 1A(a), (c) 

would be extended for aii'acl'ditional year. 

eSI/Nf) On October 16, 2003, the. and the INC renewed the Letter Agreement 
to reflect changes in the Government's infonnation collection priorities and the 
postwar situation in Iraq. 

~From May 2003 tlu-ough May 2004 the • · · · 
- liaison team continued to debrief• · · 
sources who provided tactical, force protection, counterterronsm, an weapons of 
mass destruction information in response to DoD intelligence collection 
requirements. 

~&/.'l'iP? On May 11, 2004, the Principals Committee9 of the NSC met and agreed 
with the DoD frrif decision to tenninate its relationship with the INC. On 
May 13, the Under Secretary of Defense for IntelliHence instructed the 

fflfT!ff 
Director,. . to "im. plement a rapid termination of 

contract effective May 14, 2004." On May 14,200 
thel~,wP!•®DW 

, t 1e eputy 
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 Chief of Staff, 
the Secretary of State, the Director of Central Intelligence, the Assistant to the 

8 (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. 

9 (U) Presidential Decision Directive 2, January 20, 1993, established the Principals Committee to serve as 
the senior interagency fomm for consideration of policy issues affecting national security. 
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President for National Security Affairs, the White House Counsel, and the 
Administrator of Coalition Provisional Authority of the intent to terminate the 
DIA - (b)(1 ), 1.4(a), (c) Several senior DoD officials told us that the 

as terminated because a transitional 
g g I I in Iraq and the United States Government 
could not have a known intelligence program with a political party in a sovereign 
country. 

8 
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(U) Evaluation Responses to Questions 3 
through 6 from the House 
Appropriations Committee Request 

~S,'~JF) 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? 
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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)(I) of the National Security Act of 1947 

19 

~S/lftF) Question 4: Did the Department of State, the Central 
Intelligence Agency or the , or 
other elements of the Intelligence Community make known to 
the DoD their concerns about the Iraqi National Congress? 

(~) The CIA, Department of State, and- were concerned about using the 
INC and pruticularly some of its members in'Uiiited States intelligence operations 
because of their known connections with foreign and security intelligence 
services. 
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(U//FOHO) Department of State Concerns about the Iraqi National 
Congress. T entered primarily on the financial 
as ects oft A September 2001 audit of the 

by the Department of State Inspector General 
oun t at s1gm 1cant 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 t.he 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 tl1e C reft sed to rant Department of Stale officials 
access to I materials. The Department of State's 
Bureau of irs which ha overall responsibility for the 

· ine the value of the 
m onuation that the 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 intelJigence collection. 

Department of State did not want to continue the~ 
because the Department of State was not in the i~ 

s and had no system in place to mana e the information received. 
According to the Department of State, the was -
costly, inefficient, and mismanaged by the 1e epartment o tate 
believed that the DoD or CIA was better suited to fund ~

and ceased funding the-
• · · in May 2002. 
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activities, the became unpopular with 
congressional oversig t committees an wast e 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 a rove a 
reprogramming action to continue funding the 
with the Department of State. 

(~) 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 , 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 ·,must assume all groups are 
penetrated." The presumption was that was diligent in addressing 
counterintelligence concerns. A senior o 1cial from the Office of the Under 
Secretary of Defense for Intelli ence who started his tenure after the- had 
started to manage the ' , remarked that"tie'was 
surprised that OSD deve ope an 1ance wit 1 a a i. The senior official 
believed that if one United States Government organization, pat1icular1y 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." 

{~ Congressional Concerns about the Iraqi National Congress. Several 
congressional committee members and staff directors ex ressed concerns about 
the DoD assuming control of the ' . According to 
an April 2003 memorandum from the Director, to the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Intelli ence DoD's assuming funding responsibility for the 

' was a controversial subject with the 
congress10na overs1g t committees. To answer these concerns, senior. 
managers conducted extensive briefings and had meetings with the Senate and 
House Aimed Services, Intelligence, and Appropriations Subcommittees on 
Defense staffs. 

~ 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 ,yt be en"" in 
covert activities. The OSD official responded d1at theill'f!JIJWI 
allllll was a foreign intelligence collection program wit no aspect o covert 
"actl'o'n.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 10 collect national 
intelligence; 

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

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

(RA'~W, 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 CIA 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~ive with it" and 
was planning to implement safeguard measures before allowing INC personnel to 
participate. 

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

(S/IMF) To whom was this information passed'? 

('8,1,'NF) The- briefed OSD and congressional oversight committees about its 
concerns ancT'potential problems surrounding involvement with the INC. Early in 
the process of establishing a relationship with the INC,. action officers 
informed· and OSD leadershi of otential roblcms involvin the INC and 
Iran. 
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(~) What decisions were made based on this information? 

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

• emphasis on the value of the INC defector program, 

20 (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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_,, - , . a, (c) 
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(S/RtW) Were any safeguards implemented? 

24 
SEGRET/JNOFORN 



SECRE'f/Rcf O:FORPcf 

~A - , , a, C 
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21 (U) The Compound was the former headquarters of the Iraqi Intelligence Service. 
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(U) Office of the Secretary of Defense contacts with the Iraqi National 
Congress. 

ezuw,pSD(I) - (b)(1), 1.4(c) 

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

.;,,; .. ;_.usom - (bl(1 l. 1.4(cl 
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USD(I) - (b)(1 ), 1.4(c) 

23 (U) USD(I) - (b){6) 

SECRECf//NOF'ORN 

28 
SECRE~'~lOFORN' 



SF3CRE'JP/ff40F'ORN 

(U) DIA - (b)(3), 10 U.S.C. § 424 contacts with the Iraqi National Congress. 

(,S/f!U7) What benefit were these relationships to the United States 
Government? 

~ USD(I)- (b)(1). 1.4(c); DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) 
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(S/RJF) Have any or should any changes in policy and oversight be 
implemented to ensure that source and officer relationships arc managed 
appropriately? 

(U//FOUO? The answer to this question is addressed in the Findings and 
Recommendations contained in this report. 

24 ~ Evaluator response to Question 3, ·'Evaluation of Pre War Information," and "Evaluation of 

1•,10° Spot Reports," provides further analysis of the benefit of the DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c) 

' 
rst1911 "-
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(U) Background 

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

~_p1A-(b)(1), 1.4(a), (c) 

(U) Insufficient Counterintelligence Support 
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(U) Lack of Personnel and Senior Leadership Emphasis 
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(U) Effect 

SECRE'f/lN6FORf4° 
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DIA- (b)(1 ), 1.4(a), (c) 
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(U) Recommendation, Management Comments, and Response 

(Sh'Nf?) A. We recommend that the Director, Defense Intelligence Agency: 

1. Dedicate sufficient counterintelligence personnel to support overt 
human intelligence 01>eration. 

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

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. 

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

cl. 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. 

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

(8/RJ~ DoD IG Response. We recognized that tl1e. had limited 
counterintelligence resources to dedicate qualified personnel to all of its 
counterintelligence missions and we reco nized that, during part of its 
relationship with the • , it was operating in a 
wm1ime environment where competition or resources was great. We also 
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recognized that- practice was to prioritize its counterintelligence resources 
to support clandestme operations more than ove11 o erations. However we 
believed that support to the 

have been the exception to that practice. As early as ctober 2 , e 
ssessed that the INC was penetrated "like a sieve" by Iran and that Chalabi • 

was giving information to the Iranians. Armed with that information alone, we 
believed that thelll should have dedicated sufficient counterintelligence 
personnel to help ensure the integrity of the operation and the information 
obtained from it. 

"""'HN~Additionally, we recognized that initial design of the • · · 
did not involve operations in Iraq. However, t e · '. 

provi ed us with no plan of operation that amended or supercedcd the concept of 
operations. Fm1hermore, 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 stales, "Within manpower 
requirements and constraints, the counterinte11igence referent will travel or deploy 
to forward elements and other areas as needed to provide operational support." 
Finally, it is illogical to argue that counterintelligence safeguards (such as those 

erated in the concept of operations) had limited appli~atio1~ in Iraq or that the 
hould have been held to a lower standard for countenntelltgence controls 

• afe.ds 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 

~S;';!Nf) The al and the then Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Command, (;cmtrol, Communications, and Intelligence (ASD(C3I)) 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 regarding the Foreign Military 
Intelligence Collection Activities (FORMICA)27 program. As a result, the 
Intelligence Community did not have the opportunity to evaluate or vet 
potential intelligence information. 

(U) Background 

fS~W) 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 overseas before and after the March 2003 invasion of fraq. 

fSA'NP) The Military Services andlfl had long recognized the potential 
intelligence vaJue of non-intelligence personnel's forei;n contacts and established 
fotmal programs to collect foreign positive intelligence 8 from them. The 
Services and• · referred to the ro ams as FORMICA. Under the FORMICA 

(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 Pol icy to 
communicate with representatives of foreign governments to carry out assigned 

27 (U) The FORMICA program was classified SECRET//NOFORN. 
28 • ~DIA- (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 authority 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 (C3I))," 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 Intel1igence (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. 

(U) Defense Intelligence Agency 

(S/INF,. Did Not Sensitize or Debrief the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy Staff Concerning the INC 

tS(;'tW .. overt collectors did not inform senior DoD officials within the Office 
of the n er Secretary of Defense for Policy of DoD intelligence requirements 
(known as "sensitizing") or debrief them about their de.s with Chalabi, the 
INC, or its personnel. Th mandated that•· : establish FORMICA 
to acquire and report foreign positive mtelligence infonnat1011 from civilian 
personnel employed in DoD organizations to satisfy the strategic needs of the 
warfighter, DoD, and national policymakers. 
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(S:4~W~ Three senior DoD officials within the Office of the Under Secretary of 
Defense for Policy infonned us that they had never heard of FORMICA. One 
stated that "gathering intelli.e 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 o 1cial emphasized his willingness by adding that he 
had talked to CIA personnel when they had re~ested to "sensitize" him to CIA 
intelligence requirements unrelated to the INC. 9 Another senior DoD official 
told us that he was not aware oflll 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. a The intelligence personnel, to 

!ill 
whom he was referring, were apparently not collectors, but were more likely 

analysts who were at the Pentagon to brrer:'- 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 (C31) did not provide oversight and emphasis on the FORi\1ICA 
program to ensure that non-intelligence personnel passed potential intelligence 
information tolll collectors for Intelligence Community analysis and 
consumption. 

29
~ We did not determine whether CIA coordinated that meeting through.because it was beyond 
the scope of this evaluation. 
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(U) Missed Opportunity 

(~) 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 tollll collectors becauselfll 
under the auspices of the FORMICA program, did not sensitize them to the 
potential intelligence value of the information. 

(~) The111111 lack of FORMICA collection meant that the Intelligence 
Community 'c'ficr"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. 
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(U) Recommendations, Management Comments and Response 

(S/;'PJF) 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. 
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TH1S PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT' BLANK (U) 
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(U) Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 

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

e 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; 

o United States Central Command; 

• National Security Agency; 

o DIA; 

• Defense Security Cooperation Agency; and 

o Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

o Examined documents from the above organizations and the 
Depaitment 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. 

• 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 Lhe last 5 years, the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the 
Department of Defense Inspector General (DoD IG), the Senate Select Committee 
on Intelligence, the Commission 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 

(lJ) GAO Report No. GA0-04-559, "Issues Affecting Funding of Iraqi National 
Congress Support Foundation," April 30, 2004 (U) 

(U) DoD OIG 

(U//FOUO) DoD OIG Report No. 06-INTEL-06, "Review of the United States 
Government's Relationship with the Iraqi National Congress: Phase One -
Compromises of Information, Sources, and Methods (U//FOHO~," June 12. 2006 
(TSHSI G,'i'OC,Nf) 

(U) Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 

(U) "Report of Lhe Select Committee on Intelligence on Lhe 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, Report to the President of the United 
States," March 31, 2005 Ci'S/lfICS/81 O/'fffi'JRSS?4/0C,Nf) 

(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) Depmtment of State Report No. Ol-FMA-R-092, "Review of Awards to Iraqi 
National Congress Support Foundation," September 2001 (U) 

(U) National Intelligence Council 

(U) DIA OIG 

DNI - (b)(1) 1 4(c) (d) (b)(3) so use 30240)(1) 

Ii:, • I I . t I t I ~ . NIC 1768-02 
ODNI - (b)(1), 1.4(c), (d); (b)(3), 50 USC 3024(i)(1) (8/JNP) 

(Li) DIA Project No. 04-2272-0A-026, "INC Iraqi National Congress Audit," 
April 20, 2004 (8#N.F) 

(U) DIA Project No. 04-2249-0A-026, "DIA Support to the INC/ICP Audit," 
December 19, 2003 (£#NF) 

(U) DIA Project No. 00-1892-HQ-002, "CI Support to Operational HUMll'JT 
Inspection" March 23, 2001 (SHNF) 

50 
SElCRJ!1'F/INOFOIH• 



(U) Appendix C. Summary of Director, DIA 
Comments and DoD IG 
Response 

(U) The Under Secretary of Defense for Inte1ligence, 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 rep01t. 

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

(U) DoD IG Response. Where we agreed wi. 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 ~ve a com~escript~ the Agency's involvement with 
thel•iGWtlf1•111JJtt:lm-. 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 analysis and developed our conclusions and 
recommendations based on "data call" information from approximately 18 
different U.S. government organizations, including- 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 the .. we do acknowledge in our 
repott that the INC had close contact with many U.S. government personnel in 
the Executive and Legislative branches. 

(U) Issue No. 2 · DIA - (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(i) 
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(U) Appendix D.. Report Distribution 

(U) 

Office of the Secreta:ry 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 
lnspector General, Office of the Director of National Intelligence 
National Counterinte11igence Executive 

Congressional Committees and Subcommittees, Chairman and 
Ranking Minority Member 

Senate Committee on Armed Services 
Senate Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
Senate Committee on Homeland Security and Governmental Affairs 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
House Committee on Armed Services 
House Subcommittee on Defense, Committee on Appropriations 
House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform 
House Pennanent Select Committee on Intelligence 
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THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK (U) 
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I& w UN0£R SECRETARY OF OE:F'ENSE 
5000 DEF5:NS£ PENT,.GON 

V. ... SHINGTCN. DC a030!·500G 

JU~I 2 5 Zl'Jl 

\lEMORA~DUvl FOR 1:-;SPECTOR GE~ERAL OF THE DEPARTMEJ\T OF 
DEFelSE 

S Li !jJE(."T: Rc\'iew of the L:11i1cd States Governm::m!'s Rdstionship with the lraqi 
:,:'atiom1l Congress: Phase Two-Rel::uior.ship Between the Iraqi National 
Congress and the Department of Defense {Project :-lo, D200S·1STEL·0122) 
ii.:/!~) 

"'°l M requested, my staff h:15 ~viewed the subject dr.1ft rcporl, l concur with 
1hc repon and oifor 1hc :11t:1ched comincnts. Additionally, my ~:aff cum.l11c1cd u 
decla,siflc:ition re'."it?w 111ul found no OC.:SDII) equities. 

USO(I) (b)(1), 1 4(c) 
USD(I) (b)(1) 1 4(c) 

USO(I) (b)(1) 1 4(c) 
USO(I)- (b)(1) I 4(c) 

Annchmcm(sl: 
,\s slated 

USD(I): (b)(6) 

H@ftlll\l!l8f8R! i 

Under Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (U) 
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Final Report 
Reference 

Page 37 

Revised 

Revised 
Pages 37-38 

5130111:!'F:'. 181"fHl!!( 

cm J:\IE'.',TS U'.'i RE\'1£\\' OF THE l''.\ITED STA TES GOVF.R:'{)fE'.\T'S 
REI.ATIONSH11' WITH THE IRAQI SATIO:-.AL CO'.':GRESS: PI-USF. TWO­
RELATIO?\Sl!IP BE'f\\'EE~ THE JR,\QI :-;A'flONAL CO~GRESS ASD THE 

DEPARI:\1E'."\T OF DEFE'lSE !PROJECT '.\O. D.?OO~-ISTEL-0121) 11:/~ 

• 1 l'..~, C amm,·111: R.:for 1he ::r~it repon to the C.:r.trnl lmclligcr.ce .\g:n;;;y 
1.C!.-\) for l deda.~~i!ication re,ie,1·. Ra11011a/e: The drait repr,n di~cu~se; CIA 
infornutio;l, 

Jl!@Rt:T: Pi8PMR!!i 

SECIM!3'f/lNOF0R:.'• 
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§E@IUHWfi8f8 fl!li 
OFFICE OF THE UNDEI? SECRETARY OF DEFENSE 

2:.l');) otr£NSE. ;;i.er,iAGOfi 
·.·.•,;.s1-11~..:aroN. nc :?nio ··-:'.!OOo 

June 25, 2007 

'.\1E'.\!ORA~DU'.\1 FOR DEPl"TY :\SSISTA~T !):SPECTOR GE~rn .. v_ 
FOR IKTF.I.LIGENCE EVALUATIOl\S 

FR0'.11: :-;1aff Director :md Spc.:bl :\dl'isor ro 1he 
l.:nder Secretru:· oi Defcn,c for Policy 

SLtBJECT: OVSD(P) Co!l\mcms on Re\'icw of th~ United States Govcmmtnt's 
Relationship with the iraqi Nation~! ((ingress: Pho,~ Two -
Rl!fatiunship Bc111ccn lhc Iraqi :,;ational Conircss and the De;,:r~unc::n oi 
Defense O'rojcct ~o. D20(1~.f)ITEL-OI '.!'.! n:1~ 

(U) Thank you for your Ma:ch 30, :!007 memo to the Under Secretary ofDci'cnse for 
Policy, ,cqu(!sting our.;onuncm~ oo the draft report by your offici: ofrhe s:une date 
rc1;r:rding the abo\'e subject. The l'ndcr Secretary has asked me 10 prol'ide th~ 
following Ol"SD(P) comments: 

P. ii. re;;oonse to uucstion ~: 

• t~) The response states thlt ClA shared "co:intcriniclligenct! conccm,•· with 
senior official~ at DoD. TI1c detailed discussi<,11 on pa~cs 17-19 nrnkes clear :hat 
CIA shared these "counterir.telligcnce concerns" with. hut docs no: idcmify at 
whnt le,·el of seniority witl1ln •. I\ 1orco1·cr, in 1hc contcxl of the quc~\irm 
(which implies that "DoD" refers to no11-in1clligencc pans (lfthc D~p~n:r.en1), thL· 
response could be misundmwod to suggest that Cl.A sh:ired its concerns wiih 
senior non-intelligence officials in the Dcpanmcnt of Defense, ~1ough th~ f:im 
reported in the draft ;eport do not substantiate such an understanding. 

P. 4. fir,t iull Dara: 

• (~) 5°' sentence should read: "All certified dcm,,cra1ic opposition !FOl:p; were 
in\'i:ed to supply nn:nes of l'ol:m:~crs ... " 

• (~ 6± scmencc should rcld: .. 11ic [NC. :t!L1ng wil:i other oppt1s:t:on ;;:-oup;, 
pro,·id~d OSD the names of lhousands of indil'idual,. ,omc of whom wer~ T :.1qi 
refugee;; lh·ing in !nm:· It wo::!d be incorrm 10 imp!y :hat only l~C p:ol'ided 
n:unt:s. 

• ~ i" s~nten~t: ~hould read: "OSD submir.~d nil name, h). for \'citing." 

!lf:eJU!'f';l;IPi8r81UI 
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• ·~ T:1~ m~e1i11g .?!,~ indu,:kJ reprc~cnwtiw; fr,'111 SC!Rl and the 
Con,:iluti(>:\ill ;\ IOMr~hi,1'. 

• 1r·, Tll•: ;econd ;~:ncn:.: ~nJ, with i! lJUotation mnrk bm l3cks :1n inai:il q1:01:itio11 

llll!Tk. 

• ~l The l:m scmcnc,:, 1"111<' ,enio-ot'ii.:bt .. noted 1hn1.had n~\'~r 
nm J pn>gram ofth~ m~gnitudc 01thc !XC op~r~!ion.,O\ is pu1.zling. The l~C 
;irogra:11 w:1;; :;ot l'<:ry bii; (dx,u: S4,U{)0,00(J p~: y;;ir\. :1 i;; sury,rhin,; 1ha1. 
!i~d ncv~r rJn J. program that big. if the ~cmenc~ 1s occurntc. 11 ll'Ottld be usciul lt> 

;:imv1J~ more ccm:~xt rn tb111he ,~nior .ofli~ial ·; statement can r~ ewer 
undcrstoDd. 

• (IJ) This p~r~grnph. \\'hich ,~rrics tn·cr to page l l. cc•uld b:: misur.dcr,1ocd lo 

,uggc~t :liJt the two <liscr~ditcd ;ources pro\'id~J by the l~C, uis.:1:s,ed here. :1u<l '1 

;i,mifi,;~nt i:111:act on th~ US ln1~llieence Conmrnnit\'', or,·-war ;messr.1t:11, about 
lr;qi 1110bik biological wc:1p,,n$ la;o,n11,ric; und lrni1i n;1d1."ar focili\l~;. 

• <U) As th~ C.\m1mi.sion on the lntellig~ncc Capabilities oithe i:nitt<l St~1c, 
ilcgard1ng \\'c~pons of Mass Dc;truction (··WMD Cm11rnissi11:1"') rcponcJ. 
how~1w .. ;CIA"s post·w~r in\'cStigations re\'e:d~d rhJt ,ixC•1\•b1cd s0u~c~; h~d n 
minimnl imp:ict on pre-war 11,s~ssmcnts." W11D Commission Rcpmt Ill th~ 
l're,idmt (:\larch 3 l.1005'1 ~t iOS unclassilkd ,·~r.;ic,n). 

rt:i ·nie lntcl!igcncc Communitr judgment that lraq had 1:10!,ilc 
bit)!ogic~l lubo:awric; .. wus busd almos! cxdusivc!y on :r.formation 
,,btnincd from a ,inalc h'.!man sour,e - codenamed 'Currel:dl' - whose 
,·w!ihilil)' ... f!ate=I c,11!;1ps.:d , .... :mJ "ho ... • • came to ti:c :ml.'nlit111 
(If the lntclligcnn' Community through :1 r'ordgn linison s.:n'k.J." !bid at 
SI.I. !>3. 

1 l.: > "[T]hc CIA· s posHl'ar im·cstigmions 1wrc unabl.: lo un~cm.:r any 
e1·idcn('c that the l.\'C or any other org,mization w:t~ dir~cti~g Cun·.::n~il 
to 1'i:c<l 111islcadin,1 information to th~ lmel'.igcnce Communi1)·. l11s1ead, 
tl:c post-wu im·~;tig:,tions conducl.'J th~t Curn:hall's rcporlinµ was !llli 

iniiucnccd by. controlled by. ur <:onn~clcd rn. the INC.'" /hid ~t I l;lt 
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• (L") We suggest thm til" report include this inforn:~l:('tl in order to pluce the 
r~lmiwly ;;m:111 signific~n:<? ,,f tht iwo discrcd:t~j J;s:c sources into 1m1pcr 
pcrsp'"cti\'.!, 

P. 23. second c-ar:1: 

• ~,irJtlc of concerns fr,,m jSl~tc and ;he IC. tl:c De uiics Co1:11:1in"c 
direct~d o implcmem the l\'C • ' • ' · This 
implies thm :he ;onccms should hiv~ k<l to cnd:11g the P~ogram, an 2rgumrn! !:mt 

th~ JG repMt do.:~n·1 m:ike t:Xplkitly and llrnt ,1·Qulc: ":1: incorrect if made. 

D1",{bl{ 

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

P. 2~: 

• (L) The suhtitk rcfcn'ing to Ol'SD(P\ am! Ol.'.SD/li ~ull!ucts with Ul~ i:S:C is 
i:1consistent with the ~cciion o:":ext following.1h:1t $,t\,titk That .~~ti,m only 
discusm contnm with t;ic 1:-,;c by pcr:sonnei witl:in OUSL>(l') und the Onicc of 
Net Ass~ssment, not OCSDd'I. :--~1 Asmsm~nl is nor purl ofOCSD1/) ,,r 
OUSD1i). !_fouinote 22 al th~ ':!Nwm ofpag~ ~l\. referring 10 a 1'orme: OCSD(I) 
l)flidal. rclat~, lo the prel'iOus ,e~tivn ot'lhc l~X!, r.ot th~ prcscm on~.:i 

r. 29. first 11::rn: 

• (~.l The indi,·idu:1I in question is a .:umr.ict c11:;il0ye~ (i.e., nn cnipioyce wlwm 
:i co11trn~wr pnwidcs to work i:1 n g~w~rnment or'li..-..-), ~:1:l not n gowrm:1cm 
contrnclor. He did not .. ~~-~iw ... ibe contracl lO pcrfor:n this rnis,km for OSD." 

• (~ The individu::I ,1·:1; sct:t w lrnq fC'r thrc~ weeks to assist OIUJA in re­
starling politku! life :n Iraq hy helping org:mii~ p;1bl[c pnli1icnl trcn:s on lrnq ,oil, 
nnd to hdp mni111uin liaison whh the \'arious former op;.-c,si:io:1 groups. lncluc.ling 
th~ l\'C. The sinte:ncnt ihat he was scr.l to lr~.:i "to hdp de~! wi,li the prnb!cms the 
b1q ,1pposi1io:i gr~>ups wcr<!" b\'in5. particutari}' th·~ l~C'' i$ not a.:ct1r:nc. 

!'. 29. tinal o:1ra: 

• (~) Tlw ~cuicnc~ st:i:ing !li;n the Net Aoses;;m~at ofiicial '',tayed \\'hh Chalnbi, 
:\ras Habib, :md Aras Habio·s b:othcr"' i, in,'on,i.;t~m with the pcr~c,nai c:qi~ri~ncc 

.JE@RET!:'N8r8Itri 
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JE@IU:T:I?i f)f(l fl 11 

\",f :rn Crl~~f>iP) srnlT m~·mhcr ',\hlt \\ilS in !L1eh~;h: f,"."I: :-,.rt of ihi: : .. ·i•:\·~1:t :im·.:. 
:\c,11,di:i~iy. \W dbcu,sd ,b, ;,n,cnc~ witl; ,:1; ~el .\~,~s,rn.:n! nfitciJI, who 
contirml!d \h:?t the sent en~:! 1.:.. untru~. \\\.· ~u.~~l..'.H l~1.:t ~ .:i-~Jf office: .:i:,nui:-: the ~~l 
.\,.-~;":i:lll nf!icial dir.·:tl:, t,, d~.il~· this 111~:t~:'. 

• \~ The sc~tcnct 5t;·.tlng. Lh~t ".,. f.'T~t?h:r emphaji:- hy Oflic.:i o( t.hc L: ndcr 
S,·~r?i1ry oi' Dd't-1:sc for P0'.i;:· in ;haring i:1:'0r:n3,i,w k:irncd thn1·Jgh inicr,it·tiou 
with !>:C members. could h~,,, Jccomp!ishs::d ihc s:ir.1, th'.nG [i..:., r,dping \o 
clit~in~te lhc po,~ihili1y ,)f D0D being d1:cd1eJ ry th~ INC]" in.:orra•c1ly impli~s 
that OCSDl!'l personnel \•,c,c: ,omd1ow in:,itc:iti\·;: :o ,;;1Jring ir.for.nati11:1 \\·ifa chc 
ln!dligenc~ Cvmmuniry. The text of the r~pon d.i-:s um suppti:t thi, ~uggc~tior., 
l>ut to cl:: N:nrnry pC1int; ou: th.1. foild ,,, ,;eek the i;;fom,ation from 
OCSD(i' ;, OL'SO(Pi w0u!ci h:1,·~ gl:idlr shared inii:mn:uio:i obtained ,bring 
:om:i::s with the 1:--c i,. b<l :i.,kcd for :t o!'.J. :11Js!cd. Wllulci h:t,·t \\,!U:ll~c:·..-LI 
the ir.Ji.1.rn:1:ion withou: b,ir.t: J:\keu il'-~J ,·,.1:r.m:mkatcd a desire to ha\'c 
.5U~!1 J:.;t! .. \Ct!iiit>i13Hy. n0:ting in the r~po:-r i:i;,;-Al:-t!\ :!1:: im?Hc,J!i0n in :hi, 
;:-ur:1J!raph thut the INC ·.b:~:'.'cd DoD. 

(C) \\'e h;:Y: 1;0 ol~cciio;i to th.: ;iuh!ic release o; ;iJcsc ~ommcnts. Cla;;i1b:i 
p:tmgr2pb ir. O\lr ;ommems arc so mJrkcd only 1'~::iu;~ t!w rcp,,rt pa,Jµw;:b,; 10 

which tl!.:y rcfor are cl.1s,ilicJ ;n 1:1:1, lel'cl. 

t..--.J!,-.;'j( l,·(~ 
Michael H. :.l,,:,hs 
Staff Dirr,,o: Jnd Spec bl ,\J,·isur lo the 
L:rukr S:.-c·rct:,;:-· lli' D~fcmc for Polky 

. .f. 
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DEFENSE JNTELLIGENCE AGEI\CY 

IVASHU\GTON, D.C. 20340-SIOO 

S-08-1 JI 7/CE 

To: Office oflhc Deputy Inspccror for Intelligence 
Department of Defense Inspector General 
400 Anny Navy Drive 
Arlington, VA 22202-4704 
A'ITN: l\.fr. Shelton Young 

MAY 1 4 2008 

Subject: (Ui~) Response to the Depnnment ofDcfcnsc (DoD) Inspector General's 
Draft Report on DoD's Relationship with the Iraqi National Congress 

I . ~, As requested, the I • 

,~port and concurs with the recommendations cited below. 
recommendation 

bas reviewed the subj eel draft 
0111111cnts follow each 

2. (U) Recommendation Al. We recommend that !ho Director, Defense Intelligence Agency, 
dcdicalc sufficient counterintelligence personnel to support overt human intelligence operation. 

a. ~-Response: Concur. 

C. 

i.1(11r<1f '""'" Mt sec;, 0,1 o; 
l.li:,:{11J1i()'vm .. '!J.\'J-/J:mum 

8iil€ll:Ms'/N81?8Rfl 

SECft<E'fh'NOfORN 

Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (U) 
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Subj.:ct: 

OEFF.~SE I~TELLIGE:-;cr,: AGE~CY 

\\',\.SIIL\GTO:-;,D.C. ZCJ:-40-5100 

Of;kc c,( thi; Depmy l:1;pccior for [ntt'iiigcnce 
Dq,artmcnt l,f D~frn5(: lmpcctor Gcn~r;il 
. .\TT\": ~Ir. Don:,.IJ :\. Ragk)· 
.JOI) Army :-.:a\'y Dri\'i: 
.\r!in,;;10n. \':\ 22202 •. ro.i 

J'J~ 1:; zm 

1l: ~) Rc;pons,· to the l)~·partment ofl)cfcnsc (DoD) lmpcc1or 
Ge:1crtl'; Drafi Report on DoD's Rda,io:1,hip with the !ra.::i '.\2.1icnHl 
Congress 

DIA -(b)(1), 1.4(c) ! . 1~ T:lc :ipprcdatcs this oppommiry to 
.:ommcm on :he conclusions. rinding; and rcconuncndJtions co!lll!incd in 1h1: ;ul~c:t 
Jruti rcpc>n. 

--·- D1A-(b)(1), 1.4(c); (b)(3), 10 USC 424 
DIA- (b)(1), 1.4(c); (b)(3), 10 USC 424 

Enclosur\! 
Rc;pon,c to ti:c DoD !G Report 

1.·,.·.i.:.l/·~'.""; :;-;;,,-,J; 
.:...:~·~:.:.:.,\~·· .:.·;. :!x; 

Director, Defense Intelligence Agency (U) 
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(n IH.-\'s Response to the D~p:irtmcnt of Defense (DoD) Inspector General neport 
1111 the Relationship brlln·cn the Iraqi ~al ion.ii Con!/l'CSS and DoD 

Table of Contents 

I. fl) l11ti-oduc1io11 

II. IL') Response to four Questions 

ITJ. t L) Asset :'\l:m:i(!clllcnl ,\.nalysis 

J\', (I') DIA - (b)(3), 10 USC 424; (b)(3) 50 USC 3024(i) 

Y. ( l) Conclusions 

~Vm·ij.frr.~· 1;'3'. 
:;v:::.!r;:,,1.~: .·:x, 

.1r.sR1:rrHnff81~·.r:? m 
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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. 
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