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2 ?%ﬂ 1ﬂferao.ation oF should proceed only with a clear
& of all the legal and policy
matﬁeﬁ& lnvalvaa Witil the anterrogation technigues, including:

v The classified Xugust 2002 Dot copinion stating that III
interrogation technigles including
wislate the Toriurs Statube.

The waterbdard, do not

& The United States uses the Constitutionsl standards of
conduct described above to implement Articles 16 of thes €AY
sithin £ts Jurisdiction: The Adwinistz aﬁlon s stated pelicy
is “to tresat all detainees and condust all interrogations,
wherevey thev may occur, In & nanusy uUﬁ»lEt&ﬁt with [thel
commitment” made by the United States under Axticle 18.
{Emphizsls added) -

¢ The President's 7 Pebrussy 2002 wemorsndum to the Vics
President, the Sseretary of Defénse, the DCI and others,
addressing the Armed Ferces suppert for the Genewva
Copventions, which states ip pertinent part:  “0f course,
olir values a3 a Batldn. . .vall for us to treat delainess
humanaly, incloding those whe arve net ¢ega¥ly entitled to
such treatment . . . . - Bs a matter of pollicy. the Axmed
Forces shall continue to treat detainees humatiely and, Lo
the extent appropriate and consistent with military

necessity, in @ manney consistent with the principles of

Benava.”
+ The Durbin smendment o the FY 2005 ¥ational Defensse i

ruthorization Act, which recently passed the Senabe, bub is
nolt, &5 of now, law, states that “no person in the custody
oxr under the phvsical contrel of *hé'ﬁnitﬁa-s*atQS;shall be
subdject to torture or wruel, inhuman, ov degrading treatment
o punishnent that is prohibited by the Constitution, laws,
on tyeaties of the US.” (Emphasis addad

® The Suprewms Covvrt’s decision in Rasul v. Busk, 542 1.§.
© {2004}, which ralses possible concerns about Suture US
judicial revisw of the Program, and thesa issusas.




