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WASHINGTON — The Pentagon is moving forward with plans to build a new, 40-acre detention complex on
the main American military base in Afghanistan, officials said, in a stark acknowledgment that the United
States is likely to continue to hold prisoners overseas for years to come.
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The proposed detention center would replace the cavernous, makeshift American prison on the Bagram
military base north of Kabul, which is now typically packed with about 630 prisoners, compared with the 270
held at Guantánamo Bay, Cuba.
Until now, the Bush administration had signaled that it intended to scale back American involvement in
detention operations in Afghanistan. It had planned to transfer a large majority of the prisoners to Afghan
custody, in an American-financed, high-security prison outside Kabul to be guarded by Afghan soldiers.
But American officials now concede that the new Afghan-run prison cannot absorb all the Afghans now
detained by the United States, much less the waves of new prisoners from the escalating fight against Al
Qaeda and the Taliban.
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The proposal for a new American prison at Bagram underscores the daunting scope and persistence of the
United States military’s detention problem, at a time when Bush administration officials continue to say they
want to close down the facility at Guantánamo Bay.
Military officials have long been aware of serious problems with the existing detention center in Afghanistan,
the Bagram Theater Internment Facility. After the prison was set up in early 2002, it became a primary site for
screening prisoners captured in the fighting. Harsh interrogation methods and sleep deprivation were used
widely, and two Afghan detainees died there in December 2002, after being repeatedly struck by American
soldiers.
Conditions and treatment have improved markedly since then, but hundreds of Afghans and other men are still
held in wire-mesh pens surrounded by coils of razor wire. There are only minimal areas for the prisoners to
exercise, and kitchen, shower and bathroom space is also inadequate.
Faced with that, American officials said they wanted to replace the Bagram prison, a converted aircraft hangar
that still holds some of the decrepit aircraft-repair machinery left by the Soviet troops who occupied the country
in the 1980s. In its place the United States will build what officials described as a more modern and humane
detention center that would usually accommodate about 600 detainees — or as many as 1,100 in a surge —
and cost more than $60 million.
“Our existing theater internment facility is deteriorating,” said Sandra L. Hodgkinson, the senior Pentagon
official for detention policy, in a telephone interview. “It was renovated to do a temporary mission. There is a
sense that this is the right time to build a new facility.”
American officials also acknowledged that there are serious health risks to detainees and American military
personnel who work at the Bagram prison, because of their exposure to heavy metals from the aircraft-repair
machinery and asbestos.
“It’s just not suitable,” another Pentagon official said. “At some point, you have to say, ‘That’s it. This place was
not made to keep people there indefinitely.’ ”
That point came about six months ago. It became clear to Pentagon officials that the original plan of releasing
some Afghan prisoners outright and transferring other detainees to Afghan custody would not come close to
emptying the existing detention center.
Although a special Afghan court has been established to prosecute detainees formerly held at Bagram and
Guantánamo, American officials have been hesitant to turn over those prisoners they consider most
dangerous. In late February the head of detainee operations in Iraq, Maj. Gen. Douglas M. Stone, traveled to
Bagram to assess conditions there.
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In Iraq, General Stone has encouraged prison officials to build ties to tribal leaders, families and communities,
said a Congressional official who has been briefed on the general’s work. As a result, American officials are
giving Iraqi detainees job training and engaging them in religious discussions to help prepare them to re-enter
Iraqi society.
About 8,000 detainees have been released in Iraq since last September. Fewer than 1 percent of them have
been returned to the prison, said Lt. Cmdr. K. C. Marshall, General Stone’s spokesman.
The new detention center at Bagram will incorporate some of the lessons learned by the United States in Iraq.
Classrooms will be built for vocational training and religious discussion, and there will be more space for
recreation and family visits, officials said. After years of entreaties by the International Committee of the Red
Cross, the United States recently began to allow relatives to speak with prisoners at Bagram through video
hookups.
•

1

•

2

U.S. Planning Big New Prison in
Afghanistan
•
•
•
•
•

Sign In to E-Mail or Save This
Print
Single Page
Reprints
Share

Published: May 17, 2008
(Page 2 of 2)
“The driving factor behind this is to ensure that in all instances we are giving the highest standards of treatment
and care,” said Ms. Hodgkinson, who has briefed Senate and House officials on the construction plans.
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The Pentagon is planning to use $60 million in emergency construction funds this fiscal year to build a complex
of 6 to 10 semi-permanent structures resembling Quonset huts, each the size of a football field, a Defense
Department official said. The structures will have more natural light, and each will have its own recreation area.
There will be a half-dozen other buildings for administration, medical care and other purposes, the official said.
The new Bagram compound is expected to be built away from the existing center of operations on the base, on
the other side of a long airfield from the headquarters building that now sits almost directly adjacent to the
detention center, one military official said.
It will have its own perimeter security wall, and its own perimeter security guards, a change that will increase
the number of soldiers required to operate the detention center.
The military plans to request $24 million in fiscal year 2009 and $7.4 million in fiscal year 2010 to pay for
educational programs, job training and other parts of what American officials call a reintegration plan. After
that, the Pentagon plans to pay about $7 million a year in training and operational costs.
There has been mixed support for the project on Capitol Hill. Two prominent Senate Democrats, Robert C.
Byrd of West Virginia and Tim Johnson of South Dakota, have been briefed on the new American-run prison,
and have praised the decision to make conditions there more humane.
But the senators, in a May 15 letter to the deputy defense secretary, Gordon England, demanded that the
Pentagon explain its long-term plans for detention in Afghanistan and consult the Afghan government on the
project.
The population at Bagram began to swell after administration officials halted the flow of prisoners to
Guantánamo in September 2004, a cutoff that largely remains in effect. At the same time, the population of
detainees at Bagram also began to rise with the resurgence of the Taliban.
Military personnel who know both Bagram and Guantánamo describe the Afghan site, 40 miles north of Kabul,
as far more spartan. Bagram prisoners have fewer privileges, less ability to contest their detention and no
access to lawyers.
Some detainees have been held without charge for more than five years, officials said. As of April, about 10
juveniles were being held at Bagram, according to a recent American report to a United Nations committee.
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WASHINGTON — A new Justice Department report praises the refusal of F.B.I. agents to take part in the
military’s abusive questioning of prisoners in Guantánamo Bay, Iraq and Afghanistan, but it also finds fault with
the bureau’s slow response to complaints about the tactics from its own agents, people with knowledge of the
still-secret report said.
The department inspector general’s office is expected to conclude that no agents for the Federal Bureau of
Investigation took part in the military’s rough interrogations, a key validation for the bureau, officials said. “The
F.B.I. should be credited for its conduct and professionalism in detainee interrogations in the military zones,”
the inspector general said in one section of the report, which is likely to be released publicly next week.
At the same time, however, the report is also expected to say that the F.B.I. was sometimes too slow to
respond to what were often serious misgivings from its agents about interrogation tactics, officials said, and
that it lacked clear guidelines and training on how such complaints should have been handled.
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The F.B.I. stationed agents at Guantánamo Bay and other military detention sites to assist in the questioning of
detainees taken into custody after Sept. 11, but the rough tactics by military interrogators soon became a major
source of friction between the bureau and sister agencies. F.B.I. agents complained to superiors beginning in
2002 that the tactics they had seen yielded little actual intelligence, prevented them from establishing a rapport
with detainees through more traditional means of questioning and might violate F.B.I. policy or American law.
One F.B.I. memorandum spoke of “torture techniques” used by military interrogators. Agents described seeing
things like inmates handcuffed in a fetal position for up to 24 hours, left to defecate on themselves, intimidated
by dogs, made to wear women’s underwear and subjected to strobe lights and extreme heat and cold.
Ultimately, the F.B.I. ordered its agents not to participate in or remain present when such tactics were used.
But that directive was not formalized until May 2004, and it governed only the F.B.I. Robert S. Mueller III,
director of the F.B.I., told Congress that he was not made aware of his agents’ concerns until 2004.
The inspector general’s report is expected to focus on the questions of what the F.B.I. agents observed, how
their complaints were handled internally and whether agents were involved in any improper interrogation
tactics themselves.
The review is limited to the F.B.I. because the inspector general does not have jurisdiction over the Defense
Department or the Central Intelligence Agency, which led the interrogations at various sites. Beyond the tactics
used by military interrogators, it is not clear whether the report will address interrogations by the C.I.A. that
may have been witnessed by F.B.I. agents.
An F.B.I. official with knowledge of the criticisms in the report said: “Could we have done more, more quickly?
Or could we have provided better guidance?” The answer, the official said, was probably yes, but he added, “It
was difficult to tell agents what the rules were because we didn’t know ourselves.”
The inspector general’s office refused to comment on the investigation, which was started in late 2004, and
many details of the report remain unknown.
The inspector general’s office has produced a series of often blistering reports about key counterterrorism
policies in the Bush administration. In contrast, one Congressional staff member, who spoke on condition of
anonymity, said the criticisms of the F.B.I. in the report are expected to be relatively mild.
But Anthony D. Romero, executive director of the American Civil Liberties Union, which unearthed many of the
F.B.I.’s internal e-mail messages on the Guantánamo tactics through a Freedom of Information Act lawsuit,
said: “We’re anticipating some very significant findings. It would not have taken three and one-half years to
issue a clean bill of health.”
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Mr. Romero said the key question to be answered in the inspector general’s report was how senior officials at
F.B.I. headquarters responded to the uncomfortable issues raised by lower-level agents. “Did they turn a blind
eye to the reports by their own agents?” he asked.
A military investigation in 2005 examining the complaints of F.B.I. agents at Guantánamo Bay concluded that
the treatment was sometimes degrading, but did not qualify as inhumane or torture.
Nonetheless, lingering tensions have continued to dog both the Defense Department and the F.B.I. Just three
weeks ago at a House hearing, Mr. Mueller was pressed on whether the F.B.I. had moved quickly enough to
answer its agents’ complaints.
“If we received allegations from our people,” he said, “it was then over a period of time passed on to the
authorities responsible for the investigation of such allegations, which at Guantánamo would have been
D.O.D.,” or the Department of Defense.
In an appearance Friday at the National Press Club, Mr. Mueller said once again that the F.B.I.’s policy was
“not to use coercion” in interrogations.
Asked whether interrogation policy should be made clearer through a national policy, Mr. Mueller paused a
moment and said, “I will speak for the F.B.I.”
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