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Document Description:

This document is a five-page interview report from an interview of a CIA attorney regarding the
interrogation videotapes. The notes include details concerning the destroyed videotapes,
communications between the attorney and Agency management, and attorney work-product. It also
includes CIA organizationa! information, and the names and/or identifying information of personnel
engaged in counterterrorism operations.

Exemption b{1) - This document contains information relating to intelligence activities {including
special aclivities), intelligence sources, intelligence methods, and foreign refations or foreign activities of
the United States, including confidential sources that is properly classified pursuant to section 1.4(c) and
1.4(d) of Executive Order 12958, as amended, and is thus protected from disclosure by Exemption b(1).

Exemption b(3) - This document contains information relating to intelligence sources and
imelligence methods that is specifically exempted from disclosure by section 102A(i)(1) of the National
Security Act of 1947, as amended, 50 U.S.C.A. § 403-1(i)(1) (West Supp. 2008) and section 6 of the
Central Intelligence Act of 1949, as amended, 50 U.5.C.A. § 403g (West Supp. 2009), and thus is
protected from disclosure by Exemption b(3). This document also contains information relating to the
organization, functions, and names of persons employed by the ClA that is specifically exempted from
disclosure by section 6 of the Centra! Intelligence Act of 1949, as amended, 50 U.S.C.A. § 403g (West
Supp. 2009), and thus is protected from disclosure by Exemption b(3).

Exemption b(5) - This document contains information relating to Agency predecisional
deliberations; privileged attorney-client communications; and privileged attorney work-product protected
from disclosure by Exemption b(5).
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Exemption b(6) - This document contains information relating to the identities of personnel
engaged in counterterrorism operations, the disclosure of which wouid constitute a clearly unwarranted
invasion of personal privacy. The public interest in disclosure of the information does not outweigh the
harm to the individual whose privacy would be violated, and thus the information is protected from
disclosure by Exemption b(6).
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INTERVIEW REPORT

(U)— Review of lnterrogatlons for
Counierfen'onsm Purposes
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TOP SEC

said the Iabefmg of the videotapes was
ith some tape labels having dates with start/stop times, and others
I »start nmes A t}served that the. tapes were numbered, but not

would play each tape and
that Yes, yes, it corresponds.” . _ |

l: play mode; listening tor
the balance of the tape in
p!ay/fast forward.” o . e IR 0served no
. ' touching,” "no threatening gest ures, and no body language” that would suggest

hostility or any untoward aclivily, "just questions and answers."

‘When asked if -

it was consistent with guidanc'{f e S voufd have to check guidance before



answering.

.“H, i ordate stamp on the video and that the tapes do not cover the whole period -
x 3 < statini "the tapes alone would not give vou a complete picture.” Nevertheless,

compared :
lltne

our of video recording or
aersonnel did not Just change tapeswhen they ran
when a taped fnterrogatlon sessson ende_d

1" video Guality was nogr and on others the iape had been reused (taped over} or
" not recorded at all. fhe labe! ~n some tapes read "interrogation
" session," but when viewed there was just snow. i Rdid not make note of
. this injiifreport. _astsrnaled that a "half dozen" of the videotapes had
“_7. i .,,fr!grs been taped ovefr or were "snowy."




checked each one
not aware of any

detect any mechanical problems with the tap
visually to see that il was rewoun
tapes that were broken

0




did not'mention in his report the num_ber of

“didn't feel it was noteworthy.

14, review of the
interrogation videotapes saying "all aggressive sessions“F
were conducted w:th vidsota m satisfied | saw tapes of the entire

When askad whethejilliconclusion that the tapes “confirm

£ 2 g e : ovorstatoc IR eolied thatithe tapes *tend o confimiwifiat iﬁ'_‘h$

ables Mand: do.no NGe. dISG sredit-any the cables.”






