REPORT ON THE U.S. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY’S
PREWAR INTELLIGENCE ASSESSMENTS ON IRAQ

Ordered Reported on July 7, 2004

SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

UNITED STATES SENATE

108" CONGRESS

PAT ROBERTS, Kansas, Chairman
JOHN D. ROCKEFELLER IV, West Virginia, Vice Chairman

ORRIN G. HATCH, Utah CARL LEVIN, Michigan

MIKE DEWINE, Ohio DIANNE FEINSTEIN, California
CHRISTOPHER S. BOND, Missouri RON WYDEN, Oregon

TRENT LOTT, Mississippi RICHARD J. DURBIN, Illinois
OLYMPIA J. SNOWE, Maine¢ EvAN BAYH, Indiana

CHUCK HAGEL, Nebraska JOHN EDWARDS, North Carolina
SaxBY CHAMBLISS, Georgia BARBARA MIKULSKI, Maryland

JOHN W. WARNER, Virginia

BILL FrIST, Tennessee, Ex Officio
THOMAS A, DASCHLE, South Dakota, £x Officio

T




? -

TABLE OF CONTENTS

L INTRODUCTION . ...t et e et e e et aa 1
A. Understanding Intelligence Analysis . .......... ... ... ... . ... ... ..... 4
1. Developing Professional Intelligence Analysts ....................... 4
2. AnAnalyst’s Daily Taskings ........... ... .ot 7
3. TheFinished Product .. ..... ... ... ... .. ... .. ... . . ... ... ... 7
B. Weapons of Mass Destruction Capabilities . ............................... 8
1. Whatisan NIE? ... ... i et 9

2. The 2002 NIE on Iraq’s Continuing Programs for Weapons of Mass
Destruction . ....... ... ... it 12
3. Overall Conclusions — Weapons of Mass Destruetion . ............... 14
C. Irag’s Tiesto Terrorism . ... ......... ... .. . . it 29
1. Overall Conclusions —Terrorism . .............. .. ..cciiiiun.. 32
IL NIGER ... i i i i e ittt ettt e e 36
A. The Original Niger Reporting . .. .......... . it 36
B. Former Ambassador . ....... ... .. .. . . . . . ... e 39
C. Continuing Analysis ........... ... . . . i i i i e 47
D. The British White Paper . .. .. .. ... i, 49
E. The National Intelligence Estimate ... .................c0iiveininurarus 51
F. The Cincinnati Speech ... ....... ... ... . . . @ i it 55
G. The Niger Documents . ............ .. . . it ineininaraieiiineiens 57
H. The FactSheet ....... ... . . . . . . . et i, 60
I TheStateofthe Union . ........ . ... ... .. . . . . @ i, 64
J. Secretary Powell’'s UN Speech ....... ... .. ... . . ... . i it 66
K. Niger Conclusions . ......... .. .. ... ittt 72

II1. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSIS OF IRAQ’S NUCLEAR

PROGRAM ... e e e e 84
A, Background . ... ... ... e e e 84
B. Nuclear Reconstitution ........... ... ... .. .. 0. iiiiiiiirenunennnnens 85
1. Aluminnm Tubes . . ... ... ... . 87
a. The National Intelligence Estimate . .. ........................ 95
b. Other Assessments of the Tubes ... ...... ... .. ... v, 115




T

2. Procurement Attempts for Magnets, High-Speed Balancing

Machines and MachineTools ............................... 119
3. Iraq’s Efforts to Re-Establish and Enhance [ts Cadre of Weapons
Personnel as well as Activities at Several Suspect Nuclear Sites . . . 120

a. The Iragi Atomic Energy Commission is Expanding the
Infrastructure — Research Laboratories, Production
Facilities, and Procurement Networks — to Produce

Nuclear Weapons . ..., 121
b. Many of Iraq’s Nuclear Scientisis Recently Have Been
Reassignedtothe IAEC . ... ... ... ... . i, 121

¢. Renewed Regular Contact Between Saddam and the IAEC,
as Well as Enhanced Security, Suggests the I4EC is Again

the Focal Point of Saddam’s Nuclear Program ............ 122

d. Activity at Several Suspect Nuclear Sites . .................... 124

C. Niger. .. .. e 125

D, Explaining Uncertainties . ........ ... ... ... . . it imeninenananiaenas 126
E, Intelligence Agencies’ Analysis on Reconstitution Prior to Publication

of the NIE . . . . i e e 126

F. Analysis of Iraq’s Currently Accurate, Full and Complete Disclosure . ....... 128

G. Nuclear Conclusions . . .. ... ... ... ... . . . . . . i, 129

IV. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSIS OF IRAQ’S BIOLOGICAL

WEAPONS PROGRAM . ...t e e e n 143

Ao Background ... ... e 143
B. Baghdad Has Transportable Facilities for Producing Bacterial and Toxin

BWAGERIS . . .. e e e 148

L. Other SouMrces .. ... ... ..ttt it ee e 150

2. CURVE BALL ... . it e e e 152

> . 157

A INC SOUrCE ... i ittt i et e s 160

s .. 161

6. Intelligence Community Mind Set Concerning Mobile BW

Programs .. ... i i e 161
C. Baghdad Has Been Able fto Renovate and Expand its Fixed Dual-Use BW
Agent Production Facilifies . ............ ... .. .. ... .. ... ... . .... 162
1. Amiriyah Serum and Vaccine Imstitute .......................... 163
2. Habbaniyah I Castor OilPlant ... .............................. 164
-ii -

S —




?

3. Dawrah Foot and Mouth Disease Vaccine Production Plant ... .. .. .. 165
D. We Assess That Iraqg Has Some BW Agent and Maintains the Capability

to Produce a Variety of BW Agenfs .. .............. ... .. ccciiiiiiu.. 166

L. Smallpox . ... ... e 166

2. Other Agents .. .......... ... ittty 170

E. In the Absence of UN Inspectors, Iraq Probably Has Intensified and Expanded
Research and Development in Support of Iraq’s BW Program. Baghdad

Probably Has Developed Genetically Engineered BW Agents . ........... 175
(l) 1. Research Activity _ ........................... 176
2. Reported BW Testing Near Qadisiyah Reservoir . ................. 177
F. We Assess That Baghdad Also Has Increased the Effectiveness of its BW
Arsenal by Mastering the Ability to Produce Dried Agent . .............. 178

G. Iraq’s Capability to Manufacture Equipment and Materials . . . and to Procure
Other Necessary, Dual-use Materials . . . Makes Large-scale BW Agent

Production Easily Attainable .. ........ .. .. .. .. .. .. . ... ... 179

1. Foreign Procurement ............ ... ... .. .. ... . i, 179

2. IndigenousIraqi Efforts . ............. ... ... ... . . ., 181
H. The Nature and Amounts of Iraq’s Stored BW Material Remain Unresolved by

UNSCOM Accounting ............ ... ininrinarenaannns 182
L We Judge That We Are Seeing Only a Portion of Iraq’s WMD Efforts, Owing

to Baghdad’s Vigorous Denial and Deception Efforts ... ............... 183
J. Explaining Uncertainties . . ... ........ .. ... it itiiiatintnnnananns 134
K. Intelligence Agencies’ Analysis of Iraq’s Biological Weapons Program Prior

to Publication of the NIE . . ... .. ... . . . . . . . . i iiinnnn.. 185
L. Biological Conclusions .............. ... .. . . . . . @ it iiiinnenn. 187

V. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSIS OF IRAQ’S CHEMICAL

WEAPONS(CW)PROGRAM .. ... ... .. i, 195
A. Background . . ..... ... ... e 195
B. Baghdad Has Chemical Weapons ... ...... ... ... ... iiiuiieunannnn. 199
C. We Judge That Iraq Is Expanding its Chemical Industry Primarily to

Support Chemical Weapons (CW) Production . ....................... 202
D. We Assess That Baghdad Has Begun Renewed Production of Mustard, Sarin,

GF (Cyclosarin), and VX .. ... ... . . . .. . .. . . . . . . i 204

- 1il -

—

e —



T

E. Although We Have Little Specific Information on Iraq’s CW Stockpile,
Saddam Probably Has Stocked at Least 100 Mefric Tons and Possibly
as Much as 500 Metric Tons of CW Agents — Much of it Added in the

Last Ye@r ... ... . e e 205
F. Iraq Had Experience in Manufacturing CW Bombs, Artillery Rockets, and

Projectiles .. ... .. ... .. . . . . @ e i 206
G. Baghdad Probably Is Hiding Small-Scale Agent Production Within Legitimate

Research Laboratories . ............. ... . .0 ueuneieneinaniinns 206

H. Baghdad Has Procured Covertly the Types and Quantities of Chemicals and
Equipment Sufficient to Allow Limited CW Production Hidden Within

Iraq’s Legitimate Chemical Industry .. ......... ... ... .............. 207
I. Chemical Weapons Defensive Posture and Procurements . .. ................ 208
J. Explaining Uncertainties . .. ......... ... it iinaninananns 208
K. Intelligence Agencies’ Analysis of Iraq’s Chemical Weapons (CW) Prior to

Publication of the NIE . .. ... ... .. .. .. . . . it iinannnnnan 208
L. Chemical Conclusions . . .......... ... .. .. . . . . . . i, 211

VI. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSIS OF IRAQ’S DELIVERY

SY S TEMS . e e e e e 213
A. Background . .. ... e 215
B, Scud-Type Missiles . ... ... .. .. .. . . . . it 217

C. Iraq Was in the Final Stages of Development of the Al Samoud Missile (2000),
May Be Preparing to Deploy the Al Samoud (2001), and Was Deploying
the Al Samoud and Ababil-100 Short Range Ballistic Missiles, Both

Which Exceed the 150-km UN Range Limit (2002) . ................... 218
D. Development of Medium-Range Missile Capabilities . ..................... 220
E. Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAV) ... ... .. i, 221
F. Other Possible Missions forthe UAVs ... ... ... .. . .. .. 0 o .. 225
G. Using UAVsto Targeftthe US. . . ... ... . . . . . . it iiinnn, 227
@+~ I 231
I Explaining Uncertainties .. ... ... ... it 231

J. Intelligence Agencies’ Analysis of Delivery Systems Prior to Publication
ofthe NIE . . e 232

K. Delivery Conclusions

-jv-

?




T

VII. IRAQ WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION INTELLIGENCE IN

SECRETARY POWELL’S UNITED NATIONSSPEECH .................. 239
A. Nuclear Program . . . .. ... ... . ittt ittt eenas 242
B. Biological Weapons . . ............. .. i iiiiiiiiienetiiainannns 243
C. Chemical WeaPonRS . ..... ... . .. ... ittt iieiiirannanans 251
D. Delivery Systems .. ... ... ... e 253
E. WMD Powell Conclusions ............. ... .. . ciiiieeiieininnnnnn. 253
VIII. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY COLLECTION ACTIVITIES AGAINST
IRAQ’S WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION .......................... 258
A. Human Intelligence (HUMINT) ... ... .. ... . . . . . . i 260
B. Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) .. ... .. . .. it inananan 264
C. Imagery Intelligence (IMINT) .. ... ... .. .. . . . . . i, 265
D, Measurement and Signatures Intelligence (MASINT) . .................... 266
E. Impact of Increased Collectionon Analysis . .. ........................... 267
F. Collection Directives ......... ... . .. ... . . .. i iiriinnananan, 268
G. CI4A HUMINT Compartmentation . . . ...............c.uiiiiniininenna 268
H. Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Collection Conclusions . ............. 269

IX. PRESSURE ON INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSTS REGARDING
IRAQ’'S WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION (WMD) CAPABILITIES ....272

A, Allegations of Influence .. ... ... . . . . . . . . . it i i 277
B. INRARGIPSE . . . . o it e e et e et ettt e 277
C. Former INR Office Director . ............. ... . uiuireeiiiernnnnnns 279
D. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) Senior Intelligence Analyst .. ........... 280
E. Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) Senior Intelligence Officer .. ......... ... 282
F. Former Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Desk Officer .. ............ 282
G. Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) Pressure Conclusions . .............. 284
X. WHITE PAPER ON IRAQ’S WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION

PROGRAM S . e e e e e e 286
A. Differences Between the Classified NIE and Unclassified White Paper . . . . ... 290

1. Nuclear Weapons .. ........... ... it iiiiiiiiininnnnns 290

2. Biological Weapons ... ......... ... .. . . . i 291

3. Chemical Weapons ........ ... .. ... . i, 292

4, Delivery Systems . ... ... ...ttt 293




?

B. Primary Differences in the Key Judgments of the Classified National
Intelligence Estimate (NIE) and Unclassified White Paper . ... .......... 294
C. White Paper Conclusions . .......... ... . . ... i iiiiieiiieneneienan. 295

XI. THE RAPID PRODUCTION OF THE OCTOBER 2002 NATIONAL
INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATE ON IRAQ’S CONTINUING PROGRAMS FOR

WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION .. ........ oot 298
A. Rapid Production of the National Intelligence Estimate Conclusions .. .. ..... 302
XII. IRAQ SLINKSTOTERRORISM . . ... ... i 304
A. Intelligence Products Concerning Iraq’s Links to Terrorism . ............... 304
B. September and October 2001 Papers . ........... ...t iiniiininnnn 304
C. Iraq and al-Qaida: Interprefing a Murky Relationship, June 2002 . . .. .. .. ... 305
D. Alternate Analysis in the Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy . . 307
E. Iraqi Support for Terrorism, September 2002 . ........................... 313
F. Iraqi Support for Terrorism, January 2003 ... ....... ... ... ... ... ...... 314
G. CIA Assessments on Iraq’s Links to Terrorism .. ......................... 314
H. Terrorist Activities Conducted by the IIS . . ... .. ... ... ... ... .......... 315
L Support for Regional Terrorist Groups . .. ............. .. ... . .. ..coo.. 317
J. Iraq’s Relationshipwith al-Qaida . ... ...... ... ... .. ... .. ... .. ... .. 321
K. Leadership Reporting .. ........ ... ... .. . ittt 323
L. Detainee Debriefings — Comments on the Relationship . ................... 324
1. AbuZubaydah .. ........... ... .. .. . . e 324
2 325
3. Khalid Shaikh Muhammad . .................... ... . ... ...... 325
M. Contacts Between the Iraqi Regime and al-Qaida .. .. .................... 326
N. Training of al-Qaida byIraq ............ .. ... . . . . i, 329
. 330
2. Additional Reports from Varying Sources . ....................... 331
@ 3. I Reporting about Activity at Salman Pak ................ 332
0. TheUseof Iragas a Safehaven .......... .. .. . . . . . . i iiiiiiininnennn. 334
1. Discussions of Safehaven .......... ... ... ... ... ... . .. . 335
2. Iraqi Regime Knowledge of al-Qaida Presence in Northeastern Iraq . . 336
3. Abu Mus’ab al-Zarqawiin Baghdad ............................ 337
P, Operational Cooperation Between Iraqgand al-Qaida . . .................... 338
1. 1993 World Trade Center Bombing . ............................ 339
2, The September 11th Attacks ............ ... .. ... .. .. oiurinin.. 340

- vl -




?

3. The Foley Assassimation .................. . ..o iiieinenianrrnnnn 341
Q. Iraq’s Use of Terrovist Strikes in the Event of War with the United States . . . . . 342
1. Saddam Hussein’s Past Useof Terrorism . . ....................... 343
2. The Decision-Making Environmentinlraq .......... .. ... ... ..... 344
3. Iraq’s Weapons Capabilities ................................... 344
R. Iraqi Links to Terrorism Conclusions ................ ... ... .. ccccion. 345

XIII. INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY COLLECTION ACTIVITIES AGAINST

IRAQ’'SLINKS TOTERRORISM . ... ... . it 350
A. Human Intelligence (HUMINT) . ... ... . . . . . it 351
B. Signals Intelligence (SIGINT) . ... ... .. .. . s 353
C. Terrorism Collection Conclusions . .............. .. ... . couiiiiiiiine.. 355

XIV. PRESSURE ON INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY ANALYSTS REGARDING

IRAQ°SLINKSTOTERRORISM . ... .. .. . it 357
A. Allegations of Influence . .......... ... . . . . . . it 359
1. CIA Ombudsman for Politicization ............ .. .. ............. 359

2. Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and “Alternative
ANalysiS™ .. . e 361
B. Terrorism Pressure Conclusion ............ ... ... .0 .00 iiiiiinnannnn.. 363
XV, POWELL SPEECH-TERRORISM PORTION . ...................c0onvn. 366
A. Powell Speech Conclusions — Terrorism Portion . ........................ 369
XVI. IRAQ’S THREAT TO REGIONAL STABILITY AND SECURITY ........... 371
A, Background . ... ... .. ... e e 371
B. IC Analysison the Iraqi Threat .. ........ ... ... . .. . i iiiiiininanainn. 374
C. Agency Level Papers and Current Intelligence Products . .................. 375
D. Key Analysis Topics in Agency Level Documents ... ...................... 376
E. Review of IC Level Assessments ... ......... . ... . it 377
1. Summary of Assessments 1991-1994 .. . . ... ... .. ... ... ....... ... 378
2. Summary of Assessments 1995-1998 ... ... ... .. ... .. ... ... ..... 381
3. Summary of Assessments 1999-2003 .. ..... ... ... .............. 386
F. Iraq’s Threat to Regional Stability and Security Conclusions ............... 391

- vii -

T




?

XVII. SADDAM HUSSEIN'S HUMAN RIGHTSRECORD ... .................... 394
A, Background . ... ... e 394

B. Highlights of The Intelligence Record ... ............. . ... ... ........ 395

C. Collection and Analytical Approaches . ............... ... oo, .. 400

1. Information Sourees . . ... ... ...t 400

2. Collection Issues . ... ... .. .. . ... .. . i, 401

3. Analysis Processes .. .. ... .. ... .. .. e 401

D. Saddam Hussein’s Human Rights Record Conclusions . ................... 402

XVIL THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY’S SHARING OF INTELLIGENCE
ON IRAQI SUSPECT WEAPONS OF MASS DESTRUCTION SITES

WITH UNITED NATIONS INSPECTORS ........ ... ... i, 404
A. Background . ... ... . .. .. . e e 404
B. The Lead-up fo Renewed Inspections . . .............. ... ... 405
C. The Sharing of Information — the “Pull” Side of the Exchange ............. 406
D. The Sharing of Information — the “Push” Side of the Exchange ............ 407
E. Information Shared Compared to the Intelligence Community's Master

Inspection List .. .. ... .. .. . .. . . . i 410
F. Multiple Intelligence Community Lists ....................c.c.cciiiiui.o.. 413
G. Statements Made by Administration Officials about the Sharing of

Information . ... .. ... . .. . . . . . . . e e 415
H. The Intelligence Community’s Sharing of Intelligence on Iraqi Suspect

Weapons of Mass Destruction Sites with United Nations Inspectors

Conclusions . ... ... .. . . . i e e 417
AP PENDIX A . . i e, 423
APPENDIX B . . e 429
LSS A RY ..ttt ittt et ettt e e e e e e e e 431
ACRONYMS & ABBREVIATIONS ... .ttt it it e ettt e et ettt 437

- viii -




?

ADDITIONAL VIEWS . . ittt ietir et ettt ettt et s tntanenannns 441
Chairman Pat Roberts joined by Senator Christopher S. Bond,
SenatorOrmin G. Hatch . ... ... . . . . o i e 441
Vice Chairman John D. Rockefeller IV, Senator Carl Levin
and Senator Richard Durbin . .. ....... ... .. 449

Senator Saxby Chambliss with Senator Orrin GG. Hatch, Senator Trent Lott,

Senator Chuck Hagel and Senator Christopher S.Bond .................. 465
Senator Olympia SnOWe . . ... i e e 470
Senator John Warner . ...... ... . i e 476
Senator Dianne Feinstein . ... ...... ... .. it 479
Senator Ron Wyden . .. ... . e 489
Senator Richard Durbin . ... ... oo i e e e e 498
Senator Barbara A. Mikulski ......... ... ... . . ., 508

-1X -




T

I. INTRODUCTION

(U) In June 2003, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence began a formal review of
U.S. intelligence into the existence of Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction (WMD) programs,
Iraq’s ties to terrorist groups, Saddam Hussein’s threat to stability and security in the region, and
his violations of human rights including the actual use of weapons of mass destruction against his
own people, as a part of the Committee’s continuing oversight of the intelligence activities of the
United States.

(U) Committee staff had, for the previous several months, already been examining
aspects of intelligence activities regarding Iraq, including the Intelligence Community’s (IC’s)
intelligence support to the United Nations Monitoring, Verification, and Inspection Commaission
(UNMOVIC) weapons inspections in Iraq and the IC’s analysis and collection of reporting
related to the alleged Niger-Iraq uranium deal. On June 20, 2003, however, Senator Pat Roberts,
Chairman, and Senator John D. Rockefeller IV, Vice Chairman, of the Senate Select Commitiee
on Intelligence released a press statement announcing their joint commitment to continue the
Committee’s thorough review of U.S. intelligence. Chairman Roberts and Vice Chairman
Rockefeller said the Committee would examine:

. the quantity and quality of U.S. intelligence on Iraqi weapons of mass destruction
programs, ties to terrorist groups, Saddam Hussein’s threat to stability and security in the
region, and his repression of his own people;

. the objectivity, reasonableness, independence, and accuracy of the judgments reached by
the Intelligence Community;

. whether those judgments were properly disseminated to policymakers in the executive
branch and Congress;

. whether any influence was brought to bear on anyone to shape their analysis to support
policy objectives; and

. other issues we mutually identify in the course of the Committee’s review.
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With the exception of the question of accuracy, all of the foregoing are addressed in this report.

(U) On February 12, 2004, the Committee unanimously agreed to refine the terms of
reference of the Committee’s inquiry. In addition to the matters set forth in the joint release of
the Chairman and Vice Chairman on June 20, 2003, the Committee agreed to examine additional
issues in two phases. Issues annotated as phase one have been addressed in this report. Issues
annotated as phase two are currently under review by the Committee. The additional issues are:

. the collection of intelligence on Iraq from the end of the Gulf War to the commencement
of Operation Iraqi Freedom (phase I);

. whether public statements, reports, and testimony regarding Iraq by U.S. Government
officials made between the Gulf War period and the commencement of Operation Iraqi
Freedom were substantiated by intelligence information (phase I);

. the postwar findings about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction and weapons programs
and links to terrorism and how they compare with prewar assessments (phase II);

. prewar intelligence assessments about postwar Iraq (phase II);

. any intelligence activities relating to Iraqg conducted by the Policy Counterterrorism
Evaluation Group (PCTEG) and the Office of Special Plans within the Office of the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (phase I and IT); and

. the use by the Intelligence Community of information provided by the Iraqi National
Congress (INC) (phase I and II).

(U) In early June 2003, the IC provided the Committee with nineteen volumes
(approximately 15,000 pages) of intelligence assessments and source reporting underlying the
IC’s assessments of Iraq’s WMD programs, ties to terrorist groups, threat to stability and security
in the region, and repression of its own people. Committee staff began immediately to read and
analyze every report provided to determine how intelligence analysts reached their conclusions
and whether any assessments were not supported by the intelligence provided to the Committee.
In late August and early September 2003, Committee staff requested additional intelligence to
support IC assessments which Committee staff had judged were not supported by the intelligence
that had been previously provided.

-2-
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(U) The Committee began to receive this additional supporting intelligence in October
2003. In late October 2003, Committee staff requested that the IC provide any intelligence,
which had not already been provided, that contradicted the IC’s analyses regarding Iraq. For
example, Committee staff requested intelligence that showed Iraq had not reconstituted its
nuclear program, had not renewed production of chemical agents, and had abandoned an
offensive biological weapons program. In early November 2003, the IC wrote to the Committee
that it was working to provide the contradictory intelligence requested by Committee staff. In the
same letter, the IC said it had uncovered an additional six volumes of intelligence material that
supported the IC’s assessments on [raq’s WMD programs. These materials were also reviewed
by Committee staff. The IC provided the contradictory intelligence information in late
November. During the twelve months of the Committee’s review, Committee staff submitted
almost 100 requests for supplemental intelligence information, received over 30,000 pages of
documents in response to those requests, and reviewed and analyzed each document provided.
The Committee’s request to review Presidential Daily Briefs (PDBs) relevant only to Iraq’s
weapons of mass destruction capabilities and links to terrorists was denied by the White House.
Without examining these documents, the Committee is unable to determine fully whether
Intelligence Community judgments were properly disseminated to policymakers in the executive
branch, one of the tasks outlined for review.

(U) Committee staff interviewed more than 200 individuals including intelligence
analysts and senior officials with the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), Defense Intelligence
Agency, Department of Defense, Department of Energy, Department of State, National Ground
Intelligence Center, the Air Force, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Staff also
interviewed former intelligence analysts, National Intelligence Officers, operations officers,
collection managers, signals intelligence collectors, imagery analysts, nuclear experts with the
International Atomic Energy Agency, Ambassadors, former United Nations inspectors,
Department of Defense weapons experts, State Department officials, and National Security
Council staff members.

(U) The Committee held four preliminary hearings on aspects of U.S. intelligence on
Iraq: the Irag-Niger connection, the CIA and State Department Inspectors General report on the
review of the Irag-Niger issue, the history and continuity of weapons of mass destruction
assessments pertaining to Iraq, and Iraq prewar intelligence.

(U) These efforts have enabled the Committee to develop a full understanding of the
quantity and quality of intelligence reporting on Iraq’s WMD programs, Irag’s ties to terrorist
groups, Saddam Hussein’s threat to stability and security in the region, and his violations of

-3-
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human rights including the actual use of weapons of mass destruction against his own people.
The Committee has also gained an understanding of how intelligence analysts throughout the IC
used that intelligence to develop their assessments on these issues, how those assessments were
disseminated to policymakers, whether those assessments were reasonable, objective,
independent of political consideration, and whether any influence was brought to bear to shape
their analysis to support policy objectives.

A. Understanding Intelligence Analysis

(U) Over a period of one year, Committee staff, many of whom are former intelligence
analysts, reviewed over a decade of Intelligence Community (IC) assessments and the
intelligence that underlay them. In all cases our staff endeavored, to the greatest extent possible,
to disregard post-war discoveries conceming Iraq until after completing the analysis of the
prewar intelligence material in order to replicate the same analytical environment IC analysts
experienced prior to the war. The Committee’s review surfaced strengths and weaknesses
throughout the intefligence process. These are identified in the Report’s findings and
conclusions.

(U) Intelligence analysis is not a perfect science and we should not expect perfection from
our IC analysts. It is entirely possible for an analyst to perform meticulous and skillful analysis
and be completely wrong, Likewise, it is also possible to perform careless and unskilled analysis
and be completely right. While intelligence collection is not an analytical function, it is the
foundation upon which all good analysis is built. Problems with collection priorities and
management will be discussed in detail throughout the report.

(U) The Committee, therefore, believes that it is important to understand the role of
analysts and how they learn and apply their craft. With that background, the Committee hopes
the reader can fully appreciate the content of this report.

1. Developing Professional Intelligence Analysts

(U) In order to give context to the Committee’s review of the Intelligence Community’s
(IC) prewar analyses, Committee staff spoke with senior CIA officers at the Sherman Kent
School for Intelligence Analysis at the CIA. The CIA relies on the Kent School to teach new
analysts the trade craft of analysis. Committee staff members also drew on their own experiences
working in the [C’s analytic community.
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(U) Kent School officials provided a briefing, slides, and a copy of the school’s brochure
to explain the school’s approach and how analytic trade craft is presented to new CIA analysts.
The training also address how the Directorate of Intelligence (DI) views the analytic process and
the DI's structure.

(U) The CIA’s Directorate of Intelligence requires its new analysts to complete a training
program called the Career Analyst Program, or CAP. The CAP includes eleven weeks of
classroom instruction and a five week interim assignment. The participants receive two weeks of
training on analysis, three weeks on DI writing and one week each on briefing, teamwork, and
the business of intelligence. (These are the core analytic trade craft areas.) The CAP also
devotes time to task-force exercises and visits to U.S. military commands and other agencies to
help the students develop a broader perspective on the role of intelligence analysis in
policymaking. For the interim assignment, analysts consult with their “home offices” to choose
an assignment that is relevant to the account they will cover as a DI analyst. They can work in
other intelligence agencies, a policy office or in a law enforcement agency for their interim
assignment.

{U) According to the school’s brochure, “The CAP emphasizes the Directorate’s goal: to
produce analysis that is rigorous, well-reasoned, and appropriately caveated. The analytic
thinking courses’ focus on questioning key assumptions and considering possible explanations
and outcomes. Analysts learn to be aware of psychological, cultural, and informational factors
that affect their analytic judgments.” Kent School officials stated that this training involves a
very hands-on approach and many small exercises that help the analysts learn by doing.
Instructors give the students a number of short classroom assignments, many of which are done
in groups. Students receive extensive feedback from the instructors.

(U) The same is true for the development of the analysts” writing skills. The long
brochure states, “DI writing style emphasizes the bottom line up front, precise and concise
language, and a clear articulation of our judgments and our confidence in them.” The analysts
practice writing each of the types of products that the DI produces including situation reports and
short and long papers. They also participate in a final four-day course on writing for the
President and senior policymakers. The Kent School officials stated that many of these
assignments use case studies, such as the attack on Pearl Harbor, the Cuban Missile Crisis, the
bombing of Khobar Towers, the break-up of Yugoslavia and the September 11 attacks.
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(U) Kent School officials outlined the key analytic goals as:

. providing timely, credible, and relevant intelligence analysis for the consumer;
. waming and identifying opportunities;

. maintaining analytic integrity and objectivity; and

. using all source intelligence.

They also described the analytic process as 1) dealing with facts and assertions, 2) testing
assumptions and logic, 3) developing findings, 4) interpreting information, 5) developing
scenarios (to include both high probability/low impact and low probability/high impact), 6)
determining indicators, and 7) discussing options to determine opportunities, identifying
vulnerabilities and revealing potential outcomes.

(U) By using case studies and providing the CAP participants with the intelligence cables
used by analysts to build their assessments, the instructors are able to help the new analysts
develop their ability to weigh information and become accustomed to the format of the reporting
and source descriptions. They also learn to task collectors, structure data for presentations, and
recognize indicators of activities. They also learn to recognize the strengths and weaknesses of
the various “INTs” — human intelligence (HUMINT), signals intelligence (SIGINT), imagery
intelligence (IMINT), and measurement and signature intelligence (MASINT).

(U) The Kent School also incorporates a module which alerts new analysts to the pitfalls
of assumptions and biases in their own analysis and in the work of others. Recognizing one’s
own bias is extremely difficult, however. Therefore, it is critical to develop a workforce of
analysts that are comfortable questioning each other. While it is stressed in the initial training
provided by the CAP, it appears to be the lesson that analysts neglect first.

(U) In her February 11, 2004 address to the Directorate of Intelligence, the Deputy
Director for Intelligence (DDI) stated:

[ want to focus on the danger of inherited assumptions. That may be the single
most important aspect of our trade craft that needs to be examined. That is
something I speak about to every new CAP class: How do we ensure that we are
not passing along assumptions that haven’t been sufficiently questioned or
examined?
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2. An Analyst’s Daily Taskings

(U) In terms of day-to-day work, intelligence analysts review raw reporting, draft
assessments, and disseminate those assessments to policy makers. Each written assessment may
be drafted by one or several analysts who have reviewed raw reporting over a period of time.
Intelligence collected by the CIA, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), National Security Agency
(NSA), National Geospatial-Intelligence Agency (NGA) and in some cases, State Department
diplomatic reporting, is reviewed daily by intelligence analysts using computer software that
searches the various agencies’ databases and produces a daily electronic read file for each analyst
that is specific to their area of responsibility. In many instances, analysts from regional and
functional offices, which cover issues that span across regions, such as terrorism, drug
trafficking, and humanitarian issues, will read the same material and draw conclusions relative to
their interests and responsibilities.

(U) Each IC agency that has an all-source analysis capability or responsibility will have
one or more analysts reviewing intelligence reporting on the same issues. In an ideal situation,
these analysts will be in regular contact over secure communications to discuss new information,
to share ideas and to brainstorm about how the information can be presented to policymakers to
best satisfy their requirements, however, this exchange does not always occur. The analysts are
responsible for sifting through large amounts of information and drawing connections or reaching
conclusions about the implications of the information at their disposal. Depending on the
product, the analysis may be coordinated with other IC members, but in many instances, each
agency produces its own finished products which are subject to review and editing by its own
internal management.

3. The Finished Product

(U) Analysts create their products for intelligence consumers, including policy makers
and warfighters, to name two of many. While DIA products are generally intended for the
Secretary of Defense, CIA products for the White House, and the State Department’s Bureau
Intelligence & Research products for the Secretary of State, most products are available to policy
makers at each of these agencies regardless of the author’s organization. The vast majority of
intelligence products are available to the Congress as well.

(U) It is important to note that in many cases the manager responsible for approving the
final product may not, and often does not, review the raw intelligence upon which the assessment
is based. Kent School officials who have worked as branch chiefs or division managers stated,

-7-

R —




e —

however, that products are reviewed more carefully when the drafter is a relatively new analyst.
When the drafter is a more senior, well-established analyst, the product will often be edited, but
not substantively reviewed before it goes up the chain to the policymaker. If the intelligence
product was not coordinated with other intelligence agencies, it is entirely possible that one
analyst’s views may be presented to high-level officials including the President of the United
States without having been reviewed by other analysts with the same depth of knowledge. This
is a dynamic we found on a number of occasions in the course of this review.

B. Weapons of Mass Destruction Capabilities

(U) The Weapons of Mass Destruction (WMD) related sections of the report recount the
Committee’s efforts to evaluate the quantity and quality of the intelligence underlying prewar
assessments. Each section contains its own set of conclusions. There is also a separate section
on the issue of objectivity which addresses whether analysts were pressured to reach specific
conclusions to support a particular policy objective. This report does not address the question of
accuracy regarding WMD. When the Iraq Survey Group (ISG) completes its work in Iraq, we
will then be able to evaluate to the maximum extent possible the accuracy of the IC’s judgments
prior to the war.

(U) The Committee focused its evaluation of the Intelligence Community’s WMD
analysis primarily on the October 2002 National Intelligence Estimate (NIE): Iraq’s Continuing
Programs for Weapons of Mass Destruction. This document was selected for several reasons:

. First, according to the National Intelligence Council (NIC) and the Director of Central
Intelligence (DCI), National Intelligence Estimates (NIE) are the IC’s most authoritative
written judgments concerning national security issues. The process by which the IC
produces NIEs — including the one on Iragi WMD — has been honed over nearly 30 years.
According to the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) webpage, it is designed to provide
policymakers in both the executive and legislative branches with the “best, unvarnished,
and unbiased information — regardless of whether analytic judgments conform to U.S.
policy.”

. Second, the 2002 NIE addressed all of Iraq’s WMD programs and was a coordinated
community judgment in which all agency views were represented and dissenting opinions
were noted.







