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Introduction

The bombing of the World Trade Center (WTC) in February 1993 was a
landmark act of terrorism. At least officially, it was the first major strike in
the US by radical Islamic militants and as such pre-empted the attacks of
9/11. The perpetrators were a group of men based out of the Al-Kifah
refugee center in the Al Farooq mosque in Brooklyn, New York. This was the
local branch of the Maktab al-Khidamat or Mujahideen Services Office that
funnelled money and people to Afghanistan during the war with the Soviets.

The bombing resulted in several trials — US vs Salameh et alin 1994, US vs
Rahman et alin 1995, and US vs Yousef et al in 1997. The first trial
prosecuted several of those in New York who had assisted in building and
delivering the bomb. The second trial prosecuted the Blind Sheikh Omar
Abdel Rahman and some of his followers for a ‘seditious conspiracy’ that
included the WTC bombing, the ‘Day of Terror’ plot and several solicitations to
murder Hosni Mubarek. The third trial prosecuted Ramzi Yousef, the man
primarily responsible for choosing the target and building the bomb.

Nonetheless, the case is still subject to a swirl of conspiracy theories, mostly
revolving around the FBI informant Emad Salem, who infiltrated the group at
the Al-Kifah both before and after the bombing. The idea that Salem built the
bomb is misleading, as he was actually sacked by the FBI in the summer of
1992 and wasn't involved with the Al-Kifah group from then until after the
bombing.

The more substantive theories are based on the issue of the Bind Sheikh
being some kind of CIA asset, the legends created around Ramzi Yousef and
also the possible involvement of triple agent Ali Mohamed. The forensic
science investigation of the bombing was also particularly bad. This
document collection includes files that shed light on these questions and
provide a basis for establishing a more subtle view of exactly who was
responsible for the bombing and why they did what they did.

Part One: The Blind Sheikh
State Department Cables on meetings with followers of the Blind Sheikh,
April-May 1989

These cables were made available in 2007 via JM Berger’s Intelwire website
and detail secret meetings between US officials and followers of the Blind
Sheikh in mid-1989. Both of the cables are signed by Frank Wisner, the son
of the former CIA black ops veteran of the same name, who was the US
ambassador to Egypt at the time.

In the first meeting the member of the Blind Sheikh’s Islamic Group (IG or al-
Gama'a al-Islamiyya) offered abundant information on the group’s
membership, its agenda and aims. Despite scepticism in the US embassy of



the sincerity of the approach by the IG member they maintained contact with
the group and had a second meeting with a young lawyer from the IG. Much
of the same information was offered again, with an admission from the
lawyer that their approach to the US was due to a change in thinking within
the group. Keen not to let the Mubarek government image of the IG as a
wild terrorist group be taken as gospel, they had volunteered this information
to US official as a sort of overture.

What this suggests is that even with the Afghan war winding down, some
within the US establishment saw the mujahideen as having a purpose beyond
the localised harassment of the Soviets. The fact that during this period the
Bilnd Sheikh, the ideological leader of the IG, travelled to the US on multiple
occasions and a year after these meetings moved their permanently suggests
he was considered to still be useful. The fact that his visas for these trips
were arranged by the CIA all but confirms that.

State Department Cable revoking the Blind Sheikh’s visas, December 1990

Several months after the Blind Sheikh arrived in New York to take up
permanent residence his right of residence was rescinded by the State
Department. This cable from December 1990 shows that in late November of
that year all his visas were summarily revoked, though no explanation is given
as to why. It may or may not have had something to do with the
assassination of rabbi Meir Kahane (himself a former FBI informant) in early
November, by El Sayyid Nosair, one of Rahman'’s followers.

This had almost no effect on the Blind Sheikh whatsoever, who continued to
live in New York, preaching his radical sermons and inspiring people to acts of
violence, for over two years. He was arrested in June 1993, having faced no
deportation proceedings of any kind in the intervening period. Given that his
presence in the US was assisted by the CIA, one has to wonder at whether
the State Department were simply covering their backs with the gesture of
revoking his visas, as they clearly had no real intention to remove him from
the country.

State Department memos on appropriateness of visas issued to the Blind
Sheikh, July 1993

After the Blind Sheikh's arrest the State Department’s Office of the Inspector
General conducted a brief inquiry into whether the decision to grant him the
visas in the first place was correct. In particular the 1990 visa that granted
him a right of residency in the US was a matter of some concern.

Despite a lengthy investigation State Dept official Mary Ryan wrote that, "It is
not possible to answer definitively whether or not visas, (particularly the one
issued in 1990) should have been issued or denied based on the evidence and



information available at the time of application.” Key sections of the
explanatory report, particularly those discussing the file on the Blind Sheikh in
Cairo (presumably a CIA file) are redacted. There is no mention of the
meetings with the Blind Sheikh’s followers in 1989, or of why he was granted
the visas.

9/11 Commission withdrawal notices for CIA files on the Blind Sheikh

Despite a pledge to make all their sources of information public in aftermath
of their investigation, the 9/11 Commission allowed various agencies to
withdraw material they’d supplied to the Commission from the National
Archives. In particular these three notices refer to over 200 pages of CIA and
State Department files on the Blind Sheikh.

In particular this includes a memo from the Director of Central Intelligence to
the Inspector General regarding a report on the Blind Sheikh, quite possibly
the same report quoted by the Boston Herald as saying the CIA had some
culpability for the WTC bombing. What this points to is that the 9/11
Commission happily engaged in a cover-up of exactly what the relationship
was between the CIA and Blind Sheikh, despite its ramifications not just for
the WTC bombing but for the whole picture of Al Qaeda presented in the
Commission’s report.

Part Two: The Bomb
Hakim Murad PNP interrogation report, January 17" 1995

Hakim Murad was a lifelong friend of Ramzi Yousef, and even scoped out the
WTC in mid-1992 on Yousef’s behalf (before Yousef himself had ever set foot
in the US). Following the WTC bombing, Yousef went on a two-year bombing
and mischief rampage in Asia, often hooking up with his old friend Murad
along the way.

In 1995, while preparing the Bojinka plot to bomb up to a dozen commercial
airliners, Murad and Yousef managed to set fire to their apartment in Manila.
Murad was arrested and interrogated by the Philippines National Police (PNP).
Murad co-operated almost immediately, explaining that Yousef had admitted
that he was responsible for the WTC bombing.

Murad explained that Yousef used a complex mixture to make up the bomb
used on the WTC. A ‘small quantity of astrolite bomb; made of Ammonium
Nitrate and Hydrazine liquid and a ‘small quantity of Lead Azide’ and a ‘large
volume of chemical bomb made out of Nitric Acid in a drum’ was the
combination as reported by Murad.



FBI FD-302 detailing Ramzi Yousef proffer session, February 13" 1995

After Yousef was captured in Pakistan he made an extended confession to the
FBI and even had a proffer session with the FBI and States Attorney’s office
after being flown back to New York. In this proffer session he outlined the
bomb plot, in particular the make-up of the bomb.

The description offered by Yousef contradicts what Murad said Yousef told
him in various ways. Yousef told the FBI that the main charge was urea
nitrate in a wooden box, not nitric acid in a drum. He said there were three
explosive ‘boosters’, not just two as described by Murad. The first was 30kg
of dynamite, the second 20kg of ammonium nitrate, nitromethane and
analine and the third was 50kg of thermite. There was no mention of
astrolite, and the lead azide, as Yousef told it, was part of a detonation
mechanism and not part of the main charge.

The two descriptions do not match up at all, and while Murad might have
been confused or mistaken, this does open up the question of what was used
to bomb the WTC.

Extract from US Fire Administration report on WTC bombing, 1993

The damage from the World Trade Center was considerable, killing six people
and injuring over 1000. These extracts from a US Fire Administration report
on the lessons learned from the WTC blast detail the impact of the explosion.
The truck bomb apparently blasted holes through several floors of the
underground parking garage, including a 5000 square foot hole in the floor
above the explosion.

Could a urea nitrate bomb of that size do such damage? Similar questions
have been asked of the ANFO (similar to UNFO) bomb apparently used in the
Oklahoma City bombing of April 1995, though there is far more video and
photographic footage available from that bomb site. Tests carried out by the
US Air Force following the Oklahoma City bombing suggest that bombs of that
type and size cannot do what was seen in both the Alfred P Murrah building
and the WRC, particular the brisance damage that is a tell tale sign of high
explosives.

Testimony of Frederic Whitehurst, US vs Rahman et al, August 14" 1995

The dispute over what was used to bomb the WTC came to a head in the US
vs Rahman et al trial when the defence called FBI explosives lab expert Fred
Whitehurst to the stand. Whitehurst had begun blowing the whistle on the
shoddy investigations carried out by the FBI explosives lab before the trial, in
particular the testimony of the FBI expert called in the Salameh et al trial the
previous year.



The prosecution claimed that urea nitrate traces were found at the bomb site,
conveniently fitting in with the chemicals they found at addresses linked to
the accused. Whitehurst knew that they could not detect urea nitrate, only
urea and nitrate separately. To demonstrate the laxity in their testing and
conclusions he even sent samples, one including his own urine, to the lab for
examination. He found that the answer came back: urea nitrate. Unless
urine is an explosive capable of creating a 5000 square foot hole in a steel-
reinforced concrete parking lot then there are serious problems with the way
the FBI formed their case in the WTC bombing trials.

Department of Justice Office of the Inspector General Report on the World
Trade Center bombing investigation and the FBI crime lab, April 1997

In large part due to Whitehurst's efforts to raise the issue of poor standards
and corruption in the FBI crime lab the Department of Justice Office of the
Inspector General carried out an extensive investigation. Though they
accused Whitehurst of exaggerating some of his claims, they did vindicate
him on multiple cases including the WTC bombing and OKC bombing.

This extract from the full report outlines what went wrong in the WTC bombing
investigation. In particular the actions of SSA David Williams, an explosives
examiner, were heavily criticized. Williams testified at the US vs Salameh et
al trial and the DOJ OIG concluded that, ‘Williams gave inaccurate and
incomplete testimony and testified to invalid opinions that appear tailored to
the most incriminating result.’

There are so many problems with Williams’ testimony that it is difficult to
summarise them better than the 60-page excerpt presented in this document
collection but, for example: Williams lied about producing urea nitrate
according to recipes found in manuals linked to the suspects; He made a wild
guesstimation of the size and type of bomb used in the WTC based entirely
on his own physical inspection of the scene; He made estimations of the size
of the bomb that conveniently fitted the amounts of chemicals known to have
been bought by some of the accused, less the amounts found at addresses
after the bombing.

Part Three: Ramzi Yousef

FBI FD-302 detailing Ramzi Yousef interrogation, February 7-8" 1995
While Ramzi was being flown back to the US after being arrested in Pakistan
he was interrogated at length by the FBI. This 302 has formed the basis for

almost every biography, profile and telling of the Yousef story since, and is
therefore essential reading for all those interested in the case.



Yousef outlines most of his life, in particular from 1990 onwards, including the
bombing of the WTC, the Manila airline bomb plot (Bojinka) and his other
activities in the first half of the 1990s. It also details how for much of 1992,
before coming to New York in September of that year, he was undergoing
explosives training in camps in Afghanistan.

He also mentioned, tantalisingly, that there was another co-conspirator in the
WTC bombing plot who the FBI did not know about. This additional person
has never been identified, let alone charged, at least officially. They may not
even exist — Yousef was in the habit of investing entire terrorist groups and
claiming responsibility for things in their name.

One man who is relevant to think story but almost certainly isn't the extra
man Ramzi told the FBI about is Ali Mohamed. Ali was involved at the Al-
Kifah for years, knew the Blind Sheikh and trained almost everyone involved
in the WTC bombing, the Kahane assassination, the ‘Day of Terror’ plot and
others besides. He ran classes at the Al-Kifah where he used training
manuals stolen from Fort Bragg, where he had served in the US Special
Forces from 1986-89.

List of unindicted co-conspirators, US vs Rahman et al

Ali Mohamed'’s name is one of many on this DOJ list of unindicted co-
conspirators drawn up around the time of the US vs Rahman et al trial in
1995. Though he was subpoenaed as a witness for the defence and was
discussed at some length during the trial (including allegation that he was
working for the CIA), Ali never appeared at any of the WTC bombing trials.
He was not arrested until September 1998, following the African embassy
bombings, which he also helped orchestrate.

Excerpts from US vs Ali Mohamed complaint and guilty plea

These excerpts from the legal case against Ali Mohamed show that for much
of 1992 Ali was in the same area of Afghanistan as Ramzi Yousef, where Ali
was providing training including explosives training. As pointed out by JM
Berger on Intelwire, it appears that when Yousef arrived in New York
accompanied by fellow trainee Ahmed Ajaj, Ajaj was carrying explosives
manuals that had been translated into Arabic by Ali Mohamed.

While not conclusive evidence, this does suggest that Ramzi, like the rest of
the WTC bombing gang, was trained directly by triple agent Ali Mohamed.
This opens the door to the possibility that Ali was the mastermind behind the
bombing — at a time when he still enjoyed the protection of the CIA and was
in the US Army reserve. Given that everyone from his wife to his
commanders at Fort Bragg to other members of Al Qaeda thought that Al
was a deep cover agent, this raises the possibility that the WTC bombing was


http://intelwire.egoplex.com/unlocking911-1-ali-mohamed-wtc.html

a deliberately provoked act of terrorism, if not a fully and actively state
sponsored act of terrorism.

As such, we are left to wonder the extent to which the Ramzi Yousef story
has been exaggerated, mythologised, or in some cases simply fabricated to
help create the backstory of violent, radical Muslims attacking America, that
became so important in September 2001. Some researchers, including Peter
Lance (a fine investigative journalist but a terrible intelligence analyst), even
attribute the idea for the 9/11 plot to Yousef, though as I demonstrated in the
Operation Bojinka dossier, the papertrail contradicts Lance'’s version.

Laurie Mylroie, Who is Ramzi Yousef? And Why It Matters, The National
Interest, Winter 1995/96

One concrete example of the legend of Ramzi Yousef being used and abused
for political is in the work of Laurie Mylroie. She is a neoconservative
academic and writer who has carved out a niche for herself trying to argue
that Saddam Hussein was directly involved with Al Qaeda. Her connections to
figures like Richard Perle and Daniel Pipes, and the various institutes she’s
been employed by, should come as no surprise.

However, it is in her work on Ramzi Yousef that she has caused the most
controversy, and has suffered the brunt of unanimous criticism. Mylroie
found that the records from when Yousef lived with his family in Kuwait in the
period before the Iraq invasion were incomplete and to some extent
inaccurate (she makes a lot of the issue of Ramzi’s height, on which the
records are contradictory). She maintains that when the Iraqis invaded they
probably killed Yousef, then known by his birthname of Abdul Basit, and
tampered with the files to create a legend for ‘Ramzi Yousef’, who was in
reality an Iraqi secret agent.

It is an absurd theory, based on discrepancies between government records
in countries that are known for having terrible bureaucracy. It would also
entail the Iraqis being stupid enough to replace Abdul Basit with a fake Abdul
Basit calling himself Ramzi Yousef - among many other pseudonyms - who
looked different to Basit and was between 4 and 6 inches taller. Given that
Yousef collaborated at times with people who had known him for years
(crucially, they knew him as Basit from before the first Gulf war) Mylroie’s
theory is profoundly unlikely, to the point of being ridiculous.

Ramzi Yousef's Iraqi passport, issued September 1991

Mylroie has been subject to widespread criticism from a great many
commentators, even being labelled ‘the NeoCons favourite conspiracy
theorist’. In 2005 she was paid around $75,000 to produce a ‘History of Al
Qaeda’ for the Pentagon’s Office of Net Assessment. Nice work if you can get


http://www.investigatingtheterror.com/documents/Operation_Bojinka_dossier.htm

it. In the 'History’ she propounded once again the theory that Saddam was
bosom buddies with Al Qaeda. She even included a copy of Ramzi Yousef's
Iraqgi passport, which is included here for reference.

Transcript of meeting between Saddam Hussein and aavisers on the World
Trade Center bombing, undated but probably from 1994

Following the second Iraq war the Pentagon found, analysed and released
hundreds of documents from Saddam’s government. Included among them is
a transcript from an original audio recording of a meeting between Saddam
and several advisers, talking about the WTC bombing. It is not clear when
this meeting took place, but it is important for a few different reasons.

First, it dispels Mylroie’s theories entirely. There is no hint of the Iraqis
secretly running Basit/Yousef, or of collaborating with Abdul Yasin, one of the
conspirators who fled back to his homeland of Iraq after the bombing.

Mylroie maintains that he ‘escaped’ back to Iraq, but in reality he was
arrested and held in prison in Iraq rather than given a hero’s welcome. In
particular, Saddam makes it clear in the meeting that it is important that
Yasin remain alive to face prosecution. They offered several times to hand
him over to the Americans in exchange for a lifting of sanctions and a public
acceptance that Iraq had nothing to do with the bombing, but the offers were
refused. Yasin has not been seen or heard since 2002.

The transcript also shows that Saddam, knowing his government was not to
blame, speculated that the American, Israeli or Saudi governments were
behind the attack. Bizarrely, the record from the US database seems to think
the meeting was a discussion about the 9/11 attacks, though one can easily
imagine Saddam saying similar things after those events too. The meeting
also included discussion of the relevance of the US relationship with Egypt.

JFT-GITMO Matrix of Threat Indicators for Enemy Combatants, undated but
probably from 2007

Further illustrating how the Ramzi Yousef story continues to feed into the
modern day War on Terror narrative, this Matrix of Threat Indicators includes
mention of the Casio F-91W, a popular digital watch. It was these same
watches that Ramzi used in his design for a small bomb built to be fully
assembled on board a plane, then set on a timer using the watch’s alarm.
The Matrix claims that, ‘The possession of a Casio F-91W model watch and
the silver-color version of this model, the A159W, is an indicator of al-Qaida
training in the manufacture of improvised explosive devices'.

To be sure, Osama Bin Laden has also been pictured wearing one of these
watches, but then so has Max Keiser (in response to the soft headed analysis
in this document). There is no evidence suggesting that Max Keiser is a
member of Al Qaeda, except for his own comical ranting to that effect.



Ironically, this Matrix also lists having involvement with the Maktab al-
Khidamat and the Pakistani Inter-Services Intelligence or ISI as indicators of
involvement in terrorism.
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GROUP'S OQOBJECTIVES AND THOUGHT.)

7. FOREIGN TIES: THE GROUP FINDS KING FAHD AND HIS
SYSTEM THE BREST ISLAMIC GOVERNMENT TODAY, FAULTING OIM
MAINLY BECAUSE OF HIS LACK QF FIRMNESS IN CONFRONTING
KHOMEINI AND THE SHI'ITES. THE GROUJP REJECTS
KHOMEINISM CHIEFLY FOR ITS VIOLENCE, THOUGH IT SHARES
KHOMEINI'S BRLIEF IN ISLAM AS THE BASIS QF GOVERNMENT.
HCOWEVER, LEADER 'ABDURRAHMAN EVIDENTLY FAVORARLY
IMPRESSED AN IRANIAN DELEGATION HE MET AT AN ISLAMIC
CONFERENCE IN PAKISTAN LAST FALL. EGYPTIAN MEMBERS OF
THE ISLAMIC GROUP ARE FIGHTING WITH THE MUJAHIDEEN IN
AFGHANTSTAN. THE GROUP ATS0O HAS CLOSE TIES TO THE
ISLAMIC GROUP IN ALGERIA, WHO HAVE MORE FREEDOM THAN
THEY HAVE IN EGYPT. THE GROUP DOES NOT OBJECT TO
EGYPTIAN COOPERATION WITH THE U.S., BUT BELIEVES
EGYPTIANE ARE SOMEWHAT LAZY AND SHOULD DEPEND UPON
THEMSELVES, NOT OUTSIDERS. THE GROUP HAS NOT ATTACKED
AND WILL NOT ATTACK U.S. DIPLOMATS, ACCORDING TO
'"ABDURRAHMAN TRAVELLED LAST YEAR TO THE U.S. TO
SPEAK AT A CONFERENCE, AND TRAVELS YEARLY TC THE UK AT
THE INVITATION OF AN ISLAMIC GROUP THERE. HE
UNDERTAKES HIS FOREIGN TRAVELS VIA SAUDI ARABRIA.

UNCLASSIFIED
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MOTIVES LEAPS INSTANTLY FROM THE FACT THAT HE
HAS REVEALED MUCH MORE THAN WE WOULD HAVE CONSIDERED
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LONDON FOR MILLIKEN, PARIS FOR WINN, CENTCOM FOR POLAD
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E.0. 12356: DECL:0QADR
TAGS: PGOV, PINS, ASEC, EG, SA, IR, PK, AF, AG, UR
SUBJECT: SUMMARY OF CONVERSATIONS WITH A MEMBER OF

PRUDENT, FROM THIS UNDERGROUND GROUP'S PRESUMABLY

SUSPICIOUS PERSPECTIVE TOWARD THE U.S.

| |HAD STIMULATED

TO MEET POLOFF BY REPORTING TO OVER A PERIOD OF

MONTHS, THAT THE U.S. EMBASSY WAS PAYING ANALYTICAL
SECRET

SECRET
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ATTENTION TO THE ISLAMIC MOVEMENT. WE DEDUCE THAT

ILLINGNESS TO MEET WITH EMBASSY OFFICERS --
MOST RECENTLY AT THE EMBASSY ITSELF -- TS& MOTIVATED IN
PART BY THE HARD-PRESSED GROUP'S DESIRE TO MAKE ITS
CASE TO THE U.S., AS ALLEGES, PERHAPS IN A
DESPERATE HOPE OF SECUR U.S. "SUPPORT." [:::::]HAD
CONFIDED SEPARATELY TO THAT THE GROUP
BELIEVES THE GOVERNMENT I8 TOLERATING THE MB AS A
RESULT OF US "SUPPORT" FOR THE MB, SUCH LEBANESE-STYLE
THINKING IS NO LESS WIDELY ACCEPTED FOR BEING BIZARRE.
THE BOOKLET WHICH[:::::]PROVIDED CONVEYED MUCH OF THE
SAME INFORMATION HE REPORTED ORALLY. IT EXPLAINS THAT
THE GROUP IS PUBLISHING ITS "FULL STORY" THEREIN IN
ORDER TO "PRQSENT ITS CASE TO PUBLIC OPINION," AS THE
GOVERNMENT HAS STEPPED UP ITS LEVEL OF "OPPRESSION."
WHATEVER |EXPECTATIONS MAY BE OF GAIN FOR HIS
3ROUP FROM CONTACT WITH THE U.S., POLOFF WARNED THAT
THE U.S. HAS RELATIONS WITH AND SUPPORTS THE GOVERNMENT
OF EGYPT, AND THAT WE SUPPORT THE STRENGTH AND
STABILITY OF EGYPT, ITS GOVERNMENT, AND DRESIDENT
MUBARAK; WE DO NOT SUPPORT INTERNAL GROUPS OF ANY SORT
AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT .

. ... VANITY, AND OTHER POSSIBILITIES: HOWEVER, ,

PEREONAL MOTJVES PROBABLY ARE ALSO IN PLAY: |

|SHOWED A CERTAIN MESSIANIC
EXCITEMENT IN ACTING AS A SPCKESMAN FOR HIS GROUP AND
ITS IMPRISONED LEADERSHIP, WHICH HE CLEARLY REVERES,
TOWARD A SUPERPOWER HE EVIDENTLY BELIEVES IS IN NEED OF
THE ENLIGHTENMENT HE HAS TO OFFER. [ |MAY BE A BIT
IN FRONT OF HIS LEADERSHIP: HE SAID HE HAD NOT
SECRET
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SECRET
DAGE 03 CAIRO 09476 03 OF 03 251133%
REQUESTED THE PERMISSION OF LEADER| I THE
PRINTED MATERIALS TO US, BUT WAS CONFIDENT WOULD

APPROVE AND HE WOULD TELL [ |HE HAD DONE SO.

DESPITEI |APPA.R.ENT SINCERITY, WE ARE ALSQO ALERT
TO THE POSSIBILITY OF HOSTILE MOTIVES, ON THE PART OF
EITHER THE ISLAMIC GROUP OR THE GOVERNMENT SECURITY

SERVICES. OUR COLLEAGUES, WHO ALSO MET
[ ILAST DECEMEER, S THIS ASSESSMENT OF HIS
MOTIVES, ALTHOUGI THEY HAD NOT FOUND HIM, OR THEN
RELEASED LEADER SO FORTHCOMING AT
THAT TIME.
WISNER

SECRET
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SECRET SECTION 01 OF 03 CATRO 09981
DEPARTMENT ONLY FOR NEA/EGY, INR/DB, INR/NESA

E.0. 12356: DECL:0OADR

TAGS: PGOV, ASEC, PINS, EG, SA, IR, PK, AF, AG, UR
SUBJECT: CONVERSATIONS WITH A MEMBER OF "THE ISLAMIC
GROUP" : (I) YDENTITY AND LEADERSHIP

REF: A. CAIRO 2476
B. CAIRO 5506 (AND PREVIQUS)
C. CAIRCG B608B

1. SECRET - ENTIRE TEXT.

2. SUMMARY: A YOUNG LAWYER OF "THE ISLAMIC GROUP" (OR
"JIHAD", AS IT 1S CALLED BY THE GOVERNMENT) ASSERTED
THAT HIS WELL-ORGANIZED GROUP NUMBERS SOME 150,000 -
200,000, IN ADDITION TO THE "SMALL NUMBER -- 1500 --
DETAINED SINCE APRIL 1." GROUPS SUCH AS JIHAD,
AL-NAGUN MIN AL-NAR, TAKFIR WAL HIJRA, ETC., EITHER NO
LONGER EXIST QUTSIDE PRISON WALLS OR HAVE FEW
FOLLOWERS. INSTEAD, AL-GAMA'A AL-ISLAMIYA, OR THE
ISLAMIC GROUF, AND THE MUSLIM BROTHERHOOD, ARF THE ONLY
SUCH ISLAMIC GROUPS ACTIVE ON THE NATIONAL LEVEL. THE
SECRET

SECRET
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GROUP DIFFERS WITH THE MB BQTH IN MEANS AND "SOME
OBJECTIVES." SMALLER GROUPS EXIST ON THE LOCAL LEVEIL,
BUT LACK THE KIND OF CORRECT RELIGIOUS GUIDANCE
PROVIDED EY "THE GROUP'S$ MUFTI OR PRINCE", DR. 'OMAR

UN‘NE-I[-)%ID\\,'\!IISE{EEE*\OR@MENI' OF STATE

REVIEW AUTHORITY: ARCHIE M BOLSTER

DATE/CASE ID: 09 MAY 2007 200605566 UNCLASSIFIED
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ABDURRAHMAN, WHO WAS JATLED IN FAYOUM ON APRIL 7.
OPERATIONAL LEADER, HOWEVER, IS ]| | R1,B6

EXPECTED TO BE RELEASED FROM PRISON SHORTLY
AFTER HIS DETENTION WITHOUT CHARGES SINCE LAST
DECEMBER. [ |[HAD BEEN A MEMBER OF THE GROUP'S
11-MAN "CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBLY" WHEN HE WAS IMPRISONED
IN SEPTEMBER, 1981, FOR SEVERAL YEARS; THE OTHER TEN
LEADERS REMAIN IN PRISON OR WERE EXECUTED. THE ISLAMIC
GROUP 1S NEITHER "SECRET" NOR "VIOLENT", HE CLAIMED;
HIS MOTIVE IN INFORMING US ABOUT HIS GROUP WAS TO
PRESENT A "TRUE" PICTURE IN THE FACE OF GOVERNMENT
MISREPRESENTATION OF THEM. (REF A SUMMARIZES THIS AND
ADDITIONAL MESSAGES REPORTING IN GREATER DETAIL THE
ISLAMIC GROUP'S RELATIONS WITH THE GOVERNMENT AND WITH
FOREIGN COUNTRIES.) END SUMMARY.

3. SETTING AND BIO: IN REPEATED RECENT CONTACTS,
SEVERAL AT THE EMBASSY, RELATED TO
AMBOFFS HIS VIEWS AS A FOLLOWEER OF 'OMAR "ABDURRAHMAN ,
AND THUS A MEMBER OF "THE ISLAMIC GROUP" (REF B) ., WHICH
THE GOVERNMENT CALLS "AL-JIHAD".

IHE HAS BEEN IMPRISONED AND TORTURED SEVERAL TIMES.

4. MOTIVES: | |CLAIMED THAT HE WAS INFORMING US
ABOUT HIS GROUP AS A RESULT OF A "CHANGE IN THINKING"
WITHIN THE GROUP. THEY WERE CONCERNED ABOUT THE
"RADTCAL AND VIOLENT IMAGE" OF THE GROUP PRESENTED BY
THE GOVERNMENT. (A CA. JANUARY 1989 BOOKLET WHICH
GAVE US, TRANSMITTED SEDARATELY, STMILARLY
ASSERTED THAT ITS PURPOSE WAS TO DRESENT THE TRUE

INTELWIRE.com
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PICTURE OF THE GROUP IN THE FACE OF STEPPED UP

GOVERNMENT OPPRESSION.) | sa1p [ |saD
PERSUADED THEM THAT U.S. DIPLOMATS WERE "SINCERE", SO
THEY DECIDED TQ PRESENT "TRUE PICTURE" DIRECTLY TO
USs. TOLD US$ SEPARATELY

THAT |HAD OPINED THAT THE GOVERNMENT WAS NOT
PERSECUTING THE MB BECAUSE THE U.S. WAS "SUPPORTTNG"
THE MUSLIM BROTHERHOOD AGAINST THE MORE RADICAL ISLAMIC
TRENDS. ON THIS WIDELY-ACCEPTED CONSPIRATORIAL
PREMISE, THE "ISLAMIC GROUP" MAY BE MAKING ITS OWN BID
FOR OUTSIDE SUPPORT. POLOFF WARNED[  |THAT THE U.S.
SUPPORTS EGYPT AND THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYDT, AND
SUPPORTS ITS STABILITY AND STRENGTH. THE U.S. DOES NOT
INTERVENE TN INTERNAL AFFAIRS NOR SUPPORT ANY GROUP OF
ANY SORT AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYPT. STATEMENTS
BELOW ARE |: IU‘NLESS OTHERWISE NOTED .

SECRET
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DEPARTMENT ONLY FOR NEA/EGY, INR/DB, INR/NESA

E.O. 12356: DECL:OADR

TAGS: PGOV, ASEC, PINS, EG, SA, IR, PK, AF, AG, UR
SUBJECT: CONVERSATIONS WITH A MEMBER OF "THE ISLAMIC
GROUP": (I} TDENTITY AND LEADERSHIP

WHO ARE THE "ISLAMIC GROUP?"

5, MEMBERSHIFP AND ORGANIZATION: I ASSERTED THAT
THE GROUP HUMBERS ABOQOUT 150,000 - 200,000; THUS THE
1500 JAILED 3INCE APRIL 1 IS A SMALL NUMBER_ "
MOREOVER, EACH MEMBER HAS A LARGE FAMILY, AND THE
FAMILY NATURALLY SHARES HIS BELIEFS AND SUPPORTS HIM.
THERE ARE MEMBERS IN EVERY GOVERNORATE. THE MEMRERS
ARE UNIFIED IN A SINGLE IDEQLOGY, THOUGH THERE ARE
DIFFERENT "STYLES" QOF ACTION FROM REGION TO REGION.

PASSED A THICK SHEAF OF PHOTOCOPIED HANDWRITTEN
PAGES EXPLATINING THE GROUP'S IDEOLQOGY; ALSQO BEING
TRANSMITTED SEPARATELY.) NONETHELESS WE ARE ONE,
ORGANIZED GROUP: A MEMBER IN THE NEW VALLEY (EXTREME

SECRET
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S.W. EGYPT) CAN DIRECTLY CONTACT A MEMBER IN THE SINAT
(N.E. EGYPT) THROUGH THE ORGANIZATION. (COMMENT:
THOUGH PRESSED,[ ____ |REFUSED TO ACCEPT A DISTINCTION
BETWEEN "SYMPATHIZERS", SUCH AS FAMILY MEMBRERS, AND
GROUP MEMBERS WHO WERE COMMITTED AND READY TO TAKE
ACTION AGAINST THE ESTABLISHED ORDER. WE SUSPECT THAT
A VERY LARGE PROPORTION OF THE 200,000 CLAIMED MEMBERS
WOULD FALL INTO THE "SYMPATHIZER" CATEGORY, AND DO NOT
REPRESENT AN ISLAMIC REVOLUTIONARY VANGUARD. MOREOVER,

BIAS OBVIOUSLY IS TOWARD INFLATING THE NUMBERS
OF THE GROUP. END COMMENT.)

6. LEADERSHIP: 'OMAR 'ABDURRAHMAN IS OUR "MUFTI"
(GIVER OF RELIGIOUS LEGAL JUDGEMENTS) OR "AMIR 'AAM"
(GENERAL COMMANDER OR PRINCE), BUT OUR "OPERATIONAL
LEADER" ("AMIR AL-HARAKA") IS | | (sEE
REF B FOR[ | REPORT OF 'ABDURRAIMAN'S INVOLVEMENT
IN RTOTS IN FAYOUM APRIL 7 AND SUBSEQUENT ARREST.)

INTELWIRE.com
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WAS ONE OF THE ELEVEN ORIGINAL MEMBERS OF GOUR
CONSULTATIVE ASSEMBLY (MAGLES AL-SHURA), ALL OF WHOM
ARE EITHER IN PRISON OR WERE EXECUTED. THE SHURA
COUNCIL, IN APPROXIMATE ORDER OF RANK, WAS COMPOSED OF:

Lo A a =

SECRET
PAGE 02 CAIRC 09%81 02 OF 03 0310057Z
8. U"THE GROUP" VS, OTHERS: AL-JIHAD, AL-TAKFIR WAL

HIJRA, AL-NAGUN MIN AL-NAR, AL-~TAWAQQUF WAL TABAYYUN
(WHO ARE REALLY THE SAME AS AL-NAGUN} ARE EITHER NO
LONGER IN EXISTENCE, OR HAVE FEW MEMBERS QUTSIDE
PRISON, AND THEN ONLY ON A LOCAT, BASIS. THE ONLY
ISLAMIC ORGANIZATION ON A NATIONAL LEVEL IS THE ISLAMIC
GROUP, THE MUSLIM BROTHERHOOD (MB} IS A NATIONAL
ORGANIZATION BUT THEY ARE PART OF THE GOVERNING
ESTABLTSHMENT. WE REJECT THE CONCEPT OF "TAKFIR"
(NOTE: CONDEMNING OTHERS, SUCH AS THE GOVERNMENT, AS
INFIDELS}) AND THUS ALSO REJECT THE IDEA THAT WE MUST

INTELWIRE.com
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SHUN INFIDELS (NOTE: THE IDEA OF HIJRA, OR FLIGHT, OR

'UZLA, ISOLATION FROM SIN). WE REJECT VIOLENCE, BUT
SECRET
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E.O0. 12356: DECL:QADR

TAGS: PGOV, ABEC, PINS, EG, SA, IR, PK, AF, AG, UR
SUBJECT: CONVERSATIONS WITH A MEMBER OF "THE ISLAMIC
GROUP" : (I} IDENTITY AND LEADERSHIP

ONLY STRIKE BACK WITH FORCE IN SELF-DEFENSE. THE
GOVERNMENT PINS THE NAME "JIHAD" ON US, AND BLAMES US
FOR ATTACKS ON CHURCHES, BUT NONE OF OUR MEMEERS WERE
INVOLVED IN A SINGLE ATTACK AGAINST CHRISTIAN INTERESTS
ANYWHERE IN EGYPT.

9. DIFFERENCES WITH THE MBE: WE DIFFER WITH THE MB'S

INTELWIRE.com
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TACTICS AND SOME OF THEIR OBJECTIVES. OF COURSE, WE
SHARE THE GOAL OF IMPOSING ISLAMIC LAW IN EGYPT, BUT WE
SEEK THE PUBLIC INTEREST IN CALLING FOR AN ISLAMIC
REGIME, WHEREAS THE MB'S GOALS ARE PRIMARILY PERSONAL
INTERESTS AND PROPERTY INTERESTS. WE ALSO REJECT THE
GAMES THEY PLAY WITH THE REGIME; THEY ARE EVEN PUTTING
FORWARD TO THE GOVERNMENT MB CANDIDATES AS CAEINET
MINISTERS. THEY HIDE THEIR OBJECTIVES; WE ARE OPEN
ABOUT OURS. WE DO NOT COOPERATE WITH THEM. FOR
EXAMPLE, THEY HAD MEMBERS ON THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS OF
SECRET
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THE LAWYERS' SYNDICATE, BUT WE, NOT THEY, WERE THE ONES
WHO PROVOKED THE CRISIS THERE (IN JANUARY). THE
"ISLAMIC" COMMITTEE OF THE LAWYERS' SYNDICATE THAT IS
PREPARING FOR THE UPCOMING SYNDICATE ELECTIONS

WE HOPE WE WILL HAVE THREE
CANDIDATES T. E ELECTIONS. (COMMENT : THE TWO
"ISLAMIC" MEMEERS OF THE PREVIQUS SYNDICATE BOARD WERE
MB. END COMMENT.) WE WILL NOT COOPERATE WITH THE MB
IN THE SHURA COUNCIL ELECTIONS.

10. OTHER GROUPS: LOCAL GROUPS OF ISLAMIC YOUTH EXIST
AROUND THE COUNTRY. BECAUSE THEY LACK PROPER RELIGIOUS
GUIDANCE, THEY DO CRAZY THINGS:; THEN THE GOVERNMENT
GIVES THEM SOME NAME AND FALSELY ASSOCIATES THEM WITH
Uus. FOR EXAMPLE, "AL-GHURABA'" ("THE BLIENS" -- CITED
IN A PRESS REPORT ABOUT FAYOUM) IS A GROUP OF TEN OR
FIFTEEN YOUTHS WHO ARE NOT CONNECTED TO US; HOWEVER,
SOME OF THE PEQPLE INVOLVED IN BOMBINGS AND INCIDENTS
IN FAYOUM ARE/ARE GROUP MEMBERS. ONWE TIME WHEN I Was
IN JAIL, I MET THE KID3 WHO BOMRED WVIDEO CLUBS A FEW
YEARS AGO. THE BOYS WERE TEN TO FIFTEEN YEARS OLD. I
ASKED THEM WHY THEY DID SUCH A CRAZY THING IN THE NAME
OF ISLaM. THEY TOLD ME THEY "WANTED TC DC SOMETHING
FOR ISLaM" , AND CAME UP WITH THIS IDEA ON THEIR OWN.
THIS SHOWS THEIR LACK OF PROPER RELIGIOUS GUIDANCE. WE
SHOW VIDECS, INCLUDING SPORTS AND ENTERTAINMENT VIDEOS

IN QUR MOSQUES. WHY SHOULD WE BOMB VIDEC CLUBS?
(COMMENT : t PAMPHLET, HOWEVER, LISTED THE
SIEZURE OF Dt HIC MATERIALS AS AMONG THE GROUP'S
"CONDEMNING OF THE EVIL AND ORDERING OF THE GOOD"
ACTIVITIES." END COMMENT.)

SECRET
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11. IDEOLOGICAL INFLUENCES: BSEYYED QUTE, ESPECIALLY
HI5 BOOK "MILESTONES ON THE ROAD," I8 THE ISLABMIC
THINKER TO WHOM WE ARE CLOSEST. THE ME HAS STRAYED
FROM HIM LONG AGO, BEGINNING WITH THEIR IMPRISONMENT IN

1964. OTHERS THAT ARE CLOSE TO US ARE]

12. SUBSEQUENT MESSAGES REPORTl bESCRIPTION OF
THE GROUP'S RELATIONS WITH THE GOVERNMENT OF EGYPT AND
WITH FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

WISNER

SECRET
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Current Class: UNCLASSIFIED EDOS(S‘;O/O??y | Page: 1

Current Handling: n/a

Document Number: 1990KHART012626 Channel: n/
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ACTION VO-06
INFO LOG-00 ADS-00 AF-01 AMAD-01 CA-02 CIAE-00 DODE-00
DS-01 INRE-0QO INR-0S NSAE-00 SCT-03 /019W
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FM AMEMBASSY KHARTOUM

TO SECSTATE WASHDC PRIORITY 8074

UNCLAS KHARTOUM 12626

FOR CA/VO/L/C: | ]

E.O. 12356: N/A
TAGS: . CVIS, PTER, EG (ABDEL RAHMAN, OMAR AHMED ALL)
SUBJ: REQUEST FOR ASSISTANCE z

REF: (A) VICTARS 120891 (B) STATE 402128 AND
PREVIOUS

MATERIALS REQUESTED IN REFTEL B WERE FORWARDED VIA
REGULAR MAIL HAND CARRIED TO THE UNITED STATES ON
NOVEMBER 28. THEY WERE ADDRESSED TO AF/E:

| FOR HANDLING.
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VISAS; FOR INS/COINS AND INS/COINT
E.O. 12356: N/A

TAGS::

ALI)

VISA REVOCATION

REF: A) VICTARS 120891
(NOTAL)

CVIS, PINS, PTER, EG (ABDEL RAHMAN, OMAR AHMED

B) CAIRO 22795 AND PREVIOUS

1. THIS IS TO ADVISE THAT ON26 NOVEMBER 1990 THE
UNCLASSIFIED

UNCLASSIFIED

PAGE 02 STATE

401142

2802432

DEPARTMENT REVOKED ANY AND ALL VALID NONIMMIGRANT VISAS
ISSUED TO OMAR ALI ABDEL RAHMAN (AKA ABDURRAHMAN, AKA
AL-RAHMAN, AKA ABD-AL-RAHMAN), DPOB 3 MAY 1538, EGYPT.

2. EX O THE CERTIFICATE OF REVOCATION.

QUOTE. NOVEMBER 26, 19950
THIS IS TO CERTIFY THAT I,

CERTIFICATE OF REVOCATION
THE UNDERSIGNED DEPUTY

ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF STATE FOR VISA SERVICES, ACTING
IN PURSUANCE OF THE AUTHORITY CONFERRED BY SECTION 221
(LITTLE I) OF THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT (8
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Current Class: UNCLASSIFIED Page:

Current Handling: n/a

Document Number: 1990STATE401142 Channel:

U.S.C. 1201 (LITTLE I)), BY DELEGATION OF AUTHORITY
NUMBER 74 AND BY REDELEGATION OF AUTHORITY NUMBER
74-3-A, HEREBY REVOKE ANY AND ALL CURRENTLY VALID
NONIMMIGRANT VISAS ISSUED TO MR. OMAR ALI ABDEL RAHMAN,
BORN MAY 3, 1938, IN EGYPT. THIS ACTION SHALL TAKE
EFFECT IMMEDIATELY. (SIGNED) JOHN H. ADAMS UNQUOTE.

3. CA/VCO WILL FORWARD A COPY OF THE SIGNED CERTIFICATE
OF REVOCATION. PLEASE INFORM ALL CARRIERS AND PORTS OF
ENTRY OF THE REVOCATION. DEPT. UNDERSTANDS THAT THE
SPELLING ON HIS EGYPTIAN PASSPORT IS ABDEL RAHMAN. AS
IDENTIFICATION, HE IS BLIND AND WALKS WITH A LIMP. HE
IS NOT PRESUMED TO SPEAK ENGLISH. MOST PROBABLE US
PORTS OF ENTRY ARE JFK AND NEWARK AIRPORTS.

4. ABDEL RAHMAN IS LISTED IN AVLOS AS A 77 ENTRY FROM
CAIRO. DEPT. WILL ENTER HIM AS A 00 AND REQUESTS INS TO

MAKE THE APPROPRIATE ENTRIES IN NAILS. BAKER
UNCLASSIFIED
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United States Department of State

Assistant Secretary of State Uq V\ %

Jfor Consular Affairs \

Washington, D.C. 20520

_
July 16, 1993 / (bDDS

MEMORANDUM

TO: 0IG - Sherman M. Funk

FROM: CA - Mary A. Ryago™

SUBJECT: Issuance of Nonimmigrant Visas to Sheik Abdel Rahman

REF: Your Memorandum of July 7, 1993

It is not possible to answer definitively whether or not
visas (particularly the one issued in 1990) should have been
issued or deniefi based on the evidence and information available
at the time of application, because we do not know with certainty
today the extent of the evidence or information available at
those times. What can be said is that it is still not clear
sufficient evidence or information was available then to ensure
that the visas would have been denied under the existent law had
the proper procedures been followed.

In 1990, given the effect of section 901 of P.L. 100-204
on Section 212 (a) of the Immmigration and Nationality Act (INA)},
mere advocacy of or incitement to acts of terrorism would not’
have been sufficient for ineligibility under Section 212 (a)

(28). Then (as now) evidence of actual involvement in terrorist
activity beyond mere words would have been required. Taking into
account that the Sheik had been acquitted by an Egyptian court on
the charges brought against him in the Sadat agsassination, there
is no evidence we have seen that clearly establishes that his
activities in support of terrorism extended beyond mere words.

2/21 Clos=d by Statute
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[ That determination, however, would
have had to be made at the Undersecretary level, based on
arguments that might have been made regarding the effect of his
entry on the public interest. Not knowing how those arguments
might have been framed, it is not possible to say whether, based
on what was known about the Sheik then, they would have been
persuasive. However, in view of the climate of criticism of the
then Administration regarding refusal of visas on *jideological
grounds", it cannot be taken for granted that the decision would
have been to deny him the visa.

I enclose a paper prepared in the Visa Office which
examines the question in more detail.

Attachment:

As stated.

. o t——
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officials at the time the visas were issued.

Washington, D.C. 20520-6817

July 7, 1993

C @Ouéou

MEMORANDUM H
TO: CA - Ms. Mary A. Ryan
FROM: 0IG - Sherman M. FunkRS &“1

SUBJECT: Issuance of Nonimmigrant Visas to Sheik Abdel Rahman

During our work on the subject of visas issued to Sheik
Rahman, our team concluded that sufficient evidence was available
at the time to deny each of his applications, if the information
had been properly entered into the lookout system and/or
accessed. This cohclusion was generally concurred in bv kev

9/1% Clozed by Statats=

shortly before the June 30 hearing we were provided a copY
of Mr. Scully's June 22, 1993, memorandum which stated his

'~ opinion that a petter-than-average chance existed that the

Department's legal Adviser would have found that a refusal of the
Sheik's visa in 1990 would have violated immnigration law.

This issue may likely attract considerable attention during
the upcoming open hearing on July 22. 1 very much need to
understand CA's official position on whether the visas
(particularly the 1990 one) should have been issued or denied,
based on the evidence and information available at the time of
the applications. My team will be happy to discuss this matter

and share all information we collected from officials (past and
present) and post files.

T would appreciate your written response by July 16, 1993,
so that I can properly examine it in advance of the next hearing.
Your staff can contact John Payne at 7-7096 or Linda Topping from.
my Office of Counsel at 7-5059 if you have questions.

United States Department of State

The Inspector General \*VL\/\

f
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7 United States Department of State | T
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Washingion, D.C. 20520

ryuL 151993

ToO . CA - Mary A. Ryan o ‘ %%
Through: CA/VO - John H. Adamsd’ﬁ‘y

From . CA/VO/L - cornelius D. Scu 111

subj . Issuance of Nonimmigrant visas to Sheikh Abdel Rahman

ref .  OIG memorandum of July 7. 1993

For possible use in responding to the request set forth in

~

the memorandum under reference, 1 offer the following comments.

. pefore going into a technical analysis, 1 believe I should
explain the state of affairs as 1 understand jt. After receipt of
the memorandum under referencey 1 discussed this matter with Mr.
Brennan and Ms. Brown of O0IG and reviewed documents dating between
1982 and November 1990 assembled by the OIG team during its
'nvestiqation to date. As ME. Brennan explained the matter to me,

3/11 Clusad by Statute

Being unable to review the actual file, the ijnvestigators
thereafter interviewed a number of officers who had been stationed
in Cairo during the pertinent periods and obtained their
recollections of the nature and substance of the information which
was contained in the file during its existence.

9/1: Clozed by Statute

~ [T was unable to review the records of those.
interviews since, according to Mr. Brennan, they have not as yet
been transcribed.

} As a result, insofar as the Sheikh's possible ineligibility
: on terrorist grounds in 1990 is concerned, 1 cannot make 2

definitive judgmentL_r— }&

| 9/11 Closed by Statute
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| Accordingly, although it would have been legally

permissible to grant the sheikh a waiver of ineligibility to
permit his temporary entry notwithstanding the ineligibility, the
decision whether or not to do so would have been entirely
discretionary.

obviously, it is not possible to know with certainty how that
discretion would have been exercised, but it was long—-standing
Department policy that waivers would not routinely be obtained for
aliens ineligible for past terrorist .-activity. Thus, someone
would have had to make a convincing case for the propriety of
obtaining a waiver for the Sheikh in order for the necessary
recommendation to be made to the Immigration and Naturalization
Service.

If, on the other hand, the Cairo file had reflected a history
of extremist statements, advocating the overthrow of governments
which failed to function according to Islamic law and the
.overthrow or assassination of the rulers of such government, but
not a history of terrorist acts or actions in furtherance of
terrorism, the situation would have been quite different. It is
here that section 901 comes into the equation.

Section 901 must be seen in its context. Beginning in about
1983 various groups opposed 'to Reagan administration policies
vis-a-vis Central America and Cuba and with respect to nuclear
‘disarmament began to charge that the Administration was depriving
American citizens of their First Amendment right to hear the views
of aliens who sought to enter to participate in public debates on
these issues and whose views were antithetical to those of the
Administration. These charges were pursued in various ways -- in
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the media, in the courts and through the legislative process. As
the 1980s wore on, the charges became ever more expansive and
positions on the matter became more. polarized. Ultimately,
opponents of the Administration came to characterize sections
212(a)(27), (28), and (29) as the "ideological exclusions"™ and to
insist upon their outright repeal.

Now, outright repeal of all three sections would have had
catastrophic consequences. The problem the Administration. faced
at the time, however, was that attempts to explain that fact and
to describe what the consequences would be were dismissed as
political subterfuges designed to thwart reform of an unjust
system, making it possible for the Administration to continue its
- nefarious practices. The atmosphere which all of this produced
within the Department is difficult to imagine at this remove, but
there was substantial apprehension about any politically sensitive
visa refusal. Secretary Shultz was personally very concerned, as
he made clear to then Assistant Secretary Joan Clark.

The legislative process began in 1984 or 1985 with the
introduction by Cong. Frank (D-Mass) of a bill to revise section
- 212(a) of the Act. Hearings were held on that bill, but it was
not enacted in that Congress, nor in the next. Mr. Frank again
introduced it in the 100th Congress, but again it appeared
unlikely to be enacted. It was at this point, that other
like-minded members proposed and had enacted section 901.

Initially, section 901 was limited to a fifteen month period
beginning on January 1, 1988. The report of the conferees on P.L.
100-204 makes it clear that the time limit was in anticipation of
the enactment of permanent revisions to sections 212(a)(27), (28),
and (29) of the Act.' In the event, the completion of that
revision process was delayed until late 1990. aAs a result,
section 901 was, first, extended for a two-year period and, later,
made permanent. In the process, it was also modified to apply
only to nonimmigrant aliens. (Initially, it had applied to all
aliens, immigrant or nonimmigrant.) Section 901 was repealed by
the Immigration Act of 1990, as of June 1, 1991, the effective
date of the permanent revisions of section 212(a).

Upon the enactment of section 901, the Administration took
the position that section 901 did not repeal or suspend the
application of any provision of the Act, specifically sections
212(a)(27), (28), or (29). It conceded that an alien could not be
denied admission under those sections for reasons specified in
section 901, but asserted that aliens could be denied under those
sections for reasons other than the prohibited ones.




With specific respect to sections 212(a)(28)(Cc) and (F), the
Administration took the position that it continued to be legally
permissible to make findings of ineligibility under those sections
in respect of nonimmigrants, but that, where the finding of
ineligibility was based upon mere membership or affiliation or
upon statements which would bring the alien within the purview of
either section, section 901 mandated that a waiver of
ineligibility be recommended and granted to permit temporary entry
notwithstanding the ineligibility.

Almost immediately thereafter, yet another controversy arose
over the Administration's position. Proponents of section 901
asserted that itsenactment suspended the operation of those
sectiony eliminating the need for waivers of ineligibility, and
accused the Administration of bad faith in its failure to act
accordingly. This controversy became particularly acute after the
final amendment of section 901 which made it permanent.

In this connection, I am enclosing for your information a
copy of a May 23, 1990 letter to the Secretary from Messrs Frank,
Morrison, Edwards, Schumer, Berman and Kastenmeier. All six were
then members of the House Judiciary Committee; four of them

members of the Subcommittee on Immigration. I am also enclosing a
document prepared for the use of Cong. Frank by the Congressional
Research Service on this subject. I hasten to say that the

Administration did not agree with the interpretation espoused in
either document, but I think they are of interest in terms of the
. climate which existed at the time of the Sheikh's May 1990 visa
application.

In connection with section 901 and its impact on this
subject, Mr. Brennan expressed the view to me that Congress did
not intend to cover people like the Sheikh, but rather intended
section 901 to apply only to Communist Party members. While that
could, of course, be the case, the documents available to me do
not support that opinion. The conferees stated "For example, such
exclusions, restrictions, or deportafi®is would not be appropriate
if based on an alien's criticism of the United States or U.S.
policies; an alien's attempt to influence lawfully the outcome of
legislation before the Congress; or an alien's mere membership in
a Communist, anarchist or other organization proscribed under
current law." '

In addition, the Congress expressly denied the benefits of
section 901 to aliens who were members, officers, officials,
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representatives or spokesmen of the PLO ’Tbe PLO had been
designated as a terrorist organization 1n 1974 and the Congress _
clearly understood that section 901 would apply-to its members and
those who made statements in its support unless they made special
provision with respect thereto. I believe that. the fact that the
congress made special provision for a named terrorlst organization
and its members strongly suggests that it Knew. that membershlp in
terrorist organizations generally would be w1th1n the purv1ew of
sectlon 901. . :

Finally, the successor provision to section 212(3)(2@)(?) —_—
section 212(a)(3)(B) -~ is very carefully written to confine
itself to terrorist activity and actions in furtherance thereof

]

am enclosing a copy of that document for your 1nformat10n as"
well. | < ~ ]

‘i1t was shared on an informal basis with a‘membér of
Cong. Frank's staff and of the staff of the House Judiciary
Subcommittee on Immigration. Both expressed agreement with its
terms. I do not know whether either Mr. Frank or actual members
of the Subcommittee saw the draft. " B

I turn back now to the Shelkh s May 1990 visa appllcatlon in
light of the foregoing and the possibility that the Cairo file
would have shown nothing more than extremist, terrorist:
statements, but not activity./

The attorney at Justice's office of Immigration Litigation
who handled all the litigation on foreign policy refusals
expressed the view then, and continues to hold it, that allowing

the prohlbltlon against denials because of statements, beliefs, or
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year. Cairo also reported that it routinely issued nonimmigrant

visas to Muslim clerics seeking to preach at mosgues- in the U.S.

once it was satisfied that all expenses were being covered by the
U.S. interested party.

Thus, by the time the Sheikh applied in May 1990 he had
travelled temporarily to the United States at least once and
perhaps twice and had not violated, so far as we know, the terms

and conditions of his admission. |

9/12 Closed by Statute

While we now know that the Sheikh applied for adjustment of
status several months after arriving her¢ there is nothing to
indicate that the consular officer at Khartoum could have had
reason to suspect that he would do so. In fact, we have no way of
knowing at what point the Sheikh made the decision to seek
permanent residence. He could have had that in mind in May 1990
or even before then. He could have decided to do so after arrival
here, for reasons which arose after entry. . We know nothing of
that aspect of the matter and will likely never learn anything
meaningful about it. Thus, the most that can possibly be said is
the broad generalization that a consular officer can doubt the
nonimmigrant bona fides of any applicant, depending upon what is
said by the applicant during the interview and his demeanor.

encl: (1) Letter of May 20, 1990

(2) CRS Memorandum of May 9, 1990
(3) 91 State 178327

(4) L/CA FAX of October 9, 1991
(5)

Memorandum of October 18, 1991

/‘ .
Drafted: CA/VO/L:CDScullyIIll:cds Clearance: CA/VO—JHAdQﬁdﬂk’
7/15/93 WD#3501D x31184
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FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGATION

Date of transcription 2/14/95

ABDUL BASIT MAHMOUD ABDUL KARIM, (hereafter referred to
as BASIT), also known as RAMZI AHMED YOUSEF, was interviewed at

-t TVon & A
oy Ti =

AL L PN Vv ands v d &=
vhiaceél States Courthouse, Scuthorn District of New Yerk

(SDNY), in Manhattan, by Special Agents (SAs) FRANCIS J.
PELLEGRINO and CHARLES B. STERN of the FEDERAL BUREAU OF
INVESTIGATION (FBI), and SA BRIAN G. PARR of the United States

Secret Service (USSS).

Also present for the interview were Assistant United
States Attorneys (AUSAs) J. GILMCRE CHILDERS, LEV DASSIN and

MICHAEL J. GARCIA, of the SDNY, and BASIT’s attorney, AVRAHAM
MOSKOWITZ.

A written proffer agreement was signed by AUSA CHILDERS
and MOSKOWITZ immediately prior to the start of the interview,
and the interview was conducted pursuant to that agreement. It R
was also agreed between CHILDERS and MOSKOWITZ that the substance
of the interview would be limited to the participation of YOUSEF

and those already convicted in the World Trade Center (WTC)
bombing.

(:) BASIT thereafter provided the following information:

Basit began by discussing the type of explosive he
utilized in the bombing at the WTC on February 26, 1993.

He described the main charge as urea nitrate, contained
in a wooden box of his own construction. The box was largest in
its horizontal dimensions; the sides of the box were not as large
as its top and bottom dimensions.

Thé main charge was boosted by three separate boosters,

each with its own detonator. He described the boosters as
follows:

1) Thirty (30) kilograms (kg) of dynamite, which he
manufactured from 70% ammonium nitrate, 29% nitroglycerine, and
1% nitrocellulose. . ‘

Investigationon _ 2/13/95 et New York, New York File #

SAs FRANCIS J. PELLEGRINO, FBI, CHARLES B. STERN, FBI,
b _BRIAN G. PARR., USSS/FJP:pq : Date dictated 2/14/95

Ciocumem contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of the FBI. It is the property of the FBI and is loaned to your agency:
1t and 1ts contents are not to be distributed outside your agency.
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2) Twenty (20) kg. of a mixture of ammonium nitrate,

nitromethane, and analine (94% nitromethane and 6% analine

then 1/3 of this mixture added to 2/3 of ammonium nitrate,
volume, not by weight) .

3) Fift§ (50) Kg. of thermite, manufactured by h
mixing ferric trioxide, magnesium powder, aluminum powder a
some glycerine.

mixed,
by

im by
nd

The dynamite and ammonium niﬁrate/nitromethane/analine

mixture had a detonator made of picric acid and lead azide,

contained in a plastic tube, which was in turn, housed in a metal

outer container.

The thermite had a separate detonator, consisting of

jead azide and a stick of dynamite, surrounded by black powder

and magnesium powder.

The detonators were all connected with nitrocellulose,

which was affixed inside of heavy tape.
ignited by a fuse, which was housed inside a clear plastic

with a plastic bag affixed on the end which was lighted. The

plastic bag and tube served to contain any smoke generated

purning fuse.

The nitrocellulose was

tube,

by the

The fuse was lighted by BASIT from the front passenger
seat of the van; the fuse was twelve minutes in burning time.
when the fuse reached the nitrocellulose, this materiai would
ignite almost instantaneously, activating each of the detonators
at the same time. The detonators would then detonate the booster

charges, which would, in turn, detonate the ma
charge.

in urea nitrate

BASIT noted that he wished to focus as much of the

plast as possible to the "beam" in the tower,

in order to cause

the tower to fall. However, he related that most of the blast

was directed up and down, as the surface area of the box

containing the main charge was greatest in the horizontal plane.

He indicated that, had he been able to obtain additional
financing, he would have been able to construct the device

in

such a way as to focus more of the plast horizontally, against

the "beam" of the World Trade Center tower, and would have
able to topple one tower into the other.

been
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He related that the boostzr charges were buried in the

urea nitrate main charge. Also buried were three large cylinders
of hydrogen gas. ‘

Concerning the nitrocellulose, which was used to
connect the detona®ors, BASIT described the following as his
method of manufacture for that material:

He stated that it was made by mixing 150 milliliters of
nitric acid and 250 milliliters of sulfuric acid, keeping the
temperature under 25 degrees Celsius. Seventeen grams of
hospital type cotton was then soaked in the acid, boiled in

water, and then washed until its "PH" was seven. This material
is then dried. -

BASIT advised that MOHAMMED SALAMEH and NIDAL AYYAD !
rented a car a few days before the WIC bombing. BASIT could only
recall that the car was red in color. BASIT stated that SALAMEH
drove this rental car, while he and another individual brought
the Ryder van carrying the explosive into the Trade Center.
YOUSEF advised that he was in the passenger seat of the van when
he 1it the 12 minute fuse that was to ignite the explosive.

BASIT said that after the fuse was 1lit they entered the car in
which SALAMEH was waiting, and departed the Trade Center. BASIT

‘advised that SALAMEH was alone in the second car.

BASIT advised that to his knowledge, he and SALAMEH
kept the time and target of ‘hes explosion a secret in order to
avoid any "leaks". BASIT advised that if MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA or
ABDUL RAHMAN YASIN were aware of the time or target, they only
found out a few days before it happened. BASIT advised that the
man who drove the van came from another state to New York to
assist BASIT in the attack. BASIT stated that this other
individual was aware that he was planning something, but BASIT
did not give him the details of his plan until he arrived in New
York. BASIT said that he first contacted this individual

- sometime in November of 1992. BASIT advised that this individual

left New York the evening of February 26, 1993, on a different ’
flight than himself. o

BASIT advised that he and his friend stayed in a hotéi
in Brooklyn the night before the bombing, and that the van was
parked in a parking area that is used exclusively for the hotel.
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This hotel was picked by his friend who had stayed there once
before, and they knew it was close to Manhattan.

BASIT advised that SALAMEH forgot to give BaSiT a
p)anned wake up call the morning of the bombing, so their plan
started out later ¥han originally expected. BASIT stated that
they wanted the bomb to ignite either between 9 - 11 am or 1 -3
pm, as more people would be in the building at these times and
the chances for casualties would increase. Due to the forgotten
wake up call, Basit knew he could not get to the Trade Center in

. time for the 9 - 11 am period, but he became anxious and decided
not to wait until 1 pm.

As for ABDUL RAHMAN YASIN, BASIT stated that YASIN
assisted in mixing chemicals used to manufacture the explosive,
and that he suffered a bad burn on his leg as a result. YASIN {
also hauled materials to and from various locations.

BASIT advised that NIDAL AYYAD purchased some
chemicals for the explosive. BASIT stated that AYYAD was told
Q that BASIT was unaware of AYYAD’S assistance in the plot. BASIT
stated that this was SALAMEH’s way of getting the assistance from
AYYAD. BASIT advised that he gave the responsibility letter to
SALAMEH, who passed it on to AYYAD, who typed it on his computer.
. BASIT advised that AYYAD put the letters into envelopes and
stamped them. BASIT advised that to his knowledge, AYYAD was

unaware of the target for the bombing until shortly before the
bombing.

MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA, according to BASIT, brought them
food when they were mixing chemicals. On occasion, ABOUHALIMA
would provide a couple of hundred dollars to make purchases for
the bomb. BASIT advised that ABOUHALIMA was at 40 Pamrapo when

chemicals were being mixed, but never stayed too long because the
- vapors from the chemicals bothered him.

BASIT advised that SALAMEH assisted in everything
related to the planning, preparation and execution of the bombing
of the Trade Center. BASIT also advised that SALAMEH was also

supposed to go back to the various locations and wipe away all
the fingerprints.

BASIT advised that he did not know anyone before coming
to New York, except for AJAJ, who was arrested at the airport
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when they arrived. BASIT advised that he only had one dollar in
his pocket but was fortunate to run into a Pakistani taxi driver.
BASIT stated that the Taxi driver let BASIT stay with him for a

couple of days. The taxi driver then brought BASIT to a Mosqgue,

which BASIT believes was in Manhattan. At this Mosque BASIT met
MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA. S

ABOUHALIMA told BASIT that he would take him to some
friends that would help him since he did not know anyone in New
York. While in ABOUHALIMA’s car, a call came in from SALAMEH on

ABOUHALIMA’s car phone. At that time ABOUHALIMA arranged for
BASIT to stay with SALAMEH.

BASIT advised that he eventually told SALAMEH that he
had been in Afghanistan and that he knew how to build explosives.
BASIT stated that SALAMEH told him that they could work together.
BASIT advised that he came to the U.S. to pick targets for a
bombing, and he found SALAMEH eager to assist. BASIT advised
that both he and SALAMEH had the same motivations. BASIT advised
that SALAMEH had money and paid for his food and clothes. BASIT
says he is not sure where SALAMEH got his money, but he believed
that SALAMEH, AYYAD, and BILAL ALKAISI were involved in a scheme
involving bad checks, and this was a possible source for some of

_their money. BASIT stated that ALKAISI was not involved in the
bombing. ‘ \ :

gt 7
BASIT advised that he contacted LOU-AY AL-GHQUL in
canada because he wanted some information Tegardifig Urea Nitrate.
BASTT said that he knew that AL-GHOUL was studying some kind of
chemistry at the University and so he called for advice. BASIT
advised that he did not inform AL-GHOUL exactly what he was
doing, but that AL-GHOUL was aware that BASIT was making an

explosive. BASIT stated that AL-GHOUL was a classmate from
Kuwait.

BASIT advised that about 4 monthes before he arrived, he
decided that he needed to travel to the U.S. to pick targets for
an attack. BASIT stated that he attempted to get legitimate
visas from the U.S. Embassy in Islamabad on two occasions. Both
attempts were unsuccessful so he came to the U.S. using a false
passport and requested political asylum.

BASIT advised that he met AHMED AJAJ in a camp in
Afghanistan, but that AJAJ was only there for a short time.
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They met again subsequently in Peshawar, Pakistan. BASIT advised

that all kinds of military type training oczur at these camps,
but he did not fight in the war in Afghanistan.

BASIT advised that ARBRDULLAH ALKANDRI (ph), a teacher of
his from Kuwait, wds unaware that BASIT Was—going to bomb the
; Trade Center. BASIT advised that he called him when he arrived
: in the states, but he did not tell him of his plans. BASIT
stated that ALKANDRI was advised after the bombing, but that he

was not happy with BASIT. BASIT stated that ALKANDRI is not
happy due to a different ideology.
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Blast Damage
by Steven C. De Rosa

The effects of the blast on the World Trade Center were severe.
PLAZA LEVEL (three levels above the explosion)
® A 100-sguare-foot section of concrete was cracked and lifted.
CONCOURSE LEVEL (two levels above the explosion)
® A 400-square-foot hole was opened in a meeting/dining room
near the Liberty Ballroom of the Vista Hotel.
® Glass windows, the partition between the Vista Hotel and Tower
1 at the concourse level, were blown out from the explosion,
creating a pathway for heavy smoke migration from the Vista
Hotel to Tower 1.
® A section of plaster-and-lath ceiling above the hole collapsed.
B-1 LEVEL (one level above the explosion)
® A 5,000-sguare-foot hole was opened on the ramp leading to the
parking garage below.
® The Port Authority command/communications center was heavily
damaged and rendered inoperable.
® Walls and ceilings were heavily damaged.
® Elevators were damaged.
® Seven sted columns were damaged and left without lateral
support.
B-2 LEVEL (ground zero)
® An L-shaped crater, approximately 130 by 150 feet at its
maximum points, was opened, collapsing reinforced concrete and
debris onto levels below.
® At least nine steel columns were heavily damaged and left
without lateral support.
® Many walls collapsed, including a concrete block wall adjacent to
the blast area that collapsed onto and killed five WTC personnel.
® Doorgenclosure walls of Tower 1 elevator shafts were heavily

damaged.

® Some 200 vehicles were fully or partially destroyed, and many
were on fire.

® Primary electrical power feeder lines were damaged.

® Stairway doors and shaft walls were heavily damaged.

® Some standpipes were damaged.

® The sprinkler system in the immediate blast area was destroyed.

Steven C De Rosa a 29-year veteran of the City of New York (NY) Fire Department, is deputy chief of Division 3
in midtown Manhattan, where he has served for 10 years He has developed numerous procedures for the department
including high-rise tactics. Page 24



B-3, B-4, B-5, B-6 LEVELS (below the explosion)

® Debris from the blast traveled through a three-level architectural
opening (spanning B 3 through B 5) and crashed down on
refrigeration equipment on B 5.

® A celing of the PATH train station on the B-5 level collapsed.

® A 24-inch-diameter water supply pipe from the Hudson River to
the air-conditioning chillers, as well as other smaller
refrigeration/air-conditioning and domestic water pipes, were
ruptured.

® Domestic water lines to the emergency generators were damaged
on the B-6 level.

Page 25
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UHITED STATEE DISTRICT COUTRT
SOUTHERN LISTRICT OF NEW YOREK

B i
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UN1TED STATES OF AMERICH, ' IG I E*! F‘ L
X Wi

v,
CMAR AHMAD ATI ABDEL RAHMAM,
a‘/k/a "Omar Ahmed Ali, "
a/k/a "Omar abdel Al-Xahman, "
a/kfa "Sheik Rahman, ",
afkfa "The Sheik, "
a/k/a "SEheik Omar,"
EL SAYYID MNOSARIER,
a/k/a "Abu Rbdzllah,®
a/kia "El Sayyid Abdul Asziz.*
afkfa "Victor Moel JaFry, "
TBERAETM A. EL-GABSOWNT,
5100IG IEBRAHIM SIDDIG ALI,
a/kisa "Khalid, "
, a/kfa "John Medley, v
CLEMENT HAMPTON-EL, £5 33 Tr.
a/k/a "abdul Raghid abdullah,®
afk/a "Abdel Rashid,®
a/k/a "Doctor Rashid,
AMTE ABDELGAMT,
afkl/a "abu Zaid,"
a/k/a "Abdou Zaid, "
FERES EKHALLAFALLA,
a‘ksa "Abu Fares.,"
a/kfa "Abdou Fares,”
TARETG ELHASSAN,
a/Kfa "Abu Risha,"
FARDTL ARDELGANT,
MOHAMMED SALEH,
a/kfa "Mohammed Ali,"
YICTOR ALVARER,
a/kfa "Mohammed, " and
MATARAWY MCHAMMED SATDR SALEH,
a/k/a "Wahid,"

Defandants.

August 14,
949 a.m.

HON. MICHALEL B. MUKASEY,

181 (MEM:

1385

Jigerick Judge

SOUOTHERN DISTRICT REPCRTERE (212 BZ7-0300



1k

1=

20

21

&2

24

25

SBekrahl

APPEARANCES

MARY JO WHITE
Uniced States Attorney for cthe
Sourhern Districe of WHew York
BY: ANDREW McCARTHY
PATEICE FITEGERATLID
ROBERT KHUZAMI
Acgistant United States Attorneya

ARDEEN M. JABARR
LYNNE STEWART and
RAMISEYT CLARE
aAtrorneys Eor Defendant Cwar Ahmad Ali Abdel Rahlman

ROGER STAVIS and
ANDEEW FATEL
Attomneys for Defendant El Sayyid NHasair

ENTHCRY RICCO
khtrorney for Defendant lbrahim A. El-Gabrowny

EENWNETH C. WASSERMAN
Atbtorney for Defendant Clement Hampton-El

S5TEVEN M. BERNSTEIN
Actorney for Defendant Amir Abdelgani

WALERIE . AMSTERLDAM
Attormey for Defendant Fares ¥hallafalla

JOYCE E. LONDON
Attorney for Defendant Tarig Elhassan

SOUTHERN DISTRICT EEPORTERE 1212) &37-0304
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AFPPBARANCEE CONTINUED

GROSEMAN, LAVINE & RINALDD
Attorneys for Defendant Fadil abdelgani
BY: CHARLES D. LAVINE

JOlIN H., JACCBS
Attorney for Defendant Mechammed Saleh

BEROWN, BEEEMNE & SERREA
Attornays for Defendankt Victer Alvarez
BY: WESLEY M. SERFEA

EGUTHERYN DISTRICT REPCRTERS (2123% &37-0300
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{Trial resumed)

(In open gourt; jury not present)

MS. AMSTERDAM: Good morring, your Honor,

THE COURT: Good morning.

M3. AMETERDAM: I would ask that at scmetime
arcund the lunch break today or whenever is convenient to
your Honor, there are a couple of unresolved minor matbters
that require the court's attention. OCne of them has to do
with the tape that your Honor reviewed and allewed into
evidence, which was an Antirewv telephone conversation with
Brmad Salem. It wasn't played for the jury at that time
because both Miss Stewart and Mr. Stavis had questicne abeout
possible redagtions. 1 think that the government and
Mr. Stavis still have unresolved issues, sc before the tape
can be played that has te be addressed.

THE COURT: One of the jurocrs has a perscnal
macter that she needs to atktend to and asked if we could
break at 3. Given the temperature in here, which I will
confide is grifling -- by the way, 1 am told that they are
trying to geb it under control -- I am disposed to do that,
Tah we deal with it then?

MS. AMSTERDAM: That ia firne. I don't 4new if I
can deal with the heat until 3 but I ecartainly can deal with
the matter themn.

MR. McCARTHY: I have a copy of the traneeript

ECUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS {Z12) §37-0300
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that iz marked up to highlight those matters.

(dury present]

THE COURT: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen.

I am sorry for the temperature in this room, huk chey are
having difficulties with the system. I am told that
somebody ia on the way to fix it and hopefully it will get
better as time goes on. In any eveantk, we are going to break
today at 3, so there is a limit on how much misery we will
take.

- Mies Amsterdam.

M5, AMSTERCAM: At this time, your Honor,
defendants Fares Khallafalla and Mohammed Saleh call Dr.
Frederic Whitehurst to the stand.

FREJERIC WILLIAM WHITEHURST,
cailed as a wicneas by the defense,
fmaving been duly sworn, testified az= follows:

THE COURT: Belare you start your examinaticn,
Ms. Amsterdam, may I aee counsel briefly at the =side.

'at the side bar)

THZ COURT: I rebuke myself for starting nff with
a side kar. Mr. McCarcthy senk me a letter relating to a
small redaction in Whitehurat's memorandurn. I had rlanned
to talk about ir before we started, What it says in essence
is that he had raised an issue with respect to Martz in a

pricor case, and they have redacted the sentence relating o

SOIUTTHERW DISTRICT REPORTERS (3212 &37-0300
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16220

Do you want to ke heard?

MS. AMSTERDAM: Mo, I don't intend to go into

THE CQOIRT: 1 am sure you daon't.

ME. AMSTERDAM: 1 presumed that it had something

ko dn with the prior case and I was aware that Mr. McCarzchy

redacred it and I hawve mo problem.

THE COLRT : Fine.
IIn open courk)

[Conbinued oan next pags)

SOUTHERN LISTRICT REPORTERS (212) &37-2340
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DIRECT EXAMINATICM
BY M&., AMSTERDAM:
o Food morning, sir. Ie it Agent Whitehurse or

Dr, Whitehurst or bothn?

A It is both.
g How ares you employced, sic?
A I am a pupervigory special agent with the Federal

Burean of Inwvestigation.

] what is your speclialty, air?

A I presently work in the FBI laboratory. I werk
for the materials analysis unic. My epecialty at this cime
iz that I am a forensic chemist. I am ir training at this
time.

Q Would you tell the jury something about your
cducaticonal apd ccoupational background.

A Yem. I gpent three yeasrs in Vietnam, atrarhed to
combat unira. That was a very important édu:a:iun for me,
gave me a very practical experience congcerning the facts af
exXploaives and materisl on perscnnel. T returned £rom
Vietnam in 1972 and sarned a Bachelor of Science degree in
1974 in chemlptry from East Carelina University, I wen:t on
then to Duke Univweraitv, where T earned a doctorate inp
chemiptry., Then I spent a couple of years in postdectoral
research as a Robesrt Welch fellow in chemistry.

In 1%82, [ was accepted by the FBI aa an agent

SCUOTHEEN DI1STRICT REPCRTERE (2121 EZ7-0300
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trairee and I went through the Lrainipng at Quantico,
Wirginia. Upon my succezsfiol completion of that training, 1
wagd assigned o FBI field offices for four years. 1 was
azgigned to the Houston office, the Sasramento aoffice and
the Los hngeles offices. In those offires T conducted
criminal investigations principally in the area of organized
crime inwveptigation.

J You were a case agent for four years?

A Yez, In 1986, I was cransferred to the FBEI
laboratory and for a lictle over a year I underwent
intermlive training in the analyeis of explosives, explosive
residuen, under the tutelage of experianced examiners. Thar
training involved coming back on line as a chemist., TFour
years in the field had lefr me a little bit with pome memcry
leoes, if you will, But the training imvelwed my actually
woTking gapes under the turkelage ~f experienced examiners,
attendange abt numsrcous schools, reading the literarture,
ronducting research.

In 1%87 tkhe FEI put me bthrough moot courts, and
technical tests, if wywou will, aral beoarde, and found me
qualified to become an examiner in my own right. Since that
time I have conducted analvaes in about 950 rases, looked at
thousands of pieces of evidence inveolving explosives and
explosive residuea. I hawve besn the teacher, the dean, if

you will, of the FBI'a explogive achocl at Juantices,

SCUTHERN DISTRICT REPQRTERS (212) §37-3380
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Virginia.
c Tou kaught at the FEI's own explosives schoal?
A ¥Yea, I taught at numersus schools at the FBRI

academy at Quantico, Virginia., 1 hosted international
conferences in explosives and attended numeroup conferencenm.
I have done extensive research into explosives residue
analysima. I have purrhased, identified and purchased
technologies to use and developed new technologiss to use in
the analvsisz of exploaive and explosive resjiduss. 1 rave
coavthored two or three papers, three or four papers,
whatever, in explogives residue analyeis.

T am preserntly training to become a paint
examiner, tg examine paintse that are fournd in forensic
evidence.

Q Can I interrupt you for a moment. When you say
that you did explosive residue analyaia, in layperson's
terms, that means that you looked at the results of bombe or
other explosives?

LY Yes, ma'am,

o And you actually did the aralysis Erom a chemical
poirt of view as te what the components of those explosives
WETB, SOrTTECE?

A Yes, ma'an.

] In February of ;9%3, the time of the Woerld Trade

Center explosion, what was your job with the FBIT

SOUTHERN DISTRICT EEPORTERS (Z1Z2) £317-4300
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A I wag the FRI's lead explosives rezidue analyst
at that titme.

2 How many explosive analyste were there in the
entire FBI?

A There was one more individual that had been my
student. He is Steve Burmeister, and Steve had just come on
line aa gqualified by the FBI to analyze explogiva regiduss,

Yes, I believe he had just come on line.

) Tou crained Mr. Burmeister?
A Yes, 1 did.
g Mr. Burmeister is gualified in explesive residus

analysig, correct?
A Yes, I beliewe that.
] And he tescified, if wou know, in the World Trade

Center case?

h Yes, that is correct.
) And he teatified, if you know, in this case?
A I hawe been told that, yea.

] In February of 1%%3, wou were Mr. Burmeister's
BUpervisor, you were his seniore

iy I was hia partner. 1 am zeniar te him in mv
gkill and my knowledge of the field but we are essentially
parcners,

4] ih February 1933, you became involved in the

investigation of the World Trade Center explosion, is that

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REFORTERS [212] E37-0300
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CoTrrect?
A Yeg, I did.
] Initially, would you tell the jury what you did.
A Initially, I was called back to the office. T

wae over at Iaw school where I am attending and they called
me ocut of the likbrary. I went back to the office, they zaid
there has been an incident at the World Trade Center, we
need you to go now.

Lo When you say the office, you mean the FRI offire
ip Washington., D.C.#

A Yec, that iz coryrect. My superyisor at the time,
James Corby, told us to take explesives detection equipment
Lo the geene and to determine, do some analyais at the
sceng. We drove almost into Mew York that evening. The
next morning we drove co the crime scene itaelf. At the
Crime sdene we met with Mr, David Williame, who was tunming
the crime seene, in gharge of the crime scene, had a tour of
the crime seene, and then determined that a New York Jjbty
bpolice lah scientist had found thinge that he theought might
ke cignifirant, and po we went to the WYPD acadamy, to his
lakoratory, to confer with him.

] Let me inbterrupt you for a mement. When you say
the crime srens, you are talking abcubr the site of the World
Trade Cenkter explogicon, correct?

A ¥Yes, ma'am, that is correct.

SQUTHERN DISTRICT REFCRTERS (212 637-0300
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Whitehursr - direrct
o] And when you arrived there, you wers with

Mr . Burmeister?

A Yes, ma'am, I waam.

Q And you went the day after the exploeion,
Correct?

F- That ig correct.

0 And you were met by an Agent Williama, correct?

A Initially we had some troukle finding him buk

eventudlly we did meet up with him and went to the orime
BEENE.

0 Did there coms a time that you actually built a
crime scene lab on site for purpoees of analyzing the

residue from the explosicn?

A Yes, ma'am,

(] Were you in charge of building that laboratory?
& Yed, ma'am.

a What if anything were Mr. Burmeister's

regpensibilities in connecticn with examining the residue

trom che explesion?

A Mr. Burmeister and I decided that I would run the

laboracory, keep it going, bring in the assecs that we
needed teo do the analyses rather than putting them in
tractor trailers and bringing them all the way to
Washington, D.C, and Mr. Burmeister would go to the crime

BTENE Lo be sure that proper samples were collecied. So

SOUTHERN OIATRICT REPQRETERS (212) £37-0340
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Mr. Burmeister's timge wag gspent in the dangerous environment
of the crime scene and mine waz spent at the lab scene
getting the funds to buy or lease the eguipment that we
heesd;: also pupervising the perscnnel that came and went Erom
that laboratary.

ﬂ Wers some of che items taken fram the site of the
World Trade Center explosicn arctually zenk bo Washingtomn,
nD.c. for examination?

A ¥ea, they were. That was my decipion.

Q Whalt wap the reascn for sending some items to
wash, D.C.?

= We were really trying to examine the whale soepns
ratheyr than =end many, many thinga, but therse were items
that I felt needad to go directly to Washipngbteon to awvoid any
bpossibility of copntaminaticn. Thoae items that were
collected, they had not been in many hands that we could say
With a certain degree, a reagonahls dagreé of certainey
these thinge had not picked up a eontaminant from an
explesive or something else, needed to go right te
Waohingten and ke worked on.

2 I there anyone in Washipgton who ia gqualified =g
actually da homb residue explosive analysis?

A There were pecple in Washington that were
gqualified to use particular types of egquipment ta analyre

the material, but an analyeis invelves running ar Snstrument

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPQRTERES {212) £37-5100
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Whitehurgt - direck
but interpreting the data in terma of your experience with
that particular type of diascipline, and there was no one at
that time that wap gualified to rendey an opinicn, an expery
opinion, aceording ko the FRI's proterols, in those areas.
Q From a layperson's point of view, would I ke

correct that an analogy would be if one had an x-ray done,
the technician might actually do the x-ray but it would be
the doctor who would examine the x-rav and make an

interpretation as to whac the x-ray showed?

A Yes, that is carrect,

Q That would ke a fair analysie?

A That ie correct.

i And the folke in Washington whe were actually

running the inatruments would be the equivalent of a
technician, correct?

B Yes, that is rorrect.

< But the results would go o you and
Mr. Burmeister for you to examine the data and make

conclugsions on it, eorreck?

A Yeg, that ie correct.

c How leng did you remailn inm New York Cicy ar khe
Bite?

A I wae there 10 davs.

i Wers you =R111 working on the -- witndrawn.

How long did you work on the World Trade Center

SCUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS (212) 637-030%
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cage from a chemiral selentiat point of viewr
- That is hard to say. The analyses went up to and

including wy conduckting analyses even while the btrial was

going on.
o] 50 over a year?
R ¥es, that is correct.
2 Did there gome a time that you bacame aware that

gevearal individuals had been arrested in connectinn with the
botbing of the World Trade Center?

A Yas, there did.

a Did there come a bime that you became aware that
coytain chemicals were taken from varicue loeations bhat
Were alleged bo have been connected to thoea defendantg?

R ¥Yeg, that i=s correcr.

o Oid you become aware, Eor example, that there
were chamicals taken from a storage leockar, from a Space

Stacicn in Jeraey Caky?

A Yau, T persconally went to the aterage locker.,
i You actually went there youraelf?

A Yee, that is correct.

a| Yeou were aware ab that Eime when wou did che

analyeis of chemicales at the storage starion chat in fact
thoae chemicals were allegedly linked to the defendantszs who
kad bewn arrepted, correct?

A Yes, that i3 correcc.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS (Zli) &17-0300
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6 Were there aleo chemicala that you wears aware
were Faken from the location of 40 PamrapoT?

o Teg .

a And vou wara aware, were you not, that that wae =
at @ location that had been taken from the defendants when
they were arrestedy

A Yes, that were.

Q And similarly you learned there was residue taken
from a 32 Kensington Avenus?

Mt McCARTHY: Objection to form. 34.

a 34 Kensinton Avenue?

.1 40 Pamrapo sticks in my mind but the Eensingteon
Street, T gould not tell you the address. 1 was aware that
there were reaidues taken from addresses. The particular
gddresses I am not aware of.

Q Among che chemicala that were taken, would I be
correct in saying that there was nitric acid that was taken?

h Yes, I believe there was nitric acid.

Q Woeuld I ke correct in saying that there were
components of urea thae were taken?

A Urea is itgelf a molecule, which, yes, I heliewve
was found.

Excuse ne, ccunseleor. I would kave ko refresh my
mempTy ©on that. I don't have notes here but T beliewve you

are correct about cthat.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT RERORTERE {212)1 &£37-8200
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o And vou were aware that those chemicals were
alleged to hawe been connected te the defendants who were
under arrest, correct?

A ¥Yer, that 15 correct.

| Could you explain to the jury in simple
layperson's terma whakt the difference ic betwean nitrates,
nitric acid and nitroglycerin?

A ¥Yes. There are many types of nitrate. Nitrate
itself is a little ion, & little molecule. It doesn't exist
by itself in nature. It hes to be atrached bo something
glga.  You might have a salt of potassium nitrate. We call
chat galtpeter, scdium nitrate or somcthing to that effect.
S0 nitrate itsclf existe with many things in many forms.

Nitroglyoerin i3 one thing ikself. It is an
entity itaelf. Tt ig & molecule. It has nitrate or LG3,
nitrogen oxygen groups attached to it.

The ather item, the other molecule you were

Calking about or chemical you were talking akout was what,

ma'am?
4] Hitric acgid.
A Hitric z2cid is one of the nikrates we were

Lalking about. It has hydrogen atoms attached to & nitrogen
CHVgeEn group.
QJ Just 8o that I am cilear, nitrates in some form

are very cammon in ewveryday life, correct?

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS {Z1%) &17-0300
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A Yes, ma'am.

Q You menticned the sxample of paltpeter. I
presume certain foods alap have sodium nitrates in erhem?

-3 Ma'am, you aleo live in an acid rain belt here
and nitric azid comes out of the air on you.

Q In New York Cicyr

A Yes. It forms out of the exhaust pipes of
automobiles =0 I would not be surpris=ed at all to find it
anywhere in this city.

] You indieated that it aloe eomez gut of the
exhaust of cara?

A That iz what I have been led to believe, yes.

0] S50 it would be unremarkakble if nitric acid waz
found in a parking lot, correct?

A Thar is absolutely correct.

(] Bnd the explosion of the World Trade Center did
take place in part in a parking lot =f the World Trade
Center, correct?

b Yes, that is correcr.

Ll Could you do the same thing and explain ap simply
as possible what gurea ig?

A Urea ig a single molecule much like nitroglvcerin
is. 1t ie 3 combination of rarbon and hydrogen and
nicrogan.

9 Ie urea found in & lot of everyday things?

SOUTHEEN DISTRICT REPORETERS (212) £37-4140
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A It ia on your hands right now. You exgrete it
from your body. It ia on your clothing right now. The City
of Mew York, we were rtold, uses it to melt ice oo the
ptreets during the winter because it is bio-friendly, if you
will. MWe found bEhet it iz in urine, it is in bird
droppings, it is in sewage. It ia pretty much cur there.

] In the World Trade Center -- az a reault of the
World Trade Center explosicn would I he correct in atating
that sewage pipes srupted?

. A I was told that four 4 by 4 sewage pipes erupted
and there was BO gallons of sewage at the crime scenes, and
an ATF chemist brought me some of it, thinking it might be
explogive. Sc I actuslly was asked to do an analysis on
some of the sewage. 5o I am aware from what 1 heard and
what I saw thar sewage mains buated and sprayed all aver
that area.

c In other words, the presence of urea at the site
of the explosion was unremarkable, correct?

A Yesz, that would be my interpretaticn of the
preaence of urea at that acene.

o Would I be correet in saying thar -- let me
withdraw and atart over.

Urea by itself obviously is not dangerous,
CorXrect?

A It 15 not, doesn't represent an explesive danger,

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS (2120 £37-n30o
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ha.,

u) Atrd vwaricus farms that contain niktrates are in
and of themeelves rot dangerous, corrsct?

A They might caudse a burn if you left them on your
skin for & long time but I am not a dermatologist and really
couldn't comment any mote than that. But they are really
nat explosive, no.

L Howsver, when you combine urea and mitrate,

nitric acid, you can form an explosive component, correct?

R YTes, that iF correck.
o Can you purchase urea nitrata?
A T tried te, I really called all over the world,

and nobody makes urea nitrate that I could find, except cne
Lirm that T talked with out of Germany, advieed me that they
would be willing to make -- at the time I wanted 1,501
prunds of it for testing and they would be willing to make
it but it was going to cost the government a lot of money,
and it is extremely simple to make, sa I shose not to buy
it.

0 82 I would ke correcst in saying that other chan
the place in Germany that was willing ko make it, rthere was
np manufacturer of urea nitrate that you were aware of in
this country or ourside of the United Statas?

A ¥Y=5, that is correct.

] Would [ be correct in saying that urea nitrate is

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS (21%) &37.33C0
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slpe a very rare form of explosive?

A The experience of the FBI and ATF persconel that
were on board and those that we could reach determined that
thoere was only one other occasion that we were aware ot

where urea nitrate had been uaed in the paat 20 vears.

o] In 3% years?
A Thirty wyears.
(] Would T be rorrect in saying that your --

withdrawn.

Would I be correct in saying that urea nitrate
had up until the Eime ot the World Trade Centar axplesion
never been examined in the FBRI laboratory?

A Not to my knowledge.
o And I prepume that there were no texthooks or

manuals that explained how to do an analyesie of urea

nirrate?
- Hot that I had.
o That you were aware of?
A Het that I was aware of.
Q Ures nitrate is two substances that come together

te form a molecule, correct?

A Yas, that 18 correcc.

G Would T ke correct in saying that that molecule
iF a wery, veTY, very rare molecule?

A Yea, that ig correct. May I explain?

ZOUTHEREN DISTREICT REFORTERS (212} &37-0300
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a Sure. Thoere 18 a reasan.

k The reason if iz rare i= that if it sic= in this
courtroom it decomposes. When it picks up wakter the nitrace
goes gaway from urea. %o you end up wWith urea and nitrate.
In fact I understand that the last urea nitrate explopives
Ehat were made were made by the Australiane bark in the
1%50'a, and it the reason it was discontimued ia that is
decomposea very easily,

o Ex if T had uresa nitrate in thia humidity, the
hitraca would go away very guickly?

A Ye=,

Q Bnd if you took the substance off the podium you
may Sec ures and you may See nitric acid, but it wouldn't ke
urea nitrates because it would have broken down?

& ¥es, that is correct.

¢l At mome peint in the examination of bhomb residue
material, did you becpme aware that the chemlcecals that were
actually alleged to have been associated with the defendancs

in that case weTe capable of capable of preducing urea

nitrate?
MR_ MoOARTHY: Objection to form.
THE CGURT: He can anawer it if ke understands
ir.
B ¥Yea, that is correct.
Q Would T be correct in aaying thar at some point

SCUTHEREN DISTRICT REFORTERS (212} &37-0300



12

13

14

15

le

17

1B

15

247

£1

&2

a3

245

25

SBekrahl 18357
Whitehurse - direct

during vour examihaticn of the bomb residue waterials and
the chemicals asscolated with bthe defendants, yeou became
aware that the FEI agents inveatigating the campe had
develoaped a preliminary theory that the bomb that blew up
the World Trade Cenker wae @ urea nitrate bomby

A ¥es, that is correct.

o Did there ¢oma a time when yvou began to
experience pressurs from within the FBI to reach sertalin
conclusions that pupported that theory of the investigaticon?

A ¥Yea, that is correct.

o In pther worde, you began to experience pressure
on you to say thabt the exploaion was cauged by a urea
nitrate bomb?

A Yes, rthakt is correct.

C And you were aware that such a finding would
strengthen tha promecution of the defendants who were on
trial, wha were going on trial in that case, correct?

A Aoaolutely.

o Lid there come a time, =ir, that wou realized
that the technicians in Washington were actually making
conclugions and saying that the substances they were
analyzing were in fact urea nitrate?

A Yep, that did happen.

2 Did there come a time, air, that you realized

that the conclusione that the techricians were making were

SOUTHEREW DISTRICYT REPORTERS (212) 837-0340
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being inecsrporated into a report done by Agent Williams?

A Yaa, that ia corresk.

Q And that report, you recall, was done on April
12, 12937

A I knew it was in April. I don't know the exact
date.

Q And that report. baaed on what the technicians

were gaYing, stated that in fact the explogion at the Trade
Certter wag a urea hitrakte explosion, correct?

A That is what you would infer, correct.

@ Would I be correct in eaying that both youw and
Agent Burmeister disagreed with the conclusicna that were
reflerted in that report?

A hbsclutely.

Q Would I be correct again im saying that only you
and Agent Burmeister were in a position to make those
conclusiona?

A That ia correct.

] Did you and Agent HBurmeister ask thatk che
canclugicns be reconsidered?

a ¥Yea, we did,

2 Did you request to be able to analyze the raw
data itselfy

A Yes, we did.

" Lid vou find that some of the alrerations in Lhe

EQUTHEFN DISTRICT REFQETERES (212} &37-0300
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raw data were glaring, were very obvious?
A Yea.

ME. McTARTHY: Chjection.

a Were very obviocus to you as a aclantigh?
k Yes,
o Unce you spoke up about the errore, weres they

immediately corrected?

A Hz, they wers not.

] Could you tell the jury what happenad after you
EED]’EE you were?

R When we spoke up, we ran into cppositiom bo our
agpinions, and we interacced with our adminiestration,
gentinued to try to convince them that there were glaring
iesues in the reporte. We were initially upsuccessful . We
tried to tell them that because you find urea and nitrate
icne it is net necessarily ceonaiatent only with urea
nitrate, it ig consistent with many thingé_ We were
rebuffed -- T think the word is rebuffed. They just did nob
acgept cur cpinion. Mr. Burmeister and I made some aamtcles
which we felt might have vrea, might give the same signals
for the cechnology chat was used as urea nitrate.

Q Let me Interrupt you for a moment. Did you and
Mr. Burmsister actually threaten to expose the conclusicons
in court?

A Yeso,

SCUTHERN DISTRICT REFORTERS {&12) &37-D030D0
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Q Wzuld I ke correct in saying that you and
Mr. Burtmeiaster were goncern=sd as scientists about the
instrument that was being uased by the technicians?

A We were not concerned aboul the instrumentpg, we
were concsrned about the conclusions being drawn from the
data.

Q And you were concerned. were you hot, that ocher
gubRtances, when tested by that inatrument, could give a
gignal which was the same signal they would give if they
were urea nitrate even though they wers nob urea nitrate?

A Y=z, Lhat is correct.

[ Te whom did you raise your concernsE or with whom
did you raies your concerns?

2 We raised our concerns with my unit chief,

Mr. Williams, the unit chief of the expleosive units,

Mr. Rones, the pection chief James Kermny, the azsistant
section chief Al Roblart, the chemistry texicology unit
chief whoe was one of the technirians whe had done the work
and rendered the opinions, Mr. Reger Martz, and with

Mr. Lynn Laswell, the scientiast who had done the analysis
and rendered the opinions.

fContinued on nexi page)

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS (212} e37-03a0D
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] Would I ke sorrect in gaying that thers wers many
discnasicns about thia isaue?

A Yeg, there were.

g And would I be correct to pay that theres was an
unwillingness within the FBEI to correct what you regarded ag
errors in the conclusions?

ME. McCARTHY: oObjection Bo form.

THE TOURT: Suatained as to form.

Q You atated that you prepared some pamples and
gent them for analyais.

Could you Eell the jury what samples you and Mr.
Burmeiater prepared.

A ¥Yeg, DBy the time we reached the end of the
peientific discussions, we recognized that there were =oms
commonn thinges that might give the same answers. One of
Ehose ig fertiliger containing urea nitrate.

Mr. Burmeister went home and teld me he gob some
fertilizer, commercial-grade fertilizer and we ground it up.
We took an acetone extraction af that material. We put the
macerial inte Bome acetcne fluld and took a solution off the
top. I took 3 250 ml. beaker to the men's room and urinated
in the beaker. I poured the urine inte a watch glass, and I
evaporated the urine, and I put acetons oo top of the arine
and took the polutipn off the top of what was left from che

drisd urine.

SOFTHERN DISTRICT REPIRTERS (212) 791-1020
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We put thoae sanples into test bubes, we labeled
them as if they had come from a place called 40 Pamraopo in
order to conceal from the technician whak they really were,
and we gave them to him, He sasentially was getting a Llind
test. He gobt the same resclts from the analyses of those
twa materiale that he got from material he frlt was urea
nitrakba.

] 8o I would be correct in saying that there were
two samples, one of fertilizer and one of dried urine, that
ware marked as if they had come from the location of 40
Pamrapo which wou eent for analysis, correct?

A That'e correct.

o And that cthst analvsis indicated cthat both tchoss
samples were urea nitrate?

A It indigated that the data from the analyses cf
those materiala was -- itk was the same data that you would
get from analyzing a khown urea nitrate,

Q What, if anything, did Agent Martz say regarding
thoae gamplas?

A Mr. Martz indicated that I had aalted the sample,
put urea nitrate in my oWh drine and essentially ighored the
data.

o Let me back up for a moment. Hefore Mr. Martz
trealized that these were blind samples., when he got the

resgults, did he not say, "These resulte are blowing my

SCUTHERN DISTRICT REFORTERE [212] T91-1024
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machine away"?

A ¥ea, that's correct.

] Indicating that he had Found from these samples
that were suppesed te have come from 40 Pamrapo, he wae
saying that the results were highly indicative of urea
nitrate?

A If vou lock at his total argument, that's what he
was saying.

Q I asgume there came a time that you “fessed" up?

A We tock the ipsue immediately to our assistant
gection chief, Al Roblart. Mr. Burmaeiater and I realized it
would be a wvery uncomfortable position to put Mr. REoblart
in, but we felt it was important he recogniize the
gignificance of the data was not what was being repcrted,
and we took it to Mr. Roblart.

] I assume they were Aot initially pleased with
with your actians.

ME. McCARTHY: ©Objecticn,

o what was their reaction?

THE CCURT: I will allow jic. Go ahead.

Q The individuals that you spoke to, whakt was their
reaction?
& Mr. Roblart became extremely loud and extremely

angry at Mr. Burmeister. He advised us that he would now

have to embarraes his chemistry toxicology unit chief and

SOUTHEREN DRISTRICT REPORTERS (212} 7%1-10Z0
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that we wWere never, evel again to do pomething like that to
him. I might add, though, that two houra later, going down
the hall, he gave me a thumb=z up eign and he said, "Fred,
that is this i1s what we hired you for.-

] Would I ke correct in saying that there continued
te be a atruggle over your reports that continued throughout
19837

A That'e correct.

o And that your immediate aupervigor was sSupportite
of wvour written reporte, correck?

A That's corract.

C And that he wanted your roporfe incorporataed

verbatim, word foar word, inte the final report, correct?

A That 1is the normsl procedure in the FEL
laboratary.
Q The normal procedure 15 that you would write a

report and it would be reviewed by your supeErviscr?

L By my unit chief, that's correct.

Q But it would be reviewed for thinoe like
grammatical errors, spelling errcre?

A We are a scientific communicy and Mr. Corhy has
a0 yeara of experience. He repressents a very valid
gcientific peer review., We go bto him for counpel. He is
the wost senior individual. He reads the reporte for

grammatical ercors. He also reada them for correctness,

SOUTHERN LDISTRICT REPORTERS {(212) T9)1-1020
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for, "hAre you Sure you can really say that?" -- for thooe

kinde of things.

He will bring us in on occasion and ask, "Do you
think vou can go this far with this daca?* His reviews are
very picky.

4] MNow, Mr, Corby, however, stood by your written

reports, correct?

A That's carrest.

o There came a time, however, that Mr. Corby told
vou that he had been instrosted by people senicr to him that
you were going to hawve to rchange your reports, correck?

A Mr. Corby had me come into his room one day and
told me that they -- 1 don't know who "thev™ were, that chey
want me to fake sratements out of my report, and he showed
me the ccatements they wancted me to take cut of my report,
and they were marked, highlighted with velliow highlighter.

] Would I be correct in staking ﬁhat the charnges to
your report were changes that would have strengthened the
theory of prosecuticn and hidden alternative theories of
innccence?

MR. McCARTHY: Objection to form.
THE QCUURT: Sustained.

0] Would T be correct in srating that durinc that

period of time every one of your reaporte wae either changec

ourright by hkigher-upa to support a theory of guilt -- would

SOUTHERW DISTRICT REPORTERS (212} 7%1-1020
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that be ecorrect, that was one of the things that was done?

- Not every ohe of them.
| gome of your reports?
A I was at timeg left wich that impression. There

was a great deal of pressure pub upon me to bias my
interpretaticn of the data.

] In gupport of a theory of guilt, correct?

A In gupport of the theory of the presence of urea
nitrare and other chings that would have supported a bhedary
of guile, yes.

Q There came a time, did there not, that you wrote
a et £to the section chief, John Hicks, asking to be
advised as to the FEI's policy regarding concezlment of
evidence from the court, correct?

A Yes.

MR, McCARTHY: OChjection,

THE COURT: averraled. Did you wrire puch a

memo?
4] ¥Your answer is yea?
A Yea, I did.
Q Would I be correct in stating that many of your

TreEpoTts were refurned to you with guggestions that slanted
the conclueions againat the defendants in the World Trade
CeEntar caser

MRE. McocCHRRTHY: Objection. Form conly., I don't

SCUTHERN DISTRICT REPOETERS (212) 731-1gzo



10

11

12

13

14

1e

17

15

1%

20

21

az

=3

24

2%

hienrahz 16347
Whitehurat - diract

ocbject to the --
THE ZOURT: ©Owerruled,

B That was the reason [ wrobe the memo requesting
that Mr. Hicks clarify our position on biassing reporte. I
wanted to know if by net biassing my repeorts I was breaking
any federal law or BHBI regulatisn. It was guch a strong
pressure I thought, maybe I'm wrong aboub this.  Mayhe
there's a reason that I am supposed to bias my reports. T
didn't know what it was. That memo I never received an
answer fraom,

) The prespure that you felt wae frem membare of
the FRI, agents within the FBRI?

A That *a carrect.

o Would I be correct in saying that vou were
criticized cpenly for the wording of your reports and told
that your reports oould huert the prosecution's case?

B That 's correct .

4] Did there come a time, air, when you were
actually physically confronted by a field agent by the name

of Don Haldimann?

Y That's correct,

Q knd this perscn wag not a scientist, correct?

A He told me he wasn't.

3 He wame a cage agent attached in same form to the
boml aguad?

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPOGRTERES [(21Z) 791-1924
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9 I underetood that he was the chief bomb

technician in New ¥York. I don't know what his positicn wame

actually.
Q Where did this meeting take place, =irz
B It wad at a Chriptmas party in the explosive unit

area of cthe FEBI laboratory.

2 What did he say tao yout

R He had conecern about the wording of my reports
and what he referred to as glitz, that is G-L-I-T-Z, and
that my inclusion of all of these qualifying Btatements
would cause & problem for the prosecutorial team and that ic
didn't matter snyhow becaoss the progecutors were going to
circumvent my testimeony by finding another expert to testify
in the manner that they wanted.

Q Just ao I am glear, pir, you never had any
converpations with any of the prosecutora -- withdrawn.

ht that point, at that Chrigtmas meerting, none of

the artual prosecutors in the World Trade Canfer cage Were

predgent, correct?

A That'e correct.

8] And you subkseguently did meet them, correcc?
A That'e correct.

o Would I be correct in saying chat you felt nc

pressure from the lawyers on the prosecuticon team?

I No pressure whataoever.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS {212) 731-10240
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Q But the statements by Mr. Haldimann you felbt were
a prepaure uppn you bo conform your results and to not hurk
the prosecution, correct?

A I knew they were 3 RIre2psSure oo me.

o] hka a repult of that ponfroantation with Rgent

Haldimann, you wrobe twe memos, did you nob,. to a Dan

Etrochl?
A Correct.
¥ F-T-H-0-H-LT
A Thakfs corredt.
o wWho ia Mr. Strohl or Agent Strohl?
A He ig an auditor with the Inspector General's

cffice at the Department of Justige that had come to the
lahnratory to investigate allegationa, among other things,
that I had made previously abcut bthese matters.
u} The memos that you wrobe -- withdrawn.
You wrote two mempa that were dated December 19,
1993, correct?
A I wrote two memas. I don't know the exackt dake,
{ Would T ke cerreck in atating that wvou wrote irn
FoUur memo --
MR. McoCARTHY: Chiection.
i Would I be correct in statcing --
ME. McCARTHY: Cbhjection. ERelevance., He hasga't

beell impeached.

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPGETERS (212} F31-1Gz2C
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M3. AMSTERDAM: I will rephrase.
THE COURT: All right.

n] Would I be sorrect in etating that you had been
told within the Bureau not to give the defsnee znything that
could be used against the propecution?

ME. MoCRRTHY: Objection to form.

THE COURT: OQuerrwled.

MR._. McCARTHY: *"Within the Bureau.® 1 have oo
abjection to the area.

THE COURT: Yru can clarify it im croas,

overruled,
o Wenld that be a correct statement?
A Yes. That's correct,
] Tou were told speciticelly to leave out

alcernative theories, Correct?

A Yes, that's correct.

a ¥You were also teold, were you not, that it dido't
matter what you gaid hecaupe jursore couldn't underatand that
stuff anvway?

R That's correct. Yes.

Q And you were also told ko maximize the sumbers of
names of egquipment and the numbers of chemicals so as te add
a glitz to your reports that would impress and confuse the
Jury?

A That'e incorrect,

SCUITHERN DISTRICYT REPORTERS {212) 731-142d
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L] Tharc*s incorrect?
A That'e incorrect.
Q2 Was there a time, pir, that thera waa agtually an

gargument regarding the lieting of inatrumentaticon in one of
Mr. Burmeiaster's reporta?

A The argument was over a listing of
instrumentation in my repore.

Q would you explain to the jury what that argument
wag about,

A Yes. When I write a report. I want the court and
you, a8 jurcre, to know, firet of all, what kind of
technology I used, what findinge that technology gave me,
and an interpretation of that dats that is mine.

There arte individuals in pur laboratory who
choose to just give you ecne-liners and let you sink or swim
trying to figure out where the information came from. I
don't choose to make my reports that way. I had conferred
with my unit chief, we had come up Wwith an agreesd-upan
format for my reparts. I had been using it for a number of
years. I feund that Mr., wWillisms disagreed with my format
and rewrote my reportd in an unauthorized rewriting, issued
Lhoee reporte, unauthorized, changes being in them, and
changed the meaning of the reports, 1 think, without
realizing ir.

I may use three types of instruments to do one

SOUTHERM LISTRICT REPORTERS 1212) 792-1020
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piece of evidence and four to do ancother. But I 4did not uae
four Eo use -- to analysze both pisces of svidence. It jg
imporcant when one locka at my gaientific presenrarion, i<
you will, that you understand specifically what I did ir my
opinien, Mr. Wiliiams, who ie not, in my opinion, a
Beientigt, arbitrarily decided he didn't like my
presentation, despite the fact that it had been approved by
my unit chief, which ia the final level of approval in the
FBI, and changed it on his own.

Ll S50, correct me if I am wrong, if you analyezed one
piece of evidence and used two types af wachines, and then
vou analyzed 2 second plece of evidence and ussd Ewo
separTate type of machines, Mr. Williame®' report reflected
that both samples were analyzed by all four machines, which
was incorrect?

a That's correct,

Q Were you told that that should be done so as to
add "glicz" to your reportt

A Ho. I was actually told -- may I explain the

"glitz" comment?

Q Sure .

i I was artually teld by Mr. Haldimann that it was
not needed. It was just glitz. Tt was just -- well, tharre
what he called it. He actually -- his preEsure upon me wWac

to take all of that cut. Members of the explosive unit had

SOUTHEARN LISTRICT REPORTERE {212) 791-1020
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disapproved of that report format for a long time. Their
COncern wad that, a9 they expregsed to me, 1 would be haere
in the witness stand and opposing counesl would have an
expert witness who would then ke able ks bertter akttack me,
knowing what I had done.

I have no congern about opposing counsel,
whatever that ie, knowing what I have done. &And I would
hope that if I did it incorrectly, they would determine that
I had deone it incorrectly and Mr. Corby, my unit chief, was
wery supportive of that posirion, and that's why the repores
went out of that fimal lewvel of review without being
alteread.

o But there were people within the Bureau who made
it known to you that they were nob pupportive of that
poEition, correctT

A That'a correct.

) In your mems to Dan Strohl, you went on record as
stating that wyou could not definitely atate that the World

Trade Center explosion was caused by urea nitrate bomb,

COrreat?
MR, McCARTHY: ©Objeckiaon.
THE COOURT: Suskbtained.
] Az a Tesult of the memos that you wrote and the

blind teat that you eubmitted, the reports themselves ware

ultimately rorrected, correct?

SCGUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS {21Z) 731-1024
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A Thac'a correct.
Q Did you testify in the World Trade Center caser
A Ko, I did net,
o And was your move from bomb analysis residus to

paint analysis
A N':'r
Ms.

THE

THE
Mr.

M.

voluntary?

it wags not. I was relieved of duty.
BMSTERTAM: Thank you, Bir.

COURT: Mr. Jacobks?

JACCES: I'm sorry, ¥our Honor?
COURT: Do wou want to examine?
JATOBS: HNo. No guastions.

COURT: Any other defense coungel?
McCarkhy?

MoCARTHY: Thank you, wyour Honor.

CROGES-EXAMINATICN



SECTION C: WORLD TRADE CENTER BOMBING

I. Introduction

On February 26, 1993, an explosion occurred at the World Trade Center,
in New York City, New York, resulting in six deaths, numerous injuries,
and substantial property damage. An investigation was undertaken by the
FBI, as lead agency, with the assistance of other agencies including the
ATF and the New York City Police Department. Several defendants were
indicted, tried, and convicted in a case dealing primarily with the Trade
Center bombing--United States v. Salameh, which was tried from
September 1993 to March 1994 in the Southern District of New York. A
broader case, which included evidence of the Trade Center bombing
(United States v. Omar Ahmed Ali Abdel Rahman a/k/a Sheik Omar ), was
tried in 1995 in the Southern District of New York, resulting in the
conviction of the defendants.

Prior to the Salameh trial, Whitehurst complained about several matters,
all of which were resolved to his satisfaction prior to trial. On January 8,
1996, Whitehurst submitted to the OIG an 80-page critique of the Salameh
testimony of SSA David Williams, an examiner in the Explosives Unit.
Whitehurst covered a multitude of topics and concluded that Williams
misrepresented the truth, testified outside his area of expertise, and
presented testimony biased in favor of guilt.

To investigate Whitehurst's allegations, we interviewed Whitehurst,
Williams, EU Chief J. Thomas Thurman, Special Agent Steven Burmeister
(an examiner who worked on the case), former MAU Chief James Corby,
CTU Chief Roger Martz, other examiners and employees at the FBI
Laboratory, a chemist at the Eglin Air Force Base, persons who allegedly
discussed the case with Williams prior to the Salameh trial, other FBI and
ATF personnel (some of whom worked at the scene of the blast), and
other persons associated with the case. The interviews of Whitehurst,
Williams, Thurman, and Martz were sworn and transcribed. Additionally,
we considered relevant trial transcripts, pertinent FBI documents, and
applicable literature in the field of explosives.



As explained below, we conclude that in the Salameh trial Williams gave
inaccurate and incomplete testimony and testified to invalid opinions that
appear tailored to the most incriminating result. Regarding most of
Whitehurst's many other allegations, we either find them meritless or
conclude that any error was insignificant. We first address the allegations
relating to Williams' Salameh testimony (Section Il), then the pre-trial
issues (Section Ill), followed by our conclusion (Section V).

Il. Testimony of SSA David Williams in the Salameh Trial

David Williams testified at length on direct examination in the Salameh
case regarding several areas, including the following: his manufacture of
urea nitrate pursuant to formulas found in manuals seized in the case; his
calculation of the amount of urea nitrate that could have been produced
based on certain chemical purchases; and the possible explosives used
at the bombing and their weight, based on the damage at the scene. On
cross-examination Williams elaborated on some of these subjects and
opined specifically that the main explosive used in the bombing was urea
nitrate. The principal allegations relate to these areas of Williams'
testimony. We address first the FBI's manufacture of urea nitrate (Section
A), then Williams' opinions on defendants' capacity to make urea nitrate
and on the explosive used in the bombing (Section B), then Williams'
testimony regarding an attempt to modify Whitehurst's dictation (Section
C), and finally the other allegations concerning Williams' testimony
(Section D).

A. FBl's Manufacture of Urea Nitrate

Whitehurst asserts that Williams falsely testified that Williams
manufactured urea nitrate pursuant to formulas in certain blue manuals
that were seized in the case and were linked to the defendants.
Whitehurst maintains that Williams in fact did not manufacture any urea
nitrate and that the explosive was made by other Laboratory personnel
who did not use the formulas in the manuals. First we will summarize
Williams' testimony; then we will present the facts found in our
investigation and our analysis of the issues.

1. Williams' Testimony



Williams testified that he had experience in manufacturing or putting
together urea nitrate. He further testified that in manufacturing the urea
nitrate | actually used two formulas that were removed from one of the
blue manuals. (The blue manuals were manuals in Arabic and English for
home-made bomb-making.) Williams further testified that the formula
recommends that you mix the urea to the nitric acid in a one-to-one
range;. . .[i]lt suggests that you mix by amount 60 parts of urea to 63 parts
nitric acid. He further testified, When | made a large quantity of urea
nitrate in the large plastic tubs, it was very heavy. On both direct and
cross examination, Williams used both the first person, singular pronoun
| and the first person, plural pronoun we to describe who made the urea
nitrate.

On cross-examination he testified:

Q. You reproduced an explosion using the same
chemicals and the formulas that was in the book?

A. Yes, | did.

Q. When did you do that?

A. In the early part of the spring and summer, we
started by making small batches of urea nitrate. And
then in August, | made approximately 1,300 pounds of
urea nitrate in Florida.

When asked whether he concocted a bomb with some of the urea seized
in the searches, Williams responded: | did. In the early tests in the
summer, | used some of the urea from Mallory [the location of one of the
searches] and made small one-pound bombs of urea nitrate and
detonated it.

Williams further testified to the production of urea nitrate at the Eglin Air
Force Base in Florida in August 1993. When asked why he used an
outdoor laboratory there, he stated, | didn't want to have any of the fumes



bother myself or any of my workers. Williams testified that we started
with smaller batches of 20 pounds of urea and 20 pounds of nitric acid.
On cross-examination, Williams listed the persons who worked on the
project with him including Whitehurst, Steven Burmeister, agents from
the Jacksonville office of the FBI, technicians in the Explosives Unit, and
personnel from the Air Force Base. He then testified:

Q. Okay. Anyone else you can remember?

A. | believe they were all that were immediately involved in the
mixing process.

Q. Okay. And of course you were involved as well?

A. That's correct.

Q. You were supervising this?

A. That's correct.
Williams further testified:

The first batch of urea nitrate that | made | relied on instructions.
After making it one time, you didn't need instructions any
longer. . .. The first bit of instructions came out of the blue
manuals that | saw the other day.

Williams testified that he used two formulas from the blue books to make
the urea nitrate. The first (G.Ex. 2781, p.172) was in Arabic and English.
The second formula (G.Ex. 2783T, p.2) was entirely in Arabic.

2. Facts



Personnel in the FBI Laboratory made several batches of urea nitrate
prior to the Salameh trial. Several small batches were made in the spring
and summer of 1993, and approximately 1200 pounds were made at Eglin
Air Force Base in August 1993.

a. Early Batches

The first two batches were made in test tubes by Chemist James Molnar
on March 8 and 9, 1993. He followed the procedures set forth in Davis,
The Chemistry of Powder & Explosives 372-73 (1943) ( Davis book ). For
the second batch, he calculated a synthesis yield of 97%. He wrote up his
findings.

The next batch was made by Chemist Mary Tungol. She also followed the
procedures set forth in the Davis book. She also prepared a formula for
the synthesis of urea nitrate in a four or five gallon quantity. In summary,
she calculated the amount of water (2 gallons), urea (20 pounds), and
nitric acid (8.7 liters) needed to produce a theoretical (100%) yield of
42.5 pounds of urea nitrate. Tungol made smaller batches (5 to 10
pounds of urea nitrate) using a percentage of the quantities in the
formula. These batches were taken to the FBI range at Quantico, Virginia,
and detonated.

Another batch was prepared by Whitehurst and Burmeister at Quantico
pursuant to the Tungol formula. It would not detonate because it had not
been properly dried.

b. Eglin

In August 1993, Williams, Whitehurst, Burmeister, and other FBI
personnel manufactured approximately 1200 pounds of urea nitrate at the
Eglin Air Force Base in Florida. Williams and Whitehurst jointly decided
to undertake this project, and both helped set it up, including the
acquisition of the necessary personnel, equipment, and materials. The
mixing occurred outdoors. Reagent grade (99% pure) or technical grade
(about 97%) urea and reagent grade (70.4%) or technical grade (67%)
nitric acid were used, as well as distilled water. Whitehurst and
Burmeister did the mixing in plastic trash cans surrounded by ice water
to cool the solution. Although the evidence is conflicting, the recipe they
followed was apparently based on the one developed by Tungol. First, the



urea was weighed and dissolved in the distilled water. Then the nitric
acid was putin. Several batches were mixed at the same time. Whitehurst
and Burmeister wore protective clothing during the mixing. After a
precipitate (the urea nitrate) formed, the liquid was filtered through a
funnel. The urea nitrate was then put on drying trays, which were putin
drying ovens provided by Eglin. The urea nitrate was allowed to dry
overnight. Personnel from Eglin then weighed and bagged the urea
nitrate. It took about three or four days to produce the 1200 pounds of
urea nitrate.

3. Analysis

We conclude that the basic point of Williams' testimony--that Williams
personally manufactured urea nitrate pursuant to formulas found in the
blue manuals--was inaccurate in two respects. First, no one in the FBI
used the formulas from the blue manuals to manufacture urea nitrate.
Second, Williams' role in the manufacture of the urea nitrate by the FBI
was much more limited than his testimony described. We reach these
conclusions for the following reasons.

a. Use of Formula

In his testimony Williams indicated that he personally took the formulas
from the blue books, followed them, and was able to produce the
explosive urea nitrate. Neither Williams nor anyone else in the FBI
actually did this. The first (test tube) batch, by Molnar, was made
pursuant to the information in the Davis book. From then on, the Tungol
formula (also based on the Davis book) was used. All of the formulas
(Molnar's, Tungol's, and the Arabic) used the same essential ingredients
(urea and nitric acid). The weights and concentrations in the FBI's
formulas, however, were different from the weights and concentrations in
both of the Arabic formulas referred to in Williams' testimony.

The first formula from the blue books (G.Ex. 2781) sets out the chemical
equation for the reaction and states that urea and diluted nitric acid
(34%) should be mixed. The formula does not prescribe dissolving the
urea in water before adding the diluted nitric acid (34%). Williams
testified that the numbers 60 and 63 on the exhibit meant that the
formula suggests that you mix by amount 60 parts of urea to 63 parts
nitric acid. The numbers 60 and 63 are the molecular weights of urea and



nitric acid and were noted underneath the chemical equation. A 60 to 63
ratio by weightis theoretically the correct ratio for the reaction, but only if
both substances are in the same concentration. Here, the manual
prescribes that the nitric acid be diluted to 34%, which would require a
ratio of 60 parts urea to about 189 parts nitric acid (63 divided by .34) if
the urea was 100% pure, or some other ratio if the urea was less pure.

The second formula (G.Ex.2783T) is closer to, but is not exactly, what the
FBI followed. This formula indicates that 200 grams of urea should be
dissolved in water, and then 200 grams of diluted nitric acid should be
putin. No mention is made of reagent or technical grade products or
distilled water. The manual's translated discussion of how to dilute nitric
acid is difficult to understand. In a 1997 interview Burmeister told us he
construes the discussion to mean that the nitric acid should be diluted to
35% purity. Thus, the weights and concentrations of G.Ex.2783 differed
from those in the formulas used by the FBI, and, as explained in note 41,
infra, itis unclear whether G.Ex. 2783 could effectively produce urea
nitrate. In any event, prior to the Salameh trial no one in the FBI
attempted to decipher the dilution procedure and actually dilute nitric
acid pursuantto it; nor did anyone in the FBI otherwise attempt to make
urea nitrate pursuant to this formula.

In his OIG interview Williams did not say that he or anyone else in the FBI
actually manufactured urea nitrate by literally following the formulas in
the manuals. Despite Williams' trial testimony that the early (pre-Eglin)
batches were made using the formulas in the manuals, he testified in the
OIG interview that he did not know what formulas were used in the only
two pre-Eglin batches he was aware of.

As for Eglin, Williams testified at the interview as follows: He did not see
the written formula Whitehurst and the other members of the team were
following and did not know whether it was the formula from the manuals.
However, based on Whitehurst's verbal instruction to the team, Williams
thought that the formula from the manuals appeared to be the formula
that we were also using. Williams further testified that on the first day of
mixing at Eglin he received a fax of one of the translated Arabic formulas;
he showed it to Whitehurst and the Eglin chemists and asked how it
compared to what they were doing; and they said it was the same.

Whitehurst, Burmeister, and the Eglin chemist at the scene of the mixing
(Paul Bolduc) told the OIG that they could not recall telling Williams that a



formula in the fax was the same as the formula the FBI was using at
Eglin. Two bomb technicians present at Eglin, however, recall the
conversation. FBI Comments at 10.

After Williams' OIG interview, we obtained a copy of the fax Williams
received at Eglin. The fax includes two Arabic formulas and their
translations. The first formula (First Fax Formula) is one of the two
formulas Williams testified in Salameh he used to make urea nitrate and
became G.Ex. 2781. The second formula in the fax (Second Fax Formula)
is different from the two Arabic formulas Williams testified he relied on to
make the urea nitrate.

As noted above, the First Fax Formula (G.Ex. 2781) differs from the
formula used at Eglin in that the fax formula fails to prescribe that the
urea should be dissolved in water prior to the addition of the nitric acid
and further states that the nitric acid itself should be diluted to a 34%
concentration. As indicated above, at Eglin the urea was first dissolved in
distilled water, and then reagent grade (70.4%) or technical grade (67%)
nitric acid was added. The fax formula, moreover, is essentially a
chemical equation with molecular weights. It does not include a specific
amount of 34% nitric acid to be added to a specific amount of urea.

The Second Fax Formula is quite different from the Eglin formula. The
Second Fax Formula uses human or animal urine as an ingredient. The
formula sets forth a procedure for evaporating and filtering the urine;
then 90% nitric acid is added to the urine filtrate at a ratio by volume of
one part acid to three parts urine.

Thus, the fax formulas were different from the formula the FBI used to
manufacture urea nitrate at Eglin, and no one in the FBI at Eglin
attempted to manufacture urea nitrate from the fax formulas.

Because he was not a chemist, Williams lacked the expertise to
determine on his own whether a fax formula was the same as the formula
Whitehurst was following. When Williams testified at the OIG interview
that the formulas seemed to be the same because both used a 60 to 63
ratio by weight of urea to nitric acid, itis clear he did not understand that
the ratio of the weights must take into account the concentrations of the
ingredients. Because the concentrations of the ingredients at Eglin were
different from the concentrations in the Arabic formula, the ratios of



weights would have to be different as well. Additionally, the formulas
were different with respect to the form of the urea (solid versus water
solution) and the absence in the Arabic formula of specific amounts (in
pounds or liters) for the ingredients.

As we have noted, the Eglin and fax formulas utilized the same basic
ingredients but were different as to the weights, concentrations, and the
form of the urea. Nevertheless, Williams and the bomb technicians
maintain that Williams was told by a chemist that the Eglin formula and
the Arabic formula were the same. In his trial testimony Williams should
have made the source of his information clear. Instead of testifying that |
made the urea nitrate at Eglin and in the pre-Eglin batches pursuant to
the Arabic formula, he should have said that he had no personal
knowledge of what formulas were used, that comparing chemical
formulas is a matter beyond his expertise, but that, when Williams asked,
a chemist told him that the Arabic and Eglin formulas were the same.

We conclude that Williams' trial testimony that the formulas from the
manuals were the source from which the FBI manufactured urea nitrate
was incorrect. The source of the formulas used by the FBI was the Davis
book. Moreover, Williams told us that he did not know or did not have a
clue as to what formulas were used before Eglin and that he had no idea
as to the source of the Eglin formula. Williams' testimony concerning the
use of the Arabic formulas was seriously flawed.

b. Williams' Role

Williams also gave inaccurate testimony about his role in the FBI's
manufacture of urea nitrate. Regarding the batches before Eglin, he had
no role other than attempting to dry some of the product and was not
even aware of all the batches. Thus, his testimony that | made the early
batches of urea nitrate was apparently false. Williams responded at the
OIG interview:

Well, in a lot of this testimony, when you see me saying, Yes, |
did, I'm the FBI Explosives Unit and laboratory representative; so
I'm using that term | as the laboratory. So when | say, Yes, | did,
that meant the laboratory.



Williams acknowledged that [p]erhaps they were a bad choice of words.
We are troubled by the choice of words. Williams' testimony that |
performed some Laboratory procedure implied that he was in a position
to know something about that procedure--when in fact he was not. Thus,
instead of saying | made the pre-Eglin batches of urea nitrate pursuant to
the Arabic formulas, Williams should have testified to the truth--that he
was not involved in those batches and did not know what formulas were
used.

As for Eglin, Williams' testimony on direct that | made approximately
1300 pounds of urea nitrate in Florida, and his testimony on cross that he
supervis[ed] the mixing process, was inaccurate.

According to Williams' OIG interview, the decision to manufacture the
large quantity of urea nitrate in Florida, and the planning for the project,
were jointly undertaken by him and Whitehurst, but Whitehurst decided
how to make the explosive and what formula to use. Special Agent
Burmeister stated in his OIG interview:

It was a team effort. Everybody had their own function, but the
responsibilities were on certain individuals to do certain things.
The logistics on getting personnel out to the scene and buckets,
and stuff like that, that was in Dave's [Williams'] court.

The mixing and knowing how much to mix, that was in Fred
[Whitehurst] and myself, that was our responsibility, to mix and
prepare this stuff. And we were brought down there to prepare
this material, period. . . . [I]t was our [Whitehurst's and
Burmeister's] responsibility to control and organize the actual
manufacturing of this material . . ..

[Question by OIG:] Would you say that, in a sense, Dave Williams
was supervising the FBI people there [at Eglin]?

AGENT BURMEISTER: No. | don't think, | don't think he was
supervising. It wasn't that Dave would tell us -- would come over
and say, | think you're adding too much nitric acid. No, no, Dave
wasn't doing that.



If Dave was supervising, Dave was supervising the fact of telling
the guys from Eglin, you know, we're going to be here tomorrow
at 9:00, telling the bomb techs from the FBI office, | want you
guys to be down here at a certain hour.

That kind of logistics, yes, he was supervising that. But when it
came to the people mixing and preparing, he wasn't supervising
that activity.

OIG: ... Atany time did he [Williams] tell you or Fred how much
of a certain chemical to use?

AGENT BURMEISTER: No, never. . .. | know that because he
wasn't involved in the mixing process. Dave would not know how
much to add, if we didn't tell him how much to add. He could not
derive that just on the site.

In his OIG interview, Paul Bolduc, the Eglin Air Force Base chemist
present for the mixing operation, characterized Williams' role in the
mixing process as that of a gofer.

We find that Williams' role in the mixing operation was to provide manual
assistance under the direction of Whitehurst and Burmeister.

Accordingly, we conclude that Williams' trial testimony on direct
examination that | made the urea nitrate at Eglin, and his testimony on
cross-examination that he supervis[ed] the mixing process, was
incorrect. The reference in his trial testimony to the other FBI personnel
at Eglin as my workers could be interpreted to manifest an intent to
downplay the role of the others and to aggrandize his own. Williams'
exaggeration of his role erroneously suggested that Williams was an
expert in the manufacture of urea nitrate, that he was in a position to
know how the FBI made its urea nitrate, and that therefore he could say
authoritatively that it was manufactured pursuant to the formulas in the
blue books. Williams' flawed testimony about the manufacture of urea
nitrate was the first of numerous errors he committed in the Salameh
trial.



B. Williams' Opinions on Defendants' Capacity to
Manufacture Urea Nitrate and on the Explosive Used
in the Bombing

An important part of Williams' Salameh testimony consisted of his
opinions concerning (1) the capability of the defendants to manufacture
urea nitrate and (2) the main explosive ( main charge ) used in the World
Trade Center bombing. We conclude that Williams' testimony about these
subjects was deeply flawed.

As noted above, urea nitrate is made by combining urea with nitric acid.
Regarding the defendants' capacity to make urea nitrate, Williams
subtracted the amounts of urea and nitric acid recovered in the searches
from the amounts the defendants ordered from chemical companies.
From the amounts of urea and nitric acid missing, he calculated that the
defendants could have produced approximately 1200 pounds of urea
nitrate.

Williams then rendered opinions concerning the main explosive used in
the World Trade Center bombing. On direct examination, based on the
damage at the scene, he opined that the main charge consisted of about
1200 pounds of a category of explosives that included urea nitrate. On
cross-examination, he went further and rendered a specific opinion that
the bulk of the main charge was urea nitrate.

Taken together, the opinions concerning the defendants' capacity to
make urea nitrate, and the likelihood that urea nitrate was used in the
bombing, were incriminating in view of the uniqueness of the criminal
use of urea nitrate. Williams testified that his research revealed only one
prior use of urea nitrate as an improvised explosive charge--in a pipe
bomb in 1988. If such an unusual explosive was indeed used at the World
Trade Center, the defendants' link to a bomb factory and storage facility
capable of making the precise amount of urea nitrate allegedly used at
the Trade Center would substantially contribute to the proof of guilt.

Williams' opinions were important for another reason. Normally, the way
a crime laboratory determines the main charge of an exploded bomb is
by finding unconsumed particles or distinctive byproducts of the
explosive among the residue. The search for such particles is made by a
forensic chemist. In the FBI at the time of the World Trade Center case,



the chemists specializing in the examination of explosives residue were
Whitehurst and Burmeister, who were assigned to the MAU. One problem
for the prosecution in the World Trade Center case was that the MAU
chemists did not find any residue identifying the explosive. Thus, the
normal way of scientifically determining the main charge was
unavailable. Williams' purported identification of the explosive filled that
void.

1. Defendants

' Capacity to Make 1200 Pounds of Urea Nitrate

a. The Science

Williams calculated the amount of urea nitrate the defendants could have
produced from the amounts of urea and nitric acid that were missing--
i.e., from the amounts ordered minus the amounts recovered in searches
of premises associated with the defendants. To make such a calculation,
the area of chemistry known as stoichiometry must be applied.
Stoichiometry concerns molecular weight relationships in chemical
reactions. In this instance, the chemical reaction was: one molecule of
urea plus one molecule of nitric acid produces one molecule of urea
nitrate. As previously noted, each of these molecules has a different mass
or weight. The molecular weight of urea is 60; that of nitric acid is 63; and
that of urea nitrate is 123. Thus theoretically (100% yield), 60 grams of
urea plus 63 grams of nitric acid produces 123 grams of urea nitrate. For
every 60 grams of urea, 63 grams of nitric acid is required. (Similarly, for
every 60 pounds of urea, 63 pounds of nitric acid is needed.)

Determining the potential amount of urea nitrate that could have been
produced requires a determination, first, of the limiting reagent because
itis the chemical that will run out first. For example, with only 63 grams
of nitric acid, one could only produce 123 grams of urea nitrate even with
an unlimited amount of urea. In this example, the nitric acid would be the
limiting reagent.

Once the limiting reagent is determined, the potential amount of urea
nitrate can be determined with a simple calculation: If urea was the
limiting reagent, for every 60 grams (60 pounds) of urea that was
missing, the perpetrators potentially could have produced 123 grams



(123 pounds) of urea nitrate. If nitric acid was the limiting reagent, for
every 63 grams (63 pounds) of nitric acid that was missing, the
perpetrators potentially could have produced 123 grams (123 pounds) of
urea nitrate.

One additional factor must be taken into consideration: the purity of the
components. The calculations above assumed that the components were
100% pure. If, for example, the urea was only 50% pure, you would need
twice as many grams (or pounds) of urea as indicated above: 120 grams
(or 120 pounds) would be needed for every 63 grams (63 pounds) of
100% pure nitric acid. Similarly, if both components were less than 100%
pure, appropriate adjustments would have to be made.

b. Factual Background: Jourdan's Calculations

On March 7 or 8, 1993, Williams provided a list of the missing
components to a forensic chemistin the CTU (Thomas Jourdan) and
asked him to calculate the potential amount of urea nitrate that could
have been produced. Jourdan made the calculations and reported back to
Williams, Agent Richard Hahn, and possibly EU Chief J. Christopher
Ronay. It appeared to Jourdan that they did not understand his
explanation of how nitric acid was the limiting reagent, so Jourdan
prepared a memorandum explaining his calculations and gave it to
Ronay and Williams and probably to Hahn.

Based on the figures Jourdan had, he determined that the nitric acid was
the limiting reagent, and determined that the upper limit was the
production of 1821 pounds of urea nitrate. Jourdan used a 97% vyield
instead of 100% because a staff member (this was James Molnar, see
p.85, supra) had achieved such a yield in the Laboratory. Jourdan also
noted that [r]ecovered empty bottles of HNO3 [nitric acid] indicated
usage of about equal portions of 70.4% (reagent grade) nitric acid and
67% (technical grade) nitric acid. He defined limiting reagent as
stoichiometrically you run out of it first, and stated that ordinarily, urea is
the limiting reagent to make sure the urea nitrate is not adulterated with
unreacted urea, which would inhibit the explosive's effectiveness.

At the time Williams testified at the Salameh trial, his figures regarding
the missing components were different (presumably updated) from the
ones given to Jourdan. At the time of the trial it was determined that 1200



pounds of urea and 1694 pounds of nitric acid were missing. See G.EX.
862. Using these figures and Jourdan's basic methodology, a proper
stoichiometric calculation would be as follows: Jourdan assumed, as we
will do here, that the concentration of the urea was 100% and the average
concentration of the nitric acid was 68.7%. A quantity of 1694 pounds of
68.7% nitric acid is the equivalent of 1164 (1694 x .687) pounds of 100%
nitric acid. Since, as noted above, 63 pounds of nitric acid is needed for
every 60 pounds of urea, 1164 pounds of 100% nitric acid is inadequate
to achieve a complete reaction of 1200 pounds of 100% urea. Accordingly,
the nitric acid was the limiting reagent.

For every 63 pounds of completely reacted nitric acid, 123 pounds of urea
nitrate is theoretically (100% yield) produced. Therefore, with a 100%
yield, 1164 pounds of nitric acid would produce 2273 pounds of urea
nitrate. A 97% yield, as obtained by Molnar, would produce 2205 pounds
of urea nitrate.

c. Williams' Salameh Testimony

In his testimony in the Salameh trial, Williams was asked to calculate how
much urea nitrate could be produced from the missing urea and nitric
acid. Williams first addressed the concept of a limiting reagent:

Whenever you have a reaction like this, there is a limiting
reagent when you mix two things together. You can only go so
far because one of the components limits the quantities that
you're going to have.

In the case of manufacturing urea nitrate, urea is the limiting
factor. So, you'd always want to add a little bit more nitric acid
than the recipe calls for to make sure that you've reacted all the
urea.

Next, Williams addressed the issue of yield. He testified thatin a
laboratory type environment the [b]est case scenario would be in the
neighborhood of 90 percent. He then testified:



Q. And if you're not working in a scientific laboratory, what effect
would that have on the yield?

A. It's drastically reduced. You're going to have a lot of spillage
because you're going to be cautious. It will splash out. You will
lose some of the mixture on the ground. You're going to lose
some because it's getting held up in your filter paper and that's
a pretty good amount. So, in reality, in a non-laboratory
environment, | would expect that and, as a matter of fact, you
would get somewhere around a 60- to 70-percent yield.

Williams then testified:

With 1,500 pounds ordered and delivered of urea to the storage
area, and finding 300 pounds left in that shed, mixing it with the
quantities of nitric acid, the urea and nitric acid would form
ideally about 90 percent of the gross weight.

So, if we have 1,200 pounds of urea used unaccounted for, if it
was used, we could make a mixture of somewhere around 2,100
pounds, give or take, on ideal conditions of urea nitrate. If the
urea nitrate was mixed in a less than ideal environment, not
laboratory techniques, and using something as simple as
newspaper for filter paper, | would expect that we would getin
the neighborhood of somewhere between 1,200 and 16, 1,800
pounds of urea nitrate and then depending on how it was
packaged, how sloppy the individual or individuals were that
were packing it, you might lose a few more pounds.

So, in essence, you could have an explosive charge of urea
nitrate perhaps between 1,200 and 16, 1,800 pounds.

Later in his testimony Williams referred to the amount of urea nitrate that
could have been made as about 1,200 pounds.

d. Analysis



We have reached several conclusions regarding Williams' testimony.

First, Williams lacked the requisite scientific knowledge to testify
competently in this area. When Jourdan initially discussed the calculation
of potential urea nitrate, Williams appeared to Jourdan not to understand
the concept of a limiting reagent. His testimony makes clear that he
never learned the concept. Urea is not always the limiting reagent and
was apparently not the limiting reagent here. Moreover, in his
memorandum Jourdan explicitly defines limiting reagent as
stoichiometrically you run out of it first and finds nitric acid to be the
limiting reagent based on the information he was given. Accordingly,
Williams' testimony was inconsistent with the Jourdan memorandum.

Moreover, assuming that urea was the limiting reagentin this case,
Williams' numbers do not add up. Because, as earlier noted, 60 pounds
of fully reacted urea will produce 123 pounds of urea nitrate, 1200 pounds
of urea will produce a theoretical (100% yield) of 2460 pounds of urea
nitrate. A 90% yield would produce 2214 pounds (not 2100 pounds), and
a 60% to 70% yield would produce 1476 to 1722 pounds (not 1200 to 1800
pounds). The errors in Williams' calculations conveniently produced a
range that included the exact amount of urea nitrate--1200 pounds--that
he |later testified was used in the Trade Center bombing.

Second, Williams' discussion of laboratory yield was problematic.
Williams testified that in a laboratory type environment the [b]est case
scenario would be a yield in the neighborhood of 90 percent. In his OIG
interview Williams said he got the 90% figure from Whitehurst or
Burmeister, although they do not confirm this. Assuming they said it, we
nevertheless question Williams' choice of words, which implied that his
testimony about laboratory yield was based on his own expertise. A
laboratory yield for a chemical reaction is obviously outside Williams'
area of expertise. He told us in his OIG interview that he had no way of
knowing, independent of the chemists, the accuracy of the 90% number,
but believed he could rely on the opinion of other experts in his
testimony. An expert may rely on opinions of other experts if this is the
normal practice in the field. See Fed. R. Evid. 703. Accordingly, Williams
would have been fully justified, in rendering his own opinions, in relying
on the chemist's statement about yield. For example, he could have
testified, My opinion is based in part on the statement of Chemist W, who
told me 90% is the best yield. But if he had so testified (with an
attribution for the yield statement), the court would have known on whose



expertise the 90% number rested. But that is not what Williams did. He
did not attribute the 90% number to anyone else, but rather continued to
give the impression that he was speaking from his own expertise, which
was misleading.

The failure to attribute the 90% figure was particularly inappropriate here
because at this pointin Williams' testimony he was apparently testifying
about the manufacture of urea nitrate based on his personal experience
in making it. Because the 90% figure was not based on that experience,
Williams should have revealed the source of the yield number.

Third, Williams' trial testimony about non-laboratory yield was
unscientific and speculative, was based on improper grounds, and
appears tailored to correspond with his estimate of the amount of
explosive used in the bombing. Williams testified that in reality, in a non-
laboratory environment, | would expect that and, as a matter of fact, you
would get somewhere around a 60- to 70-percent yield.

When asked in his OIG interview the basis for this testimony, he
explained that it was based on three factors. The first factor was the yield
at Eglin. He said the yield there was 1158 pounds of urea nitrate from
1600 pounds, or 1500 pounds, give or take, of ingredients (urea and
nitric acid). A yield of 1158 pounds from 1600 pounds would be 72%; a
yield from 1500 pounds would be 77%. Williams described the Eglin
operation as a pseudo-laboratory environment.

The second factor was Williams' observations during the searches of the
defendants' alleged bomb factory and storage facility. During these
searches he observed evidence of a lot of spillage of urea nitrate, which
was more than at Eglin.

When asked whether the evidence of spillage suggested a yield much
lower than 60-70%, Williams identified the third factor he considered to
determine non-laboratory yield :

Along with the investigation that | had results from, from the
purchase of chemicals, the known purchase of chemicals, there
was a quantity that was purchased, we found no other places



where they had purchased urea or nitric acid. But we did find
where they did purchase a quantity. We have knowledge of a
quantity of chemicals they had purchased. And | had knowledge
of how much chemical was left in the Space Station Storage [the
defendants' alleged storage facility] unused.

| also used that to base on what potential percentage of yield
was.

We are deeply troubled by Williams' rationale. The first factor used--the
yield at Eglin--is problematic. To use Williams' words, Eglin was a
pseudo-laboratory environment, in which chemists did the mixing. Itis
impossible to say whether the typical non-laboratory environment --if
there is one--would be better or worse than Eglin. Assuming it would be
worse because of an absence of chemists, one could only speculate about
how much worse. Further, improvised (i.e., homemade ) explosives are
sometimes produced by chemists; so an assumption that non-chemists
made the explosive would be invalid.

The second factor was also inappropriate. Williams' trial testimony about
a non-laboratory yield was offered as an expert opinion based on his
experience making urea nitrate. He was asked what the yield typically
would be in a non-laboratory setting. By basing that opinion on residues
found at the defendants' storage facility and bomb factory, Williams
really offered an opinion on the yield he thought the defendants would
have had, but masked it in the guise of a general opinion. Moreover, itis
pure speculation to say what the defendants' yield would have been from
the discovery of some urea nitrate crystals evidencing spillage.

The third factor, however, is the most problematic. There is a degree of
ambiguity as to what exactly Williams meant. In essence, he said he
based his testimony about non-laboratory yield in part on the amount of
chemicals missing (amounts purchased minus amounts recovered at the
storage facility). Our interpretation of the passage is this: Williams
apparently assumed the Trade Center bomb was made from the
chemicals missing from defendants' storage facility. He estimated, as he
later testified, that the main charge at the Trade Center weighed 1200
pounds. He then divided 1200 by the weight of the applicable amount of
missing urea and nitric acid to give him an estimate of defendants' yield.
He then considered defendants' yield to help him determine non-
laboratory yield generally.



Based on the amount of urea and nitric acid missing from the defendants’
facility, they had the capacity to produce urea nitrate in an amountin
excess of 2000 pounds if the yield was high (over 90%) and in an amount
less than 1200 pounds if the yield was low (below 50%). Williams testified
at trial that the amount of the explosive used in the Trade Center
bombing was about 1200 pounds. If the defendants' yield was
substantially below 90% but not below 50%, a good match could be
obtained between the amount the defendants could have produced and
the amount supposedly used in the bombing. By setting the non-
laboratory yield at 60 to 70 percent, Williams obtained a good match.

The purpose of a criminal trial, of course, is to determine guilt. The issue
of guilt is the ultimate question to which all others are directed. In
contrast, Williams began with a presumption of guilt as a foundation on
which to build inferences. (As we shall see below, this is not the only
time in the Salameh trial that Williams so utilized a presumption of guilt.)
The agent simply assumed that the perpetrators produced a 1200 pound
bomb at the Trade Center using the urea and nitric acid missing from the
defendants' facility, and that yield (the amount used at the bombing
divided by the amount missing) informed his testimony about non-
laboratory yield, which was presented to the jury as a general number
applicable to all non-laboratory environments.

It appears Williams may have worked backwards --that is, he may have
first determined the result he wanted (here, that the defendants could
have produced 1200 pounds of urea nitrate, the amount he estimated was
used in the bombing) and then tailored his testimony about yield to reach
that result. We are deeply troubled by this possibility.

We conclude that a competent expert cannot give a narrow range for the
yield in a non-laboratory environment. A commercial production facility
or a meticulous chemist in a garage can potentially achieve a yield as
high as that produced in a laboratory. On the other extreme, careless
persons without knowledge or skill may be unable to produce the
explosive at all (0% yield) or may achieve only a very low yield.
Accordingly, we find that Williams' testimony about non-laboratory yield
was invalid and beyond his area of expertise.

Fourth, had Williams or another witness performed the stoichiometric
calculation correctly, the result--a 100% yield of about 2273 pounds of
urea nitrate with a real possibility of a much lower figure in a non-



laboratory setting--would have been perfectly acceptable to the
prosecution's theory of the case. Williams seemed to have pushed the
envelope to get to 1200 pounds--his estimate of the weight of the
explosive used in the bombing. Such exacting symmetry was
unnecessary.

In sum, we conclude that Williams' testimony about the potential
production of urea nitrate was outside his area of expertise and deeply
flawed, and his excesses were unnecessary to an effective presentation of
the prosecution's case.

2. Williams

' Opinion Regarding the Explosive Used in the
Trade Center Bombing

Having established the defendants' capacity to manufacture 1200 pounds
of urea nitrate, Williams went on to render an opinion in the Salameh trial
that the main explosive charge in the Trade Center bombing was 1200
pounds of urea nitrate. This testimony was also seriously flawed.

a. Velocity of Detonation

An important part of Williams' opinion concerning the explosive used at
the Trade Center was his determination of the velocity of detonation
(VOD) of that explosive based on his assessment of the damage at the
scene. Attachment C: A Primer on Explosives and Velocity of Detonation,
infra, defines VOD and is a necessary foundation for the discussion that
follows. The significance of the VOD determination was that it provided a
basis for Williams' opinion concerning the type of explosive used in the
bombing.

(1) The VOD of Urea Nitrate

(a) Background



Williams testified at the Salameh trial to the VOD of urea nitrate:

Urea nitrate in smaller quantities detonates at a velocity of about
14,000 feet per second. The larger quantity that you get of urea
nitrate it compacts on top of itself and may approach 15,500 feet
per second.

When asked at his OIG interview the basis for these figures, Williams
stated that they were a rough estimate from information | had obtained
from different sources. The information was allegedly received orally
from persons Williams regarded as knowledgeable sources within the
field of explosives. These sources told him, [I]t's approximate. These
fellows had not worked with it. And wherever they got the information
from, this is what | had received from them. Williams told us there was
very little literature on the subject. He continued:

And the actual written material that | found was -- it was a very
broad definition. It didn't seem that two people agreed on the
same thing. . ..

[Question by OIG:] That literature indicated that it was unclear as
to what the velocity of detonation was?

AGENT WILLIAMS: Not unclear. There was just such a wide
parameter of detonations and pressure. Very little research had
been done and written about that | was able to locate.

OIG: And it was wider than 14,000 to 15,500 feet per second; is
that correct?

AGENT WILLIAMS: | don't recall.

OIG: You don'trecall that -- | mean, the literature did not reflect
14,000 to 15,500 feet per second; is that right?



AGENT WILLIAMS: | don'trecall. ... | do recall seeing these
figures visually. . . . And | don'trecall if it was after | prepared it
from the verbal information or if it's information that | received
by looking at some type of research document.

After the OIG interview we obtained Williams' notes for the World Trade
Center case. There is nothing in the notes indicating that the VOD of urea
nitrate is 14,000-15,500 feet per second.

The notes, however, do contain two copies of page U103 of the
Encyclopedia of Explosives and Related Items (U.S. Armament Research
and Development Command 1983) ( Encyclopedia ), a standard text in
the field. Page U103 contains the following:

urea nitrate has a deflagration pt of 186 [degrees]; a deton rate
of 3400m/sec (atd 0.85g/cc in a 30mm diam paper tube when
driven by 1.5g of MF), and 4700m/sec (atd 1.20g/cc in a 30mm
diam steel tube when driven by 1.5g of MF)

(Abbreviations in original.) A VOD of 3400-4700 meters per second
converts to about 11,155 to 15,420 feet per second. In the OIG interview,
Williams stated that he reviewed the Encyclopedia regarding the VOD of
urea nitrate before he testified in Salameh.

Also among the case notes is a notation of 12-15,500 FPS, without further
elaboration, on a sheet from Williams' notepad. In a letter in August 1996
Williams commented on this notation:

| do not specifically recall why | had written down 12-15,500, nor
where | had found it. | did in fact write it and it suggests to me
that either | or someone to whom | had conversation with had
rounded off the possible VOD of what most likely would have
been urea nitrate.



In his OIG interview and correspondence, Williams named only three
knowledgeable sources within the field of explosives who he allegedly
consulted prior to his testimony--Tom Dowling and Fred Smith of the
Institute of Makers of Explosives and Paul Cooper of Sandia National
Laboratories. In his OIG interview Dowling stated that he did not recall
talking to Williams or talking to anyone from the FBI about the VOD of
urea nitrate after the Trade Center blast, but said he was reasonably sure
he talked to FBI employees on the telephone about other aspects of urea
nitrate. Dowling said that if he had been asked about the VOD of urea
nitrate, he would have consulted his reference material and given the
caller the information he had. Dowling had only one reference book that
contained the VOD of urea nitrate--the Encyclopedia. Smith stated in his
OIG interview that he did not recall that anyone ever asked him about the
VOD of urea nitrate, that he would not have known the VOD, and that to
answer the inquiry he would have consulted the Encyclopedia. Cooper
stated in his OIG interview that he was pretty sure no one from the FBI
called him to ask about the VOD of urea nitrate and that if someone had
called he would have had to perform research or calculations to
determine the VOD.

In addition to the Encyclopedia, our own literature search found only one
text setting forth the VOD of urea nitrate (Urbanski, Chemistry and
Technology of Explosives 469-70 (1965)), and it contained the same VOD
as the Encyclopedia--3400 to 4700 meters per second.

Williams testified at his OIG interview that after the Salameh trial (and
before the Rahman trial) [w]e detonated the explosives [the urea nitrate]
we made at Eglin and measured the VOD to be 12,100 feet per second.
Williams characterized this measured VOD as substantially less than
14,000.

(b) Analysis

Williams' Salameh testimony about the VOD of urea nitrate was, at best,
incomplete and, at worst, knowingly incorrect. The Encyclopedia, a
standard text in the field of explosives, indicated that urea nitrate has a
VOD of about 11,155 to 15,420 feet per second. Although the applicable
page of this text was in Williams' notes and although prior to his
testimony he had consulted it, he nevertheless testified, without
qualification, that the VOD is 14,000-15,500 feet per second.



Williams claimed in his OIG interview that he based his testimony about
the 14,000-15,500 feet per second VOD of urea nitrate on oral statements
from persons outside the FBI. The interviews of Dowling, Smith, and
Cooper, and the absence of supporting documentation in the case notes,
leave us with grave doubts about the veracity of this claim. In any event,
these oral opinions allegedly came from persons who had not worked
with urea nitrate, and Williams did not know the basis of their opinions.
Assuming Williams received such opinions, we conclude that it was
inappropriate for him to blindly rely on them and ignore the
Encyclopedia. At a minimum, Williams should have told the court he was
relying on outside opinions, and he should have supplemented those
opinions in court with the information from the Encyclopedia.

Finally, in his August 1996 letter, Williams came up with a completely
new reason for his testimony about the VOD of urea nitrate:

One or more of the individuals from Eglin, at the time of our
manufacturing of urea nitrate at Eglin, had conducted tests to
determine the density of urea nitrate as it was manufactured. If
you notice, in the highlighted area from the Encyclopedia of

Explosives!! the density for the different VOD tests are 0.85g/cc
and 1.20g/cc. This allows for the extreme variance of VODs as
listed in the Encyclopedia. The resulting examination indicated
that the density of the urea nitrate that was manufactured in
Eglin was near the upper end of that density. | do not specifically
recall what those figures were, however, in my conversations
with the Eglin folks, they agreed that due to the higher density,
not tamped or packed tightly, the VOD would be higher or faster
than the low end scale. It was also my opinion at the time of
testimony in the trial, that the urea nitrate manufactured for the
bombing was homemade, allowed to rest for a period of time
and then transported while packaged in the Ryder truck, from
New Jersey to New York City. The density of the urea nitrate in
this device, in my opinion, was higher thus suggesting that the
VOD was faster than the lower end of the 11,155 estimate.

This new explanation for Williams' trial testimony is not helpful to
Williams' position. First, we do not find it credible. It is inconsistent with
both his trial and OIG testimony, and we think that if this were the real
reason for his trial testimony he would have mentioned it at the OIG
interview. At the OIG interview Williams mentioned the Encyclopedia but
limited his remarks to: | know | definitely looked at the Encyclopedia of




Explosives, and | don't recall specifically what it had said at that point.
The August 1996 explanation came after we confronted Williams with
page U103 from the Encyclopedia, and the new explanation appears
contrived to accommodate that text. Second, Williams' trial testimony did
not purport to be an estimate of the VOD of the urea nitrate made either
at Eglin or by the perpetrators. Rather, it was put forth as the general
range for the VOD of urea nitrate. The 14,000 feet per second figure was
explicitly limited at the trial to smaller quantities, which would be
inapplicable to both Eglin and the perpetrators. Third, density was not
the only variable mentioned in the Encyclopedia; the confinement also
varied (paper versus steel tube) and may have had as significant an
impact on VOD as the density. Thus, Williams' new explanation is based
on a misconstruction of the Encyclopedia. Fourth, Williams' statement in
the new explanation that he thought the urea nitrate used in the bombing
had a high density is speculative. If, as seems unlikely, the new
explanation is the true explanation, Williams should have given the same
information in court as he did in his letter--namely, that the VOD for urea
nitrate is about 11,155-15,420 feet per second, but that he thought the
VOD of the main explosive was at the high end of that range for certain
specific reasons. The new explanation reflects adversely on Williams'
credibility and competence.

We conclude that the 14,000-15,500 VOD range for urea nitrate that
Williams gave at the Salameh trial was clearly too narrow, and appears
tailored to correspond to the estimates in his report (14,000 feet per
second) and in his testimony (14,000-15,500 feet per second) of the VOD
of the main explosive used at the Trade Center. In his trial testimony
about the VOD of urea nitrate, Williams failed in his responsibility to
provide the court with complete and accurate information.

(2) The VOD of the Main
Explosive

Having told the jury that the VOD of urea nitrate was about 14,000 to
15,500 feet per second, Williams went on to testify as follows to the VOD
of the main explosive at the Trade Center:

On the brief two and a half hour walk-through [at the scene of
the bombing] | had the opportunity to inspect a lot of [damaged
materials]. . . . By putting all of these things together and
looking at the size of the hole | estimated that the velocity of
detonation was somewhere between 14,000 and about 15,500

feet per second, with a little bit of give on each side of that.!



We conclude that Williams' VOD opinion lacked a sufficient scientific and
empirical foundation.

(a) Inconsistencies

At the outset we note that Williams has been inconsistent as to his
estimate of the VOD of the main charge at the World Trade Center. In his
report dated July 1, 1993, he stated that the explosive main charge was a
high explosive having a velocity of detonation (VOD) of approximately
14,000 feet per second. In his Salameh testimony in February 1994, he
gave a VOD of somewhere between 14,000 and about 15,500 feet per
second, with a little bit of give on each side of that. Later, in the Rahman
trial in April 1995, Williams testified:

From this walk-around [at the scene of the bombing] | was able
to look at the damage and conclude that | was looking at the
damage from a[n] explosive that had a velocity of detonation
around 14,000 feet per second.

Obviously, without being in there when the bomb went off or
seeing what kind of explosive it was, | have to give a bracket on
both sides of a couple thousand feet.

In his OIG interviews in February and March 1996 he also stated that his
VOD estimate included a 2000 feet per second tolerance on either side of
the 14,000-feet-per-second estimate--i.e., a range of 12,000 to 16,000 feet
per second. Finally, in a letter to the OIG in August 1996, Williams stated:
The other reason that | testified as to the VOD damage in the Trade
Center, is that from the damage | witnessed, it appeared to me that the
improvised explosive device was faster tha[n] 11,000 and slower than
16,000.

Thus, Williams has given four estimates of the VOD for the main charge:
approximately 14,000 feet per second (his report), 14,000 to about 15,500
feet per second with a little give on each side of that (Salameh trial),
around 14,000 feet per second with a bracket on both sides of a couple



thousand feet (Rahman trial, OIG interviews), and between 11,000 and
16,000 feet per second (letter to the OIG).

We observe that Williams' adjustment from 14,000 (report) to 14,000-
15,500 feet per second (Salameh trial) coincided with his Salameh
testimony that the VOD of urea nitrate was 14,000-15,500 feet per second.
His change from 14,000-15,500 (Salameh trial) to 12,000-16,000 feet per
second (Rahman trial) occurred after Williams discovered that the VOD of
the urea nitrate made at Eglin was 12,100 feet per second. His change to
11,000-16,000 feet per second (August 1996 letter) occurred after we
pointed out to him that the Encyclopedia gave the VOD range of urea
nitrate as about 11,155 to 15,420 feet per second. The circumstances of
the four estimates imply that Williams changed his VOD opinion for the
main charge in order to maintain a match with the VOD of urea nitrate.

We conclude that Williams' inconsistencies severely undercut the
credibility of his VOD opinion for the main charge.

(b) Justification for Opinion

(1) World Trade Center

Williams testified in the Salameh trial that he considered several
observations to determine the VOD of the Trade Center bomb:

On the brief two and a half hour walk-through | had the

opportunity to inspect a lot of witness vehicles!], concrete, steel-
reinforcing rod, steel beams, and other fragments of material in
and around the seat of the explosion.

By looking at some of the pieces of steel, for example, that very
large piece of steel that was thrown back into the tower room,
and where it broke off, recognizing that that part was actually
about 12 feet or so away from the seat of the blast, the specific
unique breaking of the steel particle and different distances
away from the seat of the explosion, | witnessed different types



of explosive damage.

By putting all of these things together and looking at the size of
the hole | estimated that the velocity of detonation was
somewhere between 14,000 and about 15,500 feet per second,
with a little bit of give on each side of that.

For example, if we had C4 [a military ordnance] in that World
Trade Center basement, a quantity of it, of course the quantity
doesn't matter, over a hundred pounds, because the velocity of
detonation of the C4 is somewhere around 24,000 feet per
second, give or take, that explosive is very brisan[t], brisance
meaning that that shock wave comes out real quick. When that
shock -- and it doesn't last as long as a slower velocity
explosive. So when that brisance hit the target material like steel
-- if you recall in the one photograph where it looked like that
steel was torn -- we would see a lot more of that tearing, really
tremendous tearing damage in some of the heavier materials
like the steel.

If, for example, we go to a slower velocity explosive, let's say
something around 14,000 feet per second, when that detonates
we're going to get more of a pushing, a heaving effect. It's not
going to crack it hard. It's going to gradually build up, but still
very rapidly take hold of that withess material and give it a push
or a shove, and it's not going to crack that material as rapidly.

Q. Is that in fact the type of explosive damage that you saw?

A. The pushing and heaving is exactly what | saw in the World
Trade Center.

The problem with this testimony is that Williams never explains how the
observations compute to 14,000-15,500 feet per second. That he



observed evidence of heaving as opposed to brisance --i.e., the damaged
materials appeared to have been pushed rather than shattered --only
necessarily excludes military explosives such as C4 with VODs in excess
of 18,000 feet per second. Nowhere in his testimony does Williams
explain how he narrowed the broad heaving range of high explosives
(about 3000 to 18,000 feet per second) to 14,000-15,500 feet per second.

In his OIG testimony Williams elaborated further on his rationale. He
stated he considered the damage to the component parts of the suspect
vehicle and other witness materials around there, the concrete, the steel,
the vehicles, the people. He stated that because he found pitting and
cratering within four feet, and evidence of heaving and no tearing within
eight and a half feet, of the seat of the explosion, [t]hat put me into an
area of somewhere between 12,000 and 16,000 feet per second . . . |
didn't find any pitting or cratering eight feet away; but four feet away, |
did. He continued:

So by looking at all of these different things, the way the
concrete was broken into large pieces as compared to limestone
dust within the near proximity as you gradually went away from
it, looking at autopsy reports and photographs of victims, by the
burning on their bodies or the scorching of the surrounding
area, | can roughly get a feel that it was a very hot explosive or a
not so hot explosive, a lot of fire ball balls produced, that sort of
thing. . ..

By putting all of this together and looking at what | saw in the
Trade Center, | was able to say that the velocity of detonation of
the explosive main charge was about 14,000 feet per second.

Williams stated he considered a host of other things, including [t]he
bodies, the burning. He elaborated:

OIG: Okay. So getting back to your testimony of between 14,000
and 15,500 feet per second, what you viewed on the body, how
did that help you determine that the velocity of detonation was

between 14,000 and 15,500 feet per second?



That's my question, sir.

AGENT WILLIAMS: Okay. And | cannot answer that a single body
could tell me the velocity of detonation. The body along with all
of the other environment that | looked at.

OIG: What was it about the body that helped you to get to the
conclusion that it was between 14,000 and 15,500 feet per
second?

AGENT WILLIAMS: That allowed me to say, well, by looking at one
individual body -- they were eating lunch at the time. He had
food in his mouth that was still partially chewed.

Another body had fragmentation damage in the eyeball and not
in the eyelid, suggesting he didn't have time to blink by the time
he got hit with fragmentation.

| looked at a body that had a mangled arm that was caused by
some surrounding area, part of the wall, a cinder block, perhaps,
that had ripped the arm off.

OIG: And that couldn't have been done at 18,000 feet per second,
you're saying?

AGENT WILLIAMS: Absolutely not.

OIG: And it couldn't --

AGENT WILLIAMS: Not the damage that | saw.



OIG: The damage to the body?

AGENT WILLIAMS: That's correct. | would have expected --

OIG: And you say that based on what, sir?

AGENT WILLIAMS: | know where the bodies were found. | know
the damage to the body. | know the debris that was found all
around the body. | know where that debris originated before the
blast.

Concrete blocks for a cinder block wall, something of that nature;
an unopened box of photocopy paper; these items were removed
from their original position less than 10 feet away from the seat
of the blast and thrown to an area where they finally rested near
the body.

The damage to those objects suggested to me that if it was
18,000 feet per second, they would be smaller, they would be
torn or ripped like the pipe that's shredded like paper, and the
bodies would have had slightly different damage.

OIG: What kind of damage?

AGENT WILLIAMS: They would have been hit with smaller flying
objects.

OIG: Would the arm have been ripped off in a different way?

AGENT WILLIAMS: Yes. Their bodies would have shown different
physical damage.

If, for example, | had two bombs, one was smokeless powder,



and one was C-4; and | had individuals the same distance away,
| would expect totally different damage to those bodies.

OIG: Okay. And where did you learn all this from? | mean, is
there some literature out there, sir, that tells --

AGENT WILLIAMS: There's a good bit of literature.

OIG: Okay. And that literature would support your statement
about the damage to the bodies?

AGENT WILLIAMS: Yes, it would.

OIG: | see. Is there literature out there that supports your ability
to estimate a velocity of detonation of between 14,000, 15,500
feet per second based on the explosive damage? Is there
literature that indicates that a qualified expert can do that?

AGENT WILLIAMS: | don't know.

The thrust of Williams' OIG testimony is that he considered numerous
factors bearing on VOD, which he then filtered through his experience to
produce his VOD estimate. We find Williams' application of his
methodology flawed, because it is essentially an unscientific, unverifiable
process of intuition. This is apparent from some of the language Williams
used to describe his method of determining the VOD and weight of the
explosive: | can roughly get a feel that it was a very hot explosive or not
(emphasis added); [w]hat caused me to guess a velocity of detonation
(emphasis added); [tlhese things produced an impression on me
(emphasis added).

The application of the methodology is one of rough[] . . . feel[ings],
guess[es], and impression[s]. There was a complete absence of
empirical data to support any of the inferences Williams made from the
various factors he identified. For example, Williams emphasized that the
pitting and cratering within a radius of 4 feet from the seat of the



explosion, when combined with only heaving without pitting and
cratering within 8.5 feet, showed a velocity of detonation of 12,000-16,000
feet per second. But neither Williams nor the FBI has data to support that
thesis. Moreover, in the Oklahoma City case (see Part Three, Section G,
infra) Williams found pitting and cratering 12 feet from the seat but
nevertheless estimated the VOD to be 13,000 feet per second in that case,
effectively undercutting the primary basis he claimed for his VOD opinion
in the World Trade Center case.

The same could be said for the conclusions he drew from observing
certain victims' bodies--e.qg., the way in which an arm was severed, an
eye injury. Williams and the FBI have no data or other basis for
concluding that the nature of those injuries meant the VOD was 14,000-
15,500 feet per second.

(ii) Oklahoma City

Williams' attempt to justify a specific VOD estimate in the Oklahoma City
case is similarly unpersuasive and supports our view of the
inappropriateness of attempting to fix a narrow VOD range from an
assessment of the blast damage. In his Oklahoma City report, Williams
estimated the VOD of the main charge to be 13,000 feet per second.
Williams explained in his OIG interview that he reached his VOD opinion
by considering the explosive damage at the crime scene in light of his
experience. He cited approximately fifteen different factors that
contributed to his opinion--such as, the damage to the vehicle containing
the bomb, the size of the crater, the lip of the crater, evidence of heaving,
the damage to the concrete, the size of the vehicle fragments, pitting and
cratering, the movement of parked cars, and the damage to parking
signs. As in the World Trade Center case, however, the difficulty arose
when Williams attempted to explain how he got from the observed
damage to the specific VOD. For example, he contended that the size of
the fragments contributed to his opinion. But neither Williams nor the FBI
can cite any empirical studies linking specific sized fragments to specific
VODs. Williams stated in his Oklahoma City interview that he had no
documentation or experimentation to support his premises regarding the
various factors and that he relied solely on his memory of explosive
experiences spanning 10 to 15 years. We conclude that this is an
inadequate basis for rendering a specific VOD opinion from observations
of blast damage.



(iii) General Discussion

Agent Thurman, the current EU Unit Chief, stated in his OIG interview that
normally an EU examiner will only determine from the damage whether
the explosive was high or low, heaving or brisant. With the exception of
differentiating between a high explosive and a low explosive, the
arbitrary, we do not, as a rule, go in the reports and state that it's X'
number of feet per second. Indeed, Thurman, who has been in the EU for
about 14 years, has never himself opined a specific VOD from a damage
assessment, but has limited himself to opinions about high versus low,
brisant versus heaving, explosives. In fact, Williams is the only examiner
Thurman is aware of who has attempted to find a specific VOD from a
damage assessment, and attempting to make such findings is not part of
the EU training. Williams also believes he is the only EU examiner to
have rendered a specific VOD opinion from the explosive damage.
Furthermore, as noted above, Williams is unaware of any literature
stating that an explosives expert properly may render such a VOD
opinion. We also are unaware of any such literature. It thus appears that
Williams may be unique, both within the FBI and within the community of
explosives experts generally, in his willingness to render such specific
VOD opinions.

We have no doubt that an experienced explosives examiner may properly
draw certain inferences from observations at a crime scene. For example,
an experienced expert will be able to discern the difference between the
damage left by a high versus a low explosive, and can differentiate the
damage caused by a heaving high explosive (like most commercial
products) versus a brisant (like most military explosives) high explosive.
Similarly, an observation of pitting and cratering will tell an experienced
expert that the explosive used was a high explosive with a VOD typically
in excess of about 10,000 feet per second. All of this involves the use of
experience to recognize certain distinctive characteristics of explosive
damage.

Going further, however, and attempting to infer from the damage a
specific VOD is a process that appears to have no precedent either in the
literature or at the FBI. We believe it is unprecedented and unjustifiable
because the differences in damage caused by explosives with different
specific VODs are insufficiently distinctive to allow an experienced expert
to say that certain damage will only result from an explosive with a
particular VOD.



No database exists at the FBI that correlates specific VODs with particular
damage or with the many other variables identified by Williams. We
conclude that Williams in fact has no objective basis for estimating a
specific VOD from an inspection of the crime scene.

Accordingly, we conclude that Williams' specific VOD opinion of 14,000-
15,500 feet per second for the main charge at the World Trade Center
lacked an adequate scientific and empirical basis.

b. Identification of the Main Charge

Having testified that the VOD of the Trade Center explosive was 14,000 to
15,500 feet per second, Williams went on to testify about the type of
explosives that fit that range. We will first summarize that testimony and
then analyze it.

(1) Williams' Testimony

On direct examination, Williams testified as follows:

Q. Based on the damage and your estimated velocity of
detonation, did you form a conclusion as to what type of
explosive was used?

A. Yes. Immediately because of that type of damage without
doing any type or having any knowledge of chemical residue
analysis, the type of explosives that fit in that bracket are very
limited. . . .

So within that parameter of 14,000 to 15,500 feet per second
we're limited to the fertilizer-based explosive such as
ammonium nitrate, and also, certain dynamites, the ammonium-
nitrate type dynamites. Perhaps on one end of the spectrum or
the other end of the spectrum we may find something like water
gels, a slurry or an emulsion. Each of these kind of explosives
are commercially available and do specific damage, but their



velocity of detonation are just a tad on either side of that
parameter of detonation.

Williams further testified that he was able to rule out quite a bit of the
slurries, water gels and emulsions because of the failure to find
microballoons or tipper ties among the debris at the scene. Williams
testified that microballoons are tiny glass balloons that are included in
some emulsions to add air space, and tipper ties are the wire ends of
water gels. He testified that he would have expected to find microballoons
if the explosive at the Trade Center had been an emulsion and find tipper
ties if it had been a water gel. He then concluded by identifying urea
nitrate as within the category of a fertilizer-based explosive that would
have that velocity of detonation consistent with the damage that [he] saw.

On cross-examination, one of the defense counsel (Mr. Campriello)
attempted to recapitulate Williams' earlier testimony but misstated it,
leading to the following:

Q. ... In other words, you said that this was basically a bomb, if
| understand, made of urea nitrate and this substance and that
substance.

MR. ABDELLAH [another defense counsel]: Objection. That's not
what he said.

THE COURT: | think he's -- | don't think you're limiting yourself.
Is that what you're saying? You think?

MR. CAMPRIELLO: That's all I'm saying.

THE COURT: Go ahead.

A. Yes | do. | believe urea nitrate was the bulk of the constituent
in that bomb with other explosive materials; yes.



Q. And have you concluded that that is the only possible bomb
that could have caused this kind of damage based on everything
you know or are there other possibilities as well?

A. Within the World Trade Center?

Q. Yes.

A. There was only one bomb in the World Trade Center.

Q. No, no. That, | understand to be your testimony.

What I'm saying is was whatever caused it just this one
possibility or were there other possible bombs as well, not two
bombs or three bombs, but you described a bomb?

A. Yes, okay.

Q. Could it have been another kind of bomb or no?

A. Not likely. As | said, the bulk of the explosive material could
have been urea nitrate with other things such as ammonium
nitrate dynamite and certainly there was some type of initiator,
but the bulk of the explosive was, in my opinion, urea nitrate.

Q. | guess it's the could have been part that gives me pause.

THE COURT: Could it be ANFO [ammonium nitrate and fuel oil]?



MR. CAMPRIELLO: | didn't hear you, Judge.

THE COURT: Could it be ANFO?

THE WITNESS: Yes, it could be.

THE COURT: In other words, there could have been an ANFO
bomb sitting there, and if that exploded, it would have caused
the same kind of damage?

THE WITNESS: That's correct.

(2) Analysis

(a) Direct Examination

First, Williams testified on direct examination that because of that type of
damage . . . the type of explosives that fit in that bracket are very limited.
Assuming the VOD testified to at the Salameh trial--14,000-15,500 feet
per second--there are many different explosives that fit in that bracket.
Using the VOD testified to in the Rahman trial--12,000-16,000 feet per
second--there are even more that qualify. Williams testified in his OIG
interview that a lot of different explosives meet the 14,000-15,500 feet per
second VOD range. For example, the 1980 Dupont Blasters' Handbook (
Dupont ) lists six prill products, four water gels, and two dynamites with a
VOD within the 14,000-15,500 feet per second range, and more within the
12,000-16,000 feet per second range. The 1968 Canadian Industries
Limited Blasters' Handbook lists three products with velocities in the
14,000-15,500 feet per second range. The 1995 Dyno Nobel Inc.
Explosives Engineers Guide ( Dyno ) lists twenty-seven products with
velocities in the 14,000-15,500 range.

Williams' testimony about the very limited type of explosives that fit in
the 14,000-15,500 feet per second bracket was literally correct, because
the many commercial products within that range fall into certain



categories or types--namely, dynamites, water gels, emulsions, and
fertilizer (e.g., ANFO) products. We are concerned, however, that the
court may not have understood that within each type there are numerous
commercial products meeting the 14,000-15,500 feet per second range.

Second, Williams testified that the VOD of water gels and emulsions are
just a tad on either side of that parameter of detonation [14,000-15,500
feet per second]. This testimony was incorrect. There are several
commercially available water gels and emulsions with VODs within the
14,000-15,500 feet per second bracket. See Dupont at 71; Dyno at 1-2.

Third, Williams testified at trial that he could rule out some of the
explosives that met the range--namely, the emulsions and the water gels
because of a failure to find microballoons and tipper ties in the debris.
Williams contradicted this testimony at his OIG interview.

As for the microballoons, if used they may have been made of resin and
likely consumed in the blast. More fundamentally, however, any
microballoons used would have constituted only about five percent of the
total explosive mixture. No residue of the main explosive was recovered
at the Trade Center. If residue of the component constituting ninety-five
percent of the charge was not recovered, it should be no surprise that
remains of the five percent component were not found. Williams
conceded at his OIG interview that the failure to find the microballoons
meant only that it's possible that they were not there. Williams added, |
couldn't eliminate them, because we didn't find anything.

Similarly, the failure to find tipper ties did not rule out water gels.
Williams testified at his OIG interview as follows:

OIG: Just because you didn't find tipper ties does not really rule
out those explosives, did it?

AGENT WILLIAMS: No, it does not. It would not rule it out.

If the explosives were shucked of all of their wrappers,



completely shucked of the wrappers, | would not have found
anything.[]

In his OIG interview, Williams told us: Because | did not find any evidence
of any of the other commercial explosives does not necessarily mean that
they were not used. Accordingly, we conclude that Williams should not
have testified at trial that he could rule out the slurries, water gels, and
emulsions.

Fourth, in his OIG interview Williams stated that, based on his
assessment of the damage at the scene, he really could not make any
type of identification of the explosive used at the Trade Center:

OIG: And | take it from your answer, that based on your
assessment of the explosive damage that you observed and was
made known to you, you could not have rendered an opinion that
the bulk of the explosives in this case was urea nitrate; is that
correct?

AGENT WILLIAMS: . . .. If | just had to work with that crime scene,
there's no way | could have called any kind of explosive.

OIG: Because it could have been ANFO?

AGENT WILLIAMS: It could have been emulsions.

OIG: Could have been emulsions.

AGENT WILLIAMS: It could have been anything.

(Emphasis added). Williams' acknowledgment at the OIG interview that,
based on the crime scene, the main explosive could have been anything
differs significantly from the opinions he rendered at the Salameh trial.



At the trial Williams testified that his observations at the scene enabled
him to help the court determine the explosive that may have been used in
the blast. Now he has admitted that there's no way | could have called
any kind of explosive. In light of Williams' OIG testimony, we are deeply
troubled that his testimony on direct examination may have misled the
court.

In sum, we conclude that Williams' direct examination was inaccurate
and misleading, and suggested too strongly that a fertilizer-based
explosive like ammonium nitrate or urea nitrate was used in the Trade
Center bomb.

(b) Cross-Examination

Even more troubling than Williams' direct examination was a part of his
cross-examination in which he rendered an incriminating opinion based
on speculation beyond his scientific expertise. On direct, Williams
identified a category of explosives that fit the VOD and damage that he
observed at the post-blast scene. This category included but was not
limited to urea nitrate. At his OIG interview (as discussed above),
Williams was emphatic that he could not identify a specific explosive
based on his observations at the crime scene.

Nevertheless, Williams testified on cross-examination that the bulk of the
explosive was, in my opinion, urea nitrate. See also on the same page of
cross-examination: | believe urea nitrate was the bulk of the constituent
in that bomb with other explosive materials. At his interview we asked
Williams how he could render such an opinion, and he answered: the
reason | was able to do that in testimony was because | had the benefit of
the search sites, the storage sites, the bomb factory and, of course,
viewing the evidence from the crime scene. Williams continued:

OIG: And | take it from your answer, that based on your
assessment of the explosive damage that you observed and was
made known to you, you could not have rendered an opinion that
the bulk of the explosives in this case was urea nitrate; is that
correct?

AGENT WILLIAMS: If | had no benefit of auxiliary searches and
materials, that's absolutely correct. If | just had to work with that
crime scene, there's no way | could have called any kind of



explosive.ll

Williams' use of the auxiliary searches to render an opinion that the bulk
of the main charge was urea nitrate was improper for two independent
reasons.

First, Williams improperly based his expert opinion that urea nitrate was
the main charge on the fact that urea nitrate and other materials had
been associated with the defendants. This error is analogous to the one
Rudolph made in Psinakis when he relied on the fact that stripped
detonating cord had been found outside the defendant's house as a basis
for his identification of PETN on a knife. See Part Three, Section A, supra.
By basing his opinion on the collateral evidence associated with the
defendants, Williams improperly engaged in speculation beyond his
scientific expertise.

Williams portrayed himself as a scientist and rendered opinions as an
explosives expert. As such, he should have limited himself to conclusions
that logically followed from the underlying data and the scientific
analyses performed. Here, Williams' scientific analysis of the cause of the
explosion rested on an examination of the damage at the post-blast
scene. He should not have based his opinions, in whole or in part, on
evidence that was collateral to his scientific examinations, even if that
evidence was somehow connected to the defendants. For Williams to
identify the main charge as urea nitrate based on evidence that the
defendants had or could make that compound is comparable to a
firearms expert identifying the caliber of a spent bullet based on the
mere fact that a suspect had a handgun of a particular caliber.

Earlier in the cross-examination Williams rejected defense counsel's
suggestion that Williams was trying to infer that the items seized at the
locations associated with the defendants must have been the items that
were used in the World Trade Center (emphasis added). Williams
testified then that he was only saying that the items seized could have
been used in the Trade Center explosion. This was a valid scientific
assessment of the defendants' capability and an appropriate rejection of
the suggestion that the cause of the explosion could be determined
scientifically from the evidence associated with the defendants. Williams
should have maintained this approach throughout his cross-examination.

Evidence associated with the defendants is logically relevant to the



blast's cause only under the following chain of reasoning:

(1) Urea nitrate crystals and ingredients were found at
locations associated with the defendants.

(2) Defendants committed the World Trade Center
bombing.

(3) When defendants committed the crime, they must
have used what was available to them, which was urea
nitrate.

(4) Hence, urea nitrate must have been used at the
Trade Center.

This chain of reasoning is objectionable because itis not scientific and
because it uses a presumption or inference of guilt (point two) as a
building block in the analysis. The question of the defendants' guiltis the
ultimate issue. It should not be presumed as a foundation for further
analysis. By basing his urea nitrate opinion on the collateral evidence,
Williams implicitly accepted as a premise the prosecution's theory of
guilt. This was improper.

Moreover, even assuming defendants committed the bombing and had
the capacity to make a urea nitrate bomb, that did not necessarily mean
urea nitrate was used at the Trade Center: the defendants, for example,
may have disposed of the urea nitrate elsewhere and used another
explosive in the bomb, or they may have converted the urea nitrate to
nitro urea and used that explosive. Williams' opinion based on the
collateral evidence was thus not only unscientific but also speculative,
and it therefore fell well below the minimum standards required of
competent forensic scientists.

Finally, because Williams failed to reveal that his urea nitrate opinion
was based not on his independent scientific examination but on
speculation from the mere fact that defendants could have made urea



nitrate, the court was unable to put the opinion in its proper perspective,
and a danger arose that the opinion would be given undue weightin
support of the prosecution's case.

Second, the context of the questioning that led to Williams' identification
of urea nitrate appears limited to an opinion based only on Williams'
assessment of the damage at the crime scene. On direct examination
Williams' opinion regarding the type of explosive used was explicitly
[b]lased on the damage and [his] estimated velocity of detonation. Itis
obvious that the applicable cross-examination was an attempt to get
Williams to repeat what he said on direct examination, which defense
counsel misunderstood. See, e.g.: Correct me if I'm wrong. If | understood
you correctly, you indicated . . . . Moreover, defense counsel, in the
applicable cross-examination, explicitly asked about the possible bomb
that could have caused this kind of damage. . . . [W]as whatever caused it
[the damage] just this one possibility or were there other possible bombs
as well . .. ? The court's questions about ANFO, moreover, make clear
that the court believed the applicable examination related to Williams'
assessment of the damage at the scene. Further, Williams' ready
affirmative answer to the court's question Could it be ANFO? suggests
Williams understood that the inquiry related to the damage at the scene.

It must be remembered that establishing that the explosive used at the
World Trade Center was urea nitrate was extremely damaging to the
defendants' case. Evidence linked the defendants to a bomb factory and
storage facility containing evidence of urea nitrate or the ingredients for
urea nitrate, an explosive rarely used in a criminal device. Williams'
testimony on cross-examination, therefore, that the bulk of the explosive
was, in my opinion, urea nitrate was very incriminating.

In this context, it was unprofessional and misleading for Williams, without
explanation, to base such an incriminating opinion on a factor (the
auxiliary searches) so different from the factors previously relied on (VOD
and damage at the scene).

In sum, when Mr. Campriello asked Williams, Could it have been another
kind of bomb or no? , the question, reasonably interpreted, meant: Could
it have been another kind of bomb or no, based on your expert analysis
of the damage at the crime scene? In any event, even if the questioning
was inept, Williams had an obligation to restrict his opinions to his
scientific analysis and to refrain from speculating about what the main



charge must have been based on the defendants' capacity to manufacture
a particular explosive. Williams' answer to Campriello's question should
have been compatible with the answer he gave us: [The main explosive]
could have been anything. We conclude that by answering instead, [T]he
bulk of the explosive was, in my opinion, urea nitrate, Williams failed in
his responsibility to provide the court with an objective, unbiased expert
opinion.

c. Weight of the Explosive

Williams testified at the Salameh trial as follows concerning the weight of
the explosive used in the Trade Center bomb:

Q. And based on your conclusion concerning the type of
explosive did you estimate the quantity of explosive that was
necessary to do the damage that you saw at the World Trade
Center?

A. Yes, | did. And that kind of an analysis, once you recognize
the velocity of detonation of the explosive, and you recognize the
amount of damage that was created, you're able to kind of
estimate how much explosive it would cause in a given
environment to create that kind of damage. My initial estimate
was somewhere between a thousand and 1500 pounds. That was
within a day or two after. And that's about what | estimated,
somewhere within that range. As a ballpark figure, about 1200
pounds.

If you recall, one of the variables, and why I'm such a large
bracket, if you recall last Thursday | showed you some of the
charts that showed configuration of explosives with the arrows
going off at right angles and the Monroe effect with the shaped
charge. The Monroe effect is how the shaped charges work and
cut the steel with opposing angles. Without knowing the
configuration of the explosive that's why we have such a
tremendous variation.

In his OIG interview he explained further:

OIG: ... [W]hatis it that gets you to between 1,000 and 1,5007?
What is it about the damage that leads [you to] that conclusion?



AGENT WILLIAMS: Well, after looking at the -- and estimating a
velocity of detonation, I'm able to estimate the type of explosives
that could have been used.

And in looking at the same or similar type properties of what
caused me to guess a velocity of detonation -- the size of the
crater, damage to surrounding vehicles, the distance from the
scene of the explosion where different materials were damaged
and how they were damaged at those areas -- these things
caused me to come up with that conclusion.

These things produced an impression on me that, where the
charge was and how it came apart and comparing it with other
tests that | have done with somewhat smaller charges and what |
could assume | would find with something with about 1,000-
pound charge.

Some of the same considerations that apply to Williams' testimony about
VOD apply here. First, his analysis is intuitive, unscientific, and
imprecise: you're able to kind of estimate how much explosive (emphasis
added); Williams testified on cross-examination that he was speculating
about the weight of the explosive; [tlhese things produced an impression
on me. Second, the weight estimate was dependent on the VOD estimate
( If you vary one, of course, you have to vary the other ), and as discussed
above the VOD estimate was itself speculative.

Third, EU examiners normally do not estimate the quantity of explosives
because the placement and confinement of the explosive has such a
significant effect on the amount of damage. As EU Chief Thurman told us:

We do not, on a routine basis, say that the damage in the area,
with the exception of, you know, of the components, now, with
the exception of the components, that the area has been
destroyed with a particular type of explosive, or, more



importantly, the quantity of explosives, because the placement of
the device, the physical confines or lack of confines that the
device is exploded in and around, was significantly impede -- or
go into the determination of how much explosives were used
and, in some cases, what type of explosive was used.

And we try to show this actually during our training in that you
can't say that, as example, three cartridges of dynamite were
used in this explosion in the ground because we can put three
cartridges of dynamite on top of the ground, shoot that, take
three cartridges of dynamite and dig a hole and putthem in a
hole and then we can take three cartridges and putthem in a
hole and cover it up, and you'll have vastly differing damages
there.

On the other hand, Williams' estimate of the quantity of explosives was
quite broad: 1000-1500 pounds, with 1200 pounds as a ballpark figure.
The thrust of his trial testimony about quantity was that it was a rough
estimate: you're able to kind of estimate how much explosive. Viewing
agent Williams' estimate of weight in that light, we conclude that it was
within his expertise to render such an opinion.

C. Williams' Testimony Regarding the Attempt to
Modify Whitehurst's Dictation

Whitehurst alleges that Williams gave inaccurate testimony regarding an
attempt by Williams to modify a report (dictation) written by Whitehurst.
The evidence supports Whitehurst's claim.

On June 15, 1993, Whitehurst submitted dictation to Williams for inclusion
in the official reports of the case. The dictation included the following
language:

Solid probe mass spectrometry was also utilized to analyze
specimen Q15 for the presence of residues of urea nitrate. The
results of this analysis were consistent with the presence of urea
and nitric acid. However these materials are also found from this
analytical method following analysis of other materials such as



extracts of urine and fertilizer. Therefore without a confirmation of
the presence of trace amounts of urea nitrate, a conclusion can not
be rendered concerning the presence of this material on the
evidence. Such a confirmation technique is not known to this
examiner at this time. . . .

Specimen Q23 was also analyzed with solid probe mass
spectrometry to determine the presence of residues of urea
nitrate. The results of this analysis were consistent with the
presence of urea and nitric acid. However, these materials are
also found from this analytical method following analysis of other
materials such as extracts of urine and fertilizer. Therefore without
a confirmation of the presence of trace amounts of urea nitrate, a
conclusion can not be rendered concerning the presence of this
material on the evidence. Such a confirmation technique is not
known to this examiner at this time.

(Italics added.)

After receiving Whitehurst's dictation, Williams asked James Corby,
Whitehurst's Unit Chief, whether the sections of the dictation that are
italicized above could be removed. According to Corby, Williams wanted
those things deleted. Corby refused to alter the dictation. A meeting was
held with James Kearney, the chief of the SAS, Alan Robillard, the
Assistant SAS Chief, Corby, and Williams. Kearney and Robillard decided
to leave the dictation substantially unchanged, and Williams agreed to
this decision.

Regarding the passages Williams wanted taken out, Williams told us at
the OIG interview:

| felt that was fluff, that wasn't necessary. . . . And the fact that
he's putting in any possibility of where this material could have
come from was bullshit.

The only thing -- if he was going to go into where these
chemicals could have originated from, why didn't he make an
opinion that this Trade Center could have been damaged by an



act of God or lightning?
At the Salameh trial, Williams testified as follows:

Q. Now, early on in this investigation, because you're the case
agent, you reviewed many of the reports that were written by the
other chemists. Am | correct?

A. That's right.

Q. And you were dissatisfied with some of those reports because
you didn't like the phraseology of the language. Am | correct?

A. Not the phraseology, the format.

Q. The format.

And when we talk about format, the specific part of the format
that you didn't like is when those opinions gave alternate
reasons for finding some residue. Am | correct?

A. That's not correct.

Q. Well, when they said that, say like for urea nitrate, in those
reports when it said, urea nitrate could have came from sewage,
you were dissatisfied with those kinds of conclusions; weren't
you?

A. No, | was not.

Williams went on to testify about making some innocuous changes in the
format of a report other than Whitehurst's June 15, 1993, dictation quoted
above.



Although defense counsel's questions lack precision, we think a fair
construction of them implicated Williams' attempt to modify Whitehurst's
June 15, 1993, dictation. The sections Williams wanted deleted from that
dictation provided innocent explanations for the residue results as
alternatives to a more incriminating explanation--e.g., urine and fertilizer
as alternatives to urea nitrate. Accordingly, when counsel asked Williams,
And when we talk about format, the specific part of the format that you
didn't like is when those opinions gave alternate reasons for finding
some residue. Am | correct? , Williams erred when he answered, That's
not correct. Similarly, when counsel asked, Well, when they said that, say
like for urea nitrate, in those reports when it said, urea nitrate could have
came from sewage, you were dissatisfied with those kinds of conclusions;
weren't you? , Williams again erred when he answered, No, | was not. We
conclude that Williams' answers to these questions were, at a minimum,
misleading.

D. Other Allegations

In his January 8, 1996, letter to the OIG, Whitehurst made numerous other
allegations concerning Williams' testimony in Salameh.

1. In his testimony Williams attempted to distinguish high from low
explosives by saying that the velocity of high explosives is above, and the
velocity of low explosives below, 3000 feet per second. This is technically
incorrect (see Attachment C, infra), but a common error, which was
harmless here.

2. Whitehurst criticizes Williams' general testimony about dynamite. We
find Williams' testimony substantially accurate and within his area of
expertise. Any technical errors (e.g., whatis or is not carbonaceous )
were harmless and insignificant.

3. Williams was technically incorrect when he testified urea nitrate which
is urea and nitric acid, or nitro urea, urea with sulfuric acid. Urea nitrate
does not consist of urea and nitric acid; urea and nitric acid when mixed
form a new substance, urea nitrate. Nitrourea is made by mixing urea
nitrate with sulfuric acid. Although these errors are inconsequential, it



may have been preferable for a chemist to testify to these matters.

4. Williams' attempts to explain how nitroglycerin will precipitate from a
methanol solution and how nitroglycerine decomposes were poor. A
knowledgeable chemist could have provided better explanations.
Nevertheless, Williams was asked the questions, and he no doubt did his
best to answer them accurately. Williams should have told the prosecutor
ahead of time that these matters would be best left to another witness.

5. Williams was asked what the components of urea nitrate are, and he
said, urea and nitric acid. We think the answer was a fair response to the
question. Urea and nitric acid are the ingredients, which when mixed
form a new substance, urea nitrate. One definition of componentis
ingredient. Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary 270 (1990).

6. Whitehurst claims that Williams testified falsely that he (Williams)
researched the use of urea nitrate in the United States. This claim is
apparently based on the fact that Whitehurst did research on the subject.
That Whitehurst did some research does not mean Williams did not.
Williams insists that he did some research. Accordingly, we conclude that
Whitehurst's claim is unfounded.

7. Whitehurst criticizes Williams' testimony about the possible explosive
uses of certain materials. Generally, we have no problem with Williams'
testimony on this subject, and believe it was within his area of expertise.
Williams can be second-guessed on certain matters (e.g., the discussion
of phenol ), but any errors were harmless and insignificant.

8. Whitehurst's claim that Williams cannot consider the results of a
chemist's analysis in rendering Williams' own opinion is frivolous.

9. Whitehurst criticizes Williams' description of nitrocellulose. We think
that Williams' description was accurate for one form or type of
nitrocellulose, but was not a good generic description.

10. Despite Whitehurst's criticism, we find that Williams' testimony about



the use of smokeless powder and lead azide as initiators is substantially
correct.

11. Despite Whitehurst's criticism, we are not concerned with Williams'
testimony that when he arrives at a blast scene he look[s] for structural
damage to see what repairs have to be done. Obviously, an EU examiner
will not himself direct the repairs, which will be handled by appropriate
experts.

12. Contrary to Whitehurst's claim, itis within an explosives examiner's
expertise to identify explosive damage on metal.

13. Whitehurst complains that Williams testified outside his area of
expertise when he discussed the matching of two pieces of tape. Williams
has only been qualified in the FBI Laboratory in the areas of explosives
and toolmarks. In the testimony challenged by Whitehurst, however, all
Williams did was describe the measurements and observations he made,
which was merely a factual description. This testimony was given without
objection. We think it was permissible for Williams to answer the
questions asked.

14. Whitehurst criticizes Williams' testimony about blast damage to
portions of a truck. Although Williams is not a metallurgist, we think it
was within his area of expertise to testify that he observed blast damage
to the truck.

15. Whitehurst criticizes Williams' testimony about freezing and frozen
nitroglycerine. We, however, find no contradiction in saying that the
process of freezing nitroglycerine is dangerous, but that frozen
nitroglycerine is stable.

16. We disagree with Whitehurst's assertion that because some of the
pieces of debris were the size of toothpicks the main charge at the Trade
Center could not have been a heaving explosive.

17. Finally, Whitehurst complains that some of Williams' testimony did



not meet the test of Daubert v. Merrell Dow, 113 S. Ct. 2786 (1993),
because Williams did not use the scientific method, which involves the
testing of hypotheses. Although evidentiary questions are beyond the
scope of this Report, we note that the discussion of expert testimony in
Daubert was limited to scientific . . . knowledge and not technical, or
other specialized knowledge. 113 S. Ct. at 2795 & n.8. Much of Williams'
testimony could be viewed as based on technical or other specialized
knowledge within the meaning of Daubert.

I11. Pre-Trial Issues

Several controversies occurred, and were resolved to Whitehurst's
satisfaction, before the trials in the World Trade Center case.

A. Specimen Q23

Immediately after the Trade Center bombing, the chemists in the FBI
Laboratory specializing in explosives residue analysis (MAU chemists
Whitehurst and Burmeister), went to New York City to conduct
examinations at the blast scene. That left no chemists specializing in
explosives residue analysis at the laboratory in Washington. When
specimens were sent back to the laboratory for examination, the
examinations were conducted by chemists in the CTU, Unit Chief Roger
Martz and Lynn Lasswell.

Specimen Q23 was a tire fragment recovered from the crime scene.
Lasswell analyzed it with solid probe mass spectrometry and concluded
that urea nitrate was detected on the specimen. Martz as unit chief
approved Lasswell's conclusion, which was incorporated in an official
report and distributed April 12, 1993. This conclusion would have been
extremely helpful to the prosecution because it would have tended to
establish that urea nitrate was used in the Trade Center bomb.

Whitehurst and Burmeister disagreed with Lasswell's conclusion on the
ground that the instrumental results only really showed the presence of
urea and nitric acid, which could have originated from substances other
than urea nitrate--e.qg., urine, fertilizer, car exhausts, or ice melter.
Whitehurst's and Burmeister's objections, however, were overruled.



Whitehurst and Burmeister then prepared a blind test for Martz by
submitting to him specimens they claimed were from the Trade Center
evidence. In reality, Whitehurst and Burmeister prepared one sample
from Whitehurst's urine and another by mixing ammonium nitrate
fertilizer and urea. According to Burmeister, the results were close
enough that you wouldn't be able to tell the difference from running a
sample of urea nitrate. (Martz insists he never rendered an opinion that
these samples were urea nitrate, but said only that the instrument
detected urea and nitric acid.) With the blind test results, Whitehurst and
Burmeister went to Assistant Section Chief Robillard, who scolded them
for making the blind test.

Eventually, Corby directed Whitehurst to make a review of Lasswell's
results and to write a new dictation. Whitehurst made the review and
wrote the dictation. Whitehurst's dictation was incorporated into a new
official report amending the April 12, 1993, report. The new reportis
dated July 1, 1993. At the Salameh trial, Burmeister testified in
accordance with Whitehurst's dictation. Martz told the OIG in 1996 that he
no longer agrees with Lasswell's original dictation because the results
could have been produced by urea and nitrates rather than urea nitrate.

Ultimately, the FBI Laboratory correctly resolved the controversy
concerning Q23, although the resolution procedure ( blind tests, etc.) was
flawed. Moreover, the chemist who examined Q23 should have been
trained in the explosives residue protocol.

B. Specimen Q65

The Barringer lon Mobility Spectrometer (IMS) tests for the presence of
particular molecules. When a sample is introduced, a graph is produced
with peaks. Certain substances have distinctive graphs or peaks. If a
distinctive peak is produced, an inference can be drawn that a particular
substance is present. The manufacturer programs the memory of the
instrument to identify common explosives such as nitroglycerine. The
user of the instrument can also program the memory to identify certain
peaks.



Lasswell introduced a urea nitrate sample in the IMS and produced a
particular peak. He then programmed the memory of the instrument to
indicate the presence of urea nitrate whenever that peak reappeared.
When specimen Q65 was submitted to the IMS, a graph was produced,
and the machine automatically identified one of the peaks as urea nitrate.

When Whitehurst reviewed Lasswell's instrumental results to prepare the
dictation that went into the July 1, 1993, official report, he examined the
IMS graph for Q65. Whitehurst took the position that the peak was not for
urea nitrate specifically, but was just a nitrate peak that would be
produced by certain nitrates, including but not limited to urea nitrate.
Based on this, Whitehurst took issue with Lasswell's decision to program
the memory of the IMS to identify the particular peak as urea nitrate. He
wrote the OIG (in one of his first submissions to us) as follows:

We [Whitehurst and Burmeister] pointed out that Mr. Lasswell
had altered the output of one instrument to reflect information
that would have, if presented in its altered manner, been
scientific fraud, unethical, wrong and very damning to the
defense position in this matter.

Whitehurst stated in a letter to the OIG that the analytical output was
purposely altered to read <urea nitrate' in order to deceive the innocent
reader of the computer printout. This claim is grossly overstated and
without merit.

Both Lasswell and Martz insist that the IMS was used only as a screening
mechanism to determine whether urea nitrate was possibly in the
specimen. Lasswell asserted that when he identified the presence of urea
nitrate in Q65 in his original dictation, he relied on instruments other
than the IMS.

Whitehurst acknowledged in his OIG interview that the IMS could properly
be used as a screening device for urea nitrate. Moreover, in his own
dictation for Q65, Whitehurst stated as follows:

White crystalline material adhering to specimen Q65 was
analyzed with Fourier transform infrared spectrophotometry, IMS




and sol[i]d probe/triple quadrapole mass spectrometry. These
analyses identified the presence of urea nitrate.

(Emphasis added). When Whitehurst was asked at his OIG interview
whether he was saying that Lasswell intentionally tried to create false
information, Whitehurst stated, No, no.

We conclude that the implication in Whitehurst's assertion--that Lasswell
engaged in something like scientific fraud, [which was] unethical, wrong
and very damning to the defense position in this matter --is unfounded.
Although labeling the peak on the IMS graph as a urea nitrate peak was
potentially misleading (because the peak could be caused by other
nitrates), the IMS could properly be used as a screening device for urea
nitrate. Accordingly, we find that Lasswell engaged in no misconduct in
his work with the IMS.

C. Other Matters Involving Williams

At one pointin the Trade Center investigation the government was
preparing affidavits for search warrants and wanted to use an
examination by Whitehurst that found nitroglycerine on a specimen.
Although Whitehurst found nitroglycerine, he refused to make a positive
identification because of the possibility of contamination by a bomb
technician. Instead, he was only prepared to say that the results were
consistent with the presence of nitroglycerine on the specimen. Williams
argued strongly for Whitehurst to make a definite assessment. Whitehurst
considered this argument to constitute undue pressure to get me to
change the wording in my report.

Although we do not know the exact words Williams used, we find no
impropriety in Williams discussing the matter with Whitehurst to
determine whether a more definite conclusion could be reached.
Ultimately, the report was not changed.

Additionally, Williams changed the format of one of Whitehurst's
dictations when Williams issued one of the official reports. With a series
of specimens, Whitehurst set forth each instrument he used to examine
each specimen. Williams made a list of all the instruments and said one
or more was used with each specimen, and then just set forth the results
with respect to each specimen. Williams also replaced the language



None of these explosives were detected on the specimens with Analysis
was conducted with negative results. Whitehurst protested the changes,
and a new report was issued containing his dictation verbatim.

We consider the changes in format innocuous. One of the reasons
Williams gave for the changes, however, is troubling. In referring to
Whitehurst's habit of always setting forth, at length, the technical
examinations made, Williams stated: [I]f I've got to retype this there's
always the possibility of a typographical error and it's a pain in my neck
to do it everytime.

A principal examiner (PE) is supposed to include verbatim in the official
report the dictation of an auxiliary examiner (AE) unless the AE and the
AE's Unit Chief agree to the change. In the Trade Center case Williams
was the PE and Whitehurst an AE. The verbatim-inclusion rule is
fundamental and should not be broken at any time. The burden of
retyping a lengthy or technical dictation is an inadequate reason for
violating the rule.

D. Allegation Concerning SSA Haldimann

In December 1993 Whitehurst submitted a memorandum to the OIG
concerning a conversation he had with SSA Don Haldimann on December
15, 1993. According to Whitehurst, Haldimann stated that the Assistant
United States Attorneys (AUSAs) in the Trade Center case had grave
concerns about the complexity of Whitehurst's dictation and thought the
information in the dictation could be damaging to the case. Whitehurst
further asserted that Haldimann said that the U.S. Attorney's Office had
inquired into means of circumventing my testimony in this matter and is
displeased with my expert opinion as itis stated because it offers
strength to the defense side in this matter. Whitehurst characterized
Haldimann's statements as indicating possible suppressions of evidence
by the U.S. Attorney's office . . . [which] can be deemed to be fraudulent
and unethical.

At the Rahman trial, Whitehurst testified that after the December 15,
1993, conversation he met with the prosecutors in the World Trade Center
case and felt no pressure from the lawyers on the prosecution team. He
testified further, however, that in the December 15, 1993, conversation he
felt pressure from Haldimann to take out the qualifying statements in his



dictation. Whitehurst acknowledged that the conversation with Haldimann
occurred at a Christmas party.

In his OIG interview Haldimann stated that the conversation on December
15, 1993, was a personal conversation at a Christmas party and lasted
about 10 or 15 minutes. Haldimann stated that in the conversation
Haldimann was merely giving his opinion that the dictation was
confusing and included superfluous information and that simpler reports
would be better. Haldimann insisted in the interview that he was in no
way asking or attempting to influence Whitehurst to change the reports ;
the reports had already been provided to the defense attorney in
discovery, and therefore the point was moot. Haldimann stated in the
interview that it was his impression that the AUSAs in the case were
distressed about Whitehurst's dictation, and he did tell Whitehurst that
the AUSAs did not want to put Whitehurst on the stand. Finally,
Haldimann stated in the interview that no one directed him to talk to
Whitehurst.

Whitehurst did not change his dictation as a result of the Haldimann
conversation, and Whitehurst was agreeable to having Burmeister testify
at the Trade Center trials.

Although we are unable to determine the specific words used in the
December 15, 1993, Christmas party conversation, we think Whitehurst
grossly overstated the matter in his memorandum. Whatever was said in
this brief conversation does not constitute or evince suppressions of
evidence . .. [which] can be deemed to be fraudulent and unethical.
Although both Whitehurst and Haldimann may have raised their voices
during this conversation, ultimately it signified nothing.

IV. Conclusion

We are profoundly disturbed by Williams' testimony in the Salameh trial.
We conclude that Williams (1) gave inaccurate testimony regarding his
role in the manufacture of urea nitrate and regarding whether the urea
nitrate was made pursuant to Arabic formulas from bomb-making books;
(2) testified beyond his expertise regarding the defendants' capacity to
make urea nitrate and in a way that made the testimony appear tailored
to the most incriminating result; (3) gave incomplete testimony
concerning the VOD of urea nitrate; (4) gave an invalid opinion regarding



the VOD of the main charge; (5) gave invalid and misleading opinions on
direct examination concerning the explosives that may have been used in
the bombing; (6) regarding his identification of the main charge on cross
examination, gave an opinion that was based on speculation beyond his
scientific expertise and that appears tailored to the most incriminating
result; and (7) gave misleading testimony concerning his attempt to
modify Whitehurst's dictation. In short, the testimony lacked the
objectivity, credibility, and competence demanded of examiners in the
FBI Laboratory.

Williams' testimony also suggests the need for certain improvements in
Laboratory procedure that we discuss in detail in Part Six of this Report.
For example, Williams' testimony about a specific VOD had no precedent
in the FBI, and we found it to be scientifically unjustifiable. This error
would have been avoided had Williams followed the ASCLD/LAB
requirement that new procedures be validated before they are used in
casework. Similarly, the need for complete case notes was exemplified by
the absence of any notes supporting Williams' claim that he determined
the VOD of urea nitrate from conversations with persons outside the
Laboratory. Further, Williams' lack of a scientific background may have
been the cause of his difficulty with the stoichiometric calculations.
Finally, clear guidelines regarding what is within an EU examiner's
expertise may have helped Williams avoid other problems identified in
this section.

The pre-trial issues present relatively minor matters, but exemplify the
need to follow applicable protocols and to have an orderly dispute-
resolution procedure within the Laboratory.

HH#HH
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ABDUL BASIT MAHMOUD ABDUL KARIM, hereafter referred to
as "BASIT", Date of Birth, April 27, 1968, at Xuwait, was

intervievwed aboard an aircraft en route from Islamabad, Pakistan,
to the United States (U.S.) of America.

»

BASIT adviSed that he could fluently speak, read and
understand the English language. He was advised of the official
identities of the interviewing Agents and was reminded that he
was under arrest for offenses concerning the bombing of the World
Trade Center (WTC) in New York City. He was, thereafter, advised
of his constitutional rights by reading them and having them read

to him by Special Agent (SA) STERN from an "Interrogation;
Advice Of Rijhts" form.

BASIT advised that he understood his rights as 11
explalned to him from the form, and agreed to answer questlons.
He signed the "Waiver Of Rights" portion of the form, using the

_  name "BALUCH", and stated that this was a name he had been
utilizing recently.

G From the start of the interview, BASIT insisted that
the interviewing Agents refrain from taking any notes or
recording the interview in any manner; he indicated that he
desired to speak with the Agents, but maintained that with the
absence of notes or recordings, he could deny at a later date any
statements that he made. He further remarked that he ii2d also
given considerable thought as to plausible explanations for his
fingerprints being present at various locations.

Due to BASIT’s request, notes were not taken in his
presence, but were summarized during breaks in the interview.

During the course of the interview, BASIT stated, in
part and in substance, the following information:

tavesugstionon 2/7=-2/8/95 &t Aircraft In Flight File ¢
SAs CHARLES B. STERN, FBI/
~y _BRIAN G. PARR, USSS/cah Datedicwat2 2/9/95
This document contains neither recommendations nor conclusions of ihe FBI !1 15 1n2 propertv of the FB] and is ioaned to vour agency.

“1_1nd 1t contents are not 10 be distributed outside vour agency
. <~
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ACTIVITIES PRIOR TO WTC BOMBING:

He was born in Kuwait on April 27, 1968, to Pakistani
parents. He remained in Kuwait until the age of twenty, attending
and completing hif education there at the Al-Faheel School.

He thereafter attended the West Glamorgan Institute of
Technology in England, studying electrical engineering.

At some point following his formal education he
traveled to Afghanistan where he received training in various
weapons and techniques; he mentioned firing a Soviet made tank,
and noted that at the camp in which he trained there were Stinger

missiles. He did not fire these, but did train with Soviet {
shoulder fired "RPGs".

- He described these camps as being run by Arabs:
following their training, the students would return to their
countries of origin to fight for various causes.

He stated that the Afghan Government provided land for
these camps, but did not support them financially.

He noted that the training lasted approximately six
months, but he would not be more specific about the location or
other details about the camps.

TRAVEL AND ENTRY INTO THE UNITED STATES: —

'BASIT had met AHMED AJAJ during the previous training
in Afghanistan. In or around August, 1992, he again became
associated with AJAJ in Peshawar, Pakistan. He would not

elaborate on the circumstances of their meeting or the nature of
their association.

In early September of 1992, he and AJAJ boarded a .
Pakistani International Airline (PIA) flight from Pakistan to the
U.S. He explained that they traveled First Class because First

Class passengers are subject to less scrutiny than other
passengers.

When departing, BASIT utilized a Swedish passport in

the name of KURRAN_KBAN with BASIT’s photograph substituted for
the photo which had been in place.

S
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AJAJ departed utilizing a British‘passport in the name
of D AZAN, as AJAJ slightly resembled the photograph of
AZAN on a ssport

(BASIT ngted that he was acquainted with the real
MOHAMMAD AZAN, but that the passport had been purchased on the:
black market. BASIT remarked that it is common for individuals
to sell their passports on the black market in Pakistan, and then
to report them as having been stolen.)

Once on the aircraft, BASIT removed his own photograph
from the KURRAN KHAN passport, and substituted the photograph of
AJAJ. He then gave the KHAN passport to AJAJ, explaining to him
that since AJAJ’s English was not good, he should not attempt to
enter the U.S. using the AZAN British passport. {

Upon entry at JOHN F. KENNEDY INTERNATIONAL AIRPORT
(JKFIA), in New York, BASIT utilized an Iraqgi passport in the
<:> name of RAMZI AHMED YOUSEF.

BASIT explained that he had purchased the Iraqi
passport for $100.00 U.S. dollars in Peshawar, Pakistan. He
noted that Peshawar is the easiest place to purchase Iraqi
passports and further explained that these are genuine documents

stolen by Iragi rebels who raid passport offices in Northern
Iraq.

When presenting the Iragi passport to U.S. Immigration

Officials, BASIT requested political asylum, and was processed
and released.

AJAJ, who presented the photo substituted KURRAN KdAN
Swedish passport, was detained by U.S. Immigration Officials for
his entry using false documents.

AJAJ carried with him numerous materials containing
information related to explosives, weapons and tactics. BASIT
stated that these materials belonged to AJAJ, and had been
purchased by AJAJ in Peshawar, where they are readily available.
BASIT indicated that the materials were carried in AJAJ’s checked
baggage.

BASIT himself carried only a pilece of hand luggage.
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When questioned as to how an "Al-Bunyan Islamic Center"
identification card bearing BASIT’s photograpir came-to be-located
in the materials he attributed to AJAJ, BASIT explained that
because the card bore the name KURRAN KHAN, Immigration Officials
at JFKIA had mistakenly placed the card, seized from BASIT, in
with AJAJ’s possessions, as AJAJ was then using the KURRAN KHAN
name.

Regarding the Al-Bunyan car® itself, BASIT related that
these cards were printed in Peshawar, Pakistan, to his
specifications, to be used as secondary identification with any
passport he was using. He noted that the Al-Bunyan Islamic
Center was an actual entity, related in some way to an Islamic
newspaper.

BASIT stated that this was his first visit to the U.S.;
the purpose of the visit was to see what the U.S5. was like and to
seélect targets to bomb. He indicated that he possessed only a
few dollars and had no contacts in the U.S., other than AJAJ,
with whom he traveled.

: Prior to their arrival in the U.S., AJAJ had provided
BASIT with the telephone number of one of AJAJ’s contacts,

'MOHAMMAD ABUKHDIER of Dallas, Texas. As BASIT did not know where,

ot et o Attt o
—

Fe—was to-be-re=t®ing, AJAJ gave Him ABUKHDIER'’S number, so that
BASIT could get in touch with AJAJ.

After being released by Immigration Officials, BASIT
approached a Pakistani cab driver at the taxi stand outside of
the airport. He explained to the driver that his friend had just
been detained by Immigration OfZicials, and that he had nowhere
to go. The cab driver then took BASIT to some unidentified
location or locations.

BASIT was vague regarding his meeting of MOHAMMAD
SALAMEH and MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA; he did note that they met
completely by chance, and that a mosque was involved. He .
maintained that he had not known SALAMEH and ABOUHALIMA prior to
entering the U.S. BASIT otherwise declined to discuss the
circumstances of their meeting.
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WTC BOMBING PIOT:

BASIT reiated that he selected the WIC as a bombing
target, and visited the site four or five times to determine a
method of attack. *

His motivation for bombing a target in the U.S. was
retaliaticn for U S. 2id to Israel. He added that an attack on
an Israeli t=2rgect was extremely difficult due to high security,
and that if an attack on an enemy was not possible, then one
should "attack a friend of your enemy". His desire for
retiliation against Israel was based on his knowledge of Israeli

occupation of the Palestinian homeland, and Israeli oppression of
the Palestinian people. i

His specific choice of the WIC as a target was due to
his desire to topple one tower into the other, and cause a total
of 250,000 civilian deaths. He noted that this was the number of
civilian casualties which occurred as a result of the U.S. atomic
bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki during World War II. The heavy
civilian loss of life would bring the attention of the American
people to the plight of the Palestinians and cause Americans to
realize that continued support of Israel would result in what

-was, in effect, a war which resulted in civilian casualties.

WTC TCZ..3ING DEFENDANTS:

AHMED AJAJ: - IR e e

BASIT maintained that he and AJAJ traveled to the U.S.
together, with AJAJ carrying various manuals and materials
containing information related to explosives, weapons and
tactics.

BASIT would not go into detail as to the circumstances
of his exact relationship with AJAJ; however, he did relate that,
while AJAJ was incarcerated in the U.S., the two spoke regqularly,
via telephone, through MOHAMMAD ABUKHDIER. During some of these
telephone conversations, AJAJ attempted to arrange for BASIT to
retrieve the materials which AJAJ had been carrying when they
entered the U.S. '

BASIT noted that he needed the AJAJ materials because
they contained the formula that was necessary to construct the
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WTC bomb. He further related that AJAJ had attempted to arrange
for BASIT to retrieve the materials at the office of AJAJ'’s
attorney, but BASIT did not like that idea.

In the #bsence of the AJAJ materials, BASIT instead
contacted a former acquaintance from Kuwait, an individual named
"AL-GOUL" (phonetic), who was then residing in Canada.

BASIT related that AL-GOUL was studying chemlstry at a
university there, but did not have a sufficient knowledge of
explosives chemlstry to provide BASIT with the information
required. BASIT then requested AL-GOUL to research some
chemistry texts for the necessary information, but for some
reason this did not prove satisfactory.

BASIT stated that he eventually contacted an
unidentified individual in Peshawar, Pakistan, and arranged to
have the necessary information sent to him "by post™.

He noted that he had not specifically informed AL-GOUL
of the reason of his request for the explosives information, but
advised that AL-GOUL most likely knew the general nature of the
information’s ultimate purpose.

When questioned as to telephone calls made from prison
by AJAJ, through ABUKHDIER, to a telephone at 73 Garrison Avenue
in Jersey City, BASIT related that he was the recipient of the

calls. He noted that he had arranged to be at- that locatiom
through an Egyptian male with whom he was acquainted: he notes
that this Egyptian was then the boyfriend of the telephone’s
subscriber, PALMA BENKO.

He stated that neither BENKO nor the Egyptian were
involved in the bombing plot.

He was questioned regarding a male named MALIK ELDIN,
who was also acquainted with BENKO, and who had rep®rtediy bezen
sponsored for his U.S. visa by an 1nd1v1dual named "ABDUL",
residing at 34 Kensington Avenue, Jersey City. He noted that he
was aware of ELDIN and that the "ABDUL" who sponsored him was
ABDUL RAHMAN YASIN. However, BASIT maintained that ELDIN was not
involved in the plot and that YASIN had written the letter
through an arrangement with BENKO.
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MAHMOUD ABQUHAILIMA:

BASIT related that he had first met MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA,
by chance, shortly after BASIT had entered the U.S., and that a
mosque was somehow involved. He would not otherwise elaborate.

BASIT stated that ABOUHALIMA had never been present
with the RYDER van at a Jersey City, New Jersey, gasoline station
on the morning of the WTC bombing. He maintained that the
government witness who had testified to ABOUHALIMA’'s presence at
the station had fabricated the story, and opined that the
government must have paid him for his testimony.

He noted that the van could not have been at the {
gasoline station on the morning of the bombing, because it had
been taken to Brooklyn, New York, on the evening that it was
reported stolen. BASIT related that the van had actually been
taken to the Jersey City SHOPRITE store, from where it was
supposed to have been stolen and was then driven, that evening,
to a location in Brooklyn, New York.

Although BASIT would not -=vecifically identify the
Brooklyn location where the van was taken, he did, when

-questioned about "the storage facility next door", state that

"they" did not know that the storage facility was there until
after they had arrived at the location, and that the storage
facility was not involved.

- ‘He did remark-that the van was kept in a "car park" at
the Brooklyn location.

Concerning MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA’s involvement in the
plot, BASIT acknowledged that ABOUHALIMA had been present at 40
Pamrapo Avenue, Jersey City, where chemicals were mixed, but
would not elaborate on ABOUHALIMA'’s involvement. BASIT did opine

that ABOUHALIMA’s presence at 40 Pamrapo Avenue did not represent

evidence of his involvement in the bombing, as others, 1nclud1ng
the telephone repalrman, had also visited that location.

MOHAMMAD SALAMEH

BASIT related thaw he had first met MOHAMMAD SALAMEH,
like MAHMOUD ABOUHALIMA, by chance, shortly after BASIT had
entered the U.S., and that a mosque was involved. BASIT would
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not further elaborate on the meeting. He did note that he
subsequently became roommates with SALAMEH.

At one point in the interview, BASIT was asked whether
he knew Sheik OMARABDEL RAHMAN. He replied that he became
interested in RAHMAN from hearing people speak about him. While
residing with SALAMEH, BASIT requested that SALAMEH introduce him
to RAHMAN, as he was aware that SALAMEH was acquainted with
RAHMAN. SALAMEH, thereafter, took BASIT to RAHMAN'’s residence in
Jersey City, where they had dinner and visited for about one
hour. BASIT claimed that he had no other contact with RAHMAN,
and also indicated that he had never discussed with RAHMAN his
intentions to target U.5. interests.

When questioned as to why SALAMEH had returned to the
rental agency, following the bombing, to retrieve his $400.00
deposit on the RYDER van, BASIT exclaimed “stupid!"

BASIT stated that he knew that the rental of a van for
use in the bombing was not the optimal choice, due to the fact
that it could be traced: he noted that his first choice, given
sufficient funds, would be to purchase a van. However, due to
lack of money, the rental of a van was considered the next best

.choice.

He had also considered stealing a van, but concluced
that a theft would be "too risky", as if they were caught either

stealing or possessing a-stolen-van, then their entire operation
would be "finished".

When questioned as to what license plate was on the van
when it was taken into the WTIC, BASIT stated that the original
Alabama license plate was left on the vehicle. He noted that he
considered stealing a different license plate, but thought this
to be risky, as it could be subseguently reported stolen.

BASIT claimed that he had warned SALAMEH and others
involved in the plot that they should leave the U.S. immediately
following the bombing; their failure to do so indicated to him
that they were "stupid".
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NIDAL AYYAD:

BASIT indicated that although NIDAL AYYAD was a
chemical engineer, AYYAD did not possess a strong knowledge of
chemistry as it rebated to explosives. BASIT remarked that even
if a person is an expert in a particular field, such as

chemistry, he might only have a knowledge of ten per cent of that
field.

BASIT would not further elaborate on AYYAD’s role in
the bombing plot, but remarked that although materials related to
the credit claiming letter had been found on AYYAD’s office
computer, BASIT had been the actual author of the letter.

ABDUL RAHMAN YASIN: ' {

BASIT noted that ABDUL RAHMAN YASIN was involved in the

plot, but described him as not being a "central motivator" in the
plan.

He characterized YASIN as not being an intelligent
:ndividual, but stated that he recruited YASIN into the plot
because help was needed in "moving stuff" from place to place.

BASIT related that YASIN had burned his leg with acid
while at 40 Pamrapo Avenue. He noted that YASIN could not seek
treatment for the burn from a medical doctor, because guestions
might be asked regarding the origin of the burn; BASIT believes

that YASIN instead was treated by YASIN’s mother at YASIN’s
residence.

BASIT believed that YASIN was now residing in Irag with
nis family, and offered that it would be characteristic of the
Iragi Government to put pressure on YASIN’s family members in
order to obtain information regarding the bombing.

» Regarding YASIN’s brother, MUSAB YASIN, BASIT indicated
that BASIT had occasionally joked with MUSAB about bombing
buildings in New York, but that BASIT never recruited MUSAB to
assist in the plot, due to MUSAB'’s busy schedule in teaching '
zollege and MUSAB’s tendency to "talk too much".
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UNIDENTIFIED CO-CONSPIRATOR:

During the course of the interview, BASIT made
reference to an additional person involved in the WTC bombing
plot, and remarked #hat "there is one guy, I’'m surprised that you
have never found out about him". However, BASIT refused to
elaborate or to further identify this individual.

However, when describing the location in Brooklyn, New
York, where BASIT had stated the van had been taken prior to the

bombing, BASIT noted that this unidentified individual stayed at
that location with him.

BASIT also related that this same individual was
present in the RYDER van, containing the bomb, as the van was
driven down into the WTC parking garage. BASIT indicated that
the van contained two pecople and that one person drove, while the
other person got in back and made the final preparations to the
explosive, just before entering the garage. He explained that
the explosives could not be fully set in place until the last
moment, as it was too dangerous to drive the van with the
explosives completely set in place.

BASIT indicated that this other individual left the

U.S. on the evening of the bombing, via commercial aircraft;

- s~ever, BASIT noted that he and this indivi® - .1 did not Zlepart
on the same flight.

THE WTC IMPROVISED EXPLOSIVE DEVICE (TED):

BASIT was circumspect when questioned regarding the
exact makeup of the IED used in the WIC bombing. He stated that
he did not wish to elaborate on some areas of its construction,
and would not discuss its method of initiation at that time. He
noted that he thought that others might want to purchase
chemicals and use similar techniques in the future, and he feared

that government knowledge of these techniques might hamper those
efforts.

He did respond when asked how the device would have:
appeared if someone had opened the rear door of the RYDER van and
looked inside. He noted that first, one would see empty
cardbcard boxes stacked up, and that these were located there to
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conceal the device. He described the boxes as those in whch the
acid used in the explosive manufacture had come packaged.

He noted that there were also plastic trash cans inside
or the vehicle.

The explosive device itself was contained in some type
of wooden container of his own design, which he had hoped to use
to direct the blast in such a way as to shear the support beams

. of the WTC tower. However, he noted that the box was "turned the

' wrong way". He was questioned as to whether he was referring to
a "shaped charge'", but stated that this was not a shaped bharge,
although he refused to further explain

BASIT did describe the main charge of the IED as {
composed of urea nitrate, but stated that this was not his first
preference. He related that he had first wished to use another
explosive, which he described as nitrourea. He noted that he had

<:> - experienced some difficulty in manufacturing such an explosive,
and had settled on urea nitrate as a second choice.

He noted that in preparation for the WTC bombing, he
had conducted four or five test explosions in rural areas ocutside
- of New York City. He indicated that he could not recall the
exact locations of these tests, as he had not driven there, but
had ridden with others. He asked whether _.he authorities had
become aware of these locations because of residents reporting

”the—résuttrnq—ncise———ﬁe—woutd—not—provtﬂe—the—tﬁenttfﬂfﬁkfﬁ?———————————-
others who participated in the testing.

When questioned as to whether he had ever traveled in
the U.S. outside of the New York Metropolitan area, BASIT replied
that he had been to Pennsylvania and Connecticut, but could not
recall specific towns or locations.

When guestioned as to the presence of hydrogen tanks in
the device, he stated that these were there in order to enhance
the explosion. He related that "there were supposed to be more"
hydrogen tanks, but that, due to a lack of funds, they were
unable to purchase additional tanks.

When he was questioned regarding the presence of
cyanide in the space staticn storage locker, BASIT stated that no
<:> cvanide was used in the WTC bombing. He noted that he had
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considered using hydrogen cyanide in a poison gas attack on the
WTC, but that this would have been in place of a large bomb, not
2s part of such a bomk. BRagTT related that a hydrogen cyanide
gas attack was discounted by him as being too expensive to

implement. -

In his discussion regarding the IED, BASIT related that
prior to 40 Pamrapo Avenue, Jersey City, being used as a location
to mix the urea nitrate explosive, there was another apartment in
Jersey City used for this purpose. BASIT could not recall the

.- address or location of this apartment, but indicated that they
had relocated to 40 Pamrapo Avenue due to concerns that chemical
corrosion of the apartment drains would lead to their detection.

THE BOMBING OF THE WTC: | | i

The RYDER van, loaded with the explosive device, was
driven along the main street outside of the WTC and down a ramp
in front of the hotel. This ramp leads into a parking level.

<:> (As previocusly noted, BASIT indicated that the van
contained two people, and that one Ferson drove, while the other
Trade the final preparations to the explosive device just before
_entering the WTC.)

BASIT drew a rough sketch of the WIC parking level and
~ndicated the path of the van. He further indicated a position
which would corzespondmwith_the“santn_side_of‘WTC Tower_ One, .and
stated, "This is where we Placed the van", He also made marks on
the portion of the sketch corresponding to the southeast corner
of that tower, and explained he theought that damage at that area
would result in Tower One toppling intoc Tower Two.

BASIT related that a car had been brought down into +he
parking level just before the entry of the van; this was used to
exit the garage after the placement of the van.

He noted that the initiator for the explosive device
fwnich he would not further describe) had a delay. When
attempting to exit the garage in the car, there was seven minutes
left on that delay. At that time, their car’s progress was

blocked by some type of work truck: =his obstruction lasted for
in additional two minutes.
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He noted that this seemed to him at the time to be
"just like a movie", as they waited to make their exit.

BASIT stated that, following their exit from the
garage, they drover approximately five minutes in Manhattan, and
then stopped and deposited in a mailbox five letters to various

newspapers. These letters, BASIT explained, claimed

responsibility for the WTC bombing, in the name of the

"Liberation Army-Fifth Battalion".

BASIT claimed that the "Liberation Army - Fifth
Battalion" is a genuine organization, responsible for numerous
bombings; however, he refused to provide any specific information
regarding the structure of this organization, or specific attacks
for which they had been responsible.

R (Following his explanation of how the van had been
placed in the WTC parking level, BASIT expressed concern over the
disposition of the diagram which he had sketched: subsequently,
while handling the sketch, BASIT tore out the center of the

diagram, in the area representing WIC Tower One, and destroyed
that portion.)

BASIT claimed that following the mailing of the
letters, he traveled to the Jersey City waterfront area and
observad smoke <-oming from the area of the WTC towers.

———=--- He remarked that he-later monitored news reports of the

13

bombing, and was disappointed at the initial report of only one
death as its result. He noted that he feared at that time that

only the detonator had functioned, but that the main charge had
not.

He related that, later that evening he traveled to JFK
Airport, where he made a telephone call from a pay telephone to
the police, where he claimed credit for the bombing in the name
of the "Liberation Army-Fifth Battalion". He stated that he
dialed aﬁ=F§66=EEESE?“ tC reach the police, and noted that he
could tell that the line was recorded, as he could hear a beeping
in the background.
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FINANCING OF WTC BOMBING:

BASIT would not e}l
bombing was financed, except

.

aborate on exactly how the WTC
to say that he had received money

from family and fréends. However, BASIT maintained throughout

the interview that the Plan

suffered from insufficient funding,

and that his explosive device would have been much more effective

if additional funds had been

. . During the course

: questioned about telephone ¢
Minnesota, named ABU HY (pho
Griffin.

BASIT related that
Pakistan, and that they had
one hour at that time. Duri
ABU HY exchanged address inf
<:> - address in BASIT’s address b

BASIT noted that,
telephoned ABU Hy with the i
assistance in the bombing.
-matter over the telephone, h
New York area to meet. Howe
that, du: to a lack of funds

availabla.

of the interview, BASIT was
alls to an individual in Minneapoiis,
netic), also known as Daniel Patrick

he had met ABU Hy by chance in
spoken for a period of approximately
ng this initial meeting, BASIT and
ormation, with ABU HY writing his
ook.

just prior to the bombing, BASIT had
ntention of asking him for financial
As BASIT did not want to discuss the
€ requested ABU HY to travel to the

ver, ABU HY reportedly told BASIT

» ABU HY could not make such a tri-

-

o 77 BASIT claimed-that-thes

ABU HY ang himself, and that
bombing plot.

TIMING OF THE WTC BOMBING:

ABU HY was not involved in the WTC

coincided with an anniversary of the Gulf War, there was actually

Gulf war anniversary date; t
because the next month’s ren
end of the month, and they h

in the plot were not even aware of the

he bombing took Place when it did
t at 40 Pamrapo Avenue was due at the
ad run out of money.
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MANTTA:

ATTEMPT TO ASSASSINATE PRESIDENT CLINTON:

BASIT advVised that in the fall of 1994, he had learned
through various press accounts, that President CLINTON would be
traveling to Manila in November. BASIT did not indicate where he
was located when lie learied of the President’s trip to Manila.

BASIT claimed that he traveled to Manila a few days
prior to the President’s arrival. He then made contact with a
person he described as an "intermediary", but wh. he would not
further discuss. BASIT described this "intermediary" as someone
who put him in contact with a group of Filipino Muslims who would ,
assist BASIT in the assassination attempt. !

- BASIT would not identify the number or the identities
of these Filipino Muslims, nor would he identify any associations
those Muslims might have with any organizations or groups.

Once in Manila, BASIT determined the President’s
planned itinerary through reported -ress accounts.

BASIT related that he thereafter traveled to each of
the sites which the President would visit, in order to survey
them tor opportunit:es to attempt an assassination.

)

He noted“fhéf“fhé"IéVéI"Ef“§ECur1ty WHicH he observed
at each of these sites was very high; he thought that his

presence in Manila might have been detected, raising the level of
security there.

BASIT further remarked that, during his surveys in
Manila, he had observed a large number of U.s. security forces in
areas which the President was scheduled to visit.

After the completion of his site surveys, BASIT
considered two options for assassinating President CLINTON.

His first consideration was for an attack on the
President’s aircraft, either during take-off or landing. He
explained that these were the times when the aircraft was most
vulnerable to attack.
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He advised that a variety of methods could be used to
attack the aircraft, such as an improvised ground-to-ground
missile (which he clrimed to have the Mnowledge and ability to
construct), or an ordinary "machine gun". He further noted that

an improvised groupd-to-ground missile could also be used to
attack the President at a speaking location

The second option which BASIT ccnsidered was a bombin

attack of the Presidential motorcade while the motorcade was en
route between sites in Manila.

BASIT indicated that he considered placing an
improvised explosive device in a location along the motorcade
route, designed to disable the lead car in the motorcade. He
explained that by disabling the lead vehicle, the entire
motorcade would be brought to a stop, enabling an explosive or
poison gas attack on the Presidential limousine.

He related that he had considered using the chemical
agent "phosgene" in the attack on the limousine, and noted that
he had the technical ability to readily manufacture that
substance. According to BASIT, the phosgene, in a liquid form,
could be placed into a metal container, which could then be

.cpened with a charge of explosive, rapidly dispensing the

substance as a gas.

BASIT stated that he never considered an attack on

. CLINTON using a. handgun, and maintained that he never actually

e e

saw CLINTON in Manila. He did claim that he had observed a
Presidential motorcade movement there, noting that it contained
approximately sixty to seventy veh:.cles.

BASIT advised that the assassination attempt on CLINTON

was never carried out, due to his observations of high security,
and his lack of time needed to plan and organize such an attempt.

SUBSEQUENT ACTIVITIES IN MANIIA:

BASIT was questioned regarding his activities in Manila

subsequent to his survey regarding President CLINTON’s November
1994 visit, and was specifically asked whether Pope JOHN PAUL II
wWas a target of an assassination by BASIT and his associates.
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He related that his associates had been interested in
the Pope, but denied that the Pope was an assassination target.
BASIT attributed religious articles and photographs of the Pope,

found in BASIT’s apartment in Manila, to the general interest of
his associates.

He spoke of an incident which occurred in his Manila

- - . Adbdwi salRiba aila

apartment in early January, 1995, which had been reported in the
media as a fire. He related that he had been demonstrating the
burning of a mixture of potassium chlorate, sodium chlorate, and

sugar to an associate, when smoke produced by the burning began
to fill the apartment.

BASIT remarked that the neighbors to his apartment {
usually retired early, but on that evening, they had apparently
not done so, and had noticed the smoke. These neighbors then
alerted a security guard from the building, who knocked on

BASIT’s apartment door, and inquired as to the source of the
fire. ‘

According to BASIT, the security guard did not accept
BASIT’s explanation that the smoke had been produced by

. fireworks.

BASIT stated that the security guard then left the
area, after instructing BASIT and his friend to remain in the
apartment. _

Once the security guard left, BASIT and his friend also
departed. :

Some time later, BASIT instructed his friend to return

to the apartment, and to retrieve a laptop computer and documents
left there. ’

BASIT noted, however, that when his friend returned to
the apartment, a large number of police and security personnel
were there, and they took his friend into custody.

BASIT questioned whether the interviewing Agents had
seen his laptop computer, and inquired as to whether they had
been able to review several files, which he described as being
coded or encrypted in some way.

e
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He was then questioned as to certain materials found in
the Manila apartment which appeared to refer to U.S. airline
flights, particularly UNITED AIRLINES’ flights. BASIT was asked
why UNITED AIRLINE appeared to be the main target; he replied

that UNITED AIRLINES was the largest U.S. carrier in that area,
and so had the mos%t flights.

BASIT advised that the list of flight information
contained on the computer was a list of possible bombing targets,
but that not all flights listed would have been definite targets.

He noted that, if the incident at the Manila apartment
had not occurred, there would have been several airline bombings
within two weeks of that time.

BASIT was asked whether he knew of any plans for future‘
airline bombings, or any plans for other types of terrorist
attacks. He replied that he did not know of any specific plans
for any such attacks, but did add that there were many committed
people in the world with sufficient knowledge to carry out
attacks against U.S. targets. He related that while in Manila, a
total of four people, including himself, were involved in the
U.S. airline bombing plot, and that he had personally trained the
others, and knew them to be still capable of carrying out such a .

"plot. He would not further describe or identify the other

individuals involved in the bombing scheme.

BASIT asked the irterviewing Agents whether the Agents
knew how the person whc had been arrested in the Phiiippines, and
who had subsequently escaped, had effected that escape. When the
Agents replied that they did not have details of the escape,
BASIT described the individual who escaped as being strong,
intelligent and resourceful, and further stated that he doubted

that this individual would have had to bribe anyone to effect his
escape. -

In discussing the individual who has escaped from )
Philippine custody, BASIT acknowledged that this individual was
known as WALI SHAH. Following BASIT’s descriptions of WALI as
strong and intelligent, BASIT was questioned as to whether BASIT

had been acting under the direction of WALI SHAH. BASIT would
not further elaborate on that issue. —_—
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When questioned regarding a business card in the name
of MOHAMMAD KHALIFA, found in BASIT's apartment in the
Philippines;~BASI® stated that he did not personally know
KHALIFA, but that XHALIFA’s business card had been given to him
by WALI SHAH, as a contact in the event BASIT needed aid.

BASIT also acknowledged that he was familiar with the

name USAMA_3IN {AD]IN, and knew him to be a relaztive of KHALIFA’s,
but wolld mot Turther elaborate.

When BASIT was questioned regarding the types of
devices and explosives which would have been used in the plot to
bomb U.S. airlines, he refused to describe them in detail,
because others might wish to use such techniques and he did not {
want the government to have the ability to defeat them.

However, when questioned regarding the contents of some
clear plastic bottles which had been recovered during the search

<:> " of his Manila apartment, BASIT advised that those bottles
contained nitrobenzine, which when mixed with potassium chlorate

or sodium chlorate, would make nitrobenzine/chlorate mixture, an
explosive.

He noted, however, that a nitrobenzine/chlorate mixture
would not have been used in the bombing of an airliner, as it was
detectible tarouyfi airport security screening. He relateu that
the explosive which he would have used could not be detected by
even the most sophisticated screening devices, which he claimed
were currently being utilized in London’s HEATHROW AIRPORT and in
Bonn, Germany. BASIT maintained that he acquired his knowledge
of airport explosives screening, including the new sophisticated
devices, by watching a CNN television special report which
outlined such information. :

BASIT did discuss a method which he had devised of
using a CASIO electronic wrist watch as a timing device, used to
initiate an explosive. He related that, when the back of the
watch was removed, there was a small vacant space in the '
interior, where an electronic part could be installed, and
connected to the watch’s alarm. He noted that this created a
timer, which would be connected -3 a small light bulb, whose
glass had been broken. A nine volt battery would be used as a
power source for the circuit, so that when the alarm functioned,

<:> “he circuit would close, causing the bulu’s filament to get very
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hot. The hot filament would be used to ignite some

nitrocellulose cotton, which would, in turn, be used to ignite an
explcsive charge.

HILIPPINE A IN OMBING:

BASIT acknowledged responsibility for the bombing of a
Philippine Airlines plane by stating that the explosive device in
that case "did more than it was intended to do". He refused to

provide any further details regarding this event, but stated that
he would talk about it at a later time.

MISCELIANEQUS ISSUES:

‘During the interview, BASIT inquired several times as ;

to whether he faced a death sentence in the U.S.; he indicated
that he expected to be ultimately executed and that his only

concern was that he have sufficient time o write a book about
his activities.

BASIT indicated that since the WTC bombing, he had read
numerous chemical encyclopedias and had become much more
proficient in the construction and use of explosives. He also

‘remarked that, subsequent to the WTC bombing, he had instructed

others in training camps in Pakistan, near the Afghan border.
This instruct.on was in the use of explosives, through a ten day
"basic" and twenty day "expert" course. He noted that the only

cost to the students was the expense for materials used. T

In discussing his expertise and proficiency regarding
explosives, BASIT spoke of a device, which he had designed and
constructed, described by him as a type of gun, made from a pen,
and capable of explosively firing a projectile.

When questioned regarding apparent injuries to his
hands, BASIT related that he had received the injuries as a
result of an accidental explosion in Karachi, Pakistan. He
advised that he has been attempting to remove particles of
impurities from some lead azide with his fingers, while leanir
over a quantity of that material. He noted that he had
apparently exerted too much pressure on the lead azide, caus
it to explede, injuring not only his hands, but his eyes. 7
remarked that as he was being transported to a hospital, hr
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BASIT acknowledged that his parents, residing in the

Baluchistan regiorf®of Iran,

were aware of his involvement in the

WIC bombing. He related that, at one point following the
bombing, a female who claimed to represent a U.S. telephone
company telephoned his parent’s residence, and attempted to

solicit information pertain
.. YOUSEF, claiming that YOUSE
N amount of money. He noted
by BASIT’s father, went on
numerous individuals, which
utilized in the past. '

BASIT was questio
individual named NQURELDIN,
had been recovered at 49 Pa

<:> - neither knew such an indivi
be located there.

OTHER ACTS:

. BASIT claimed tha
which "cost tens of lives a
that this becmbing had been
network, but would not disc
could implicate friends or

ing to the whereabouts of RAMZI

F owed the company a significant

that this woman, after being rebuffed

to inquire as to the whereabouts of
BASIT knew to be aliases he had

ned as to his knowledge of an

whose torn-up vehicle registration
mrapo Avenue. BASIT stated that he
dual nor how the registration came to

t he was responsible for a bombing
nd hundreds of injuries”. He noted
widely covered on CNN television news
uss any details, as he stated that it
relatives of his who were involved.
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By Hand:
£1] Counsel of Racord

Re: Unitad Stakss v. Omar dhmad ALL Abde] Rahman, et ad.
(55) 93 cr. 181 (HBH)

Ladies and dantlmen:

Enclosed 13 a list of unindicted parsons who may be allaged as
co~consplrators, Tha 1ist is not exhaustive and, as is always the
casa, the f;wernmeﬂt's investigalion is continuing. The government

further directs your attention to ths pr:.or discovery, and tha
transcript of the Salansh easa. The list is as complete asg I could
make it in good faith. If we discover misazing names they wlll be
added.

Very truly yours, s

MARY JO WHITE .
nited. States Attornay
~ i -
- ’ ‘Ei\z——
By “ ~N
,Andre.wc Meearthy
Assistant United States Attormey
Malephenar (212) 791-1340

cc:  Henoyable Michael B. Mukasey
Onlted States District Judye
Jouthern District of Hew York
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overthrow govérhheénts in Muslim countries which were not deemed
to be Islamically correct. From 1989 until in or about 1951, the
group was headquartered in Afghanistan and Peshawar, Pakistan.

in or about 1991, the¢ leadership of Al Qaeda, including its
"emir” (er prince) Usama Bin Ladepn, relocated to the Sudan. Al
Qaeda was headguartered in the Sudan from approximately 19391
until approximately 1996 but still maintained offices ir various
parts of the world. 1In 1956, Bin Laden and Al Qaeda relocated to
Afghanistan.

(b). The al Qaeda organization had members who made
bayat (i.e. swore allegiance) to the emir (prince) of the
organization, Usama Bin Laden. Other persons were closely
associated with al gaeda even though they may have elected not to
pledge full allegiance to Bin Laden.

(c} Usama Bin Laden had a particular need for United
States citizens to aid al Qaeda as persons with United States
passports could travel freely without raising suspicion.

{d} In particular, in the pericd from 1990 to the
present, Usama Bin Laden provided and managed numerous
guesthouses and training camps in Afghanistan, Pakistan and the
Sudan.

{e) AT various times from in or about 1992, U=ama Bin
Laden and other ranking merbers of Al Qaeda stated privately te
other members of Al Qaeda that: (i) Al Qaocda should put aside its
ditferences With Shiite Huslim terrorist organizations, including
the Governpent of Iran and its affiliated terrorist group
Hezbollah, tc cooperate against the perceived common enemy, the
United States and its aliies; (ii) the United States forces
stacticned on the Saudi Arabian peninsula, including both Saudi
Arapia and Yemen, should be attacked: and (iiil) the United States
fcreces stationed in the Horn of Africa, including Somalia, should
be atzacked.

() 1n or about 1993, al Qaeda forces trained local
tribesmen in Samalia to attack the United Nations and United

States forces because al Qaeda was afraid that the U.S. presence
w3as a staging ground for a later attack on the Sudan.

Confjdentia] Source Tvo

12. Confidential Source Two (“C5-2") is a person
familiar wich al Qaeda who has engaged in criminal activity and
hac advised that he personally saw ALI ABDELSEOUD MOHAMED, a/k/a
"Abu Omar,” a/k/a "Omar,” in Khost, Afghanistan, in about
September 1992, wherc MOHAMED was training persons whc were

copmanders in al Qaeda. MOHAMED was in this camp for at least 4
weeks.,
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that the targets included both military facilities and
personnel as well as buildings, including embassies which
housed internationally protected persons.

THE COURT: Thank you, Mr. Fitzgerald.

Now, Mr. Mohamed, would you tell us in your own words
what it is that you did and when and where you did it that
leads you to believe that you are guilty of each of those
charges.

THE DEFENDANT: Your Honor, in the early 1980s I
became involved with the Egyptian Islamic Jihad organization.
In the early 1990s, I was introduced to al Qaeda -- al Qaeda
is the organization headed by Usama bin Laden -- through my

SOUTHERN DISTRICT REPORTERS, P.C.
212-805-0300
26
Oaklmohp
PLEA
involvement with the Egyptian Islamic Jihad.

In 1992, I conducted military and basic explosives
training for al Qaeda in Afghanistan. Among the people I
trained were Harun Fadhl and Abu Jihad. I also conducted
intelligence training for al Qaeda. I taught my trainees how
to create cell structures that could be used for operations.

In 1991, I helped transport Usama bin Laden from
Afghanistan to the Sudan.

When I engaged in these activities, and the others
that I am about to describe, I understood that I was working
with al Qaeda, Bin Laden, Abu Hafs, Abu Ubaidah, and that al
Qaeda had a shura council, which included Abu Hajer al Iraqui.

In the early 1990s, I assisted al Qaeda in creating a
presence in Nairobi, Kenya, and worked with several others on
this project. Abu Ubaidah was in charge of al Qaeda in

Nairobi until he drowned. Khalid al Fawwaz set up al Qaeda's
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THE WORLD TRADE CENTER BOMB:
Who is Ramzi Yousef? And Why It Matters

by Laurie Mylroie

ACCORDING TO THE presiding judge in last year's trial, the bombing of
New York's World Trade Center on February 26, 1993 was meant to topple
the city's tallest tower onto its twin, amid a cloud of cyanide gas. Had the
attack gone as planned, tens of thousands of Americans would have died.
Instead, as we know, one tower did not fall on the other, and, rather than
vaporizing, the cyanide gas burnt up in the heat of the explosion. "Only"
six people died.

Few Americans are aware of the true scale of the destructive ambition
behind that bomb, this despite the fact that two years later, the key figure
responsible for building it--a man who had entered the United Stares on
an lraqgi passport under the name of Ramzi Yousef--was involved in
another stupendous bombing conspiracy. In January 1995, Yousef and his
associates plotted to blow up eleven U.S. commercial aircraftin one
spectacular day of terrorist rage. The bombs were to be made of a liquid
explosive designed to pass through airport metal detectors. But while
mixing his chemical brew in a Manila apartment, Yousef started a fire. He
was forced to flee, leaving behind a computer that contained the
information thatled to his arrest a month later in Pakistan. Among the
items found in his possession was a letter threatening Filipino interests if
a comrade held in custody were notreleased. It claimed the "ability to
make and use chemicals and poisonous gas... for use against vital
institutions and residential populations and the sources of drinking
water." [1] Quickly extradited, he is now in U.S. custody awaiting trial
this spring.

Ramzi Yousef's plots were the most ambitious terrorist conspiracies ever
attempted against the United States. But who is he? Is he a free-lance
bomber? A deranged but highly-skilled veteran of the Muslim jihad
against the Soviets in Afghanistan? Is he an Arab, or of some other
Middle Eastern ethnicity? Is there an organization--perhaps even a state--
behind his work?

These questions have an obvious bearing not only on past events but on
possible future ones as well. [2] Itis important to know who Ramzi Yousef
is and who his "friends" are, because if he is notjusta bomber-for-hire,
or an Islamic militant loosely connected to other Muslim fundamentalists,
Yousef's "friends" could still prove very dangerous to the United States. It
is of considerable interest, therefore, that a very persuasive case can be
made that Ramzi Yousef is an Iraqi intelligence agent, and that his
bombing conspiracies were meant as Saddam Hussein's revenge for the
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Gulf War. If so, and if, as U.S. officials strongly suspect, Baghdad still
secretly possesses biological warfare agents, then we may still not have
heard the last from Saddam Hussein.

This essay will focus on three points. First, it will argue that, as things
stand now, coordination between the Justice Department and the relevant
national security agencies is such that the latter--and thus national
security itself gets very short shrift when it comes to dealing with terror
incidents perpetrated on U.S. soil. Second, it will look afresh at the
evidence from the World Trade Center bombing case and suggest that the
most logical explanation of the evidence points to Iraqi state
sponsorship. Third, itwill assay briefly what dangers the Iraqi regime
may still pose to the United States should this analysis prove correct.

A High Wall

THE SUGGESTION THAT Iraqg might well have been behind Ramzi
Yousef's exploits may initially strike many as implausible. Wouldn't the
U.S. government investigation of the World Trade Center bombing have
uncovered evidence to that effect, evidence that the press, in turn, would
have broadcast far and wide? Wouldn't America's robust anti-terrorist
intelligence capacities have focused on such suspicions long ago?

While these are reasonable questions, they reveal a lack of
understanding about how the U.S. government works when legal and
national security issues of this special sortoverlap. A high wall, in fact,
stands between the Justice Department, including the Federal Bureau of
Investigation, on the one hand, and the national security agencies on the
other. Once arrests are made, the trials of individual perpetrators take
bureaucratic precedence over everything else. The Justice Department
inherits primary investigatory jurisdiction, and the business of the Justice
Departmentis above all the prosecution and conviction of individual
criminals. Once that process is underway, the Justice Department
typically denies information to the national security bureaucracies, taking
the position that passing on information might "taint the evidence" and
affect prospects for obtaining convictions. [3]

In effect, the Justice Department puts the prosecution of individual
perpetrators--with all the rights to a fair trial guaranteed by the U.S.
judicial system--above America's national security interestin
determining who may be behind terrorist attacks. Questions of state
sponsorship that are of pressing interest to national security agencies are
typically relegated to a distant second place, or never properly addressed
at all, because the national security agencies are denied critical
information. In particular, whenever early arrests are made regarding a
terroristincident on American soil, the U.S. government cannot properly
address both the national security question of state sponsorship and the
criminal question of the guilt or innocence of individual perpetrators at
the same time.

This is precisely what happened in the World Trade Center bombing. In
the case of Ramzi Yousef, the perfectly reasonable questions posed
above about who this man is and who may sponsor him have never been
properly investigated. Instead of the appropriately trained people



conducting a comprehensive investigation, the World Trade Center
bombing was followed by an undercover operation, in which an informant
of dubious provenance led a handful of local Muslims in a new bombing
conspiracy, aimed at the United Nations and other New York landmarks.
For this conspiracy Sheikh Omar Abdul Rahman and nine others were
found guilty in early October 1995. Yet none of those in the trial of Sheikh
Omar etal., as itis formally called, was accused of actually participating
in the World Trade Center bombing.[4] They were only charged with
conspiracy regarding it. The government contended that other followers
of Sheikh Omar--four fundamentalists who stood trial in 1994--were
actually responsible for puffing itinto effect.

But what if Ramzi Yousef, who eluded the grasp of U.S. authorities until
after his second bombing conspiracy, is neither a follower of Sheikh
Omar nor a Muslim fundamentalist? Thatif he is an Iragi agent? Froma
legal perspective--as the judge in thattrial advised the defense team--
whether state sponsorship played a role in the World Trade Center
bombing was irrelevant to the guilt or innocence of Sheikh Omar et al.
And indeed, the prosecution did not need to address the question of
whether the World Trade Center bombing had state sponsorship in order
to obtain the convictions sought against Sheikh Omar and the others.

Indeed, that state sponsorship can be irrelevantto a criminal prosecution
was explained most clearly by the federal prosecutors in the New York
bombing conspiracies, the lead prosecutor in the trial of Sheikh Omar et
al., and the lead prosecutor in last year's Trade Center bombing trial,
who will also prosecute Ramzi Yousef. When | putitto them thatIraq was
probably behind the Trade Center bombing, they replied, "You may be
right, but we don't do state sponsorship. We prosecute individuals."
Asked who does "do" state sponsorship, they answered, "Washington."
"Who in Washington?" No one seemed to know.[6]

Yet by responding to state-sponsored terrorism solely by arresting and
trying individual perpetrators, the U.S. government, in effect, invites such
states to commit acts of terror in such a way as to leave behind a few
relatively minor figures to be arrested, tried, and convicted. Done
adroitly, this makes it unlikely that the larger, more important, and more
difficult question of state sponsorship will ever be addressed.

The problemiis illustrated vividly in the case of Ramzi Yousef since his
arrestin February 1995. The Justice Department has passed on very little
information to other bureaucracies. The FBI's typical response to any
question about Yousef is: "We can't tell you much because of the trial."
[7] As a result, the State Department, which is responsible for
determining whether a terrorist act had state sponsorship, lacks the most
basic information-- even, for example, a pointas simple as what passport
Yousef was traveling on when he was arrested in Islamabad.

The details of the World Trade Center case are chilling. From the outset,
the Justice Department refused to share key information with the national
security agencies. The government had two sets of relevant information--
foreign intelligence, gathered by the CIA from watching terrorist states
such as Iran and lraq, and evidence gathered by the FBI largely within the
United Stares for use in the trial. The FBI flatly told the national security



bureaucracies that there was "no evidence" of state sponsorship in the
World Trade Center bombing. When the national security agencies asked
to see the evidence themselves, the FBI replied, "No, this is a criminal
matter. We're handling it." Thus, all that the national security agencies
had available to decide the question of state sponsorship was foreign
intelligence they themselves had collected.

But many cases of stare-sponsored terrorism cannot be cracked by means
of intelligence alone. The crucial element linking the bombing of Pan Am
flight 103 to Libya, for example, was notintelligence but a piece of
physical evidence--a microchip, part of the bomb's timing device, that
could be tied to other bombs built by Libyan agents.

After the World Trade Center bombing, the FBI was the only bureaucracy
with both the intelligence and the evidence. Even if the FBI did make a
serious effort to examine the evidence for state sponsorship--and itis not
clear that it did--the Bureau alone is not competent to carry out such an
investigation. "They're head hunters", one official in Pentagon
Counterterrorism remarked--that is, they are oriented to the arrest of
individuals. A State Department expert described the FBI's new Office of
Radical Fundamentalism as "a joke", bereft of any genuine Middle East
expertise.

But the more fundamental problem s that the Justice Departmentin
Washington seems not to have been interested in pursuing the question of
state sponsorship. In fact, the New York FBI office suspected an Iraqi
connection early on, but the Washington brass seemingly wanted to tell
America that they had already cracked the case and caught most of the
perpetrators. Itis always easier to go after the small fry than to catch the
big fish, and law enforcementis ever vulnerable to the temptation to cut
off a conspiracy investigation at the most convenient point.

Thus, five weeks after the World Trade Center bombing, four Arabs were
under arrest. The mastermind, Ramzi Yousef, had fled. Still, at that point
in early April 1993, the FBI proclaimed that it had captured most of those
involved. The bombing, it claimed, was the work of a loose group of
fundamentalists with no ties to any state. The predictable media frenzy
followed and, perhaps as a result, some obvious questions were not
asked. How could the government know so early in the investigation that
those it had arrested had no ties to any state? If the government knew so
much so soon, then why did one of those arrested never stand trial for the
bombing, and why were three others indicted much later? In short, the
Justice Department determined that the bombing had no state sponsorship
even before it decided definitively who had been involved.

Moreover, by April it was impossible to have conducted a sufficiently
thorough investigation. Such an investigation required, ata minimum, a
meticulous examination of all records associated with the defendants to
insure that they had had no contact with foreign intelligence agencies--or
at least that none could be found. That process simply could not have
been accomplished in five weeks. And it must be keptin mind that, at the
time, the mastermind of the bomb was a fugitive about whom almost
nothing was known. How could anyone therefore declare confidently that
he was not a foreign agent, especially in light of the fact that he had



entered the United States on an Iraqi passport and had been known among
the New York fundamentalists as "Rashid, the Iraqi"?

Ironically, this sort of problem would not have arisen had the bombing
occurred abroad. In such cases there are usually two separate
investigations by two different bureaucracies, one to determine state
sponsorship, the other to catch the individuals responsible. After the
bombing of Pan Am 103, for example, the CLA led an inter-agency
intelligence investigation addressing the question of state sponsorship.
There was also a separate criminal investigation, headed by the FBI,
aimed atindividual perpetrators.

But there was no intelligence investigation of the World Trade Center
bombing. The CIA is, after all, prohibited from operating in America. Of
course, a crack inter-agency team could have been established to
examine the question of state sponsorship. But Clinton administration
officials set up no such team.

In September 1995, the State Department forwarded to Congress the report
of an independent panel, established to examine whether mistakes in
security training had contributed to the March 8 assassination of two U.S.
consular officials in Karachi--apparent retaliation for Ramzi Yousef's
extradition. The report expressed concern about the FBI's lack of
cooperation with the national security agencies. Clearly, discontent with
the FBI is growing among those agencies as issues such as international
crime--and with them the Bureau's international role--assume a mare
prominentrole in the post-Cold War world. Indeed, one State Department
official described the FBI'S unwillingness to share information as "the
train wreck coming"--meaning that given the FBI's lack of expertise in
international politics, there may well come a time when the Bureau will
be sitting on information that, in the hands of others, could have been
used to avert a disaster.

One may indeed ask whether the World Trade Center bombing itself is not
a harbinger of the train wreck coming. For if Saddam Hussein was behind
it, then the Justice Department, in effect, has blinded the national security
bureaucracies to a serious danger, namely the possibility thatin the
extreme Iraq might use biological agents, whether for terrorismin
America or in the context of military' action in the region, possibly
involving U.S. troops.

Of course, thatis an important "if." Itis to thatissue we now turn.

Dramatis Personae

Ramzi Yousef, a.k.a. Abdul Basit Karim -the key man; likely Iraqi agent.
El Sayid Nosair--murderer of Rabbi Meir Kahane, bomb plotinitiator.
Emad Salem--FBI informant with ties to Egyptian intelligence.

Mohammed Salameh--Palestinian fundamentalist, Nosair accomplice and
early plotter; left a trail of phone calls to Iraq.

Musab Yasin--lraqi with New Jersey apartment where Yousef first went.



Abdul Rahman Yasin--Musab's brother, led FBI to apartment where bomb
was made; employee of Iragi government; indicted fugitive, presently in
Baghdad.

Nidal Ayyad--Palestinian fundamentalist convicted in the World Trade
Center bombing.

Mahmud Abu Halima--Egyptian fundamentalist cab driver convicted in the
World Trade Center bombing

Eyyad Ismail--Palestinian from Jordan charged with having driven the
van.

Forty-Six Calls to Iraq

ALTHOUGH THE national security agencies never received the World
Trade Center evidence, atthe conclusion of a trial evidence becomes
public. Anyone can examine it, and | did so meticulously. The raw data
consist mostly of telephone records, passports, and airplane tickets. Such
data reveal nothing directly about state sponsorship, but under close
analysis certain facts begin to stand out and certain patterns emerge. And
it helps to know the Middle East well.

The story begins in November 1990 when an Egyptian fundamentalist, El
Sayid Nosair, shot and killed Meir Kahane, an extreme right-wing Israeli-
American, in Manhattan. A year later, in November 1991, Nosair's trial
became a cause celebre among local fundamentalists, who turned outin
force to support their "martyr." Planted among them was an Egyptian,
Emad Salem, working as an FBI informant, even as he maintained ties to
Egyptian intelligence. In December, the jury returned a bizarre verdict,
acquitting Nosair of murder and finding him guilty on lesser charges. An
outraged judge gave Nosair a maximum sentence on those lesser
charges, and sent him to Attica.

The fundamentalists continued to support Nosair, arranging bus trips
from their mosques to visithimin prison. Salem, the FBI plant, remained
among them. In early June 1992, with Salem acting as an agent
provocateur, Nosair convinced his friends to execute a bomb plot. He
wanted them to make twelve pipe bombs, to be used for assassinating his
judge and a Brooklyn assemblyman, the others to be used againstJewish
targets. A cousin was to organize the plot, and Salem was to build the
bombs.

A twenty-six year old Palestinian, Mohammad Salameh, was soon
recruited into the plot. Salameh comes from a long line of terrorists on

his mother's side. His maternal grandfather foughtin the 1936 Arab revolt
against British rule in Palestine, and even as an old man joined the PLO
and managed to get himself jailed by the Israelis. A maternal uncle was
arrested in 1968 for terrorism and served eighteen years in an Israeli
prison before he was released and deported, making his way to Baghdad
where he became number two in the "Western Sector", a PLO terrorist
unitunder Iraqi influence.

Despite this pedigree, Salameh himself is naive and manipulable. When



one considers that he was arrested in the process of returning to collect
the deposit on the van he had rented to carry the Trade Center bomb, itis
not so surprising that on June 10, soon after being recruited into Nosair's
plot, Salameh made the first of forty-six calls to Iraq, the vast majority to
his terrorist uncle in Baghdad. We can only speculate about what
Salameh told his uncle, butitseems very likely that he spoke about the
bold new project Nosair was organizing, perhaps seeking his help and
advice. Salameh's telephone bills suggest that the pipe bombing plot was
one of the most exciting events in his life: In six weeks he ran up a bill of
over four thousand dollars and lost his phone service.

Iraq is one of the few remaining Stalinist states. Iraqis routinely assume
their telephones are bugged, and are even cautious about discussing
sensitive issues in their own homes. The more significant the person, the
greater the likelihood his activities are monitored--at least thatis what
Baghdadis assume. My own experience in Baghdad makes clear that
when Iraqis want to be sure that a conversation is not monitored, it takes
place out of doors. Itis thus more than likely that Iraqi intelligence
learned of Nosair's bombing plot and Salameh's participation in it
through Salameh's phone calls to his uncle. In any event, key preparatory
steps to the World Trade Center bombing were taken within days of
Salameh's first call-including steps taken in Baghdad.

OnJune 21, an lraqi living in Baghdad, Abdul Rahman Yasin
(subsequently an indicted fugitive in the Trade Center bombing) appeared
atthe U.S. embassy in Amman asking for a U.S. passport. Bornin
America, Abdul Rahman received his passport, which he soon used to
travel to this country.

Just at this crucial point, unfortunately, the FBI lost track of the Nosair-
Salameh conspiracy. It did not fully trustits informant, Emad Salem, and
Salem's ties to Egyptian intelligence; the Bureau severed relations with
himin early July when he refused to follow its procedures relating to
criminal investigations.

Salameh's phone bills and other evidence raise the distinct possibility
that, Iragi intelligence having learned of Nosair's plans from Salameh's
calls to his uncle, Baghdad decided to help out, transforming the plotin
the process. If so, the speed of the reaction suggests thatIraqi
intelligence may have already been planning some operation against
America, and that Salamehls calls to his uncle provided it with a
fortuitous means of carrying it out. Here probably lies the source of
Ramzi Yousef s exploits in America.

Enter Ramazi Yousef

ON SEPTEMBER 1, 1992, Ramzi Yousef arrived atJFK airport. He
presented an Iraqi passport withouta U.S. visa, was briefly detained (and
fingerprinted) for illegal entry, and granted asylum pending a hearing.
Yousef went to stay at the apartment of Musab Yasin, an lraqi living in
Jersey City. So too did Abdul Rahman Yasin, Musab's younger brother,
who arrived in America from Iraq soon after Yousef. (Musab had an
unlisted telephone number under an Israeli-sounding alias, Josie Hadas.)



Musab lived in the same building as Mohammad Salameh. Many young
Arab men used their two apartments, praying and eating together;
relations were so close that the apartments were connected by an
intercom. Once established within this group, Ramzi Yousef befriended
Salameh, and the two left to share an apartment elsewhere in Jersey City.
From then on, the impressionable Salameh was under Yousef s wing.

Although the principal conspirators had been in place since September, it
was not until after the U.S. elections on November 3 that Yousef began to
prepare the World Trade Center bomb. In mid-November the first of many
calls to chemical companies appears on his phone bills. Atthe same
time, Yousef also began calling surgical supply companies for the
gloves, masks, and rubber tubing he needed to make the bomb. In the
meantime, two other local fundamentalists were recruited into the plot,
Nidal Ayyad and Mahmud Abu Halima. Ayyad, a Palestinian, was the
same age as Salameh and Salameh's friend. Abu Halima, a thirty-four
year old Egyptian cab driver, was a friend of Nosair. Abu Halima was
older and generally savvier than the two Palestinians.

In January 1993, Yousef and Salameh moved into another Jersey City
apartment where the bomb was actually built. Set well back from the
street, the building provided seclusion. On February 21 a twenty-one year
old Palestinian named Eyyad Ismail arrived from Dallas. Ismail is
charged with having driven the bomb-laden van.[8] On February 23,
Salameh went to a Ryder rental agency to rent the van to carry the bomb.
On the morning of February 26, the conspirators gathered at a local Shell
gas station where they topped up the tank--one last explosive touch--
before driving to Manhattan. Shortly after noon, the bomb went off, on--let
it be well noted--the second anniversary of the ending of the Gulf War.

That evening Salameh drove Yousef and Ismail to JFK airport; Yousef
escaped to Pakistan on falsified travel documents, and Ismail flew home
to Jordan. But Salameh looks to have been deliberately left behind by
Yousef, not provided with money he needed for a plane ticket. Salameh
had a ticket to Amsterdam on Royal Jordanian fight 262, which continues
on to Amman, dated for March 5, butit was an infant ticket that had cost
him only $65. While Salameh had been able to use this ticket to get
himself a Dutch visa, he could not actually travel on it Needing more
money for an adult fare, he tried to get his van deposit back by telling the
rental agency that the van had been stolen. With either desperate or
inane persistence, he returned three times before he was finally arrested
on March 4.

Salameh had used Musab Yasin's phone number when renting the van,
and Abdul Rahman Yasin was picked up the same day in a sweep of sites
associated with Salameh. Abdul Rahman was taken to New Jersey FBI
headquarters in Newark. He is reported to have been extremely cool, as a
trained intelligence agent would be. He was helpful to investigators who
themselves faced tremendous pressure to produce answers. He told them,
for instance, the location of the apartment that was used to make the
bomb, a key bit of information. They thanked him for his cooperation and
let him walk out. This, although he had arrived just six months before
fromIraq, and might well attempt to return there. And indeed, the very
next day, Abdul Rahman Yasin boarded Royal Jordanian 262 to Amman,



the same plane Salameh had hoped to catch. From Amman he wenton to
Baghdad. An ABC news stringer saw him there last year, outside his
father's house, and learned from neighbors that he worked for the Iraqi
government.

Meanwhile, as U.S. authorities searched for Abdul Rahman Yasin in
March 1993, after his "helpful" session with the FBI and before they knew
for certain that he had fled, an FBI agent who had worked with Emad
Salemin June 1992 speculated:

“Do you ever think that Iraqi intelligence might have known of these
people who were willing to do something crazy, and that Iraqi
intelligence found them out and encouraged them to do this as a
retaliation for the bombing of Iraq. . . . So the people who are left holding
the bag here in America are Egyptian. . . or Palestinian. . . . Butthe other
people we are looking for, Abdul Rahman, he is gone. . | hate to think
what's going to happen if this guy turns out to be. . an Iraqi intelligence
operative...and these people were used." [9]

Mahmud Abu Halima had similar thoughts. As he told a prison companion
who later turned state's evidence:

"The planned act was not as big as what subsequently occurred. . .
Yousef showed up on the scene. and escalated the initial plot. . . . Yousef
used [them]. . .as pawns and then immediately after the blast |eft the
country." [10]

That, indeed, is the most straightforward explanation of the World Trade
Center bombing: thatit was an Iraqi intelligence operation, led by Ramzi
Yousef, with the local fundamentalists serving first as aides and then as
diversionary dupes.

Since Yousef's arrest and extradition to the United States, the evidence
for this explanation has, if anything, grown stronger. First of all, he is
clearly no fundamentalist. According to neighbors, he had a Filipina
girlfriend and enjoyed Manila's raucous nightlife.[11] Yousef's
nationality and ethnicity have also become known: He is a Pakistani
Baluch.

The Baluch are a distinct ethnic group, speaking their own language, one
of several Middle Eastern peoples without their own homeland. They live
in eastern Iran and western Pakistan in inhospitable desert terrain over
which neither Tehran nor Islamabad exercises much control. Baluchistan
is a haven for smuggling, both of drugs and of arms. The Baluch are
Sunni and are atsharp odds with Tehran's Shia clerical regime. Through
Iraq's many years of conflict with Iran, firstin the early 1970s and then
during the Iran-lraq war a decade later, Iraqi intelligence developed
close ties with the Baluch on both sides of the Iranian-Pakistani border.
Above all, itused themto carry out terrorism againstIran.

Yousef's associates in Pakistan, too, were anti-Shia. This fact, taken
together with his Baluch ethnicity, make it nearly impossible thatlran
could be behind Yousef. The most recentinquiries, made since Yousef's
arrest, have reduced the question to two possibilities: He is a free-lancer
connected to a loose network of fundamentalists; or he worked for Iraq.



[12]
Of Passports and Fingerprints

THE SINGLE MOST important piece of evidence pointing to Iraq is the
passport on which Yousef fled America. It was no ordinary passport.

On November 9,1992, just after the final green light for the bombing had
been given, Yousef reported to Jersey City., police that he had lost his
passport. He claimed to be Abdul Basit Mahmud Abdul Karim, a Pakistani
born and reared in Kuwait. Then, between December 3 and December 27,
Yousef made a number of calls to Baluchistan. Several of them were
conference calls to a few key numbers, a geographical plotting of which
suggests that they were related to Yousef's probable escape route--
through Pakistani and Iranian Baluchistan--across the Arabian Sea to
Oman, after which the "telephone trail" ends. After Yousef s arrest, a
National Security Council staffer confirmed to me that Yousef had indeed
fled from the United States through Baluchistan.

On December 31, 1992, Yousef went to the Pakistani consulate in New
York with photocopies of Abdul Basit's current and previous passports.
Consistent with his story to police in Jersey City, he claimed to have lost
his passport and asked for a new one. The consulate suspected his non-
original documentation enough to deny him a new passport. Butitdid
provide him a six-month, temporary passport and told him to straighten
things out when he returned "home." This turned out to be good enough
for the purpose at hand.

By now it should be clear that the World Trade Center bomber's real name
is probably neither Ramzi Yousef nor Abdul Basit. After all, would
someone intending to blow up New York's tallest tower go to such trouble
to get a passport under his own name? Yousef was a man of many
passports; he had three on his person when he was arrested in Pakistan.
Rather, it seems that Ramzi Yousef risked going to the Pakistani
consulate with such flimsy documents because he wanted investigators to
conclude that he was in fact Abdul Basit, and so would stop trying to
determine his real identity. And thatis pretty much what happened.

But why Abdul Basit Karim? Here we come to one of the mostintriguing
and vital aspects of the case. Because there really was an Abdul Basit
Karim, a Pakistani born in Kuwait, who later attended Swansea Institute, a
technical school in Wales. After graduating in 1989 with a two-year
degree in computer-aided electronic engineering, he returned to a job in
Kuwait's planning ministry. As Abdul Basitand his family were permanent
residents of Kuwait, Kuwait's Interior Ministry maintained files on them.
But the files for Abdul Basit and his parents in Kuwait's Interior Ministry
have been tampered with. Key documents from the Kuwaiti files on Abdul
Basit and his parents are missing. There should be copies of the front
pages of the passports, including a picture, a notation of height, and so
forth, but that material is gone. There is also information in the file that
should not be there, especially a notation stating that Abdul Basit and his
family left Kuwait for Irag on August 26, 1990, transiting to Iran at
Salamchah (a crossing point near Basra) on their way to Pakistani
Baluchistan, where, according to the file, they now live.



Who put that notation into Abdul Basit's file and why? Consider the
circumstances of the moment. The Kuwaiti government had ceased to
exist, and Iraq was an occupation authority; bent on establishing control
over a hostile population amid near-universal condemnation, as an
American-led coalition threatened war. The situation was chaotic as
hundreds of thousands of people were fleeing for their lives. While the
citizens of Western countries were pawns in a high stakes game, held
hostage by Iraq, little attention was paid to the multitude of Third World
nationals bent on escape. It truly boggles the imagination to believe that
under such circumstances an Iraqi bureaucrat was sitting calmly in
Kuwait's Interior Ministry taking down the flight plans--including the
itinerary and final destination--of otherwise non-descript Baluchis fleeing
Kuwait. Rather, itlooks as if Iraqi intelligence put thatinformation into
Abdul Basit's file to make it appear that he left Kuwait rather than died
there, and that, like Ramzi Yousef, he too was Baluch.

Moreover, Iraqi intelligence apparently switched fingerprint cards,
removing the original with Abdul Basit's fingerprints and replacing it with
one bearing those of Yousef. Fingerprints are decisive for investigators
because no two people's match. But the very fact that fingerprints are so
decisive makes them the perfect candidate for careful manipulation.
Thus, after U.S. authorities learned that Yousef had fled as Abdul Basit,
they sent his fingerprints (taken by the Immigration and Naturalization
Service atJFF airport when he was briefly detained for illegal entry) to
Kuwait, asking if they matched those of Abdul Basit. When the Kuwaitis
said that they did, everyone assumed the question settled--forgetting that
Kuwait's files were not secure during the Iraqgi occupation.

Pakistan also maintains files on those of its citizens permanently resident
abroad, at the embassy in the country in which they live. On August9,
Baghdad ordered all embassies in lraqg's "nineteenth province" to close.
Most did, including the Pakistani embassy. The files on Abdul Basit and
his family that should be in the Pakistani embassy in Kuwait are missing.
The Pakistani government now has no record of the family.

What does all this suggest? To me it suggests that Abdul Basitand his
family were in Kuwait when Iraqg invaded in August 1990; that they
probably died then; and that Iraqgi intelligence then tampered with their
files to create an alternative identity for Ramzi Yousef. Clearly, only Iraq
could reasonably have: 1) known of, or caused, the death of Abdul Basit
and his family; 2) tampered with Kuwait's Interior Ministry files, above
all switching the fingerprint cards; and 3) filched the files on Abdul Basit
and his family from the Pakistani embassy in Kuwait.

Of course, the best way to verify or falsify this would be to check with
people who knew Abdul Basit before August 1990. To this end, Brad
White, a former Senate Judiciary Committee investigator and CBS
newsman, contacted an overseas source he knew in the United Kingdom
who had looked into the matter. Two people had a good memory of Abdul
Basit but, shown photos of Yousef, were unable to make a positive
identification. They both felt that while there was some similarity in
looks, it was not the same person. "Our feeling is that Ramzi Yousef is
probably not Basit", White was told.[13]



Logic and circumstance also suggest the same conclusion. Is itlikely to
be mere coincidence, after all, that during Iraq's occupation of Kuwait
key documents were removed from Abdul Basit's and his parents files,
while the same files were filched in their entirety from the Pakistani
embassy? Moreover, Abdul Basit had no criminal record in Britain, nor
did he or his parents have any security record in Kuwait. The first
concrete knowledge we have of Ramzi Yousef/Abdul Basit comes in early
1991, around the end of the Gulf war when he showed up in the
Philippines seeking contact with a Muslim group there. Introduced as
"the chemist", he proposed to collaborate in

bombing conspiracies. Now, how did a young man who had led a
seemingly normal life up until August 1990 suddenly become a world
class terrorist six months after Iraq invaded his country of residence?
Where did he get such sophisticated explosives training in just six
months? (The real Abdul Basit's degree, remember, was in electronic
engineering, not chemistry, which Swansea Institute does not even
teach.)

And where are Abdul Basit's parents? They never returned to Kuwait after
its liberation, nor have they appeared anywhere else. Did they too take
up a life of crime after decades of abiding by the law?

Ramzi Yousef's arrest has made it easy enough to resolve a key question
and perhaps produce important evidence implicating Iraq in the World
Trade Center bombing: Is "Ramzi Yousef" really Abdul Basit or not? Let
those who remember Abdul Basit from before August 1990 meet Yousef in
person and tell us. It sounds simple and logical, but strangely, the Justice
Department has shown no interestin arranging such a meeting.
Moreover, it has decided to try, the bomber as Ramzi Yousef even though
no one, including Yousef by now, maintains that thatis his real name. If
the government believes that Yousef is really Abdul Basit, why doesn'tit
try him as Abdul Basit? Why is the Justice Department uninterested even
in definitively determining his identity, even though doing so might help
get to the bottom of the matter. | recently asked a Justice Department
official, who maintains his confident view that Yousef is indeed Abdul
Basit, "Why don't you bring the people who knew Abdul Basit to the
prison to meet Yousef, so they can say for sure if they are the same?"
“But you", | was told, "are interested in an intelligence question." Earlier
| had been told, "It does not matter what we call him. We just try a body."

And so back we come to the high wall. As before, those who have the
information about Ramzi Yousef and his bombing conspiracies are not
concerned with the question of state sponsorship, or atleast consider it
secondary to their trials; while those who are concerned with state
sponsorship are denied the information that they need to investigate the
question properly.

Threats From Baghdad

MOST MEMBERS OF the U.S. national security bureaucracies think that

Saddam Hussein has largely lain low since the Gulf War, constrained by
economic sanctions and swift American reactions to his occasional feints
to the south. Butif in February 1993, Saddam ordered his agents to try to



topple New York's tallest tower onto its twin, and if, in January 1995, Iraq
sponsored an effort to destroy eleven U.S. airplanes in the Far East, then
Saddam has not been quiescent.

This, simply put, is why itis important to find out who Ramzi Yousef is
and who may have put him up to his murderous work. Maybe Iraq had
nothing to do with him, despite all the circumstantial evidence suggesting
otherwise. Butif itdid, then the otherwise peculiar, bombastic, and
extremely violent statements emanating from Baghdad might make more
sense than they at first seem to.

In the fall of 1994, Baghdad's official press, in essence, threatened that
Saddam might use his remaining unconventional agents, biological and
chemical, for terrorismin America, or in missiles delivered against his
enemies in the region if and when he became fed up with sanctions.[14]
On September 29, 1994, following an otherwise cryptic statement of
Saddam Hussein's, the government newspaper, Babil, warned: "Does the
United States realize the meaning of every Iraqgi becoming a missile that
can cross to countries and cities?"

Other threats followed almost daily;

When peoples reach the verge of collective death, they will be
able to spread death to all. [15]

When one realizes that death is one s inexorable fate, there
remains nothing to deter one from taking the most risky steps to
influence the course of events. [16]

We seek to tell the United States and its agents that the Iraqi
patience has run out and that the perpetuation of the crime of
annihilating the Iraqis will trigger crises whose nature and
consequences are known only to God.[17]

These statements occurred in the context of Saddam's second and
abortive lunge at Kuwait, which was thwarted by the swift U.S. deployment
to the region. Saddam then turned around and formally recognized

Kuwait, removing what then seemed to be the last major obstacle to lifting
sanctions, and the Iraqi press soon began to call 1995, "the year of lifting
sanctions."

But that was not to be. The UN Special Commission (UNSCOM) started to
uncover evidence of a large, undeclared biological program. As
Baghdad's disappointment grew, the Iraqi press began to repeat the
threats it had made in the fall. The number two man in Iraq's information
ministry warned, "lraqg's abandonment of part of its weapons-the long-
range missiles and chemical weapons. . does not mean it has lost
everything."[18] Al-Quds al-Arabi, a London paper financed by Baghdad
and close to the Iragi regime, cautioned. "lraq still has options. But they
are all destructive options. Yetif the Americans continue to humiliate
them, they will have no option but to bring the temple down on everyone's
head."19

After Baghdad succeeded in getting a clean bill of health from UNSCOM
in mid-June on its chemical and missile programs, itfinally



acknowledged in July having had an offensive biological program and
having produced anthrax and botulinim. Butitdenied thatit had ever tried
to weaponize those agents and, in any case, claimed to have destroyed
themin the fall of 1990. The claim was neither credible nor verifiable,
particularly as Iraq produced no documents detailing their destruction.
Indeed, the Iragi "revelations" may even have been meant as a threat, an
attempt to intimidate the United Nations by hinting at what Baghdad was
still capable of doing.[20]

In early August 1995, as Iraq pressed UNSCOM for a clean bill of health
on its biological program, Hussein Kamil--Saddam's cousin and son-in-
law, and the man responsible for overseeing the build-up of Iraq's
unconventional weapons program defected. This precipitated a flood of
stunning revelations from Baghdad. They included the admission that Iraq
had indeed weaponized botulinim and anthrax. At the very same time that
it had earlier claimed to be destroying those agents, the Iragi regime now
acknowledged that it had been stuffing them into bombs and missiles. Yet
Iraq still claimed that whatever biological agents it had produced had
been destroyed, even as itstill failed to produce any documents to
confirm their purported destruction.

It looks as if Iraq is holding on to prohibited weapons of mass
destruction, even as itinsists that sanctions be lifted. Why? In early
September, a former adviser to Saddam Hussein predicted thatlraq would
not give up any more unconventional agents. Instead, Saddam would
probably employ them for blackmail and brinkmanship to get sanctions
lifted. And failing that, he would use them.[21] General Wafiqg Samarrai,
former head of Iraqi military intelligence, told me much the same: "Tell
the allies that they have to destroy Iraq's biological agents before
Saddam can use them." Iraqg could attack its neighbors by missile, or
America through terrorism. The United Stares might retaliate with nuclear
weapons, but by then "the disaster will already have happened",
Samarrai warned. [22]

Would Saddam actually do such a thing? When asked about the possibility
of Saddam's using biological agents for terrorismin America, UNSCOM
chairman Rolf Ekeus replied, "Itis obviously possible."[23] Yet such
thoughts seem far from the minds of most U.S. officials, who believe that
Saddam s trapped by sanctions and can do no real harm. They feel no
urgency about bringing Saddam down; they sense no danger.

Unfinished Business

YET IF RAMZI YOUSEF is in factan Iraqi intelligence agent, there
obviously is a danger. Even if we cannot yet be absolutely certain of this,
so many American and allied lives are potentially at stake thatit seems
the least a responsible government can do is to make every reasonable
effort to find out. As Saddam Hussein senses his ever-increasing
isolation and sees the prospects for lifting sanctions receding, his
desperation may lead him to order other, and even more ghastly, deeds.

If Saddam Hussein still hungers for revenge, the question of Ramzi
Yousef's terrorismis much too important to be left solely to the Justice
Department, while the FBI continues to withhold critical information from



the national security bureaucracies.

The following are among the steps that could and should be taken to
address the issue of whether Iraq is behind Ramzi Yousef and to
strengthen America's anti-terrorism efforts generally:

Bring those who knew Abdul Basit Karim before August 1990 to
meet Yousef in prison and pronounce definitely if they are one
and the same man.

Demand the immediate and unconditional extradition of Abdul
Rahman Yasin from Baghdad.

Establish a "tiger team", drawn from the best and brightest
within the national security bureaucracies, to examine all the
information in the U.S. government's possession related to
Yousef and his bombing conspiracies. Yousef's apparent use of
chemical agents in New York and his threat to use themin the
Philippines deserve special attention.

Establish appropriate procedures so that whenever a terrorist
attack occurs against U.S. targets that might be state-sponsored,
a qualified team will address the question of state sponsorship
regardless of whether the terror occurs on U.S. soil or whether
early arrests are made.

Individually, the pieces of this puzzle--the elusive identity and affiliation
of the World Trade Center bomber; the series of explicit threats against
the United States issuing from Baghdad; the question of Iraqi biological
capabilities--raise troubling questions. Taken together, they provide the
outline of a very frightening possibility. The lack of coordination between
the Departments of Justice and State may have created a niche for
terrorism within America's borders; while the lack of any adequate
response to the two major bombing conspiracies may have already begun
to undermine the credibility of the threat of deterrence. So far, State
Department officials have been content to leave the issue of Iraq's
possible resort to biological terrorism on the back burner, secure in the
belief that the threat of nuclear retaliation will be sufficient deterrent. But
Saddam has previously miscalculated the American reaction to his
provocations. It would be reassuring to know that, somewhere in the
policy-apparatus of the State Department, someone is looking seriously at
the possibility of future terrorist acts and at the requirements of effective
deterrence.
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Cover of the passport that Ramzi Yousef used to enter the United States on September 1,
1992.
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Pages 1 and 2 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport. The right side states that the passport was
issued in Baghdad on September 12, 1991
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Pages 3 and 4 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport
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Pages 5 and 6 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport
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Pages 7 and 8 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport
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Pages 8 and 9 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport

Left side: Iraqi exit visa, issued at Trebeel (border crossing with Jordan) on May 20, 1992
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Pages 10 and 11 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport
Right side: Pakistan visa dated April 12, 1992, issued in Baghdad

Left side: Top: Iraqi exit stamp from Trebeel, May 20, 1992; Middle: Jordanian entry stamp at
Ruwaishid, May 20, 1992; Below: departure stamp from Amman’s international airport, May 29, 1992
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Pages 12 and 13 of Ramzi Yousef’s passport

, 1992

May 30

>

Right side: Entry stamp at Karachi airport
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[Document Date: | 1 IInclusive Pages: 1

ocument Type: MEETING DOCUMENTATION §Format 4 |

gency: DIA - - |Project: IRAQI FREEDOM
Country Of Informatlon IRAQ
[Title:
Country Of Orlgm IRAQ

- ~Related Document Numbers | -
| o Document Number Type Document Number
Harmony Number - ] ISGQ-2003-M0007419

Biographic Information

lame: KHUDAYR, MUHAMMAD

Document Remarks

This Audio file (35:20) contains: -Time 00:00 - 00:52: An Iraqi official speaks to
addam and mentions three names: 1.Dr. "Abd-al-Sattar Al-Rawi [Director of Special Financial
ffice] 2.Major General/ Muhammad Khudayr [Director of Supervision] 3.Faruq Hijazi -Time
0:52 - 05:10: Saddam speaks to some Iraqi officials, including his son Qusay, about the
orld Trade Center collapse on Sep 11. He says that the American Intelligence is not 5
xpected to be behind this accident because of the number of American casualties. Then, he |
xpresses his suspects about Israel to be the real criminal, and then he added that the Zionist |

fllobby in America is able to support Israel and even to defend her against any possible
uspects. Saddam mentions the American communication with Egypt and Saudi Arabia to |
idetermine the suspects of Sep 11 bombing. He mentions the name of Sheikh ‘Umar 'Abd-al-
’Rahman. -Time 05:10 - 07:25: Saddam recommends to announce that Iraq has important
mformatlon with evidence about the suspects of Sep 11 bombing. He wants to state that Iraq
i uspects many parts all over the world and some Americans as well. He wants to assert that
! he outcome of first investigations made in America is not reliable. He plans to offer help to
America but through the supervision of the Congress. His plan aims at achieving a kind of
pohtlcal dialog between America and Iraq and to avoid any possible American accusations. -
ime 07:25 - 13:20: Some Iragqi officials with Saddam discussing how they can take advantage
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[from Sep 11 booming by doing the following: They want to make a fake investigation with
ipersonnel and they want to claim that these personnel are involved in Sep 11 booming. They
iwant the investigation to be recorded on video and audio tapes. They want to affect the
mternatlonal opinion through Iraqi TV programs covering such investigations. Moreover, he
Ithinks that if investigations condems some American authorities or some Zionist bodies, it
iwill be favorable to Iraq. However, he does not want Iraq to really help America catch any
Islamlsts lest Arab countries should accuse Iraq of fear from America. -Time 13:20 - 18:20:
hey want to declare to the International Society that they have got an American citizen or
IBritish citizen who is involved in the Sep 11 booming, by bringing randomly an Iraqi American
crtlzen and lock him in the prison then to threaten that man in order to cooperate with Iraqis.
But Saddam wants no details to be handled first. Saddam wants to win the sympathy and

l upport of the International Society. -Time 18:20 - 20:15: An official raises the issue of the
liragis who are born abroad and have foreign citizenships. He wants any father to register his
’new-born at Iraqi authorities abroad. -Time 20:15 - 23:00: An official reads the suggested
announcement according to Sep 11 plan, and Saddam gives his consent to broadcast on the
Iraql TV newscast. -Time 23:00 - 30:50: They begin to speak about the Kurdish elections. There
are some side talks too difficult to follow. They want to influence the Kurds so as not engage
@in war for autonomy. An official mentions the names of Mas'ud and Jalal as two opponent
Ieaders in Kurdistan. Also, the Kurdistan Democratic Party as well as the Islamic Party is
referred to. In the end, an official recommends to detain the members of a family called 'Abd-
aI Rahman for securlty mvestlgatlons -Time 30:50 - 35: 20 no conversatlon

5 “Batch Information

Ba_tch Number: 3230-1 ‘|Boxes in Batch: 1

Capture Information Captunng Unit:UNK Date/Time of Capture 18XXXXAUGO03 Coordinates:
i

§

NK  Identity of Source:UNK
Transmittal Information Transporting Unit:UNK Date/Time of Arrival:27XXXXAUG03

Transmittal Number: UNK Point of Contact UNK
IComments i books about saddam and his h1gh army commands Administrative Office of the
{Presidency Adm. And Finance Curcuit Central Bankoflraq
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[TC: at different points of this audio
there were sounds of dictation and
typing. Also ruffling of papers and
different persons speaking
simultaneously which distorted the
quality of the audio. It seems like that
Qusay Saddam Hussein was present,
but transcriber/translator was unable
to verify his voice]

MV:

T ot e O A8l U

What I would like to directly say Sir -

Saddam

L&o}'ﬂ

Which are they?

MV:

Leaa b dliall pra (gl I Sl
— sl e S O Bas (Jry | pad
s tan Qualiy oo JY) 4dyay
il aga & gt g b Jmy Liayl
i oY

[inaudible]

i Ak s daaiiall Sleadl 8

The private office manager of Dr. Abed
al Sattar Al Rawi. The director of
Follow up is Mohammad Khudair, who
you previously honored; Mr. Qusay
knows him and Fadhel Hijazi also. I
figured that it was an important matter
so I decided that we should [inaudible]
in the higher ranks and under my
supervision.

Saddam

LY e g s sall (giny — pad

o a3 5S) gl LialaYl
Clad el 5 i By Caund 1Sy 5aY
13 ya¥) ol el Sae Lian g

e S G ladie S 1) Llaids
O Sl g Sl e HoS) Jmg
oady ¢ s sall I (8] Lgaad
ol S el padi 1S sl (paibal 5
Sl 4y (0528 58) 7)) (Sa V!
o Dad iy alaally ild
g ST W) S5 5 2Mhe Y Lty
e e O Al (Saa (518
St 038 Jia 4 43 pe dec tlin
TS )Y bl sally

Yes, this issue from the preliminaries
before us there has obviously been a
special technical arrangement where the
US seems to have a hand in. These
dirty games are games that the
American intelligence would play if it
had a bigger purpose, which would be
bigger than the losses and sacrifices it
would have to suffer. But this issue
concerns the American public- you
would expect losses in the bombing of
the World Trade Center. Losses. And
they had losses; the media announced it
and you remember it. So how
could/would the American intelligence
do such a thing even though they knew
there would be American human
losses?

Saddam

i opaadll jsh g se Jeadl Y
Lot mdy 38 LS5 Bl 3 e 5

Lo lelidgn sS1a)Y Abmadga
Yy S Y] (ppidal gall e Leaa o

Because this is not in the prep stage for
us to claim that it is just a technical
tactic intended for a certain party. It
must be done by a party whose heart
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Gay Lo okt 5 0hm Ll ba Y
Sk 2385 (Kea Alee el (5 gusd
W a5 U Ll s Ladie
JJES.LJ:\AS\ J\L)Ja';j\ U CaiSH
ARl sty 0l il agle aa

S el Jahy 2 s 50 (S sagaall (1)
VLAY aaf an g8 Jladg

would not break over the loss of
American lives and who would not
suffer direct political consequences. Of
course we immediately think of Israel.
Israel, when it conducts such an
operation is willing to suffer losses and
it also has its methods by which even if
some plans lead to it, it is able to cover
the matter up and distract people from
it. The Zionist Lobby is alive and
effective in the US. So this is one of
the options.

Saddam

LS cleall (sla e ) &l sl oS
Ll 13 dalas ¢ shaill 138 (g ()Y
138 sy (e A1) mmaa 4 pradlly
A gy et ok )i
[unintelligible]

JE Lo Jie dilae anly
[unintelligible]

Sy el e JB Le Jie — 5,55
e (e dlatide LIS dudl) o2a (553
A i dail 8 550 38 ) e )
abba ey gen il aid s 2l
a4l g il 13a e ) il Cae Y
ol 5 530 o gl glocilly i
A5 EY) Adaall g 55 0osd A i
iy )Lt a2 yeaall 2355 )
el e Sledn 0 ) e

e M) i i 13 oLy 3l 5a)
1S el e s )

But what tempted all these other
factions to show such cooperation,
especially if its contact with Saudi
Arabia is correct. Because when he
says he contacted then he really has
contacted Saudi Arabia [unintelligible]
in the name of Abdullah like
[unintelligible] Nouri said. Like Abed
al Rahman said, this whole matter
could be thought up by Abed Al
Rahman or he could have possibly
contacted another faction and informed
Abed al Rahman. One of the tricks and
games of such people would be for him
to pretend that he is contacting the
Saudi consulate but maybe he is
contacting a different party. What kind
of temptation would they offer Saudi
Arabia to participate in such an
operation or know of it? Nothing
would be as effective as bringing harm
to Irag. But we assume that we would
need the official knowledge of the US.

Saddam

W Jaae dlay JA1 200 gl (Saa 4l
Kan il 1S sl e gansy g0
A1l ey e o
oy a2 31 G e e e
@35 13 Ao L ms Lol e
158 ha i et ghad () ¢S Le Liag

Is it possible for Saudi Arabia to enter
into such an operation without the
official knowledge of the US? What
could tempt Egypt? Because it also
sent signals to Egypt. Well, Egypt
would primarily be tempted to involve
the cleric who is carrying the banner of
resistance against it. Whose name is
Omar Abed al Rahman. And it also
tempted to harm Iraq. And I mean by
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bl g Jy 48 yaay g g Uil V) g il
elS ol (i 1Sy 5al (40 (gans )

T o

[unintelligible]
&ﬂ‘o&@cﬁ)‘fﬁh@‘
Aagall JS ge Y 4y jlUiia Jul s
S agiall 3Y o LS Lialal 44 5ia
S IS 138 JS il e ) U Ly
by Caalay e g (e iy 4l 80
bl i

that the Egyptian government. But it
also can not take steps of this nature
with out the knowledge and even the
official request of the US. So with all
this you would see that [unintelligible]
that constantly at this stage we offer
conflicting factors because not the
whole truth is revealed to us as it is.
Because the suspect we have in our
custody is too organized in what he is
saying and is playing games, playing
games and influencing scenario.

Saddam

Ul g gaim gall 138 (30 AiaSIA)
[unintelligible]

i) 58 5 gsalia e Aigea (5 5usi
Blati 3 jpbd Gl glea e Lallad) ey
Aia y 1 5l (3 Jomn I il
L) (oY) (3l LeddS Jiay Sl

Y Y in g swinsall 138 33k i
LS yal e llia IS La 130 alas

A Joa o33 o o) el 3a e dadia
G A el Gilga <lia CnilS L 1)
e Biie ey 4l 5 A ) drnia
o2a i Ll (3 (05 i 13
AY) Gy Leae i ol 65 Ll y JiYall
(B AS yidia Buae Cilga lia 43l (e
Gt sl 5 35 ey sl g gudn pall 134
cigat) i e ole) Ll )
Rl 5 gl (o A5 5aY)

g sasall

The conclusion of this matter, I
[unintelligible] to issue a surprise
statement and say that we have become
privy to dangerous information that
concerns the attacks that occurred in the
US. And that the initial investigation
has uncovered factions involved in this
matter and up to now we do not know if
there are American parties in
cooperation with this tactic. Because
we have not yet found out if there are
American official or semi official
parties involved in this arrangement,
however we have indication to that end
and we have our suspicions that are
supported by some evidence that there
are several factions involved in this
matter. The initial persons involved in
this matter are not necessarily the
complete picture of the situation.

MV1

Oe lia pasiiee - Cpartiiee Lial
OY Opaafinae Ql )5 pé (e
2 e e S Clea ae o 5las

3 A B geay Uil slaay 8 jual

orll (gi (i el e Aisea 5
Sl Jlae 135 s alal

Aaaal¥ 5 Ll sal s cav )l (S5 5aY)

aa ALE) daall

[inaudible]

And we are prepared to ...ch...we are
prepared, just prepared without
reasons... we are prepared to cooperate
with parties who are assured will treat
our information in an honorable
manner.[dictation ended re the
statement to be issued] Or in any
framework, let it be general so that we
can allow space for the official
American inquiry and for our response,
the format and the response to it they
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Tl U s Lo e gl al
PR RH PENRPREN T EN RO Y PP

.oji.’

[inaudible] for the political deliberation
like we did with the individuals who
were stopped who had crossed the
borders from other countries etc.

MV:

Jaas

As an intro.

Saddam

(sto Unpan Bauna Ule) 38 )55 0
Y Jsied) MoV L b (IS eV

C.)LA@L\“L;;:PUMJU)‘C‘GJ‘“M‘
el Uy DS pcanss aa

[unintelligible]
I3g)
[unintelligible]
prd g oY

By us announcing first we would
preempt the Americans independent
announcement. Because if they do
announce and we try to defend
ourselves no one will listen to us, and I
favor [unintelligible] for this media
[unintelligible].....yes?

MV:

Cund & A pgaall A s s
b ol 50

Sir it is possible the Zionists played a
major role in it.

MV2:

215 W OS 13 ) L il in
83 dimd Az o )Y (Biall
gl dS [3hl ypalis palsly
A s QXS A Sia Gaaill

And so that, pardon me, I don’t forget,
when ever he is taken to questioning
you must have a hidden camera with a
voice recording, when ever he is taken
to be questioned, even if he lies and
even if...

Tariq
Aziz

A0l5 e 0 2y Sixy -0 sm

Repeat it, repeat it again.

Saddam

Jle alidll 138 5 2 53 (M8 Sl oLl Jaa
ps2 (N8

And every time we show the film of
this day and that day and so on.

MV:

[unintelligible]
Sopa
[unintelligible]

3 ) g

[unintelligible] picture [unintelligible]
picture

MV:

EJ}ABJ}\AU.J:\G

We have a picture, picture.

MV:

Al

Butnota...

Tariq
Aziz

I Al 2 — g o 158
G5 Ll e cll n i Jlag 4l
- daualy ge duaill

Sir, if you will allow me, let the Gen.
ask to repeat his story from the
beginning because it is not clear to him.
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Saddam

You mean have him repeat the whole
story?

MV:

(S pd

Yes Sir.

Saddam

Al 8 s sl b 138 Ll
85 oy e ally (e anl Sl 43
$ i aling gy iy

s A8y Led iy Sl sua gall

(B A8y Led gty e gaia gall

This is also a correct interrogation
method, because when you ask the
suspect to repeat their story, you check
the facts against each other and see
where they correspond and where not,
meaning which topics he is detailed
about and which not.

Tariq
Aziz

axd

Yes.

Taha

— gl e

[unintelligible]
Orishudil) e Lakazl Ll 5 )yl
Lt n Jail yual i

[unintelligible discussion] Iraq but the
pressure is on the Palestinians but Israel
did it.

Saddam

ledpad oa Y
[unintelligible]

el aladl (5Tl gas M dalas
Aglauli

G

No it changes it [unintelligible] needs
to change the international public
opinion against offenses called Arab
and Palestinian.

Taha?

o S aed e Jiand s 4yl
1S3yl

[unintelligible]

. o ~.. ! ! '! n

[unintelligible]

b allall e Ll y il

g a0

[unintelligible]

Yes, so that it can get larger support
from the US [unintelligible] the
Palestinians [unintelligible] the
foreigners and to pressure the world
regarding the matter of [unintelligible].

00:09:00

Saddam

Ao pelad g0 Slo Hhill (ai laly
18 adlai (51 g3l 5y (5 A Als ye (B
o ClaS Lgadlai () g9 3810 A da )
Leans 3l in il Led p3 4045 Le
RPN P S EC FLIVPE PRV PR

As for us in spite of their response in
the next step after that we should start
showing this man on TV but show it a
series of episodes without letting him
[the suspect] see the interrogation, even
if we are not convinced of some of
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Uiga (e g sa sall &y Jhy allal)
Lo I I clilally (san plaial i
cilgadl OISl L dagal) e canlla)
\.A;:\Jjg.\qc}pﬂ’uﬂmcégﬂY\
Gab (o Bhad agd iy Leasds
‘UL,..\' "‘FM' "L.A)Lel‘ﬁ‘;%m‘)bu
S. . GMU» ..S“ - !

‘;\r_ ‘)a_‘.kﬂ‘(—ag_\gdj—b}\u’j' C}:\.&“
Oa s 08 s A5all gl
T g asall gy &igd Silga Sl (5as
S Al ols CaliSs ABdall R
A8 sia s (31l g 0192 3y 1530
Lagdi i Ladi s iS5 Le
i g0 g i ga (B U giaga B
Laie ‘_}4\5)54«‘

what he says. We wanttodo itina
way to keep the international public
opinion on our side and keep them
following up on the episodes. We also
want to create a serious interest in the
episodes so that when the truth comes
out the other official entities cannot
hide it/cover it up like the US Congress
and the Senate, meaning that after we
broadcast them, we should send
recordings through our embassy, which
in turn will deliver it personally to the
so and so Congressman or the so and so
Senator etc. We then tell them to see
the truth so that they can follow up.
And when people like that, paying
attention to this matter, we will
discover the truth. We will discover
the game that they wanted to push Iraq
into and who carried it out and how
they arranged it. It will benefit us
greatly; it will benefit us in our issue in
the matter of the stance that the US has
taken against us.

Saddam

L Gad Y e (3105 A oin
[inaudible]

ABa3lal) () 5L ) 58 9 | slicad agd J 50
Osoaiad il 3l e g a3
a3 calS I 5 AV seY)

ol O yamday i al a ) (g (5 sall
Bl G sialy Sa A
Abeally RiE M A gall cunlla 131
Lasld By 51 1S5 500 5% A 3
Aauiad il () o yall S e ol
51 (s

Even concerning the Security Council
documents later when {inaudible] we
can tell them, to look and see how Iraq
is being intentionally harassed. And
why should they be surprised at what
else happens. If things have reached
such a level of criminality where people
are willing to sacrifice their own
citizens, not just American assets in
order to bring harm to Iraq. And ifiit
comes out that the entity that carried
this operation out are the Zionists
without the involvement of any
American officials, then it would be a
big bonus for the Arabs, if such a case
were exposed.

Saddam

Y O e ol e Y] Bia 3 Gl
[inaudible]

238 Jay Jmy duda jlaall 0 IS, yal ps

In our media the most important thing
is not to [inaudible] the Arab public
opinion as if we are cooperating with
the US against the opposition I mean...
I mean this — that is why our
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& & ety Widled o Y Al
CJAGPLD—\&‘)SJ sl ‘L!‘L;‘c

— el daiilly s aY Adlealy
e aa Ciyman 5l Jlaial & ing
O late ali i Slad Jeal) el
[inaudible]

1Y el agts Allallgd doleally | 5ald
Lisle gad LS Ly ol alal)

A o Ui g Ui Gas GUS) jaY)
18 e oy Opalsay o Gl
il

afinouncement should include doubts,
showing that these doubts are in the
parties who carried out this operation.
Because it is possible that in the end we
will discover — even if it is a very weak
possibility that the operation was
organized by a fanatic group
[inaudible] who carried it out. In that
case we would be accused by the Arab
public opinion that we assisted the
Americans because of our weakness
and fear, against the Arabs and
Moslems or something of that nature.

Saddam

e gkl ladled ()5 8 e 081
eyl L@.M .3:3_)‘ RS 4.:\.: é.h.u d&&
Belu¥l len Jsii le e (e Bladl )
cuaile Gl

[inaudible]

3oLl Lﬁh—ML}A‘\J\J .Gl
dualy Lo g 4da 2ualy o 30 Iy G el
oo gl i< Ladle ) agdy — 4ia

O Al Day 2 W) o O el
Blai Aage o gla e Uil
Sl Ge gl g doas M il
ole T st il i L ey
@M Janll L Jba Al 43,50

de e W cilea ) Lo oY s
s 1S3 el (8 4gle Liallal) o (o2l
}L\Lﬁ)u‘ PRV 3‘ &M\g‘ Jaa CJJS
dall e dapay g — 0 AT M
ot 815 5 guall JalS (g 93 Y 4K
Skl (Phet (o) gl S gl g
o silay g 4 (5058 OY phaladia aa

el gl s g g

But when they read our media which
will previously show that the intention
was to harm Iraq without stating that
there was harm to Iraq. We don’t want
to bring in the [inaudible] of Iraq.
Because once it is — this is an insult to
Iraq etc, this implies and doesn’t imply,
then it will seem like we are trying to
defend ourselves. But when we state in
our media that important information
was uncovered, which has to do with
the attack that happened and we have
documents that are sufficient to indicate
the initial set up of the operation that
occurred and that we do not know, nor
are we able to determine if there were
entities in the US who knew of this
operation but did not advertise or
announce this information etc. Put
[Announce] it is a smart way that
would not give the full picture but at
the same time would kill any dramatic
announcement they intended to make to
confuse the public opinion.

Saddam

_Umm@%”@e\d\(él)\ Sally
O Adlay paa o B o pai Lagy g
IS Tpadle Y1 dadial 123 5 cialal

And the opposite will happen, the
public will listen to us and we become
the source of information and then we
reveal something new daily in one of
the episodes and let all the media
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2o A o o1 0 P& Gy o0
Ladlad Y agaw e

follow up, go through the eh... the
doubts will start being directed to the
target.

Tariq
Aziz

§ S 2 Baie (J8iea (adid 43 odad

So do we announce that it is someone
who is detained by us?

Saddam

Gl Late — 3105 Laie J48 a3 Y
o A} s il

No, we just say we have documents, we
have documents and papers etc.

MV:

L..gdgu GLA.\.N)J

And names Sir.

Saddam

dgmm‘é\ﬁ.&ihﬁ'cwcu;nb
PR

And names without indicating the
details at this point.

MV:

Ty o) sland

Names and documents.

Saddam

.é:!\s_,_g slawal

Names and documents.

00:13:35

MV:

4 O O (m g s
£33 5m 5a

Well, Sir, do they now know that he is
in Iraq?

Saddam

T P SRAT P SIT L
i Ay 360 Ul palis ) U gl
oY o4 agd Js (a3 BN (o
llall Siny pald i 5 B89 5 a3
O Ay (ging pansy Ly o 5Y

— ol a2 Lad WA 13 gl
Al Gkl e g 5 5e agd ol
il ie Y1 DM gy U5 N | salind
s DM aadie yea (DM I Dl
G508 Lo dung o 25 (DB o 5 (O
1S A Aa kW sy e sanay

What are they going to say? They are
going to say, deliver the documents to
us and the... eh... and that these
documents we tell them that this must
occur in certain arrangements. Well,
we must get a formal request, in some
sort of format when we go to deliver it
to them — deliver it signed by both
parties. That they were handed so and
S0, on so and so date, the confessions of
so and so to so and so and that they
have this and this and this, so that they
can’t cover it up, and harm us in the
manner they were planning to.

MV:

pa¥l Jla i 18 Lians ) (g2

Al el sl put ) lia Ly Baaiall
— s colall 13 g oy il 138
[inaudible]

0.2 )88

Sir, officially, pardon me, like the UN
with the Prime Minister- that this side
signs and this side signs — [inaudible]

the TV.

MV:

Jlo sl — Agall Jla 52 o s

Yes, yes, it is the government’s — the
signature of the government — because
these are documents that must be
[inaudible] officially and the suspect
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[inaudible]
dapay Joy agiall g A ) Aapay
2a) (s dan

transferred officially etc.

C“QUU:“

[Unintelligible discussion/comments]

Saddam s ) OsSaa Wad (Ble ) 1 Jie | Well with this announcement, when
A J s ) @ sl g — &)l they say anythi.ng abodut hIraq-h tha; Iraq
. . P 1aa &, 255 « sdic 3l 12l | SUPPOTtS terrorism and then they have
sE s il )_:i to say that Iraq has documents on this
g issue and they don’t have [inaudible] it
[inaudible] reaches the issues of terroris_m, trouble
Lo VL s LU o210 J making and the latest operation.
Sl VL Gl W e il Jay
oY) Al gy 2l
Saber ad iy G Y adle o ghualy aa | They need to watch him so that he
JLaia) | doesn’t commit suicide. There is a
) ) possibility [inaudible].
[inaudible]
Saddam Lad ol & dga S| jgaag yadh | He could commit suicide and someone
yuay | might kill him. They mustn’t
) ) [inaudible] the guards, and whipping
[inaudible] | and then they die.
O sar lia 5 O ) 308l 5 uall
MV: dpial) sdic s — 4daaDle w2 | Sir, just a comment. He has the
4_}3‘ O Baal g Jadinad S Y American cit.izenship- it is possible that
La 4 all Ly <3 | one of the things that Gen. Saber
e Gl S mentioned [inaudible] according to the
[inaudible] | intelligence service. And one of the
ek . i things that he was depending on that
°1*j“y‘ e °f;_‘55 'ub" ‘ u;}u came out in the beginning of his
Bl (A ) 0 lle adina QLS & | confession was that he is of British
Aguial) Sy 5
Saddam axi | Yes.
MV: Lo iy — el ja¥l dde Je z o L | So it will not make things easier for
agdy 3 i ade s A s amiy 7 him, that he won’t be executed or be
Ol 138 43 Ale ey 038 43) judged- he must understand that that
T won’t happen that this is the Iraq law.
sl
MV: s L8l je olyg (o slats (a3 43) a8y | He must understand that we will deal

YY) sedile qu’ LS el diall

with him as an Iraqi. This American
citizenship- don’t thousands of Iraqis
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— 309 ) Aagmy U glany (yubl )
s U Al

[inaudible]

e Ol e dllai ) o
A el i

carry it through birth — but to us it is
[inaudible] we will deal with him
according to the Iraqi law and his Iraqi
citizenship.

Tariq
Aziz

— ey lgn daatui Lo gla I8
[unintelligible]
sSiel S ) Ll Jazadl ga a5y

No Sir, let us be prudent with this
[unintelligible] because it is better for
us if he is an American.

Saddam
[possibly
Qusay?]

Gaadl) Gl 2 Y

For purposes of interrogation

Tariq
Aziz

ol s e Gaadl a2 Y and

Yes, for purposes of interrogation.
[unintelligible group discussion]

Saddam

peiall b

With the suspect

Saddam
[?]

%3 3n L g Sy ol Adasin uld e
dagdi a )Y add (G e dadiny
——@)-‘_55;\-‘&“ LGYTY (e 0d il Sa
‘:chju\gb\,udawﬂcjth‘u@ﬁ
W Gl ol o S (g o 50 )
slany 5 ey | 5ol g5 it 4 5al
G ) Ay yaY) Lpniall s e
ol g Jalati 5 Jaiats Lo — el Lelaids L
(Bl gl e Balaiy B a8
Lite Ladals ¢San ) 52y sl s )
Asmia s ) g B Ly o sladi i)
Lﬁu .. Lo i) Bl sl as) Lials
Gy il 5 il 55 Lk

Qusay’s comment is correct- when we
approach him based on his American
citizenship we can not pressure him in
our interrogation, we must make him
understand that so that we can take
away this physiological prop of his- we
need to make him understand that we
are going to deal with him on
[comment from Tariq Aziz “but not”]
many of the Iraqis who went to London
and were born in the hospitals and then
got recorded under the American
[British?] nationality. We don’t do
things this way- we don’t do things this
way we deal with him as an Iraqi who
is under Iraqi law. The only mercy he
can receive is if he cooperates with the
interrogation in a full manner- and
convinces us that his confessions are
not... Of course this needs timing —
what time.

Taha

A8l yie Wy sdal Coes

Depending on the development of the
confessions.

Saddam

(s Dilgadl s 0 5aiS) 43h Adas aa) (ST
Led 5y

But the most important thing is that
they keep it to themselves and the
persons he sees [inaudible] and we
must be very careful that he is not
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[inaudible]

Al Jlaial (e 2l )ds (5 gy

Loy o plail of gnall (e dipay Caually
goany W 5 23l e Ch sy o) ey 4glas
REN Y_j

[inaudible]

— i - e Y Conans gk o sl 4
<l Ldie (il all el Laie

1G5 138 5 lie 1yl o gall 5 5410
O Al o Pl a2 0 48
26 A8k (Sag axany Lo ) Lo
) 3 guala

killed in jail in one way or another or
commit suicide. We must also not
allow him to hear or read the papers
and to hear from no one to
[unintelligible] “what did you hear in
the news today?” you know, how we
the Iraqis are “hey the TV today
announced news about you so and so”
and then he goes off and tells him
everything and then he [the suspects]
hears unintentionally what we don’t
want him to hear.

00:17:57

Saddam

— Gfiail Al ye G pall jal 2 3Y
aabiy 5 gadl o Gupadl jal i
Candl Jaks 48 ya e 4y g JSYI

W ebae ¥l G (e 509 4alhays
PP

Also his guards must be different from
the interrogation team- the guard that
deals with him in jail, feeds him and
watches his behavior in jail and lets
him out, must not be among the
members I mentioned. :

MV:

O Vsadls (A Gayall (e W g (o0
ol il 81 glatidl g <l il
Agiay

And Sir, not from the guards who were
transferred from the intelligence and
who worked overseas in our embassies.

Saddam

Jsda e ¥

And none of those.

MV:

[inaudible]

sl 4 2lak e Ui — | e (5
Q’JM‘L}ABJ&mQﬂguo}g‘}Auﬁa
oshay lla aly g 54 2l J sl
Gl B pilie dpuin

[inaudible] pardon me Sir, you
mentioned that even if a persons father
works at any foreign embassy and the
person is born there, then he
automatically gets a western citizenship

Saddam

)

Yes.

MV:

A gl oy Jiead — Lia 3 ga ga pa
o2l O lan b iy By daay

[inaudible]

Well as the case is — we must somehow
state that they must register here, or do

a temporary registration there, that they
must come and register here when they
are born especially [inaudible].

Tariq
Aziz

ooy sy g shys

And then they can leave any time.
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MV:

35h 0 Cng (s 138 iy - iy sy
Lo &llia

[inaudible]

Any time — even though, Sir, that
person is only born there [inaudible].

MV:

sl Al jaad sy

We need to study that.

MV:

FoleS Lo dmy | galla (gl 9o oS (gaun
LY ) HEH L gt (31 5ally LSS
Oy el 6l )5 Jiy

[inaudible]

A 5 g e Ly

[inaudible]

w

D e

Sir, there are many who left after they
completed their education here,
especially the German law which
accepts 75 [inaudible] accepts it when
they are born [inaudible] they consider.

MV:

GBS Ll sl
[inaudible]

They keep it as a right [inaudible].

Saddam

Oire 0 G OB

I think up to a certain time.

MV:

2y alds sp 2550 O deay e g2
Cpn a)@b‘)um&sb 13l dua
235l

[inaudible]

Lgallay Lgalhay oy 53 13

Sir, when he reaches the legal age, and
he had left when he was young, if his
family asks him they [the Germans?]
immediately give it. The legal age if he
wants it he gets it.

MV:

8 e CilS Lal 3 jillally a5 (B je S
Oy LSM :\:‘-’LL':.’JJ” c«lﬁyl-g

[inaudible]

There was an Iragi who was born on a
plane in the British airspace who was
then registered [unintelligible].

Tariq
Aziz

el LG 7 a
[inaudible]

A8 jpall Ol jalaall 3 jeal s i 6
Gl (3lati 5 uad o 385 g ila slas
o S5 gkl S jall s
Cilgad )i Ole gleal) oda 43l & 5 g1 g0
b S L5 ) Cleal) O pn e
Cllals o 28055 calS o Eaalal)
Csbaill laxiid e Aaidlll 48 e
e Gl (S pe¥l sl as
Al 0S5 O da iy (ilas)

[typing sounds] an official
spokesperson stated [inaudible] that the
Iraqi intelligence organizations have
documented and serious information
regarding the attack which occurred on
the World Trade Center in New York.
This information raises several
questions regarding the entities that
cooperated in this operation or who
were behind it. The said Iraqi
authorities are prepared to cooperate
with the American people to identify
the facts. On the condition that the
American entity undertaking such
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T o 1S S
oSN aley M oy O Jizady
PURIRIER

matter is an impartial [honest] one, and
it is preferred that this is done with the
knowledge of the American Congress
or under its supervision.

Tariq 42>l | Comment.
Aziz
Saddam | 4y Ley gl (oal g (i) Caa ) Ul azd | Yes, I wanted to [unintelligible] to
make it an issue.
Tariq JAS i ) (s | It is going to start to make up stories.
Aziz )
Saddam e I IS 8 iy J 3a5 44 | Yes, make up stories and as for us in all
Lo 2 Ll 50LY1 Cangll JaY) | cases the purpose of harming us after
) ) the [inaudible] is over.
[inaudible]
(6!
Tariq Le Ji8 aLiisll U3 a8 | We pulled the trigger.
Aziz
Saddam adle Wl o1l jad | Yes, will be pulled and let it be
) . [inaudible] but not allow them to make
[inaudible] up stories about people and [inaudible]
Crt) yall g 0330 (il ge Iraqis — preferred but not on the basis
) of ....preferred....... preferred.
[inaudible]
Otliata Gl (o sa Galinde — 50y
- .'! . '!
Tariq ¥ sall J 3 | The price of the dollar is down.
Aziz
Tariq Mazisl e 408 2l cullalill Usd | We, the Iraqi government, are willing
Aziz e Gl daan,ll Cilgall & O slxii | to cooperate with the official entities to
10 1Y) Aeall 1 oS3 o da i ailaal) | umcover the facts on the condition that
== N U)% “ a\l:\)t; L?j S the American party that undertakes the
Ay e S investigation is an official one.
Saddam .58 ) (plimda | Preferring to undertake.
Tariq 5 3aall e Ca y=3ll | In order to find the facts and...
Aziz
Saddam » WS (@laal) | The facts as they are.
Tariq deal) (S8 o) — LS (33Eal o) Juli s | And we hope that the facts as they —
Aziz that the American entity that undertakes

Gany dga @l 55 Al 45 yaY)
oS ey @ll3 24 o Juady
13 i o i AN f S Y]

this is an official entity and it is
preferred that it is done with the
knowledge of the American Congress
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- 1S5 sy 2 aalind g Gl 5 n
ALY ?@_L;_\' ‘;Szg(c.g'a’jufm‘gﬁuﬁ)

pd LA

or under its supervision. If people [a
fact finding mission] come and we see
that they are trying to play games and
such [unintelligible comments] then we
can put certain points of return .... Yes.

Saddam 3l Jlas — 4,8 Zalay jeasii Lo | We don’t want to bind ourselves to a
kil g technical point — we want to keep
] o giving and taking [negotiating]
[unintelligible] | [unintelligible].
Tariq aa | Now.
Aziz
Saddam C19481L | By phone.
’ zealy ie | [unintelligible conversation]
Tariq il ity W gady Gedas (e astl ALl | Sir, they will announce it on the 11
Aziz LAy | o’clock news.
MV: - 4= | Nine.
group ary (348 SISY | [intelligible conversation - everyone
was speaking simultaneously]
Saddam fellia sanic Laa cadlald Jixy [ So what time will it be there?
Tariq ity 13 aghial — slaall Ly Si=y | Around lunch time- they will get it, if it
Aziz CJ'L‘:‘ comes out at eleven [inaudible] on TV
] ) [inaudible].
[inaudible]
052380
[inaudible]
MV: g2 | Sir [inaudible].
[inaudible]
Saddam axi | Yes.
MV: g 9 9a o gladia¥) udi A g | Sir, in the same meeting regarding the
O ol o) QY Jle callassyy c_,\:u topic of the election results, the Kurdish
Gl e b o) Uy ge da sSal) elections you said we — that the '
* 4} | EOVernment does not favor a particular
- party.
Saddam zo L a3 Y | No we will not [inaudible].
[inaudible]
Tariq ped Jo U ) sbadl (e aa — Jixy o8 | Well, when they call us, we will tell
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Aziz

SeEiy 032 O 3b5 oo S
ila el

them lets arrange how they will come
and we give them information.

w

Ah gui g

[whispering apparently into Saddam’s
ear]

00:23:28

Saddam

1ags l8 351 oo 4y i) s
G sl 53 W Iy dhan
e e AT AL ) g uld
E

We stated that we will only receive
information from Comrade Qasem, so
let the ambassador inform Comrade
Qasem of the developments and tell us
what Comrade Qasem’s opinion is.
Abu Ziyad [Tariq Aziz] will you call
directly from the station?

MV:

aun sy 55 128

Do you want this now?

Group

zasal s (e A

[unintelligible conversation]

Tariq
Aziz

S O peariiy Lo (pas)

Better not, so that we don’t cause too
much of a sensation Sir.

Saddam

O Gn o QLA aazie 3l SV
Aall Sy et AT (gla agilin
Opad Gaad a5 JS 43k agd s e
Cadol ola udla iy sl

Y Ol el Gl (IS Y
el e b aal Ual () 4ilid, aa glay
Mary iy CUAEY) g agile
pelin oa a (udi agalant (g 04
ool Jis b e Hladd ) ety
0555 0 3Y Lo adly (558 (i — s
baine Ll & oSall _a Z g0l da g
By Gl Jadi (A Jiasi SIS
Q‘J_,J:\SMJSSJ“)A@'GJUQJ-\AS

e Glle & je Al Apaall oy kil
e Lualall Gl gl SO e HISYI
Gy Tadd) 138 ol (15 (bl 120
ddhia A de laidl cleall e
lelalast e Jlaill iy 31 oSS
Cunig lgi La b Ao jlasiial) Ll y
3510 agin Lagd | ainty o) e

da g Sy as W g uall

The Kurds want to hold elections
amongst themselves. Last year, the
Americans told them they had to be
fifty-fifty. This year, they are
preoccupied, this year the Americans
are occupied and don’t know if they
should let them go fifty fifty or let them
disagree. The most important thing to
us in this is that they don’t allow a
permanent enemy to be dangerous to
them during the elections. Let Baghdad
give them some breathing space so that
they can resolve it between them. It
occurred to me to tell them that we, we
see that it is not necessary for the gun
to be the judge in complicated issues
taking place north of the country. And
that we have behaved, in spite of all the
hurt of all the developments and
difficult circumstances that we wet
through in the last three years, on this
basis. And we see that this principle
applies to the warring factions in the
self-governed area regardless of their
leanings and titles, who are warring
with each other and we encourage them
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(S TP L;”L“ L)

fb avoid escalating the disagreements to
a point where they will need the gun to
judge between them. That is it. Stop.

Taha YY) Ul oo il iy | Regardless of our opinion of them.
Saddam | a8l gas 9 pe Uil y (e Hhaill (ks 4y | Yes, regardless of our opinion of them
laliy g candill (535 cleall i 43y | and their issues because bloodshed will
’ - hurt the people and confuse the issues.
REBTM
Taha [unintelligible] [unintelligible] the Minister of Interior
Ll [unintelligible] from the Ministry of
A5 5255 | Interior Affairs
[unintelligible]
;\el;‘.ﬂ\ 3 J‘J 9 (e
Saddam (e uadad (e adlay DS @lia Y | No, a statement like this, needs to come
led s g et (e oY padd from a person, from someone... from
juulie, | SOmeone who can say it on the occasion
T T lof..
Taha [unintelligible] [unintelligible] internal security
Aaliiall danay)
MV: slaa¥h il yie) aas Lidlle 000l | Our interior [internal] we recognize
U s agills their goals Sir in.....
MV: — (S5 (gala ual g e &y (& Y | No [a slightly heated intelligible
<llia 4 | conversation] if you please Sir.
Saddam ¥ | No.
Tariq of il sl ) | Or the Vice President or [unintelligible]
Aziz . .. one of the leaders of those with a
[unintelligible] | potitical office.
8 S pally (i Calll (e aad g Sixy
e~
MV: el Ly o | Or the Prime Minister.
Saddam | (p)43Y Alaalua sa i e | sidal | Think about it, we are not in a hury,
Ol s gl g S because tomorrow is fine and see what
you think.
Tariq S g A g0 SRSV Jle o4 | Sir the elections are postponed.
Aziz | j
MV: I )8 | They said the [unintelligible] the

[unintelligible]

twelfth of the month- that was the latest
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S LRV AT e — el et
- < plls Lt 8

news I read.

MV:

L 5a (i

Then, not now.

MV:

Ll s (S ams | sie Caxdle A
ol — lel 3 grane - jla Alrdl
& GBREY) G a4l Ja
At 5 ALK 5 shagas o3 5 s S
el Lgd 55 ) Aallaall Al
O st i el Al ga (i S
oaie) Dha — a8 Pl 1 b sis
B 8 sanll Call delan aa paaa
| garua (et ?ALUj ‘__s.stiwa)ﬁt
onad sl sl g gl e gLl
ow Bl @815 palaai (a3 o) cllam)
LRSI de ga § gaaa Lo 2

They were not decided upon Sir- the
thing started when Mas’oud announced
— he announced that “we due to the
confusion in Kurdistan and our inability
to have complete control and as a result
of the dark- as a result of the dark
resolution we see in Kurdistan’s future-
which is the “Fifty Fifty” issue and that
we must either step down or Jalal step
down”. Then Jalal objected and then
the Democratic Kurdish Party joined by
the Muslim fanatics set their weapons
on the roofs of the houses and stated
that either the elections take place or
they will start clashing — so Jalal agreed
but they have not yet set an election
date.

Tariq
Aziz

A 555 gy OS2 530 ol
el (el IO

[inaudible]

Today in the news they very quickly
mentioned that they were postponed to
the twelfth of the month. [inaudible]

Saddam

JaSiad WS e (gdandgs S8 JSay 4
i gidand g jla (il Cila glal)

o — S5 A00 5 je lglhpa Ja g
Laliil Lo a5 SaS

Yes, the idea is that we state it and then
take our time in recording the
information and the timeline and even
reformat and mention it again — just as
an idea so that I don’t forget it.

MV:

Ol 2 Alle ay eliobus prand
Ul ot Jaads agund B Sull ey
Ay e S s - s 13l L

" T 5oy
[inaudible]

i s ) pgallai 13

[inaudible]

Liaie 4135 g Siny

[inaudible]

Sir, if you please, concerning Abed al
Rahman family we issued directives to
the secretary to bring them in and hold
them. Sir, I don’t support that Sir, he
doesn’t want to and he is an old man
and [inaudible] if we let them go at
least we can see [inaudible] when we
keep them here [inaudible].

Saddam

L P g ¥

Well she is a female [inaudible] there in
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[inaudible]

Gl a5 1Sy el L llia
[inaudible]

SSE o FY ez (e
Jsina Lo iy s #1138 23 S
O (Sallyafde

[inaudible]

pIY LS Lo Fy il ililly

3

M@M—J&%\;@Sbm

the US and she saw [inaudible] who
comes and who goes and the brother
also knows what is up and what is not.
We must, he is a brother at home,
impossible for something like this to
pass by him, there was talk on the
phone [inaudible] “ability and this was
bombed and this we wanted to do” and
on the phones, the brother could have
just put the phone down and didn’t say
anything. He must have something
useful- call him in for interrogation.

MV: Uidaa, — elialy | sée — s Liia a5 | Sir, we questioned him Sir, pardon me
ol 2 Y asll Sl & saul B (0 e Sir, we used to question him twice a
G RY) oY) GaleY Jasl weel'c, put tqday for purposes of
detaining him- for purposes of
precautionary detention.
Saddam C1sa ek alal Ul L | Well, I worry that they will flee.
Qusay? daglas AN oLii3W) Aa 3 535 (5 )3 Le | What level of alert have we placed on
lgle | them.
Tariq Lo (i () sana pg il aglid Al g | Well, let them both stay in detention at
Aziz agale sl o 24 | least we can control them.
group goal s Jie | [unintelligible conversation]
Saddam 1 e Cla slaa 131 J8YY e | At least if you get information from this
—&Y brother [inaudible] and you don’t tell
) ] him that his brother has already
[inaudible] | confessed just tell him that we have
Laie s 48 s viel @l 41,15 L | such information that says this and this
uf-.’ @ u):;. }é}j\.« dj:ﬂ and this. Then he will start to tell you,
Pt O Pt OE )x"j 2. | [inaudible] more information than a
peale @y an o 25 OV | i
[inaudible]
Lolal 4ia S Gile gle
group zudal g Ui | [Unintelligible]
MV: - 22k | Good bye.
&) gual | [Voices in background]
00:30:30 | [Silence]
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oMo JTF-GTMO MATRIX OF THREAT INDICATORS
= v FOR ENEMY COMBATANTS

(S//NF) Below are indicators used in JTF-GTMO detainee assessments to determine a
detainee’s capabilities and intentions to pose a terrorist threat if the detainee were given
the opportunity. The indicators are not all-inclusive and are written primarily with the
JTF-GTMO detainee in mind, though they can be tailored to other theaters. These
indicators are used in assessments in concert with each other, and need to be read in the
context in which they are placed within an assessment. While some individual indicators
may be sufficient alone to provide an accurate assessment of the detainee’s threat, others
may require additional indicators or multiple occurrences of the same indicator for
reliability and confidence. In all, the indicators are designed to point to the threat a
detainee would pose if he were to be released from custody, and the intelligence that a
detainee potentially possesses, not as evidence to prove a detainee’s guilt or innocence.

(U) How to use these indicators

(S/INF) JTF-GTMO primarily uses three types of indicators to assess a detainee: 1) the
detainee himself provides acknowledgement of a fact; 2) another detainee, document,
government, etc. provides an identification of the detainee; and 3) analysis of the
detainee’s timeline, activities, and associates in context with other known events and
individuals. A fourth method may be available for a few select detainees in their SCI
addendum, where special intelligence provides more specific information about a
detainee.

e Examples of these three types of indicators are:

o 1) The detainee admitted being in Tora Borg;

o 2) ISN 252 identified detainee from Tora Bora;

o 3) Detainee claimed he met a group traveling to Pakistan and joined them
and was eventually captured with them. Analysis will show that the
detainee’s statements describe the events of the escape from Afghanistan
and subsequent capture of the large al-Qaida force that was led out of Tora
Bora by Ibn al-Shaykh al-Libi, which indicates the detainee was in Tora
Bora with this group.

(S/INF) Many indicators can provide support to several categories, though they may not
be listed separately under each category. For instance, capture details can provide
indicators for membership and affiliation. They can also provide indications of
participation in and support to hostilities, and indications of past or intended acts of
aggression in support of or as a member of an organization. Sub-bullets in JTF-GTMO
assessments are provided as indicators and supporting intelligence for an overall
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assessment articulated in the primary bullet under which they fall, and should not be
considered in isolation from the assessment they support.

(S/INF) For instance, the assessment that a detainee is a member of al-Qaida may be
supported by three bullets stating his name was found on al-Qaida documents, another
detainee identified him as a fighter on the front lines, and he acknowledged receiving two
weeks of training at al-Farug. Taken in isolation, receiving training at al-Faruq does not
necessarily prove the detainee was a member of al-Qaida. When considered with the
other two bullets, however, it is a valid supporting statement that the detainee was a
member of al-Qaida, and together they create a strong level of confidence in the
assessment. At the very least, receiving training at an al-Qaida camp indicates affiliation
with and support for that organization.

(S//INF) HUMINT information — the primary source of intelligence for the assessments —
is most often single-source. Single-source reporting about one indicator, when combined
with other indicators, can provide sufficient details for analysis and assessment.
However, these assessments are tempered by analysis of HUMINT sources’ potential
efforts to mislead US intelligence collectors. A HUMINT source may provided
misleading information for a number of reasons, such as out of a desire to discredit a
detainee, to protect a detainee, or to protect the source himself against incrimination
through association — some sources may only be able to provide incriminating
information about a detainee by indicating they themselves were in an incriminating
situation.

(U) Capture

(S//INF) Details of the detainee’s capture can provide indicators of membership and
participation in or support to hostilities against US and Coalition forces.

e Transferred to US custody following hostilities on suspicion of extremist
membership or on suspicion of participation in or support to hostilities

e Captured by US or Coalition forces during or immediately following hostilities*

Captured with a weapon or reported in possession of a weapon shortly before

capture

Sustained wounds before or during capture

Capture while attempting to cross the border or at a checkpoint

Captured attempting to enter Afghanistan following 11 September 2001

Surrendered to Pakistani authorities?

Captured by local villagers or in a hospital, such as several wounded al-Qaida

fighters transferred to JTF-GTMO, and turned over to authorities

1 «US or Coalition forces™ indicate any forces either controlled by the US or cooperating with the US in
Afghanistan

Z At times detainees have claimed to have “surrendered” as a show of their peaceful intentions and
cooperation, when in fact they were captured through force or the threat of force.
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e Captured by US or Coalition forces in a raid on a suspected compound or safe
house. The raid may have followed a tip-oft of detainees or his associates’
activities, or based on suspicion about the occupants or the facility itself.

e Captured abroad by foreign government law or intelligence officials

e Captured in disguise or in the company of disguised individuals, or members of
detainee’s group used disguises to facilitate their escape

¢ Captured with other al-Qaida or extremist group members, including identified
detainee groups:”

o Front line fighters - surrendered to or captured by Northern Alliance General

Dostum’s forces”

“Dirty 30

o]

o Captured in Afghanistan/Pakistan border regions with a group of Arabs
around the November 2001 through February 2002 timeframe®

o Karachi 6--detainees captured on 11 September 2002 in Karachi safe houses

o Algerian 6

o Syrian detainees

o Abu Zubavdah’s Faisalabad safe houses detainees

e Operated or captured in an area dominated by al-Qaida or Taliban forces or
network operatives, or a key battle/campaign area including, but not limited to:

Gardez, AF

Kabul, AF, especially the Wazir Akbar Khan district

Kandahar, AF

Konduz, AF

Khwaja Ghar, AF

Mazar-e-Sharif, AF

Taloqan, AF

Tora Bora, A’

Zormat, AF

o 0 O O 0O o O O 0

? Detainees, who give substantially different accounts of their capture from the accounts of other detainees
with whom they were captured, or from additional reporting on the event, are assessed to be withholding
information possibly to protect themselves or others.

* These Northern Alliance forces captured hundreds of Taliban, al-Qaida, and associate forces in the
Mazar-e-Sharif area following their rout on the front lines in Northern Afghanistan due in part to US
bombardment. Northern Alliance forces took the majority of the detainees to the Qala-i-Jangi fortress,
which was used as a holding facility. The combatants held at Qala-i-Jangi staged a violent uprising in late
November 2001. (see Deception at Qala-I Jangi Prison - USSOC - May 20053)

* For additional information on the “Dirty 30” and the intelligence value of bodyguards, see Bodyguard
profile | I II23-0CT-2006 ini

® This time frame corresponds to the primary exodus from Afghanistan by al-Qaida and affiliate extremist
forces seeking to escape US and Coalition engagements. This includes the forces led out of the area by
UBL-appointed military commander in Tora Bora, Ali Muhammad Abdul Aziz al-Fakhri, aka (Ibn al-
Shaykh al-Libi), ISN US9LY-000212DP. A large number of al-Qaida network forces were captured in
Tora Bora and along the Afghanistan-Pakistan border, or just inside Pakistan after they fled the hostilities
in Tora Bora. Many claim that they were simply passing through the area. However, other reporting places
them in fighting positions in the region prior to their attempted escape. For more information, see the
“Withdrawal from Tora Bora Analysis” in{ I

TISN 252 stated a detainee was free to continue to Pakistan but decided to join the mujahideen and travel to
Tora Bora. He added, “If you were in Tora Bora, you were not innocent, you were there to fight.”
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e Travel documents:
o Captured without documentation citing the loss, theft, or inability to retrieve
documents®
o Captured with false, forged, unauthorized or illegally obtained, or altered
documents
o Captured while awaiting receipt of travel documentation
e At time of capture, detainee was in possession of a suspicious item such as:
Casio watch (F-91W)°
High-tech electronics™
Military radio/transceiver (indicates a position of leadership)
Satellite phone
Large sums of money
$100 US bill(s)*
Information on al-Qaida facilitators (hand-written pocket litter (personal
effects))
o Information about other detainees (indicates an association with the detainees)

O O O O o0 o0 O

(V) Foreign Fighter, Commission of a Belligerent Act, Participation in Hostilities

(S/INF) The main focus of these indicators is on combat activities, though support for
such activities constitutes participation in hostilities, including either a completed act or a
demonstrated intention. JTF-GTMO defines the term fighter as a combatant who
participated in hostilities, attended training in preparations for hostilities, or who traveled
to the region with the intent of participating in hostilities. JTF-GTMO defines hostile act
as participation in armed conflict, or an individual’s voluntary presence at a location at
which combat operations occurred, such as the front lines of battle or the Tora Bora
Mountains.

e Detainee admitted participating in hostilities
e Detainee attacked US or Coalition forces

& Some fighters were directed to discard their passports during the egress. Others were informed to give
their passport to an individual who would attempt to smuggle the passports across the boarder to give to the
fighters at a later date. This was conducted in order to protect the individual’s identity if captured.

° (U/[FOUO) The possession of a Casio F-91W model watch and the silver-color version of this model, the
A159W, is an indicator of al-Qaida training in the manufacture of improvised explosive devices (IEDs). A
JTF-GTMO identified the Casio watch as “the sign of al-Qaida, [which] uses the watch to make bombs.”
The Casio was known to be given to the students at al-Qaida bomb-making training courses in Afghanistan,
at which the students received instruction in the preparation of timing devices using the watch.
Approximately one-third of the JTF-GTMO detainees that were captured with these models of watches
have known connections to explosives, either having attended explosives training, having association with
a facility where IEDs were made or where explosives training was given, or having association with a
person identified as an explosives expert.

19Tn cases where a detainee’s background and training are not directly related to electronics, such items can
be an indicator of association with IED detonators.

1 A detainee without a job and in Afghanistan for any significant length of time is unlikely to have a $100
US bill. It is known that al-Qaida leadership passed out $100 US bills to assist the fighters when they fled
Afghanistan.
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o ldentified by other detainees or government agencies as having participated in
hostilities
Identified as a fighter (mujahid, “brother”)
Identified as carrying a weapon during hostilities*?
Identified as serving in a leadership role during hostilities, including carrying
communication equipment during hostilities

o Identified as providing logistical support, weapons, facilitation, or finances to

personnel or forces engaged in hostilities

Identified being at the front lines or other known battlegrounds, such as Tora Bora

Identified as voluntarily being in a location of hostilities (such as to visit a

relative)

Surrender or captured on the front lines or following hostilities

Travel for or shows commitment to violent jihad™®

Travel to Afghanistan or Pakistan after 11 September 2001

Detainee is a non-Afghan and was in Afghanistan (or attempted to enter

Afghanistan) after June 2001

¢ Received or sought weapons training in Afghanistan or Pakistan, often at an al-
Qaida affiliated camp or on the battle front

e Use of a common cover story, or unsubstantiated timeline and activities in
Afghanistan or the surrounding countries (cover stories are discussed in more
detail under al-Qaida)

o Identified as a fighter in another jihad such as Bosnia and Herzegovina or
Chechnya

(U) General Membership Indicators

(S/INF) The following lists general indicators that can be applied to identify a detainee’s
affiliation or membership in an organization. Membership and willful affiliation are also
direct indicators of support by the detainee to the organization. JTF-GTMO defines
member of or membership in as an individual within a social group, participating in the
group, or acting on behalf of the group to reach a common goal for the benefits and
interests of the participants; sharing certain characteristics, expectations, obligations with
other group members; receiving support from the group; or operating under a shared

12 Al-Qaida and other extremist organizations use the term “brother” to identify a member or associate of
their organization. It is synonymous with the term mujahid when discussing hostilities. Mujahid (plural
mujahideen) is the Arabic term for religious fighter, often seen in reporting as jihadist.

3 (U//FOUO) Detained “shoe bomber” Richard Reid stated, “Muslims who say that jihad has nothing to
do with violence or the defense of Islam, were not true Muslims. Linguistically, jihad translated into
English as ‘struggle.” However, the sharia [Islamic Law] definition of jihad, which allows for violent
combat, was not the same as the linguistic translation.” He also noted, “The current jihad being waged by
al-Qaida and other mujahideen was a defensive jihad.... Any Muslim who does not acknowledge that the
world was currently in a state of defensive jihad, in which participation was mandatory, was either ignorant
or a hypocrite.”

' Although similar to the post 11 September travel, this is an independent indicator that, while not
determinative, can be linked to other indicators to provide a more accurate assessment. Attempted travel
into Afghanistan, even if unsuccessful, is an indicator of support to those forces that were participating in
hostilities.
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hierarchy of leadership.'”> JTE-GTMO defines the term associate or association with as
an individual who had a working or personal relationship with a member of an
organization, or who participated in activities with or on behalf of an organization, but
who is not himself categorized as a member of that organization. These individuals are
often members of another allied terrorist organization. An example of an associate based
on this definition would be a facilitator who provided the travel arrangements or forged
documentation for a member of another organization.'®

(S//NF) A detainee’s admission of membership in a terrorist group, particularly al-Qaida,
is taken as sufficient evidence of that membership. However, where such an admission is
absent, multiple identifications by other sources that a detainee was a foreign fighter in
Afghanistan provide corroboration and a high degree of reliability and confidence in the
assessment that a detainee was affiliated with a group supporting foreign fighters, though
such corroboration i1s not necessarily a requirement for an assessment.

¢ Admitted membership or identified as a member by other associates, members,
media, or documents

o Facilitated, recruited, or provided other support to the organization or its members

¢ Affiliated with known members of the organization, especially if claimed
associations to other non-members cannot be confirmed

e Detainee has familial ties to a terrorist organization, or non-governmental

organization that supports terrorism

Occupied facilities operated by, or on behalf of, the organization

Engaged in activities for which the organization is known

Shares a common ideology or political goals with the organization

Operated or captured in or around an area of where a terrorist organization was

active during the relevant time frame

¢ Captured or arrested while attempting to cross and international border illegally
(i.e., US-Mexico or Afghanistan-Pakistan) due to extensive extremist use of false
documents or other surreptitious means such as avoiding boarder posts or
traveling in disguise

o Attempted US entry through legal means (but denied), especially with a poorly
developed story for purpose of US visit as in the case of ISN SA-063, a 20th 11
September hijacker'’

e Non-cooperative at GTMO"

'* Swearing bayat( oath of allegiance) to Usama Bin Laden (UBL) or being identified as a member of al-
Qaida by Khalid Shaykh Muhammad, for instance, is not the sole basis for supporting a determination of
membership in al-Qaida..

'® The term affiliate or affiliation identifies an individual who was a either a member or an associate of an
organization. This includes an individual that was a member, had a working or personal relationship with a
member, or participated in any activities with an organization.

"7 See information relating TSN 063 in “911 Staff Report on Terrorist Travel 21-AUG-2004" in ||
This document provides details on his attempted US entry as well as his passport.

'8 Cooperation is rewarded and is explained to the detainee as his best path to repatriation. Non-
cooperation is seen as an indicator that the detainee is willingly withholding information of law
enforcement and intelligence value in support of the detainee’s assessed affiliate organizations and personal
associates who may still be at large and fighting against US and Coalition forces. The detainee’s
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(U) Member of, or affiliation with, al-Qaida and the al-Qaida Network

(S//NF) The following provides the primary indicators for assessing a detainee’s

membership or affiliation with al-Qaida.

e Identification

o Detainee was identified as or admitted membership in al-Qaida

o Detainee’s name or alias was found on al-Qaida membership lists, computer
hard drive, other electronic media, or documents found with known al-Qaida
or support elements; or on media or documents which identify al-Qaida

personnel or support elements

o Name found on receipts or associated with al-Qaida equipment or facilities
owned, rented, or used by al-Qaida.

o Name found in US Government or international intelligence or law
enforcement databases as a member of al-Qaida

o Acknowledged or identified as serving under al-Qaida leadership

o Associated with or recognized by al-Qaida network leaders, network
operatives, or key members including, but not limited to:

Usama bin Laden (UBL)

Ayman al-Zawabhiri

Khalid Shaykh Muhammad (KSM), (ISN
US9KU-010024DP)

Nashwan Abd al-Razzaq Abd al-Bagqi, aka
(Abd al-Hadi al-Iraqi), (ISN US91Z-
010026DP)

Abu Hafs “the Mauritanian” / Muhammad
Atif (religious advisor)

Abd al-Qadus (Tora Bora commander and
training camp commander)

Abu al-Layth al-Libi Abu Doha
Abu Muhammad al-Masri Abu Musab al-Suri
Abu Musab al-Zargawi or The Zargawi Abu Qatada

Network

Abu Yasir al-Jazaieri (facilitator)

Zayn al-Abidin Muhammad Husayn, aka
(Abu Zubaydah), (facilitator) (ISN US9GZ-
010016DP)

Ahmad Ressam

Baragat Yarkas

Riduan Bin Isomuddin, aka (Hambali), (ISN
US91D-010012DP)

Hamza al-Ghamdi

Ali Muhammad Abdul Aziz al-Fakhri, aka
(1bn al-Shaykh al-Libi), (ISN USOLY -
000212DP)*®

Jaffar al-Jazaieri

Lugman

Marwan (recruiter)”’

Shargawi Abdu Ali al-Hajj, aka (Riyahd the

Sayf al-Adl (commander)

cooperation can lead to the arrest of these individuals, and his refusal is therefore assessed as support to

those organizations.
19 Believed to be in Libyan custody.

% Marwan Mugbil, aka (Marwan Ahmad Mugbil Salih), aka (Marwan Qassim Jawan), aka (Abu Ali al-

Yafii)
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Facilitator), (ISN PK9YM-001457DP)

Sami Essid (Cell leader and facilitator) Sulayman Abu Ghayth (spokesman)

Swift Sword, aka (Yusuf al-lyari) UBL bodyguards

(facilitator)

Yazid Sufaat (anthrax researcher) Radical religious figures (such as Shaykh

Jabril, Shaykh Mugbil Wadi, Abu Hamza
al-Masri)

Other facilitators, financiers, recruiters, and
other force multipliers as identified in
assessments and intelligence reporting

o

Recognized or identified by other known or assessed al-Qaida members

Detainee has familial ties to al-Qaida members

e Volunteered to perform special tasks for al-Qaida (e.g., martyrdom operations,
special training, etc.)

e Swore bayat to UBL*

e Detainee’s travel arrangements, funds, weapons or other support provided by al-

Qaida

o Al-Qaida funded travel to Iran, Pakistan, or Afghanistan

o Another individual paid for travel tickets or provided travel expenses

o Another individual provided travel documents (visa, passport, etc.)

o Another individual assisted in obtaining travel documents expressly for the
purpose of traveling to Iran, Afghanistan, or Pakistan (not including travel
agency assistance)

o Passport or personal effects left at a safe house

o Travel, particularly to South Asia, on a student visa without requisite previous
education, without actual university enrollment, or without actually attending
an educational institution following travel

o Travel on a medical visa without a medical need, or without actually receiving
medical treatment (See cover stories)

o Stayed at an al-Qaida safe house or guesthouse

o Al-Qaida provided food, clothing, weapons

e Traveled to Pakistan or Afghanistan using a common al-Qaida global terrorism
network transit routes

o

From country of residence through Syria or Turkey to Iran then Afghanistan

or Pakistan (this route was primarily followed by persons from North Africa,

East Africa, Europe, Lavant, North West Saudi Arabia, and Yemeni’s from

Hudaydah. Many North African’s first made their way through London.

= Layovers of several days to several weeks in Damascus, SY, Tehran, IR,
Meshhad, IR, Zobul, IR, Tayyebat, IR, or Zahedan, IR

Flight from country of residence through UAE to Pakistan (this route was

primarily followed by Gulf Arabs (including Saudi Arabia and Yemen)

= Flights into Karachi, PK, with overland transit to Quetta, PK, then
Kandahar, or Kabul (via Kandahar, Khowst, or Peshawar)

2 Includes those who are assessed to have sworn bayat.
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= Flights into Lahore, PK, or Islamabad, PK, with overland transit to
Afghanistan via Peshawar or Khowst

Flights from Asia terminated in Karachi, Lahore, or Islamabad with overland

transits as noted above

Transit including a stay at al-Qaida, Taliban, or extremist guesthouse,

supporting hotel, mosque, university/madrassa, or NGO office: ™

= Karachi (especially those in Gulshin-Igbal and Sadar Bazaar areas),
Lahore, Islamabad, Peshawar, and Quetta, PK

* Hotels in Karachi (Dubai, Embassy, Emirates, Furan, Gulf, Mashriq,
Mehran, Mustafa)

= Herat, Kandahar, Kabul, Jalalabad, Logar, Khowst, AT

= Taliban Guesthouse or office, Daftar Taliban, in Quetta, PK

= Other facilities as noted in assessments and intelligence reporting

Detainee has traveled on, or at some time possessed, false documents;

especially with known or suspected al-Qaida or al-Qaida-associated forged

stamps

e Attempt to egress from Afghanistan or Pakistan through Chah Bahar, IR,
especially when route of travel for ingress was through Pakistan®

e Association or atfiliation with mosques or Islamic institutes where known al-
Qaida members were recruited, facilitated, or trained including, but not limited to:

o 0o 0o o 0o 0 0 0 0

Abu Bakr International University in Karachi, pPK*

Al-Khayr Mosque in Sana’a, YM

Al-Sunna (aka Assunna) Mosques in Quebec, CA

Dimaj Institute in Sadaa, YM

Finsbury and Bakers Street (Four Feathers) mosques in the UK
Leannec Mosque in Lyon, FR

Islamic Cultural Institute Mosque in Milan, IT

Makki Mosque in Karachi, PK (Jama’at Tablighi mosque)
Wazir Akbar Khan Mosque in Kabul, AF

¢ Assessed to be a member of, or affiliated with, the 55th Arab Brigade {aka the
UBL Brigade, aka the al-Qaida Brigade, etc.) in Afghanistan

O

O

Served under brigade leadership such as Mullah Thakir, Abd al-Hadi al-Iraqi,
and Abd al-Salam al-Hadrami

Occupied known brigade positions or facilities such as the Omar Sayf Center,
the Bilal Center, and unspecified front line kitchen or rest area

Associated with known brigade members on the front lines

Claimed to be a cook or a guard in the rear area, support lines, or positions
Identified on the front lines or known to have visited the front lines

* The European mosques served both al-Qaida and the North African extremist groups (see Algerian
Extremist Recruitment in Europe 31-MAY-2004, Homeland Security Focus Report on Terrorist
Recruitment 21 Oct 2005, Recruiting For Jihad Europe, and the H Bin Landens Terror
Network in Europe).

* Al-Qaida attempted to extract some Yemeni’s by boat from Chah Bahar to Oman

* For additional information on the significance of the Abu Bakr and Dimaj institutes, see the Abu Bakr
University Analysis i lll - References - DAB.
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o Foreigner speaking a language other than those used in Afghanistan claiming

to have fought for the Taliban
e Use of common al-Qaida cover stories®

o Humanitarian
= Assisting the poor
= Charity work
= Missionary work

o Religious
= Attending training for jihad in Chechnya or Bosnia
= Religious obligation
= Teaching or studying the Koran or Islam; Dawa®®
= To live in, or experience, a true Islamic nation

o Social/economic
= Honey or merchandise purchase, sales, or trade
= Met atraveler and simply went with him
= Tofind ajob
= To find a wife
= To visit a relative
= Vacationing

o Detainee’s denials about ever having traveled to Afghanistan, coupled with
reporting or analysis to the contrary

o Detainee has poorly detailed or unconvincing travels, activities, and
associates. Cover story is not logical, contains gaps, or detainee cannot
provide the names of places visited or personnel with whom he associated
who could verify the detainee’s claims

o Conducted no significant activities during a lengthy stay in Afghanistan (such
as claims that he stayed in a house and just studied the Koran)

o Fled country of residence for fear of incarceration or prosecution

o Fled with Arabs without realizing they were armed combatants; just “followed
the crowd”

o Innocent bystander sold to US forces;?” as an attempt to “prove” their
innocence (to further hide their actual involvement with extremism), some al-
Qaida detainees claimed they were unjustly captured and sold for a bounty, or
were unable to pay a solicited bribe

% ISN 254 stated that he is incapable of telling anything but the truth because he is a Muslim and true
Muslims do not lie. When an interrogator explained to ISN 254 that another detainee had initially claimed
to have gone to teach the Koran, and then he changed his story, indicating that he went to a training camp
instead, ISN 254 explained that the other detainee didn’t lie, he just told the other side of the story.

% Cover stories listing dawa or to teach the Koran are particularly suspect when the individual does not
posses the requisite education and religious knowledge to perform this duty. Additionally, studying the
Koran is easier and more supportive in the detainee’s local Islamic community, making travel for this
purpose unlikely unless the individual can prove he actually enrolled in a course of study in Pakistan.
Studying the Koran or Islam is a common cover story, especially since such religious training was actually
instructed at al-Qaida training camps and guest houses.

27 JTF-GTMO has no official confirmation that any of the JTF-GTMO detainees were sold to US forces for
a bounty.
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Forced conscription; this is an attempt to show they were unwilling
participants, a cover story to remove incrimination

Medical attention in Pakistan®®

Cover story has changed

Assumption and use of an alias®

Other cover stories as identified in assessments and intelligence reporting

Attended events sponsored by al-Qaida or attended by al-Qaida members, such as
the UBL’s son’s wedding

Employment of known counter interrogation and resistance techniques taught to
al-Qaida cadre (i.e., in the “Manchester Document”)

o

Repeating a cover story by rote is considered an indicator of resistance
techniques, i.e., techniques consciously used to resist divulging information to
US officials. These techniques were taught in al-Qaida camps and detainees
receive additional guidance in resistance during detention.

“It’s in my file.” Detainee’s use this resistance technique to keep from
answering questions. This prevents the interrogator from verifying control
questions necessary in determining the detainee’s veracity. This also prevents
the detainee from being caught in a lie, especially when he is unsure of what
information he has given in the past. Detainees will use this technique even
for questions they have not been asked in the past.

Refusal to cooperate. Some detainees will discuss mundane issues with
interrogators in order to appear cooperative but do not answer intelligence
questions. Other detainees may attempt to control the interrogation session by
voicing and maintaining focus on perceived offenses to the detainees or
through false or exaggerated claims of abuse or problems with the guard
force. Such tactics prevent the interrogator from asking intelligence
questions. Others will feign medical issues or will refuse to even
acknowledge the interrogators presence.

As an attempt to show cooperation without divulging information, detainees
will interpret the questions with limited definitions. A detainee has pointed
out that being asked if you know an individual is not the same as meeting or
seeing the individual, knowing an individual implies familiarity while meeting
an individual implies limited contact. Likewise, working for an individual
was not the same as helping or being employed by the individual, with a
distinction between the receipt or non-receipt a salary and whether or not the
salary was on an ad hoc or regular schedule. The questions actually posed to
the detainees impact their interpretations of the question and subsequently
their answers.

%8 Senior al-Qaida facilitator Abu Zubaydah stated he provided forged documents for Arab “brothers”
certifying that their travel to Pakistan was for official business or medical treatment. He also stated that al-
Qaida sought to use individuals with bona fide medical conditions as couriers, because they could obtain a
valid medical visa. Senior al-Qaida facilitator Abu Bakr Muhammad Bulghiti, (aka Abu Yasir al-Jazaieri),
said mujahideen who traveled for a prolonged periods of time to Pakistan or Afghanistan needed an
explanation for their travel when returning to their home country. Therefore, it was common to obtain an
authentic document showing medical treatment by bribing a doctor at a hospital in Pakistan.

# Extremist organizations direct their personnel to assume an alias for security purposes. Detainees have
also falsely denied having an alias.
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e Provided other material support to al-Qaida, e.g., recruiter, facilitator,
propagandist, forger, financier, etc.

o Associated with evidence of facilitation (movement/transit; paid for travel,
arms, or supplies) or received such facilitation (beyond basic travel facilitation
to Afghanistan)

o Member of NGO other organization listed as providing support to terrorism

e Presence or attendance at al-Qaida and affiliated training camps in Afghanistan or

Pakistan including, but not limited to:*°

o Al-Faruq (several al-Farug Camps were in existence since the late 1980s)

Camp Malik

Derunta Camp

Khaldan Camp

Tarnak Farm

Torkham/Libyan Camp

Mes Aynak Camp

Training on the front lines

Received specialized al-Qaida training (e.g., bomb making, surveillance, etc.;
implies having previously received basic training, which was a prerequisite
for advanced training)

o Received training with or under other al-Qaida personnel

o Received training at a guesthouse or an unspecified or unknown training camp

o Other training facilities as identified in assessments or intelligence reporting

e Non-Afghan carrying a weapon in Afghanistan

o Detainee has extensive international travels, especially if poorly detailed,
unconvincing, or implausible®!

e Other indicators as noted in assessments and intelligence reporting

O O O O O O O O

(U) Member of, or affiliation with, the Taliban or Anti-Coalition Militia (ACM)

(S//NF) The following provides the primary indicators for assessing a detainee’s
membership or affiliation with the Taliban or ACM elements other than al-Qaida.

Detainee admitted be Taliban

Identified as a leader or member in the Taliban®

Acknowledged or identified as serving under Taliban leadership
Name found on Taliban documentation, such as membership lists
Detainee has familial ties to Taliban officials

% Some detainees have acknowledged their presence at a training camp, but deny receiving training in an
attempt to show they were not affiliated with al-Qaida, even when confronted with reporting to the
contrary. Itis unlikely a detainee would visit a training camp, but then refuse to receive training for fear of
being branded a spy. Follow-on training (advanced training) is an additional indicator of recruitment for al-
Qaida membership. Basic training at an al-Qaida camp is an indicator for membership in al-Qaida, but
should not be used as the sole determinant factor for such an assessment.

%! International travels can be an indicator of facilitator, courier, recruiting and operations activities such as
surveillance of targets.

%2 The identification of detainee as a governor, for instance, should be considered with the fact that
governors commanded troops.
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Associations with Taliban or ACM leaders

O O O O OO O 0O O 0o

Mullah Muhammad Omar

Al-Tayib Agha

Jalaluddin Hagqgani

Khirullah Said Wali Khairkhwa (ISN US9AF-000579DP)

Mullah Berader

Mullah Dadullah Lang

Mullah Fazil

Mullah Muhammad Fazl (ISN US(AF-000007DP)

Wakil Ahmad Muttawakil (ISN US9AF-000548DP)

Various Taliban Ministries

Other leadership and key members as identified in assessments and
intelligence reporting, including those assessed to have been conduits between
Usama Bin Laden and the Taliban

Associations with non-Taliban ACM organizations

Association with Pakistan ISID, especially in the late 1990s up to 2003
Attendance at Taliban training camps or received training from a Taliban
member, especially after 11 September 2001

Occupied Taliban support facilities

Captured with other Taliban

Possessed weapons, explosives, mines, etc.®

Use of common Taliban cover stories

©)
@)

o O O O

A simple farmer

Arrest was the result of a personal feud with an individual with good ties to
the current Afghan government, US, or Coalition forces

A conscript®*

Claimed to assist Taliban at the risk of personal harm

Simply served as a cook or supply clerk

Assumption and use of an alias

Affiliation with Afghanistan narcotics trafficking®

Provided financial support to Taliban forces

Provided intelligence or conducted surveillance in support of hostile forces
Provided logistical support, transportation, food services, etc

(U) Other Indicators Requiring Consideration

¥ possession of an AK-47 is common in the region for Afghans. Therefore, it is important to identify types
and quantities of weapons.

* Though some detainee claims of conscription are true, the fact of conscription does not negate the fact of
membership in the Taliban. ISN 092 is an example of a detainee who successfully applied the conscription
cover story as a means to secure his release from US custody. He could not have done so without the
support of other detainees willing to withhold information about him.

% Connections to narcotics can be a fundraising platform for the Taliban and ACM elements, but cannot
serve as the sole indicator for membership in the Taliban.
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(S//NF) The following are indicators that may not sufficiently demonstrate a detainee’s
threat when taken separately. These indicators should be considered in light of the other
indicators and reporting from and about the detainee, his associates and his activities.

e Detainee prescribes to militant Islam and is a committed jihadist likely to rejoin
the fight if released

Uncooperative with interrogators

Traveled to Afghanistan for jihad or religious obligation

Long-term associations with extremist groups

Participation in multiple jihads

Received advanced training

Threats against guard staff, US officials, the American public, other religions,

and Israel during detention

Confirmed attacks or violence against US service members

Served in a leadership or force-multiplier role

Limited prospects following release

Detainee has radical Islamic training through known facilities such as the

Islamic Institute in Kandahar or other identified mosques, madrassas or

teachers, such as Shaykh Issa al-Masri
o Detainee participated in one or more hunger strikes during detention

e Detainee supported any extremist group through an NGO
Detainee’s timeline cannot be confirmed and he admits, or is identified or
assessed to have spent weeks or months in Kandahar prior to November 2001,
where he could have attended al-Faruq

e Detainee is not identified by senior extremist leadership — this can be an indicator
that detainee was not well known or not part of the organization

e Detainee retracted earlier claims. Detainees retract claims after arriving at JTF-
GTMO when they realize that they will not be abused. Earlier periods of
captivity were productive in obtaining intelligence as detainees were not aware of
how the US would attempt to illicit information and they were taught ways to
resist torture leading them to assume it would be used against them.

e Detainee’s claims are out of context with known facts. For instance, a detainee
claims to be unemployed and poor, but was caught with $1,000 US after being in
Afghanistan for 6 months. Or, a detainee claims he went to teach Islam but he
does not have the requisite education to do so.

e Detainee provided a false name, timeline, or biographical details upon capture

e Detainee’s ability to recognize and discuss individuals of interest to the
Intelligence Community, while claiming to be an innocent bystander or
unassociated witness

e Detainee claims he never heard of al-Qaida before coming to JTF-GTMO. This is
unlikely; though it is possible al-Qaida may be referred to as the World Islamic
Front for Jihad Against the Jews and Crusaders in Arabic media, or simply the
UBL organization. It is more probable that detainees falsely make this claim as
an attempt to demonstrate they are not affiliated with al-Qaida.

O O O O O O

O O O O

(U) Associated Forces:
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(S/INF) Associated forces are those militant forces and organizations with which al-
Qaida, the al-Qaida network, or the Taliban had or has an established working,
supportive, or beneficiary relationship for the achievement of common goals. Associated
forces are identified in intelligence reports and US government terrorism lists. These lists
include, but are not limited to:

e The Degartment of State list of designated Foreign Terrorist Organizations
(FTOs)*®

e Department of State Country Reports on Terrorism, which include FTO and the
Other Groups of Concern list*’

e The P33triot Act Terrorist Exclusion List, also published by the Department of
State

o The Department of the Treasury Office of Foreign Assets Control Specially
Designated Nationals (SDN) list*°

e Additional guidance is provided by the National Intelligence Priorities
Framework (NIPF)*

e Other terrorist organizations, terrorist support entities, and individuals identified
in assessments, intelligence reporting and US Government designated terrorism
lists

(S/INF) The following is a list of terrorist and terrorist support entities identified as
associate forces. This list is not all inclusive but provides the primary organizations
encountered in the reporting from and about JTF-GTMO detainees. Through associations
with these groups and organizations, a detainee may have provided support to al-Qaida or
the Taliban, or engaged in hostilities against US or Coalition forces.**

Afghan Support Committee (Afghan Support
Group) [ASC, ASG]

Al-ltihad Al-Islami [AIAI]*

Al-Muhajiroun [ALM]*

Al-Qaida Network™

% http://www.state.gov/s/ct/rls/fs/37191.htm. This list is designed to heighten public awareness and
international concern of terrorist organizational activities and to support efforts to curb terrorist financing
37 http://www.state.gov./s/ct/rls/fs/2005/65275.htm. This list includes those organizations that are not
designated as an FTO under 8 USC Section 1189.

* http://www.state.gov./s/ct/rls/fs/2005/32678.htm.

% http://www.treas.gov/offices/enforcement/ofac/sdn/, used in determinations of asset freezing or
forfeiture.

“0 http://www.fbi.gov/hg/nsh/nsb_fag.htm. The NIPF guides the operation, planning, and programming of
US intelligence analysis and collection.

*1 Known or suspected of wittingly or unwittingly providing support or cover to al-Qaida or other terrorist
organizations, the nature of the association needs to be further refined before an EC determination can be
made. A full list of managers or employees of specific NGO branches and offices supporting al-Qaida or
other terrorist organizations has not yet been published.

*2 This is the East Africa group, not the Itihad in Afghanistan connected to Rasul Sayyaf.

*% References to this should be specific in that it is an actual organization. Al-Muhajiroun/Muhajirun itself
is Arabic for “Emigrants” and can be used to describe those coming to Afghanistan to live, but also those
who came to participate in jihad.
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Ansar al-Islam [Al]

Anti-Coalition Militia [ACM]™

Armed Islamic Group [GIA]

Council of Islamic Courts [CIC]

East Africa al-Qaida [EAAQ)]

East Turkistan Islamic Movement [ETIM]

Eastern Turkistan Islamic Party [ETIP]

Egyptian Islamic Jihad, Islamic Jihad [EIJ]

Gama’a Islamia [GI]™

HAMAS

Harakat Al-Mujahideen [HUM]

Harakat-Ul-Jihad-1-1slami [HUJI]

Hezb-I-Islami-Gulbuddin (AMC Entity)

Hezb-I-Islami-Khalis-(ACM Entity) [HIK]

[HIG]
Hizballah Iranian Intelligence
Islah Party Islamic Jihad Union (Islamic Jihad Group)

[13U, 1G]

Islamic Movement of Tajikistan (ACM
Entity) [IMT]

Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan [IMU]

Islamic Salvation Front [FIS]

Jama’at Al-Islami [JI]

Jaysh Al-Muhammad [JEM]

Lashkar-e-Tayyiba (and its political wing
MDI) [LT]

Libyan Islamic Fighting Group [LIFG]"’

Maktab Al-Khadimat [MK]

Moro Islamic Liberation Front [MILF]

Moroccan Islamic Combat Group [GICM]

Muslim Brotherhood [MB]*®

North African Extremist Network®

Pakistani Inter-Service Intelligence
Directorate [ISID]

Sabotage Battalion of Chechen Martyrs
[RSRSBCM]

* Includes references of the Al-Qaida Movement, The al-Qaida Network, the Global Jihad Support
Network [GJSN], the UBL Network, and the North African Extremist Network, 55th Arab Brigade (al-
Qaida’s militant organization supporting the Taliban), and the organizations associated to them if they are
not listed separately in this table. The Global Jihad Support Network is composed of individuals, most of
whom are from North Africa, the Levant, or Saudi Arabia, and who reside in those countries, Europe, or
South Asia. The network provides various services, including logistics and fundraising, and helps move
operatives from country to country as needed.

*® This includes elements of numerous groups including al-Qaida, Taliban, HIG and other terrorist
organizations which are currently, and cooperatively, engaged in hostilities with US and coalition forces in
Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is a US term to identify those cooperative organizations, and the term is
not used by those organizations themselves.

“® The Gama’a Islamiya can be spelled as Jama’at al-Islamiyah. This is an Egyptian terrorist organization,
separate from the similarly spelled Asia-based JI, and the EIJ.

" It is important to note that these organizations may be represented by their Arabic equivalents and aliases
in reporting.

*® The MB, aka (Ikhwan e Muslimin), is not a designated terrorist group, but does have ties to extremist
organizations.

*% Until the creation of the group designation "Global Jihad Support Network" (GJSN), the term used in the
IICT list, now the NIPF list, was the "North African Extremist Network™ (NAEN). The IICT abolished the
use of NAEN when they created the GJSN. At the time, the LIFG was grouped into the NAEN and
subsequently was included in the GIJSN with the terminology, ". . . composed of individuals, most of them
from North Africa. ..” The LIFG’s separate designation in the IICT, like the other North African groups,
applies to those functions of the organizations operating on a national (their home country). The separate
designations do not apply to the international realm in support of the al-Qaida network and those
organizations which supported it in Central Asia where these detainees were arrested; instead the
NAEN/GJSN designation applies. JTF-GTMO, with EUCOM LNO assistance, is attempting to obtain a
list of the organizations that fall within the GJSN and an official explanation of its relationship to the North
African groups.
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Salafist Group for Call and Combat [GSPC]

Salafiya Jihadia (SJ)

Takfir wa Hijra [TAKFIR]

Taliban

Tunisian Combat Group [TCG]

Tunisian Islamic Front [precursor to
Tunisian Combat Group, TCG] [FIT]

Yemeni Intelligence [PSO]

Zargawi Network (al-Qaida in Iraq)

Active Islamic Youth NGO

African Muslim Association (sometimes
Agency) NGO (AMA)

Al-Akhtar Trust NGO

Al-Furgan NGO

Al-Haramayn International Foundation NGO
(HIF, HIFA)

Al-Wafa Humanitarian Organization NGO,
al-Wafa al-Islamiya, Munathima Wafa lal-
A’mal al-Agathia, Munathima Wafa lal-
A’mal al-Ansania, Wafa

Benevolence International Foundation (Lajnat
Al-Bir Al-Islami) NGO [BIF]

Global Relief Foundation NGO (GRF)

Human Appeal International NGO

International Islamic Relief Organization
NGO [IIRO]

Jama’at Al-Tablighi NGO [JT]*>

Kuwaiti Joint Relief Committee NGO
[KIRC]

Lajnat Al-Dawa Al-Islamiya NGO [LDI]

Maktab al-Khidmat NGO [MK]

Muslim World League NGO

Qatari Joint Committee for Relief NGO

Rashid Trust NGO

Revival of Islamic Heritage Society NGO
[RIHS]

Sanabil NGO Saudi High Commission for Relief NGO
[SHCR]
Taibah NGO Ummah Tameer Nau NGO [UTN]

World Assembly of Muslim Youth NGO
[WAMY]

%0 Affiliation with the JT, a proselytizing organization, has been identified as an al-Qaida cover story. Al-
Qaida used the JT to facilitate and fund the international travels of its members.
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