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UNITED STATES OF AMERICA  
 

v.  
 

MOHAMMED JAWAD   
 
 

 
 

Defense Motion to Suppress All Out-of-
Court Statements by the Accused made 

while in U.S. Custody  

 
September 18, 2008  

 

1. Timeliness: This motion is filed within the timeframe established by the Military Judge’s 
ruling on D-017 of 28 August 2008 establishing a deadline of 1200 hours on 18 September 2008 
for filing of defense motions to suppress statements of the accused.  The defense requested an 
order from the commission under MCRE 304(d)(3) allowing the defense to make a general 
motion to suppress as the defense has been unable to interview those persons involved in the 
taking of statements or otherwise to obtain information necessary to specify a grounds for a more 
specific motion to suppress.  As no answer has been received, the defense has endeavored to be 
as specific as possible, given the constraints of the discovery and access to witnesses that has 
been provided to date. 
 
2. Relief Requested:   

(1) Mr. Jawad seeks the following relief: 

(a) an order suppressing all self-incriminating statements allegedly made on or 
after 17 December 2002 to U.S. personnel, while in U.S. custody at FOB 195, Bagram, and 
Guantanamo, which the prosecution has indicated an intent to introduce into evidence; or, if the 
military commission finds that insufficient evidence has been presented at the suppression 
hearing on September 25 and 26, 2008 to warrant suppression of any or all statements: 

(b)  An order continuing the suppression hearing, and authorizing the defense to 
supplement this suppression motion, and, 

(c) An order compelling the government to provide the names and addresses of all  
interrogators, observers and interpreters of all statements which the prosecution intends to 
introduce, as well as all notes of any interrogators and observers and any recordings of any such 
statements (or a sworn affidavit from a responsible detention official that no such recording took 
place); and, 

(d) An order authorizing the defense to conduct a visual inspection of all facilities 
where interrogations took place; and 

(e) An order appointing a criminal investigator with experience in Afghanistan to 
the defense; and 

(f) An order appointing independent medical and psychological experts to the 
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defense, as requested in the separate motion to compel the appointment of experts.  

 (g) An order to declassify, or offer a suitable unclassified substitute of all 
statements the prosecution intends to introduce in evidence, so that the defense may discuss the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the making of the statement with our client. 

3. Burden of Proof:  Because this motion challenges the admissibility of Mr. Jawad’s statements 
on the basis that they were obtained by use of torture and coercion and in violation of the 5th 
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution, the prosecution bears the burden of establishing the 
admissibility of these statements by a preponderance of the evidence. R.M.C. 304(e). 
 
4.  Summary of Facts:    

a. On 17 December 2002 Mohammad Jawad was arrested in Kabul, Afghanistan by 
Afghan police and transported by Afghan police to the 2nd District Police Station in Kabul in 
conjunction with a hand grenade attack on an American military vehicle which injured two U.S. 
Special Forces soldiers and their Afghan interpreter.  The arrest occurred at approximately 1530 
on 17 December 2002. 

 
b. At the time of his arrest, Mr. Jawad was a minor under the age of 18.  
 
c. No evidence has been produced to indicate that Afghan police made any attempt 

to contact the parents of Mr. Jawad, an individual they clearly identified as a juvenile, or any 
social service agencies within the Afghan government responsible for the well-being of 
juveniles. 

 
d. Mr. Jawad was subjected to intimidating and abusive treatment, both mentally and 

physically, while in the custody of the Afghan authorities.1 
 
e. Afghan authorities did not offer Mr. Jawad anything to eat or drink during the 

approximately 6.5 hours that he was in their custody. During the course of several hours of 
interrogation by Afghan police and security officials, including the Interior Minister of 
Afghanistan and National Director of Security,2 Mohammad Jawad allegedly made 
incriminating statements and a document, purporting to be a confession, was prepared for him.3   

 
f. Consistent with statements from Mohammad Jawad that he had been forcibly 

drugged, Afghan authorities observed Mr. Jawad to be under the influence or suffering from 
withdrawal of an unidentified psychotropic drug while he was in their custody. 
 

                                                            

1 As detailed more fully in the motion to suppress the statements allegedly made to the Afghan police. 
Expert assistance from a forensic physician and a clinical psychologist is necessary in order for the defense to 
completely evaluate this issue. 

2 According to the government witness list, at least five officials participated in the interrogation.  
3 The statements, oral and written, allegedly made by Mohammad Jawad while in Afghan custody are the 

subject of a separate motion to suppress. 
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g. U.S. Forces immediately requested that the perpetrator(s) of the attack be turned 
over to the U.S. for questioning.  U.S. Forces were informed that Mr. Jawad was the person 
solely responsible for the grenade attack and that he had provided a full oral and written 
confession to the attack.4 Mr. Jawad was transferred to U.S. custody at approximately 2200 on 
17 December 2002.  

 
h. Upon being turned over to U.S. custody, Mr. Jawad was taken to Forward Operating 

Base (FOB) 195, the Kabul Military Training Center (KMTC), for further interrogation and 
remained there overnight. 

 
i. U.S. Forces personnel observed Mr. Jawad to be suffering from drug withdrawal 

upon his arrival to the FOB.  
 
j. Mr. Jawad was subjected to inhumane and degrading treatment by U.S. personnel at 

FOB 195 upon his arrival there, in violation of Geneva Convention Common Article 3. He was 
ordered to remove all clothing, strip-searched, and directed to pose for nude photographs in front 
of several witnesses.  (Attachment 1)5 

 
k. At the time Mohammad Jawad was taken into custody, the medical condition of the 

U.S. soldiers injured in the attack was believed to be quite serious, possibly life-threatening.  The 
other members of the injured soldiers’ unit at FOB 195 were extremely upset and angry as a 
result of the attack.  US Forces recognized that Mohammad Jawad appeared to be a juvenile.  
Because of concern over possible mistreatment of Mohammad Jawad and due to his obvious 
youth, a Chaplain was assigned to act as a “human rights observer” for Mr. Jawad.  The Chaplain 
viewed Mohammad Jawad at that point as an “assassin” and felt a personal desire for vengeance 
against him, but nevertheless agreed to perform the duty as ordered.  The Chaplain failed to 
prevent the humiliating and degrading nude photography.  No evidence has been produced to 
indicate that the Human Rights Observer or anyone else made any attempt to contact the parents, 
friend or a relative of Mr. Jawad, or a social worker, social service agency, or NGO with 
expertise in the care of juveniles. 

 
l. While in custody of U.S. Forces at FOB 195 Mr. Jawad was interrogated by U.S. 

agents for several hours.  He was not informed at any time that he had the right to remain silent, 
that he had the right to consult with counsel or have counsel present, or that any statements he 
made would potentially be used against him in criminal proceedings.  He was not given the 
opportunity to make a phone call or contact his parents or a guardian. He initially denied 
throwing the hand grenade, but allegedly confessed after several hours of interrogation. 
 
 
                                                            

4 It is not known if the handwritten statement prepared for Mohammad Jawad was 
provided to U.S. Authorities concurrently with the transfer of custody.  No chain of custody 
documentation has been provided relative to this statement. 

5 These photographs are being submitted through secure means.  The photographs are 
unmarked and their classification level is unknown. However, the photos were provided to the 
defense on a CD marked Secret 
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m. During the time in Afghan custody and at the FOB, (from approximately 1530 on 17 
December until an unknown time on 18 December) Mr. Jawad did not eat or drink anything.   
After Mr. Jawad indicated that he was hungry and had not eaten in many hours, Mr. Jawad was 
finally given an MRE and water at approximately 0300 or 0400 on 18 December 2002.  The 
interrogation at the FOB lasted several hours well into the morning before Mr. Jawad was 
allowed a short sleep. Mr. Jawad was observed to be very afraid and very tired by interrogators.  
According to the witness list provided by the prosecution, at least 6 persons were present during 
all or some of the interrogation 

 
n.  On 18 December 2002, after US Forces at FOB 195 completed the interrogation of 

Mr. Jawad, he was transported to the prison at Bagram, known as the Bagram Collection Point 
(BCP).  No evidence has been provided to indicate who directed the transportation of Mr. Jawad 
to the BCP or the means of transportation, or the conditions which Mr. Jawad was subjected to 
during transport (e.g. hooding, shackling).  

 
o. While in the custody of U.S. Forces at BCP for approximately 49 days, Mr. Jawad 

was subjected to severe abuse, maltreatment, and torture including isolation, beatings, hooding, 
being pushed down stairs and being chained to the wall.  The conditions of confinement and the 
nature of the interrogations were inherently coercive.6   

 
p. Mr. Jawad was subjected to at least eleven interrogations at the BCP.  The 

prosecution has indicated an intent to offer classified summary interrogation reports from several 
of these interrogation sessions.  According to reports purporting to summarize these 
interrogations, Mr. Jawad denied throwing the hand grenade during several interrogation 
sessions. 
 

q. Mr. Jawad was held in custody at the BCP until on or about February 6, 2003 when 
he was transported to Guantanamo. No evidence has been provided documenting the decision, 
justification or authorization of U.S. authorities to transport Mr. Jawad from Bagram to 
Guantanamo. 

 
r. Prior to transportation to GTMO, on information and belief, Mr. Jawad was 

intentionally starved for 3 days, given only sips of water, as was standard operating procedure at 
the time to ensure detainees would not soil themselves while in transit during the 17 hour flight. 

 
s. Upon arrival to the prison at Guantanamo, Mr. Jawad was subjected to 30 days of 

isolation. During this period his only significant human contact was with interrogators. (See D-
008, Supplement 5)   

 
t. The conditions of confinement to Guantanamo to which Mr. Jawad was subjected 

from his arrival until June 2006 were inhumane and highly coercive, particularly to a juvenile 

                                                            

6 See NY Times articles by Tim Golden summarizing conditions at Bagram during the relevant time 
period.  Tim Golden, “In U.S. Report, Brutal Details of 2 Afghan Inmates’ Deaths,” New York Times, May 20, 
2005.  (Attachment 2) 
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detainee. 7 Conditions were particularly bad during the first months of Mr. Jawad’s captivity.  
The U.S. did not recognize that the Geneva Conventions applied to detainees at Guantanamo, 
and in fact specifically determined that they did not apply, until the Supreme Court held that they 
did apply in Hamdan v. Rumsfeld. In recognition of this ruling, DepSecDef Gordon England 
issued a Memorandum ordering that the Geneva Conventions be applied and that detainees be 
treated humanely at all times.  (previously provided to the commission as an attachment to D-
008) All known interrogations of Mr. Jawad occurred prior to this date. 

 
u. Although the United States recognized that juveniles were entitled to be held in 

separate facilities designed for the rehabilitation and reintegration of juveniles and that juveniles 
were entitled to special rights under the Optional Protocol on the Involvement of Children in 
Armed Conflict, Mohammad Jawad, unlike many other juvenile detainees at Guantanamo, was 
treated as an adult and was not afforded these rights.  The U.S. recognized that Mohammad 
Jawad was a minor, but failed to treat him as a minor. No reason or authority for the failure to 
afford these protections has been provided to the defense. 

 
v. Mr. Jawad was subjected to approximately 14 interrogations between February 2003 

and January 2004 by the Joint Intelligence Group (JIG) inside the prison at Guantanamo.  These 
interrogations are believed to have been conducted for the purpose of gathering intelligence.  
However, the focus of the interrogations frequently was Mr. Jawad’s involvement in the grenade 
attack. No rights advisements of any kind were administered to Mr. Jawad during these 
interrogations. The Prosecution has indicated an intent to offer five reports from these 
interrogation sessions into evidence.  Mr. Jawad never admitted throwing the hand grenade to 
any JIG Interrogator and repeatedly denied throwing the hand grenade.  During these 
interrogations, a number of coercive interrogations methods were used.    
 

w. Mr. Jawad was subjected to another 30 days of maximum segregation including 
physical and linguistic isolation from 17 September 2003 to 16 October 2003.  
 

x. From 1 October 2003 to 20 September 2005, the Criminal Investigation Task Force 
(CITF) conducted approximately twenty interrogations of Mohammad Jawad specifically 
designed and intended to elicit incriminating statements in anticipation of a criminal case against 
him.  Although the primary focus of the CITF was the development and preparation of criminal 
cases for trial by military tribunals (as opposed to intelligence gathering) Mr. Jawad was never 
provided any rights advisements by CITF interrogators. The prosecution has not indicated an 
intent to introduce any statements from these interrogation sessions, perhaps because Mr. Jawad 
never admitted throwing the hand grenade to any CITF interrogators and repeatedly denied 
throwing the hand grenade.   
 

y. Reports from throughout 2003 indicate that Mohammad Jawad was suffering from 
severe homesickness and repeatedly asked for his mother.  One interrogator was sufficiently 
concerned about his mental stability that he requested an assessment from the Behavioral 
Science Consultation Team. (BSCT) 
                                                            

7 See generally, Human Rights Watch, “Locked Up Alone: Detention Conditions and Mental Health at 
Guantanamo,” June 2008 (Attachment 3) 
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z. The BSCT psychologist report, previously provided to the commission, recommends 

harsh, coercive treatment of Mr. Jawad.   
 

aa. On 25 December 2003 Mr. Jawad attempted suicide. 
 

bb. From 7 May 2004 to 20 May 2004 Mr. Jawad was subjected to the inhumane and 
abusive frequent flyer sleep deprivation program, during which he was moved from cell to cell 
112 times in a fourteen day period. See D-08 
 

cc. Mr. Jawad’s height and weight records indicate that upon arrival he was 5’4” and 119 
pounds upon arrival at Guantanamo on 6 Feb 2003 (See Defense Supp 3 to D-008).  His most 
recent weight measurement was 156 pounds and he is approximately 5’8” or 5’9” by defense 
counsel’s estimate. Mr. Jawad’s weight records show a number of significant unexplained weight 
fluctuations, which may be indicators of stress. 8 
 

dd. Mr. Jawad’s medical records contain numerous somatic and psychological 
complaints. 9  
 

ee. A Combatant Status Review Tribunal was held on 4 November 2004 According to 
the official report of the CSRT provided to the defense, Mohammad Jawad specifically denied 
throwing the hand grenade to the CSRT, and the CSRT expressed some doubt as to whether he 
had in fact thrown the grenade. However, according to the prosecution witness list, an interpreter 
present at the CSRT overheard Mr. Jawad admit to throwing the hand grenade.  Although this 
witness was not identified as a potential witness for the suppression hearing, the prosecution has 
indicated their intent to call this witness at trial.  
 

ff. Reports provided by the government indicate that Mr. Jawad completed school up to 
seventh grade.  He speaks only Pashto, is competent at very little reading or writing, and is 
functionally illiterate. 
 

gg. No records of any prior involvement with police or juvenile authorities in 
Afghanistan or Pakistan have been provided.  Mf. Jawad’s arrest by Afghan authorities is 
believed to have been his first direct contact with law enforcement officials.  
 
 6. Statements Covered by this General Motion to Suppress: 

The government has indicated that they will introduce certain reports produced by U.S. 
interrogators and intelligence personnel into evidence, by an e-mail message dated 27 August 
2008 (Attachment 4). 10 The defense has been provided with the reports, however defense 

                                                            

8 Expert medical evaluation is required to assess the relevance of these weight fluctuations. 
9 Preliminary assessment of the medical and psychological records of Mr. Jawad suggest the need for a 

more detailed evaluation by independent medical experts with experience evaluating and treating juvenile victims of 
torture and abuse. 

10 It is not known if this list was intended to be an exhaustive list.  This motion should be considered a 
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counsel are unable to ascertain the name of a witness associated with the majority of the reports.  
Without being able to identify a witness or the interpreter associated with each report, it is 
impossible for the defense to identify the specific basis for suppressing each of these individual 
statements based on the “totality of the circumstances.”  Furthermore, because many of these 
statements are classified and/or because the defense had no way of determining the classification 
of the statements, the defense has been unable to discuss any of the specific interrogation 
sessions with Mohammad Jawad to learn more about the specific circumstances, to the extent 
that he might be able to remember any specifics. 

Reports identified by the prosecution, and subject to this general suppression motion are 
listed below. 
 

(1) IIR 6 034 0533 03 (Arrest Report) (SECRET / NOFORN) – unknown agency, 
unknown date of interview, author of report unknown, source of information 
unknown. FOB 

 
(2) KB ISN 00900 (Knowledgeability Brief from Bagram Intake 17 Dec 2002) – 

unknown agency involvement, author of report unknown, relevance of report not 
clear.  

 
(3) IIR 6 034 0550 03 (Interview of Jawad)(SECRET/NOFORN) – unknown agency, 

unknown date of interview, identity of interpreter unknown, author of report 
unidentified (FOB) 

 
(4)  IN T439-01-1218 (18 Dec 02) (Jawad Interview at Bagram) – unknown agency, 

identity of interrogator unknown, author of report unknown, identity of interpreter 
unknown 

 
(5) IN T439-02-1219 (19 Dec 02) (Jawad Interview at Bagram) – unknown agency, 

identity of interrogator unknown, author of report unknown, identity of interpreter 
unknown 

 
(6) IIR 6 044 6006 03 (20 Dec 02)(Incident Report)(SECRET) (Bagram)– unknown 

agency, unknown date of interview, identity of interpreter unknown, author or 
report unknown.  

 
(7) IN T439-09-1228 (28 Dec 02) (Jawad Interview at Bagram) – unknown agency, 

identity of interrogator unknown, identity of interpreter unknown, author of report 
unknown 

 
(8) IN T439-10-0204 (4 Jan 03) (Jawad Interview at Bagram) – unknown agency, 

author of report unknown, identity of interrogator unknown, interpreter unknown. 
 

                                                                                                                                                                                                

specific motion to suppress each of these statements and a general motion to suppress any other statements the 
government subsequently offers for which they have not provided notice.   



  8

(9) MFR 20030210 (Jawad Interview at GTMO) - unknown agency, author of report 
unknown, identity of interrogator (FRN 7-02629) unknown, interpreter unknown. 
(POC listed at 660-3291) 

 
(10) SIR 20030211 (Summary of Incident/Initial interview Jawad at GTMO) – 

unknown author or report (POC is Team CA3, Interrogation Control Element, 
JTF GTMO), unknown identity of interpreter 

 
(11) MFR 20030219 (Jawad Interview at GTMO) – unknown agency, author of report 

unknown, identity of interrogator (FRN 7-02697) unknown, interpreter unknown.  
(POC listed at 660-3291) 

 
(12) SIR 20030409 (Summary of 9 Apr 03 Interview of Jawad at GTMO) – unknown 

author of report (POC is CA3, Interrogation Control Element, JTF GTMO) 
 
(13) MFR 20030721 (Jawad Interview at GTMO) – unknown identify of author of the 

report (identifies only Team CA3, Interrogation Control Element, JTF GTMO), 
unknown interpreter 

 
(14) SIR 20030903 (Summary of 3 Sept 03 Interview of Jawad at GTMO) – unknown 

author of report (POC is CA3, Interrogation Control Element, JTF GTMO) 
 
The defense has requested more specific information about the statements the 

government intends to offer into evidence.  In response, the government indicated to the defense 
and to the commission that they intend to introduce three statements allegedly made by Mr. 
Jawad.  In an e-mail filing with the commission dated 13 Sept 08 (Attachment 5), the 
government stated that the following three statements would be offered:  

 
(1) "I THREW THE GRENADE." or words to that effect. 
(2) "I AM RESENTFUL OF AMERICANS IN AFGHANISTAN" or words to 

that effect. 
(3) "I AM PROUD OF WHAT I DID AND WOULD DO IT AGAIN" or 

words to that effect. 
 

No further information about these alleged statements was provided. The defense is 
unaware of the date of these statements and to whom the statement was made.  Our review of the 
list of U.S. government produced reports derived from U.S. interrogations of Mr. Jawad 
identified by the government does not reveal any of the above quotations, or “words to that 
effect.”  It is impossible for the defense to formulate an intelligent motion to suppress these 
specific statements without more information about the facts and circumstances in which these 
statements were allegedly made.   
 

The government witness list indicates an intent to introduce an oral statement allegedly 
overheard by Tarana Ansary, an interpreter, allegedly made by Mohammad Jawad at his CSRT 
on or about 4 November 2004.   The defense attempted to contact this witness at the phone 
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number provided on the September 15 updated witness list, and the phone number was not 
accurate.   

 
In D-019, filed 12 Sept 08, the defense sought permission to file a general suppression 

motion, explaining  that “the defense has little or no information about the circumstances under 
which statements were obtained, who conducted the interviews, who interpreted the interviews, 
how long the interviews lasted, what questions were asked, and what the qualifications and 
motivations of the interpreters were.”  The following day, in the Prosecution Response to D-019 
(Stevenson E-mail of 13 Sept) the government new lead trial counsel indicated that the 
prosecution had no idea what the defense needed to make a more specific suppression motion “It 
is unclear to the Government what additional information the defense needs to prepare any 
motions to suppress.”  Lead Trial Counsel LTC Stevenson is a very experienced prosecutor and 
defense counsel who has filed and or responded to numerous motions to suppress statements 
throughout his military career.  Assistant Trial Counsels are also experienced criminal litigators 
with extensive experience and familiarity with suppression motions.  Their feigned ignorance of 
the information required to file a suppression motion is completely disingenuous, and further 
evidence of their intentional failure to provide relevant discovery to the defense.   

 
7.  Law and Argument: 

It is impossible for the defense to competently represent Mr. Jawad regarding the 
suppression of the above listed statements without knowing the witnesses associated with each 
statement on the conditions under which each statement was made.  Also, the defense is 
precluded from providing Mr. Jawad competent representation without the assistance of the 
requested expert consultants – Dr. Porterfield and Dr. Keller.  The following law and argument is 
provided a general guide as to the issues that the defense believes may be relevant to a motion to 
suppress the above three statements. 

I. Unwarned statements are subject to automatic exclusion.  

a. The warnings required by Miranda are designed to ensure that an individual 
subjected to custodial interrogation is made fully aware of his Fifth Amendment privilege against 
self-incrimination and to ensure that if the individual chooses to speak without an attorney, his 
waiver of that right is made knowingly, intelligently and voluntarily.  The government bears a 
"heavy burden" when it attempts to demonstrate such a waiver.  Miranda v. Arizona, 384 U.S. at 
475;  accord Tague v. Louisiana, 444 U.S. 469 (1980).   

b. The warnings established in Miranda are well established in the U.S. legal system 
and have “become embedded in routine police practice to the point where the warnings have 
become part of our national culture.”  Dickerson v. United States, 530 U.S. 428, 443 (2000).  
There is no need to rehash these principles here.  The important question is whether these 
principles apply when U.S. agents conduct custodial interrogations abroad.  The answer is clearly 
that they do apply.  Mr. Jawad should have been given Miranda warnings, or an appropriately 
tailored rights advisement, when questioned by U.S. interrogators at FOB 195, Bagram, and 
Guantanamo in order for those statements to be used against him in a court of the United States. 
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c. In the Embassy Bombings case, Judge Leonard B. Sand of the Southern District 
of New York held that Miranda applies when U.S. Agents question a detainee outside the United 
States.  In United States v. Bin Laden the defendant, Mohamed al-Owahli, was apprehended and 
detained by Kenyan authorities in Kenya after the bombing of the U.S. embassy in Nairobi. See 
132 F.Supp 2d 168, 173-70 (S.D.N.Y. 2001).  U.S. law enforcement personnel were permitted to 
question al-Owahli while he was in Kenyan custody.  Id.  Judge Sands held “insofar as he is the 
present subject of a domestic criminal proceeding, is indeed protected by the privileged against 
self-incrimination guaranteed by the Fifth Amendment.”  Id.  Judge Sands criticized the rights 
advisement form used by the FBI and in order to accommodate the potential problems inherent 
in the provision of overseas counsel as well as Miranda’s plain injunction that the self-
incrimination clause requires that a suspect in custody be plainly and unequivocally informed 
that he has a right to confer with appointed counsel prior to any questioning, Bin Laden proposed 
the following admonition, inter alia, be given: 

Because you are not in our custody and we are not in the United States, we 
cannot ensure that you will be permitted access to a lawyer, or have one 
appointed for you, before or during any questioning.  However if you want a 
lawyer, we will ask the foreign authorities to permit access to a lawyer or to 
appoint one for you.  If the foreign authorities agree, then you can talk to that 
lawyer to get advice before we ask you any questions and you can have that 
lawyer with you during questioning. 

Id.  (Emphasis added).  11 
 
d. Mr. Jawad was not given a Miranda warning or rights advisement in any form, 

nor was he offered the opportunity to consult with counsel.  In order to conform to the 
requirement established in Bin Laden, the U.S. personnel merely had to coordinate with Afghan 
officials on the availability of a lawyer for Mr. Jawad.   

e. The government may argue that this is a “battlefield” interrogation and therefore 
it was impracticable to provide a Miranda warning.  They may also argue that the “public safety” 
exception applies in this case.  Neither of these arguments is persuasive in this case.  There was 
no immediate threat of harm to the public or to anyone else at the time of Mr. Jawad’s first 
interrogation in U.S. custody at FOB 195.  This was not a battlefield capture or interrogation.  
The Afghan police arrested and removed Mr. Jawad from the scene of the incident (a public 
bazaar in the peaceful capital city of Kabul) and interrogated him for several hours before he was 
turned over to U.S. custody at the request of the U.S..  The interrogation was not conducted with 
any sense of urgency and there was ample opportunity to provide Mr. Jawad with appropriate 
rights advisements.  

f. The bar on the admission of statements obtained through compelled self-
incrimination without appropriate warnings applies equally to interrogations for intelligence 
gathering.   Miranda does not prevent U.S. agents from questioning suspects without giving 

                                                            

11 Judge Sands approach has been recognized as persuasive precedent and followed in several other cases.  
See United States v. Abu Ali, 395 F.Supp 2d 338 (E.D.Va 2005); United States v. Karake, 443 F. Supp. 2d 8, 49 
(D.D.C. 2006). 
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warnings; interrogators gathering intelligence are free to question Mr. Jawad using any lawful 
interrogation technique available.  Rather, Miranda simply precludes statements obtained without 
proper warnings from being used as evidence in a criminal trial; “it does not mean that such 
statements are never to be elicited in the first place.”  Id. at 189. 

II. The statements obtained by U.S. agents on 18 December 02 at FOB 195 in violation 
of Miranda are not otherwise made admissible because the commission is located at 
Guantanamo Bay. 

a.  In the course of holding that the Suspension Clause applies in 
Guantanamo Bay, Boumediene v. Bush, ___ U.S. ___ (2008) (slip op.), the Supreme Court laid 
out the analytical framework for determining the extraterritorial applicability of other 
constitutional rights as well.  The Court had long recognized that “even in unincorporated 
Territories the Government of the United States was bound to provide to noncitizen inhabitants 
‘guaranties of certain fundamental personal rights declared in the Constitution.’”  Id, slip op. at 
23 (quoting Balzac v. Porto Rico, 258 U.S. 298, 312 (1922)).  Distilling the relevant precedents 
from the Insular Cases through Johnson v. Eisentrager, 339 U.S. 763 (1950) and Reid v. Covert, 
354 U.S. 1 (1957), Justice Kennedy concluded for the majority that the extraterritorial effect of a 
particular constitutional provision turned on “objective factors and practical concerns, [and] not 
formalism.”  Boumediene, slip op. at 26. 

b.    The majority accordingly rejected the notions that extraterritoriality was 
strictly a function of the United States’ territorial sovereignty or habeas petitioner’s citizenship, 
and instead adopted Justice Harlan’s focus on the practical obstacles to honoring the right: “the 
‘particular circumstances, the practical necessities, and the possible alternatives which Congress 
had before it’ and, in particular, whether judicial enforcement of the provision would be 
‘impracticable and anomalous.’” Id., slip op. at 24 (quoting Reid, 354 U.S. at 74-75 (Harlan, J., 
concurring)); see also United States v. Verdugo-Urquidez, 494 U.S. 259, 277-278 (1990) 
(Kennedy, J., concurring) (applying the “impracticable and anomalous” extraterritoriality test to 
the Fourth Amendment).   

c.    With regard to the Suspension Clause, the Court held that at least three 
factors were relevant to this practical determination:  

(1) the citizenship and status of the detainee and the adequacy of the process 
through which that status determination was made; (2) the nature of the sites 
where apprehension and then detention took place; and (3) the practical obstacles 
inherent in resolving the prisoner's entitlement to the writ.  Boumediene, slip op. 
at 28. 

The commission should apply a similar analysis to rights derived from the Fifth Amendment to 
the Constitution, taking into consideration the following salient points:  

d.   First, neither de jure sovereignty over the location of the proceeding nor the 
citizenship of the defendant is dispositive of the constitutional question.  Slip op. at 24 
(citizenship), 26 (sovereignty).    

e.   Second, specifically with regard to Guantanamo Bay, the Supreme Court 
concluded in Boumediene that it was de facto within the territory of the United States.  “In every 
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practical sense Guantanamo is not abroad; it is within the constant jurisdiction of the United 
States.”  Slip op. at 29.  That conclusion was based on the pragmatic realities of the United 
States’ control over Guantanamo and not on any special characteristic of the habeas corpus right.  
Accordingly, for purposes of the instant motions, the availability of the rights at issue should be 
determined no differently than if the commission proceedings were occurring on the United 
States’ sovereign territory.12   

f.   Third, we discuss separately the possible “practical obstacles,” such as they are, to 
vindicating Mr. Jawad’s particular constitutional rights at issue in this case – his rights under the 
5th Amendment.  There is one overriding point about the practicality of recognizing these rights 
that is common to all, however.  The Boumediene majority noted with regard to the Suspension 
Clause that “[h]abeas corpus proceedings may require expenditure of funds by the Government 
and may divert the attention of military personnel from other pressing tasks.”  Despite the 
legitimacy of these concerns, it held that they were not dispositive:  “The Government presents 
no credible arguments that the military mission at Guantanamo would be compromised if habeas 
corpus courts had jurisdiction to hear the detainees’ claims.”  Slip op. at 29. 

g.   By contrast, recognition of Due Process and Fifth Amendment rights sought in the 
instant motions will not, for the most part, implicate these concerns at all.  Unlike the Suspension 
Clause right, the constitutional rights that Mr. Jawad seeks to vindicate will not initiate new 
judicial proceedings in courtrooms far away from Guantanamo Bay, but will simply guarantee 
the fundamental fairness of the commission procedure that is already part of the “military 
mission at Guantanamo.”  Id.  There are no “credible arguments” that Mr. Jawad’s Due Process 
Clause and Fifth Amendment rights not to have coerced testimony used against him, will place 
any burden on the government other than the burden of providing guarantees of fair treatment in 
the procedures already initiated against him.  Nor do the government’s legitimate concerns for 
secrecy and national security permit the wholesale rejection of Mr. Jawad’s fair trial rights.  
These concerns are dealt with every day in civilian and military courts in a manner that preserves 
both the government’s interests and the defendant’s constitutional rights.   In light of these 
“‘possible alternatives which Congress had before it,’” the government can show no “‘practical 
necessity’” for denial of Mr. Jawad’s fair trial rights.  Boumediene, slip op. at 24 (quoting Reid, 
354 U.S. at 74-75 (Harlan, J., concurring)). 

h.   In sum, neither the government’s decision to hold Mr. Jawad’s trial at 
Guantanamo Bay nor any legitimate national security interests render “judicial enforcement of 
Mr. Jawad’s constitutional rights . . .‘impracticable and anomalous.’” Id. (quoting Reid, 354 U.S. 
at 74-75 (Harlan, J., concurring)).  What is entirely “anomalous” from the perspective of 
Boumediene and the earlier cases – and what is mandated by no legitimate “practical necessity” – 
is rather the government’s previously stated view that Mr. Jawad has no constitutional 
protections at all in a judicial proceeding that is created by Congressional statute, that is held on 
de facto American territory, and that charges him with crime and seeks to deprive him of liberty.  

                                                            

12 To the extent that the government deliberately chose to hold [the defendant’s] trial at Guantanamo in 
order to avoid the applicability of the Constitution, that is an independent basis for rejecting its position.  “The 
Constitution grants Congress and the President the power to acquire, dispose of, and govern territory, not the power 
to decide when and where its terms apply.”  Boumediene, slip op. at 27.   
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Even if Miranda and Bin Ladin are deemed not to apply to the extent that there is  per se 
exclusion of unwarned statements, the United States is precluded from the introduction of 
involuntary statements obtained through coercion by the U.S. Constitution, Binding International 
Treaties, and The MCA Itself.     

 
III.  The Due Process Clause and the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution Precludes 
the Government’s Use of Coerced Statements against Mr. Jawad 

Physical and other forms of coercion including isolation and oppressive conditions of 
confinement are a basis to suppress Mr. Jawad’s statements made during interrogations at FOB 
195, Bagram and Guantanamo.  Spano v. New York, 360 U.S. 315 (1959).  If the government 
elects to introduce the statements of an accused, it bears the foundational burden of proving that 
the statements were the product of the accused’s own free, uncoerced will.  Lego v. Twomey, 404 
U.S. 477, 489 (1972).   A statement need not be obtained by violence or the fear of violence to be 
excluded on due process grounds. "The blood of the accused is not the only hallmark of an 
unconstitutional inquisition."  Blackburn, 361 U.S. at 206.  Coercion is coercion regardless of 
whether the accused's will is subverted by physical, psychological or other improper methods.  
Indeed, the modern practice of in-custody interrogation is psychologically rather than physically 
oriented.  Miranda, 384 U.S. at 448.    

 Because of the recognition that unconstitutional coercion presents itself in many guises 
other than mere physical violence, courts have frequently looked to conditions of confinement in 
assessing the voluntariness of statements given during or immediately after such confinement.  
Brooks v. Florida, 389 U.S. 413, 414-15(1967)(confession involuntary and in violation of Fifth 
Amendment where defendant housed in solitary for 14 days, “saw not one friendly face from 
outside the prison,” and was “completely under the control and domination of his jailers.”  Court 
also considers the diminutive, barren cell in which defendant was held and his restricted and 
unhealthy diet to which he was subjected during this period); Stidham v. Swenson, 506 F.2d 478 
(8th Cir. 1974)(in holding statement was involuntary, court relies heavily on fact that defendant 
had been held in solitary confinement in “subhuman conditions” for 18 months prior to giving 
statement.  Dimensions and conditions of cell deemed important along with evidence that cell 
was infested with cockroaches and other rodents, lack of appropriate nutrition, and denial of 
visits with family or friends);  Arnett v. Lewis, 870 F. Supp. 1514, 1523-25, 1540 (D. Arizona 
1994)(in finding confession involuntary, among other factors Court notes that  defendant had 
been incarcerated under “oppressive conditions,” pointing out the Spartan and unsanitary 
condition of the jail, inadequate plumbing and hearing, lack of fresh, clean water, lack of 
adequate blankets, inadequate nutrition); Townsend v. Henderson, 405 F.2d 324, 326 (6th Cir. 
1968)(in finding statement involuntary court notes defendant had been held in solitary 
confinement on an inadequate diet); Wainwright v. LaSalle,  414 F.2d 1235, 1237-39 (5th Cir. 
1969)(among factors which Court notes in finding statement involuntary is that defendant was in 
"continuous incommunicado custody for about 12 hours" before confession was elicited for the 
first time and the ultimate confession followed previous denials). 

 As the above cases suggest, interrogation while the accused is held in solitary 
confinement, isolated from the rest of the world, including family, friends and counsel, are often 
dispositive considerations in the determination both of voluntariness of a statement for due 
process purposes as well as the adequacy of a waiver of the Fifth Amendment privilege against 
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self- incrimination.  See Miranda, 384 U.S. at 476 (“Whatever the testimony of the authorities as 
to waiver of rights by an accused, the fact of lengthy interrogation or incommunicado 
incarceration before a statement is made is strong evidence that the accused did not validly waive 
his rights). 

Many, if not all of the statements allegedly acquired from Mr. Jawad during custodial 
interrogations at Bagram and Guantanamo must be considered fruits of the poisonous tree of 
earlier coerced statements.  Unfortunately, because of the lack of information about who 
interrogated Mr. Jawad at what time and what information they had at their disposal, it is 
impossible to identify what evidence is derivative of earlier illegal government activity.   

 
e. The defense is unable to fully litigate the issue of the voluntariness of statements 

of Mr. Jawad because the defense has been denied the assistance of a clinical psychologist and a 
medical doctor.  The defense believes there to be significant evidence that Mr. Jawad has been 
subjected to abusive conditions of confinement and has suffered many medical ailments that may 
have had an impact on the voluntariness of the statements.  Without evaluations by the requested 
experts, the defense counsel can not make this assessment. 

 
In the case of U.S. v. Hamdan, the commission found the testimony of a clinical 

psychiatrist relevant in evaluating the voluntariness of Mr. Hamdan’s statements to interrogators.  
The relevant testimony also included the psychological and behavior effects of the conditions of 
confinement.  These issues are more relevant in this case because Mr. Jawad was a juvenile at 
the time of many of the interrogations. Indeed, every statement the government has identified 
that they plan to offer into evidence, except the statement allegedly overheard at the CSRT was 
taken from Mr. Jawad while he was still a minor.  No statements from interrogations from Mr. 
Jawad’s last five years of captivity, when he might have been an adult, have been identified.  

 
Several factors demonstrate that any statements made by Mr. Jawad while in U.S. were 

made under coercive conditions and should be suppressed.   In order to more fully litigate the 
facts of this issue, the defense needs to be informed of the identity of witnesses to the statements 
and the conditions under which the statements were made.  The reports provided to the defense 
list no potential witnesses – no interrogator, no interpreter.  The defense has not been provided 
with any interview notes from any potential witness or interrogator.  Additionally, in order to 
fully evaluate the impact of the environment on Mr. Jawad, the defense needs the expert 
assistance of a clinical psychologist and a forensic physician. 
 

IV.  Statements obtained involuntarily, through torture, or through coercion are 
inadmissible in military commissions pursuant to the MCA.   

Under the Military Commission Rules of Evidence (M.C.R.E.) “A statement alleged to be 
the produce of coercion may only be admitted as provided in section (c).”  M.C.R.E. 304(a)(2)  
Section (c) states: 

 
(1) As to statements obtained before December 30, 2005, the military judge may 
admit the statement only if the military judge finds that (A) the totality of the 
circumstances renders the statement reliable and possessing sufficient probative 
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value; and (B) the interests of justice would be served by admission of the 
statement into evidence. 
  
The analysis required in Courts-Martial under the Military Rules of Evidence (M.R.E.) is 

instructive.  Under the M.R.E., an involuntary statement is defined as a statement “obtained in 
violation of the self-incrimination privilege or due process clause of the Fifth Amendment to the 
Constitution of the United States, Article 31, or through the use of coercion, unlawful influence, 
or unlawful inducement.”  M.R.E. 304(c)(3).  A statement is voluntary only when it is “the 
product of an essentially free and unconstrained choice of its maker.”  United States v. Martinez, 
38 M.J. 82, 86 (C.M.A. 1993), citing Colombe v. Connecticut, 367 U.S. 568, 602 (1961).  In 
determining voluntariness, the court must consider the “totality of all the surrounding 
circumstances – both the characteristics of the accused and the details of the interrogation.”  Id. 
citing Schneckloth v. Bustamonte, 412 U.S. 218, 226 (1973).  This totality of the circumstances 
test “does not connote a cold and sterile list of isolated facts; rather, it anticipates a holistic 
assessment of human interaction.”  Id. at 87.   

 
In Hopt v. Utah, 110 U.S. 574 (1884), the Supreme Court applied the common law rule 

prohibiting the use of unreliable confessions.  As the Supreme Court indicated in its first case on 
the subject: "It is difficult, if not impossible, to formulate a rule that will comprehend all cases." 
Hopt, 110 U.S. at 583.  As a result, the U.S. Supreme Court has applied a totality of the 
circumstances test in determining the voluntariness of a confession. See, Haynes v. Washington, 
373 U.S. 503, 512 (1963).  Applying this test, "the necessary inquiry is whether the confession is 
the product of an essentially free and unconstrained choice by its maker." United States v. 
Bubonics, 45 M.J. 93, 95 (1996).  Over the years, the Supreme Court and military courts martial 
have examined numerous circumstances, “including rights warnings, the length of the 
interrogation, the characteristics of the individual, including age and education, and the nature of 
the police conduct, including threats, physical abuse, and incommunicado detention.”  
United States v. Sojfer, 47 M.J. 425 (1998).  See also United States v. O'Such, 16 U.S.C.M.A. 
537, 37 C.M.R. 157 (1967)(confession inadmissible where appellant questioned throughout 
night, proceeded throughout following day, subjected to severe confinement conditions, 
threatened and interrogated again).  Additionally, the Supreme Court has sought to protect 
individuals against offensive police practices.  Rogers v. Richmond, 365 U.S. 534 (1961). 
 

The M.C.R.E. clearly imports the principles of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. 
Constitution to proceedings before this commission.  See Mil. Comm. R. Evid. 304.  The 
coercive nature of the interrogation and the individual characteristics of Mr. Jawad including his 
age and education, total lack of familiarity with the criminal justice system, are all circumstances 
which militate in favor of suppression.   

 
A. Under the totality of the circumstances, the statements allegedly obtained by the 
U.S. from Mohammad Jawad were obtained by coercion, are involuntary and are 
unreliable. 

(1) The totality of the circumstances surrounding the interrogation at the FOB 
render the statement inadmissible. 
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a. Mr. Jawad was delivered to U.S. personnel after over 6.5 hours of 
interrogation by high level Afghan officials and police.  There was no parent or other adult 
present to support Mr. Jawad, a juvenile, during any interrogations.  He was blindfolded and 
transported to FOB 195.  Upon reporting to FOB 195 at 2000 to 2100, he was immediately 
stripped naked.  He was naked throughout a medical examination.  Throughout the exam he was 
held at his wrists by two American military members.  Several people were in the room during 
the exam and there was no interpreter.  Mr. Jawad was forced to provide a urine sample in the 
room in front of this audience and forced to pose for nude photographs and possibly videotaped 
while nude.  Mr. Jawad was observed to have goose bumps and appeared fearful during the 
examination.  Immediately following this degrading, humiliating and intimidating examination, 
Mr. Jawad was taken to the interrogation room where he was interrogated by multiple 
interrogators with multiple interpreters being utilized and several other uniformed military 
observers in the room nearby. (The government witness list identifies at least five people alleged 
to have been present during the interrogation.)  The interrogation was videotaped. Mr. Jawad had 
just been handed over an exhausting and frightening interrogation by Afghan police and security 
officials to the armed military force of an enemy nation who were accusing him of intentionally 
seeking to assassinate two of their fellow unit members.  The U.S. forces had been incorrectly 
informed that Mr. Jawad was the sole suspect in the attack and had confessed to being solely 
responsible for the attack, so the interrogators were quite confident that he was guilty and refused 
to accept his initial denials of being the grenade thrower.  This was Mr. Jawad’s first significant 
contact with Westerners, or non-Muslims. He had been indoctrinated to believe that Americans 
were infidels and enemies of Islam, and been exposed to misleading propaganda about America 
and the American military.  He was undoubtedly afraid for his life. He was in obvious fatigue, 
yet the interrogation lasted well into the night.  Mr. Jawad was not provided with water or food 
before or during the first several hours of the interrogation.  (He was eventually given an MRE, 
an unfamiliar food.)  Mr. Jawad’s Human Rights observer did not talk to him and only watched 
to make sure Mr. Jawad was not physically harmed. 

b. The exact impact of these known coercive factors is difficult to 
determine without the assistance of a clinical psychologist.  Defense counsel have requested the 
videotapes of the interrogation, but they have not been provided.  The identity of the 
interrogators and other observers involved in the interrogation were only very recently provided 
to the defense and the defense. The identify of the interpreters who actually spoke to Mr. Jawad 
in his native language and can best explain his language, mood and behavior have still not been 
revealed to the defense. 

c. The destruction or loss of exculpatory evidence requires 
suppression.  The defense has a good faith belief that a video of the interrogation would show 
that under the totality of the circumstances, the statement derived from Mr. Jawad was coerced 
and unreliable.    

d.  One fact and circumstance to be considered in determining the 
reliability of a confession is whether the admission or confession is made again under less 
coercive or non-coercive circumstances.  The most coercive circumstances were in Kabul 
and at Bagram and in the early days of detention at Gitmo when Jawad was the youngest 
and the conditions were the harshest.  In at least 36 interrogation sessions at GTMO, he 
has never admitted to throwing the grenade.  Another factor to consider concerning 
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reliability is that the confession allegedly made to the Afghan authorities and the 
confession allegedly made to U.S. interrogators just a few hours later are markedly 
different.  Completely inconsistent confessions provided just hours apart under highly 
coercive conditions cannot be considered reliable.  

 

 (2) The totality of the circumstances known at this point surrounding the 
interrogations and general conditions of confinement at Bagram render all statements 
obtained there inadmissible.  

a.  Mr. Jawad was transported to the Bagram Control Point in the early morning 
hours of 18 December 2002.  The identity of personnel and interrogators at Bagram have been 
concealed from the defense; however, investigation reports disclosed to the defense indicate Mr. 
Jawad was immediately placed in isolation and chained to the wall of his cell.  He was subjected 
to multiple interrogations over a 49 day period.  Following interrogation sessions, he was pushed 
down the stairs.  Other physical and mental coercion included being forced into stress positions 
and being linguistically isolated.  Mr. Jawad was intimidated by the sounds of screams from 
other prisoners and the rumors of other prisoners being beaten to death. 

b.  The government has provided four documents to the defense relevant to 
interrogations at Bagram which they indicate will be used by the government.  Not one of these 
reports references any of the statements the government has indicated an intent to use against Mr. 
Jawad - "I THREW THE GRENADE." or words to that effect, "I AM RESENTFUL OF 
AMERICANS IN AFGHANISTAN" or words to that effect, and "I AM PROUD OF WHAT I 
DID AND WOULD DO IT AGAIN" or words to that effect.  Because the government has not 
disclosed the identity of the interrogator or interpreters involved in the interrogations, defense 
counsel can not seek additional information about the coercive nature of the interrogations or 
seek further clarification about what was said during each interrogation. 

 
c.  Some of the most coercive techniques employed by Interrogators at Bagram 

include using a “fear of incarceration,” using “love of family,” leading Mr. Jawad to believe that 
he would be released from confinement if he would cooperate.  He was consistently reminded 
that “he could spend the rest of his life in prison if he did not provide as much information as he 
could . . . the more information he provided the easier it would be for the interrogators to 
convince their boss that he should be sent home instead of spending the rest of his life in prison.”   
Things for Mr. Jawad got so desperate, that he eventually advised his interrogators that he was 
contemplating suicide. When Mr. Jawad expressed concern over the condition of the victims of 
the attack, he was told they “were still alive, although in very serious condition and were not 
expected to last much longer.”  This was clearly deceptive as the victims were known to be in 
stable condition at that time and not in danger of dying. Interrogator notes from the first 
interrogation at Bagram indicate that Mr. Jawad fell asleep during interviews because he was so 
tired and appeared to be suffering from drug withdrawals which caused him to fidget and not 
focus.  Mr. Jawad was kept in an isolation cell which he found “depressing” and he was forced 
into discomfort when not allowed to use the bathroom when he needed.  According to 
interrogators, Mr. Jawad had “no concept of it being day or night.”  Interrogators noticed that 
Mr. Jawad was fearful of several things – fear about his family’s reaction to this incident, fear 
about being turned over to the Taliban (he told interrogators his cousin was tortured by the 
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Taliban), fear of HIG finding out that he was captured – these fears were all utilized by 
interrogators to coerce Mr. Jawad.  Interrogators used Mr. Jawad’s feelings of longing for his 
mother to gain his cooperation and noted in their repot that Mr. Jawad was “overwhelmed with 
excitement when he was given the opportunity to write a letter to his mother.”     
 
  d.  If custodial interrogations in American police custody are inherently coercive, 
then the interrogations of detainees at Bagram CP must be considered coercive. Domestic police 
interrogations are  limited to 48 hours before an initial court appearance.  Detainees at Bagram 
were held indefinitely in extremely harsh conditions and subjected to daily lengthy interrogations 
by armed enemy soldiers. 
 

 (3) The totality of the circumstances known at this point surrounding the 
interrogations and general conditions of confinement at Guantanamo render all statements 
obtained there inadmissible. 

a.  Mr. Jawad, a juvenile at the time of his arrival to Guantanamo, was 
immediately subjected to the coercive conditions of solitary confinement for 30 days – four 
interrogations were conducted during that period.  He was subsequently subjected to solitary 
confinement a second time for another period of 30 days.   

b.  The coercive interrogation methods of Bagram continued to be implemented at 
Guantanamo.  Interrogators utilized Mr. Jawad’s fear of long term incarceration and his love and 
longing for his family and mother in order to induce cooperation.  Mr. Jawad was led to believe 
that if he cooperated with interrogators he would be released from confinement.  The interrogator 
told Mr. Jawad that “honesty and cooperation would be beneficial to the disposition of his case,” 
leading Mr. Jawad to believe that if he was cooperative he would be released from confinement.  
During one interview, Mr. Jawad fainted just prior to the interview and was given an IV prior to 
the interview, he said he was dizzy and his stomach hurt, but the interrogation continued.  Mr. 
Jawad frequently cried during interviews telling interrogators that he missed his mother. 

c.  If custodial police interrogations are inherently coercive, then the custodial 
interrogation of a detainee at Guantanamo, particularly in the early years, is much more so. 
Detainees were detained indefinitely without any rights, access to courts, access to counsel, 
constantly monitored by armed guards, constantly shackled, and subjected to bright lights 24 
hours a day and other abusive conditions.  

V. Binding U.S. Treaties Require the Suppression of Statements obtained Through 
Coercion 

 The Convention Against Torture precludes the introduction of statements obtained through both 
physical and psychological coercion and there is an enforceable right to suppress under this 
treaty, as the U.S. has acknowledged.  In the official U.S. response to questions asked by the 
Committee Against Torture on May 5, 2006, U.S. State Department Legal Advisor John 
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Bellinger provided the following answer to the question of how Article 15 of the Convention13 
was being applied to detainees at Guantanamo: 

Article 15 of the Convention is implemented in the Combatant Status Review Tribunal 
and Administrative Review Boards proceedings. Article 15 of the Convention is a treaty 
obligation of the United States, and the United States is obligated to abide by that 
obligation in Combatant Status Review Tribunals and Administrative Review Boards.14 

This answer was provided prior to enactment of the MCA. However, Mr. Bellinger stated that he 
“would like to draw the Committee’s attention to an important recent development with regard to 
the implementation of that article in military commission proceedings.”15  This answer provided 
by the State Department makes it clear that detainees at Guantanamo do have enforceable rights 
under the CAT in all legal proceedings as Guantanamo, including commissions.   

The Geneva Conventions require that prisoners of war be tried in regularly constituted courts.  
This has been interpreted to mean both that courts that try PWs must provide fundamental 
guarantees of justice recognized by all civilized people and that such courts must offer due 
process protections comparable to those afforded domestic criminal defendants.  If Mr. Jawad 
were being tried in a regular American courtroom, there is no question that every one of his 
statements would be suppressed.  The military commissions must apply the same standards of 
admissibility to which Mr. Jawad would receive if he were tried in U.S. Federal Court. Anything 
less would be an abrogation of our treaty obligations.   

 
CONCLUSION 

 
Each and every statement the prosecution intends to offer against Mohammad Jawad obtained 
while in US custody is an unreliable product of coercion and must be suppressed.  This juvenile 
prisoner, delivered to an enemy Armed Force by his native country, and detained for the last six 
years as an enemy combatant, was never advised that he had any rights for one simple reason -- 
it was the U.S. government’s position at the time that he had no rights – no right to counsel, no 
right to be advised of the basis for his detention, no right to challenge his detention. It has taken 
several years and several trips to the Supreme Court to establish that detainees do in fact have 
rights.   In fact, Mohammad Jawad does have rights.  He has the right to be tried by reliable 
admissible evidence. He has a right against compelled self-incrimination. He has a right to 
suppress unwarned coerced statements.  Without these rights, it is impossible for Mr. Jawad to 
receive a fair trial and the military commissions cannot be considered regularly constituted 
courts.  If these rights are enforced, the majority of the government’s evidence must be 
suppressed.   
 

                                                            

13 Article 15: “Each State Party shall ensure that any statement which is established to have been made as a result of 
torture shall not be invoked as evidence in any proceedings, except against a person accused of torture as evidence 
that the statement was made.”  

14 United States Response to the Questions Asked by the Committee Against Torture, Q.42, May 5, 2006.  
15 Id. 




