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This report is an unclassified version of the full report that the Office of the 
Inspector General (OIG) completed in 2004 and provided to the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI), the Department of Justice, the Congress, the Central 
Intelligence Agency, the National Security Agency, and the National 
Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon the United States.  The OIG’s full report 
is classified at the Top Secret/SCI level.  

At the request of members of Congress, after issuing the full report the OIG 
created an unclassified version of the report.  However, because the unclassified 
version included information about the FBI’s investigation of Zacarias 
Moussaoui, and because of Moussaoui’s trial in the United States District Court 
for the Eastern District of Virginia and the rules of that Court, the OIG could not 
release the unclassified version of the report without the Court’s permission 
until the trial was completed.    

In June 2005, the Court gave the OIG permission to release the sections of the 
unclassified report that did not discuss Moussaoui.  Therefore, at that time the 
OIG released publicly a version of the unclassified report that did not contain 
Chapter 4 (the OIG’s review of the Mousssaoui matter), as well as other 
references to Moussaoui throughout the report.  

The Moussaoui case concluded on May 4, 2006, when the Court sentenced 
Moussaoui to life in prison.  The OIG then prepared this document, an 
unclassified version of the full report that includes the information related to 
Moussaoui.   

On June 19, 2006, the OIG is releasing this full version of the unclassified 
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CHAPTER ONE 
INTRODUCTION  

I. Introduction  
On September 11, 2001, 19 terrorists hijacked 4 commercial airplanes as 

part of a coordinated terrorist attack against the United States.  Two of the 
planes crashed into the World Trade Center Towers in New York City and one 
hit the Pentagon near Washington, D.C.  The fourth plane crashed in a field in 
southwestern Pennsylvania.  More than 3,000 persons were killed in these 
terrorist attacks.   

On February 14, 2002, the House of Representatives Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence and the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
began a joint inquiry to address questions related to the September 11 attacks, 
such as “what the Intelligence Community knew prior to September 11 about 
the scope and nature of any possible terrorist attacks… what was done with 
that information” and “how and to what degree the elements of the Intelligence 
Community have interacted with each other, as well as with other parts of the 
federal, state, and local governments, with respect to identifying, tracking, 
assessing, and coping with international terrorist threats.”1  This review 
became known as the Joint Intelligence Committee Inquiry or “the JICI 
review.”   

One of the key questions arising after the attacks was what information 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) knew before September 11 that was 
potentially related to the terrorist attacks.  On May 21, 2002, Coleen Rowley, 
the Chief Division Counsel in the FBI’s Minneapolis Field Office,2 wrote a 13-
page letter to FBI Director Robert Mueller in which she raised concerns about 
how the FBI had handled certain information in its possession before the 
attacks.  Among other things, Rowley discussed the FBI’s investigation of 

 
1 The U.S. “Intelligence Community” is composed of 14 agencies responsible for 

collecting intelligence information on behalf of the government and includes the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation and the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA).   

2 The CDC provides legal counsel and advice to field office management, supervisors, 
and agents on administrative and operational matters.   
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Zacarias Moussaoui, a French citizen who had been arrested in Minneapolis on 
August 16, 2001.  The Minneapolis FBI Field Office had received a telephone 
call from a representative of a flight school reporting suspicions about 
Moussaoui, who was taking flying lessons at the school near Minneapolis.  
Acting on this information, FBI and Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) agents in Minneapolis investigated Moussaoui for possible connections 
to terrorism and discovered that he was in violation of his immigration status.  
As a result, on August 16, 2001, Moussaoui was taken into custody on 
immigration charges.   

The Minneapolis FBI became concerned that Moussaoui was training to 
possibly commit a terrorist act using a commercial airplane.  It therefore 
attempted to investigate his potential links to terrorism.  To pursue this 
investigation, the Minneapolis FBI sought a warrant to search Moussaoui’s 
computer and other belongings.  However, FBI Headquarters did not believe 
that a sufficient predicate existed to obtain the search warrant, either a criminal 
warrant or a Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) warrant.  Moussaoui, 
who was in custody at the time of the September 11 attacks, later was indicted 
and charged as a co-conspirator in the September 11 attacks.   

In her May 21, 2002, letter to the FBI Director, Rowley criticized the FBI 
Headquarters managers who were involved with the Moussaoui investigation 
prior to September 11.  FBI Director Mueller subsequently referred Rowley’s 
letter to the Inspector General and asked the Office of the Inspector General 
(OIG) to review the FBI’s handling of the Moussaoui investigation.  In 
addition, the Director asked the OIG to review the issues in an Electronic 
Communication (EC) written by an FBI Special Agent in Phoenix (known as 
the Phoenix EC), as well as “any other matters relating to the FBI’s handling of 
information and/or intelligence before September 11, 2001 that might relate in 
some manner to the September 11, 2001 attacks.”   

The Phoenix EC was a memorandum sent by an agent in the FBI’s 
Phoenix office in July 2001 to FBI Headquarters and to the FBI’s New York 
Field Office.3  The Phoenix EC outlined the agent’s theory that there was a 

 
3 This document has commonly been referred to as “the Phoenix memo” or “the 

Phoenix EC.”  Throughout this report, we use the term “Phoenix EC” to refer to this 
document.   



 

3 

                                          

coordinated effort by Usama Bin Laden to send students to the United States to 
attend civil aviation universities and colleges for the purpose of obtaining jobs 
in the civil aviation industry to conduct terrorist activity.  The EC also 
recommended that FBI Headquarters instruct field offices to obtain student 
identification information from civil aviation schools, request the Department 
of State to provide visa information about foreign students attending U.S. civil 
aviation schools, and seek information from other intelligence agencies that 
might relate to his theory.  At the time of the September 11 attacks, little action 
had been taken in response to the Phoenix EC.   

The OIG agreed to conduct a review in response to the FBI Director’s 
request.  In conducting our review, OIG investigators also learned that prior to 
the September 11 attacks the Intelligence Community had acquired a 
significant amount of intelligence about two of the hijackers – Nawaf al Hazmi 
and Khalid al Mihdhar.4  Well before September 11, 2001, the Intelligence 
Community had discovered that Hazmi and Mihdhar had met with other al 
Qaeda operatives in Malaysia in January 2000.  The CIA also had discovered 
that Mihdhar possessed a valid U.S visa and that Hazmi had traveled to the 
United States in January 2000.  The FBI contended, however, that it was not 
informed of Mihdhar’s U.S. visa and Hazmi’s travel to the United States until 
August 2001, just before the September 11 attacks.  At that time, the FBI had 
initiated an investigation to locate Mihdhar and Hazmi, but the FBI was not 
close to finding them at the time of the September 11 attacks.  The OIG also 
learned that Hazmi and Mihdhar had resided in the San Diego area in 2000, 
where they interacted with a former subject of an FBI investigation and lived 
as boarders in the home of an FBI source.  The OIG therefore decided to 
include in its review an investigation of the intelligence information available 
to the FBI about Hazmi and Mihdhar before September 11 and the FBI’s 
handling of that intelligence information.   

In December 2002, the JICI released its final report entitled, “Joint 
Inquiry into Intelligence Community Activities before and after the Terrorist 
Attacks of September 11, 2001.”  One of the report’s recommendations was for 
the Inspectors General at the Department of Justice (DOJ), CIA, Department of 

 
4 Mihdhar, Hazmi, and three others hijacked and crashed American Airlines Flight 77 

into the Pentagon.   
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Defense, and Department of State to determine whether and to what extent 
personnel at those agencies should be held accountable for any acts or 
omissions with regard to the identification, prevention, and disruption of the 
September 11 terrorist attacks.   

II. OIG investigation  

The OIG’s review focused on the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix EC, the 
Moussaoui investigation, and the intelligence information about Mihdhar and 
Hazmi.  To review these issues, the OIG assembled a team of four attorneys, 
three special agents, and two auditors.  The team conducted 225 interviews of 
personnel from the DOJ, FBI, CIA, and other agencies.  For example, we 
interviewed FBI personnel from FBI Headquarters; from FBI field offices in 
Minneapolis, San Diego, New York, Phoenix, and Oklahoma; and from FBI 
offices overseas.  We also interviewed employees from the CIA, the INS, the 
National Security Agency (NSA), and the Federal Aviation Administration 
(FAA).  We reviewed over 14,000 pages of documents we obtained from the 
FBI, the CIA, the NSA, and JICI.   

Our review of the FBI’s handling of the Hazmi and Mihdhar matter 
required us to obtain a significant amount of information from the CIA 
regarding its interactions with the FBI on that matter.  To conduct our review, 
we thus had to rely on the cooperation of the CIA in providing us access to 
CIA witnesses and documents.  We were able to obtain CIA documents and 
interviewed CIA witnesses, but we did not have the same access to the CIA 
that we had to DOJ information and employees.  We also note that the CIA 
OIG is conducting its own inquiry of the CIA’s actions with regard to the 
Mihdhar and Hazmi matter.   

III. Organization of the OIG report  

This report is organized into six chapters.  Chapter One contains this 
introduction.  Chapter Two provides general background on the issues 
discussed in this report.  For example, it contains descriptions of key 
terminology, the FBI’s organizational structure, the so-called “wall” that 
separated intelligence and criminal investigations in the FBI and the DOJ, the 
process for obtaining a FISA warrant, and other legal background issues related 
to how the FBI investigated terrorism and intelligence cases before September 
11, 2001.  Because the background chapter contains basic terminology and 
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concepts, those with more extensive knowledge of these issues may not need to 
read this chapter in full.   

Chapter Three evaluates the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix EC.  As an 
initial matter, we provide background on how “leads” were assigned in the FBI 
before September 11, 2001, and we summarize the contents of the Phoenix EC.  
We then describe in detail how the Phoenix EC was handled within the FBI 
before September 11.  In the analysis section of Chapter Three, we examine 
problems in how the Phoenix EC was handled, first focusing on the systemic 
problems that affected the way the FBI treated the EC and then discussing the 
performance of the individuals involved with the EC.  At the end of the chapter 
we discuss several other pieces of information in the possession of the FBI 
before September 11 that also noted connections of potential terrorists to the 
aviation industry or the use of airplanes.   

Chapter Four examines the FBI’s investigation of Moussaoui, including 
allegations raised by Rowley.  In this chapter, we describe in detail the facts 
regarding the FBI’s investigation of Moussaoui, the interactions between the 
Minneapolis FBI and FBI Headquarters on the investigation, the request to 
seek a criminal warrant or a FISA warrant to search Moussaoui’s belongings, 
and the plans to deport Moussaoui.  We then provide our analysis of these 
actions.  This analysis discusses systemic problems that this case revealed, and 
it also assesses the performance of the FBI employees who were involved in 
the Moussaoui investigation.   

In Chapter Five, we examine the FBI’s handling of intelligence 
information concerning Hazmi and Mihdhar.  We found that, beginning in late 
1999 and continuing through September 11, 2001, the FBI had at least five 
opportunities to learn of intelligence information about Mihdhar and Hazmi 
which could have led it to focus on them before the September 11 attacks.  In 
this chapter, we describe each of these five opportunities in detail.  We 
describe the intelligence information regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar that 
existed at the time, whether the information was made available to the FBI, and 
what additional information about Hazmi and Mihdhar the FBI could have 
developed on its own.  In the analysis section of this chapter, we evaluate the 
problems that impeded the FBI’s handling of the information about Hazmi and 
Mihdhar before September 11, and we also address the performance of the 
individuals involved in the Hazmi and Mihdhar case.   
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In Chapter Six, we set forth our recommendations for systemic 
improvements in the FBI and we summarize our conclusions.   

The OIG completed a 421-page classified version of this report in July 
2004.  At that time, the OIG provided the report, which was classified at the 
TOP SECRET/SCI level, to the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks 
Upon the United States (9/11 Commission).  The 9/11 Commission used 
certain information from our report in its final report.  In July 2004, we also 
provided our classified report to certain congressional committees with 
oversight of the Department of Justice, including the House of Representatives 
and Senate Committees on the Judiciary, the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence, and the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence.   

At the request of the Senate Judiciary Committee, the OIG has created 
this 370-page unclassified version of the report.  To do so, we worked with the 
FBI, the CIA, and the NSA to delete classified information from our full report.  
However, the substance of the report has not changed, and we believe that this 
unclassified version fairly summarizes the findings of the full report.  
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CHAPTER TWO 
BACKGROUND  

I. Introduction  
This chapter provides a description of key terminology, the FBI’s 

organizational structure, and legal background related to an examination of 
how the FBI investigated international terrorism matters before the 
September 11 terrorist attacks.5  It also provides a basic overview of the legal 
issues and policies that affected how the FBI typically handled terrorism 
investigations before September 11, 2001.6   

A. Introduction to international terrorism  
The FBI defines terrorism as the unlawful use or threatened use of 

violence committed against persons or property to intimidate or coerce a 
government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in furtherance of 
political or social objectives.  When such violent acts are carried out by a group 
or individual based and operating entirely within the United States without 
foreign direction, they are considered acts of domestic terrorism, such as the 
April 1995 bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah federal building in Oklahoma 
City, Oklahoma.  When such acts are committed by an individual or group 
based or operating outside of the United States, they are considered acts of 
international terrorism, such as the September 11, 2001, attacks on the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon.  See the FBI’s National Foreign Intelligence 
Program Manual, Section 2-1.1.   

According to the FBI, there are three main categories of international 
terrorist threats to U.S. interests:  formal, structured terrorist organizations;7 

                                           

(continued) 

5 A list of acronyms used in this report is attached in the Appendix.   
6 Those who have such knowledge may not need to read this chapter and can go directly 

to the chapters of the report detailing our investigation of the FBI’s handling of specific 
matters, beginning with Chapter Three’s discussion of the Phoenix EC.   

7 Formal, structured terrorist organizations are those with their own personnel, 
infrastructures, financial arrangements, and training facilities.  Such groups include al 
Qaeda, the Palestinian Hamas, the Irish Republican Army, the Egyptian Al-Gama Al-
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state sponsors of international terrorism8; and loosely affiliated Islamic 
extremists.9  According to Dale Watson, the former Executive Assistant 
Director for Counterterrorism, the trend in international terrorism has been a 
shift away from state sponsors of terrorism and formalized terrorist 
organizations towards loosely affiliated religious extremists who claim Islam 
as their faith.   

Among these Islamic extremists is Usama Bin Laden, who heads the al 
Qaeda transnational terrorist network.  Al Qaeda leaders were harbored in 
Afghanistan by the Taliban regime from 1996 until the U.S. military operations 
there in 2001.  In addition to the September 11 attacks, al Qaeda was 
responsible for the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in Yemen on October 12, 2000, 
the bombings of the U.S. Embassies in Kenya and Tanzania in August 1998, 
and numerous other terrorist attacks.   

B. The FBI’s role in protecting against international terrorism  

A critical part of the effort to prevent terrorism is the collection of timely 
and accurate intelligence information about the activities, capabilities, plans 
and intentions of terrorist organizations.  The U.S. “Intelligence Community” 
is composed of 14 U.S. agencies responsible for collecting intelligence 
information on behalf of the government.10   

 
(continued) 
Islamiyya, and the Lebanese Hizbollah.  Hizbollah, for example, carried out numerous 
attacks on Americans overseas, including the October 1983 vehicle bombing of the U.S. 
Marine barracks in Lebanon and the June 1996 bombing of Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia.   

8 According to the FBI, as of 2001 the primary state sponsors of terrorism were Iran, 
Iraq, Sudan, and Libya.   

9 This is sometimes referred to as the “Islamic Jihad Movement” or the “International 
Jihad Movement.”   

10 These 14 agencies are:  the CIA, FBI, Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), National 
Security Agency (NSA), U.S. Army Intelligence, U.S. Navy Intelligence, U.S. Air Force 
Intelligence, U.S. Marine Corps Intelligence, National Geospatial Agency (NGA), National 
Reconnaissance Office (NRO), Department of the Treasury, Department of Energy, 
Department of State, and the Coast Guard.  The Director of Central Intelligence (the DCI) 
oversees the Intelligence Community and also serves as the principal advisor to the 
President for intelligence matters and as the Director of the CIA.   
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The National Security Act of 1947 created the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) and established it as the United States’ lead intelligence agency.  
The CIA engages primarily in the collection of foreign intelligence 
information, which is information relating to the capabilities, intentions, and 
activities of foreign governments or organizations, including information about 
their international terrorist activities.  The Act prohibits the CIA from 
exercising any “police, subpoena, law enforcement powers, or internal security 
functions.”   

The FBI is the nation’s lead agency for the collection of “foreign 
counterintelligence information.”11  According to the Attorney General 
Guidelines in place at the time, which were called the Attorney General 
Guidelines for Foreign Counterintelligence (FCI) Investigations, FCI is 
information relating to espionage and other intelligence activities, sabotage, or 
assassinations conducted by, for, or on behalf of foreign governments or 
organizations, as well as information relating to international terrorist 
activities.  Intelligence investigations include investigations of individuals who 
are international terrorists, groups or organizations that are engaged in 
espionage; or groups or organizations that are engaged in international 
terrorism.   

The FBI can initiate an intelligence investigation even if a crime has not 
been committed.  For example, the FBI may investigate and collect intelligence 
information about an individual who is believed to be an international terrorist 
or a spy without showing that the individual has participated in any terrorist act 
or actually committed espionage.  Intelligence investigations are 
distinguishable from criminal investigations, such as bank robbery or drug 
trafficking investigations, which attempt to determine who committed a crime 
and to have those individuals criminally prosecuted.  Prevention of future 
terrorist acts rather than prosecution after the fact is the primary goal of the 
intelligence investigations with respect to international terrorism matters.   

 
11 The authority for the FBI’s broad mission to act as the nation’s lead domestic 

intelligence agency is set forth most clearly in Presidential Executive Order 12333, 
implemented on December 4, 1981.   
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International terrorism could be investigated as both an intelligence 
investigation and as a criminal investigation.  When a criminal act, such as the 
bombing of a building, was determined to be an act of international terrorism, 
the FBI could open a criminal investigation and investigate the crime, as it did 
other criminal cases, with the goal of prosecuting the terrorist.12  At the same 
time, the FBI could open an intelligence investigation of an individual or a 
group to investigate the person’s contacts, the group’s other members, the 
intentions of the individual or the group, or whether any future terrorist act was 
planned.13   

One significant difference between an intelligence investigation and a 
criminal investigation is the legal framework that applies when a physical 
search or electronic surveillance is initiated.14  In a criminal investigation that 
implicates the privacy interests protected by the Fourth Amendment, the 
general rule is that searches may not be conducted without a warrant issued by 
a magistrate upon a finding that probable cause exists that evidence of a crime 
will be uncovered.15  When the FBI seeks to conduct electronic surveillance in 
a criminal investigation, the FBI must obtain a warrant by complying with the 
requirements of Title III of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 
1968, 18 U.S.C. §§ 2510-2522 (Title III).  When a physical search is sought in 

 
12 The FBI has been assigned “lead agency responsibilities” by the Attorney General to 

investigate “all crimes for which it has primary or concurrent jurisdiction and which involve 
terrorist activities or acts in preparation of terrorist activities within the statutory jurisdiction 
of the United States.”  National Security Directive 207, issued in 1986, specifically assigned 
responsibility to the FBI for response to terrorist attacks, stating:  “The Lead Agency will 
normally be designated as follows:  The Department of Justice for terrorist incidents that 
take place within U.S. territory.  Unless otherwise specified by the Attorney General, the 
FBI will be the Lead Agency within the Department of Justice for operational response to 
such incidents.”   

13  After the attacks of September 11, 2001, the FBI significantly changed how it 
investigates international terrorism cases.  We discuss those changes throughout this report.   

14 Electronic surveillance includes wiretapping of telephones, installing microphones in 
a house or building, and intercepting computer usage.  Electronic surveillance is considered 
a particular kind of search.   

15 There are several exceptions to the warrant requirement that are not material to this 
report.   
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a criminal investigation, the FBI also must comply with the requirements of 
Rule 41 of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.   

With respect to an intelligence investigation, however, criminal search 
warrants issued by a magistrate are not required.  The courts have long 
recognized the Executive Branch’s claim of inherent constitutional power to 
conduct warrantless surveillance to protect national security.16  However, 
because such authority was abused, Congress created procedures and judicial 
oversight of the Executive Branch’s exercise of this authority with the passage 
of the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978 (FISA).17  50 U.S.C. 
§1801 et seq.  FISA requires the FBI to obtain an order from the Foreign 
Intelligence Surveillance Court (FISA Court) upon a showing of probable 
cause to believe that the subject of the surveillance is a foreign government or 
organization engaging in clandestine intelligence activities or international 
terrorism, or is an individual engaging in clandestine intelligence activities or 
international terrorism on behalf of a foreign government or organization.18  In 
addition, prior to September 11, 2001, the government had to submit a 
certification to the FISA Court that “the purpose” of the surveillance or search 
was collection of “foreign intelligence information.”19  50 U.S.C. 
§ 1804(a)(7)(E).   

 
16 The U.S. Constitution, Article II, Section 1, clause 7, supplies the President’s 

constitutional mandate to “preserve, protect and defend the Constitution of the United 
States.”   

17 Among the most notable examples of the Executive Branch’s abuse of this authority 
was action taken in relation to the Watergate scandal.   

18 Prior to September 11, 2001, the FISA Court consisted of seven federal district court 
judges designated by the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court, at least one of whom was a 
member of the federal district court in Washington, D.C.  After September 11, 2001, the 
number of FISA Court judges was increased to 11.  The government presents applications 
for a court order authorizing electronic surveillance or a physical search to the judges in in 
camera, ex parte proceedings.  FISA also created the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance 
Court of Review, which has jurisdiction to review the denial of FISA applications by the 
FISA Court.   

19 The FISA statute provides that the FBI must show that “the target of the electronic 
surveillance is a foreign power or an agent of a foreign power.”  50 U.S.C. § 1804(a).  These 
terms and requirements are discussed in more detail in Section IV, A below.   
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II. The FBI’s organizational structure with respect to international 
terrorism  

The FBI’s Counterterrorism Program is responsible for supervising and 
handling FBI terrorism matters.  Before September 11, 2001, the 
Counterterrorism Program was housed in the Counterterrorism Division at FBI 
Headquarters.20  International terrorism and domestic terrorism were 
subprograms within the Counterterrorism Program.   

A. Counterterrorism Program  

Although the FBI has had primary responsibility since 1986 for 
investigating and preventing acts of terrorism committed in the United States, 
the FBI developed its formal Counterterrorism Program in the 1990s.  For 
much of the 1990s, terrorism matters were overseen at FBI Headquarters by 
about 50 employees in the counterterrorism section within the FBI’s National 
Security Division (later called the Counterintelligence Division).  The National 
Security Division also managed the FBI’s Foreign Counterintelligence 
Program.  According to Dale Watson, former Executive Assistant Director for 
Counterterrorism, in the early 1990s counterterrorism was considered a “low-
priority program” in the FBI.   

According to Watson’s testimony before the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence on 
September 26, 2002, the first attack on the World Trade Center in February 
1993 and the April 1995 bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah Federal Building in 
Oklahoma City, Oklahoma, were “confirmation” that terrorist acts could be 
committed on U.S. soil.  Watson testified that the World Trade Center bombing 
in 1993 was a “wake-up call” and that prior to this attack and the Oklahoma 
City bombing “terrorism was perceived as an overseas problem.”   

In addition to the FBI’s counterterrorism efforts, the CIA has for years 
focused on international terrorism in general and Usama Bin Laden in 
particular.  In 1986, the CIA established a Counterterrorist Center (CTC) at 

 
20 The FBI has reorganized its Counterterrorism Program several times since 

September 11, 2001.  We provide in this section of the report the description of the 
organization and positions that existed immediately prior to the September 11 attacks.   
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CIA Headquarters after a task force concluded that U.S. government agencies 
had not aggressively operated to disrupt terrorist activities.  The CTC’s stated 
mission is to preempt, disrupt, and defeat terrorists by implementing a 
comprehensive counterterrorist operations program to collect intelligence on 
and minimize the capabilities of international terrorist groups and state 
sponsors of terrorism.  The CTC attempts to exploit source intelligence to 
produce in-depth analyses on potential terrorist threats and coordinate the 
Intelligence Community’s counterterrorist activities.   

CIA Director George Tenet testified before Congress that Usama Bin 
Laden came to the attention of the CIA as “an emerging terrorist threat” during 
his stay in Sudan from 1991 to 1996.  As early as 1993, the CIA began to 
propose action to reduce his organization’s capabilities.  Tenet stated that the 
Intelligence Community was taking action to stop Bin Laden by 1996, when he 
left Sudan and moved to Afghanistan.   

In 1996, the CIA established a special unit, which we call the Bin Laden 
Unit, to obtain more actionable intelligence on Bin Laden and his 
organization.21  This effort was the beginning of an exchange program between 
the FBI and the CIA in which senior personnel moved temporarily between the 
two agencies.   

Around the same time, in April 1996 the FBI created its own 
Counterterrorism Center at FBI Headquarters.  As part of the Counterterrorism 
Center, the FBI established an exchange of working-level personnel and 
managers with several government agencies, including the CIA, Immigration 
and Naturalization Service (INS), the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), 
and others.   

In May 1998, a task force of FBI officials created a 5-year strategic plan 
for the FBI, based on a 3-tier system, setting investigative priorities that would 
affect the allocation of FBI resources.  Tier 1 included crimes or intelligence 
problems that threatened national or economic security.  Counterterrorism was 

 
21 The Bin Laden Unit was housed organizationally within the CTC during the time 

period most relevant to this report.  Around September 11, 2001, approximately 40-50 
employees worked in the Bin Laden Unit.  We discuss the Bin Laden Unit in more detail in 
Chapter Five.   
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designated a Tier 1 priority.  Tier 2 involved criminal enterprises or those 
offenses that adversely affected public integrity, and Tier 3 included crimes 
that affected individuals or property.   

In November 1999, the FBI took the Counterterrorism Program out of the 
National Security Division and created a separate Counterterrorism Division.   

1. Organization of the Counterterrorism Division  

The major components of the FBI’s Counterterrorism Division prior to 
September 11, 2001, were the International Terrorism Operations Section 
(ITOS), the Domestic Terrorism Operations Section (DTOS), the National 
Infrastructure Protection Center (NIPC), and the National Domestic 
Preparedness Office (NDPO).22   

The issues in this report focus primarily on ITOS, which was responsible 
for overseeing the FBI’s international terrorism investigations, both criminal 
and intelligence investigations.  The mission of the ITOS was twofold:  to 
prevent terrorist acts before they occurred, and if they occurred to mount an 
effective investigative response with the goal of prosecuting those responsible.   

Prior to September 11, 2001, approximately 90 employees worked in 
ITOS at FBI Headquarters.  ITOS was led by Section Chief Michael Rolince 
during the time relevant to this report.   

ITOS was divided into several units.  One of those units handled Bin Laden-
related investigations, and was called the Usama Bin Laden Unit or the UBLU.  
Cases that could not be linked to a specific group and that involved radical 

 
22 The NIPC, created in February 1998, was originally called the Computer 

Investigation and Infrastructure Threat Center.  The NIPC’s mission was to serve as the U.S. 
government’s focal point for threat assessment, warning, investigation, and response for 
threats or attacks against the nation’s critical infrastructures.  These infrastructures include 
telecommunications, energy, banking and finance, water systems, government operations, 
and emergency services.  The NDPO was created in October 1998 to coordinate all federal 
efforts to assist state and local law enforcement agencies with the planning, training, and 
equipment needs necessary to respond to a conventional or non-conventional weapons of 
mass destruction incident.  The NIPC has since been moved to the Department of Homeland 
Security.  The responsibilities for the NDPO were moved to the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency before September 11, 2001.    
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extremist allegations were assigned to Radical Fundamentalist Unit or the 
RFU.  Before September 11, it had approximately ten employees.   

2. Management of counterterrorism cases at FBI Headquarters  

FBI Headquarters was more closely involved in overseeing 
counterterrorism investigations compared to criminal cases such as bank 
robberies or white collar crime.  In counterterrorism cases, FBI Headquarters 
was responsible for, among other things, ensuring that intelligence information 
received from outside agencies was provided to the relevant field offices and 
assisting field offices in preparing the paperwork necessary to apply for a FISA 
order.  For this reason, we discuss the duties of the relevant personnel at FBI 
Headquarters with respect to counterterrorism investigations.   

a. Supervisory Special Agents and Intelligence Operations 
Specialists  

Each of the five units within ITOS was staffed by several Supervisory 
Special Agents (SSA), each of whom worked closely with Intelligence 
Operations Specialists (IOS).  The SSAs were FBI agents who had several 
years of experience in the field and had been promoted to a supervisory 
headquarters position.  These SSAs generally worked in ITOS for 
approximately two years before becoming supervisors in a field office or 
elsewhere in FBI Headquarters.  ITOS SSAs typically had at least some 
experience in terrorism matters prior to coming to ITOS.   

IOSs were non-agent, professional employees.23  Some had advanced 
degrees in terrorism or terrorism-related fields.  Others had no formal training 
in analytical work but advanced to their IOS positions from clerical positions 
within the FBI.  Most IOSs were long-term employees who were expected to 
have institutional knowledge about terrorism matters, such as the history of a 
particular terrorist organization or the principal participants in a terrorist 
organization.   

 
23 In October 2003, the FBI reclassified all FBI analysts under one position title – 

Intelligence Analyst.  IOSs now are called “Operations Specialists.”    
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The responsibilities of each SSA and IOS depended on the unit in which 
they worked.  Some SSAs and IOSs oversaw all FBI investigations relating to a 
particular terrorist group or a particular target.  Other SSAs and IOSs were 
responsible for overseeing terrorism investigations conducted in a particular 
region of the country.   

SSAs and IOSs were the first point of contact for agents and supervisors 
in the field conducting counterterrorism investigations when approval, advice, 
or information was needed.  For example, if a field office’s investigation 
revealed connections between the subject of the investigation and a known 
leader of a terrorist organization, the IOS was supposed to provide the field 
office with the FBI’s information on the leader of the terrorist organization.  In 
addition, SSAs and IOSs assisted field offices by assembling the necessary 
documentation to obtain court orders authorizing electronic surveillance 
pursuant to FISA.  This is discussed further in Section IV, B below.   

SSAs and IOSs also were responsible for collecting and disseminating 
intelligence and threat information.  They received information from various 
FBI field offices and from other intelligence agencies that needed to be 
analyzed and disseminated to the field.  SSAs and IOSs also acted as liaisons 
with other intelligence agencies.  They also received information from these 
agencies in response to name check requests or traces on telephone numbers as 
well as intelligence and threat information.   

With respect to threat information, SSAs and IOSs worked with FBI field 
offices or Legal Attaché (Legat) offices to assess the threat and take any action 
necessary to prevent terrorist acts from occurring.24  For example, an IOS 
would conduct research on the names associated with the threats, arrange for 
translators to translate any intercepts from electronic surveillance, request 
information from other agencies about the persons associated with the threats, 
and prepare communications to the field office and Legat to ensure that 

 
24 Prior to September 11, 2001, the FBI had 44 Legat offices around the world.  Legat 

offices assist the FBI in its mission from outside of the United States by, for example, 
coordinating with other government agencies to facilitate the extradition of terrorists wanted 
for killing Americans.  As of June 2004, the FBI had 45 Legat offices and four Legat sub-
offices.   
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updated information was provided to the necessary persons involved in the 
investigation.   

b. Intelligence Research Specialists and analysis within the 
Counterterrorism Division  

Prior to September 11, 2001, Intelligence Research Specialists (IRSs) 
also were a part of the FBI’s Counterterrorism Program, although they were 
housed in a separate division of the FBI from the SSAs and IOSs.  Both IRSs 
and IOSs performed an important function in the intelligence arena called 
“analysis.”   

Analysis is the method by which pieces of intelligence information are 
evaluated, integrated, and organized to indicate pattern and meaning.  As 
information is received, it must be examined in-depth and connected to other 
pieces of information to be most useful.   

Analysis generally is considered to be either tactical or strategic.  Tactical 
analysis, which also is called operational analysis, directly supports 
investigations or attempts to resolve specific threats.  It normally must be acted 
upon quickly to make a difference with respect to an investigation or a threat.  
An example of tactical analysis is the review of the telephone records of 
several subjects to determine who might be connected to whom in a certain 
investigation or across several investigations.  Another example of tactical 
analysis is a review of case files to determine whether similar, suspicious 
circumstances in two unrelated police reports exist in other cases and are 
somehow connected to each other or to criminal or terrorist activity.   

In contrast to tactical analysis, strategic analysis provides a broader view 
of patterns of activity, either within or across terrorism programs.  Strategic 
analysis involves drawing conclusions from the available intelligence 
information and making predictions about terrorist activity.  It is not simply 
descriptive but proactive in nature.  A typical product of strategic analysis is a 
report that includes program history, shifts in terrorist activity, and conclusions 
about how the FBI should respond.   

The FBI has acknowledged that prior to September 11, 2001, its 
Counterterrorism Division was primarily geared toward conducting tactical 
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analysis in support of operational matters rather than strategic analysis.25  
Tactical analysis generally was handled by IOSs within the operational units.   

Prior to September 11, strategic analysis for the Counterterrorism 
Division was performed by IRSs.  Like IOSs, IRSs were non-agent, 
professional employees who were expected to be subject matter experts about a 
particular terrorism group, program, or target.  All IRSs at the FBI had college 
degrees, and some had advanced degrees.  Like IOSs, IRSs were expected to be 
long-term FBI employees who possessed the “institutional knowledge” about a 
particular program or target.26   

During the time period relevant to our review, IRSs who worked 
counterterrorism matters were assigned to the Investigative Services Division 
(ISD), a division separate from the Counterterrorism Division that contained all 
IRSs in the FBI.  IRSs were grouped in units and reported to a unit chief, who 
reported to a section chief.  The IRSs who were assigned to the FBI’s 
Counterterrorism Program typically worked with the same SSAs and IOSs 
assigned to a particular terrorist group or target.  For example, an IRS who was 
assigned to Bin Laden matters typically worked with IOSs and SSAs in the 
UBLU in ITOS.   

As we discuss in detail in Chapter Three, the number of FBI IRSs 
decreased significantly before September 11, 2001, and the relatively few IRSs 
were often used to perform functions other than strategic analysis.   

Many FBI analysts and supervisors noted to the OIG that the resources 
devoted to the Counterterrorism Program and analysis were inadequate, and 
that the amount of work in the Counterterrorism Program was overwhelming.  
They also stated that they were hampered significantly by inadequate 
technology.  We discuss these issues in further detail in Chapter Three of the 
report on the handling of the Phoenix EC.  However, these difficult conditions 
in the Counterterrorism Program apply equally to the issues in the other 
chapters in our report.   

 
25 In Chapter Three, we discuss in more detail the FBI’s lack of strategic analysis 

capabilities prior to September 11, 2001.   
26 IRSs now are called “All Source Analysts.”     
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B. Field offices and counterterrorism investigations  

Prior to September 11, 2001, FBI counterterrorism investigations, 
whether intelligence or criminal, were opened and led by the FBI’s 56 field 
offices.  In many field offices, counterterrorism investigations were handled by 
a squad that focused on terrorism cases only.  In the New York Field Office 
and other large offices, several squads were devoted solely to international 
terrorism matters.  In smaller field offices, international terrorism and domestic 
terrorism investigations often were assigned to the same squad.  FBI agents 
generally developed specialties within the terrorism field such as a particular 
terrorist organization.  Each squad was led by an SSA who reported to an 
Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) who, in turn, reported to the 
Special Agent in Charge (SAC).27   

As stated above, field offices opened international terrorism 
investigations as either a criminal investigation or an intelligence investigation.  
Attorney General Guidelines delineated the information or allegations that 
were necessary to open a criminal investigation or an intelligence 
investigation.28   

For both criminal and intelligence cases, the Attorney General Guidelines 
set forth the criteria for opening two levels of investigations – a “preliminary 
inquiry” (PI) and a “full investigation” (also called a full field investigation or 
FFI).  The Guidelines also specified what investigative techniques could be 
employed in preliminary inquiries or full investigations.  Both sets of the 

 
27 In larger field offices such as New York, several SACs report to an Assistant Director 

in Charge (ADIC).   
28 Separate Attorney General Guidelines regulate the FBI’s conduct in criminal 

investigations, intelligence investigations, and the handling of informants, among other 
issues.  The Attorney General Guidelines that addressed criminal investigations were called 
“The Attorney General’s Guidelines on General Crimes, Racketeering Enterprise and 
Domestic Security/Terrorism Investigations” (hereinafter “criminal AG Guidelines”).  The 
Attorney General Guidelines in effect at the time that addressed intelligence investigations 
were labeled “Attorney General Guidelines for FBI Foreign Intelligence Collection and 
Foreign Counterintelligence Investigations” (hereinafter “FCI AG Guidelines”).  Revised 
criminal Attorney General Guidelines were issued on May 30, 2002, and new FCI 
Guidelines were issued on October 31, 2003.   
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Guidelines provided that preliminary inquiries were conducted to determine 
whether a basis existed for a full investigation.  However, preliminary inquiries 
had to be closed when there was insufficient information after a certain period 
of time to support opening a full field investigation.   

With respect to intelligence cases, agents could collect information by, 
among other methods, questioning sources, finding new sources, checking FBI 
and other agency databases, and reviewing intelligence information from other 
intelligence agencies.  Information was recorded in the form of Electronic 
Communications (ECs) that became part of the case file.  An EC is the 
standard form of communication within the FBI.   

Before September 11, 2001, FBI international terrorism intelligence cases 
contained the case identifier number 199.  Letter or “alpha” designations were 
also used, along with the case identifier, to further identify intelligence 
investigations.  For example, intelligence investigations related to a particular 
terrorist organization were designated as 199N investigations.  International 
terrorism intelligence investigations often are referred to as “a 199.”  A 
criminal international terrorism investigation had the FBI case identifier 
number 265; these investigations were commonly referred to as “a 265.”29   

C. The Department’s Office of Intelligence Policy and Review  
As mentioned above, when the FBI conducts intelligence investigations, 

a significant tool for uncovering information is the FISA statute.  The FBI 
obtains an order from the FISA Court authorizing electronic surveillance and 
searches with the assistance of Department attorneys in the Office of 
Intelligence Policy and Review (OIPR).  OIPR is under the direction of the 
Counsel for Intelligence Policy.30   

 
29 Currently, the FBI uses only one designation for international terrorism 

investigations.   
30 We discuss in detail the process for obtaining FISA warrants and the role of FBI and 

OIPR personnel in this process in Section IV, B.   



 

21 

III. The wall between intelligence and criminal terrorism investigations  

A. Introduction  

This section summarizes the creation of the “wall” separating criminal 
and intelligence terrorism investigations in the Department of Justice.  The wall 
began as a separation of intelligence investigators from contact with criminal 
prosecutors, and evolved to include a separation of FBI investigators working 
on intelligence investigations from investigators working on criminal 
investigations.   

As discussed above, FBI terrorism investigations could be opened either 
as an intelligence investigation in which information was collected for the 
protection of national security, or as a criminal investigation to prevent a 
criminal act from occurring or to determine who was responsible for a 
completed criminal act.  In the course of an intelligence investigation, 
information might be developed from searches or electronic surveillance 
obtained under FISA.  That intelligence information also could be relevant to a 
potential or completed criminal act.  However, concerns were raised that if 
intelligence investigators consulted with prosecutors about the intelligence 
information or provided the information to criminal investigators, this 
interaction could affect the prosecution by allowing defense counsel to argue 
that the government had misused the FISA statute and it also could affect the 
intelligence investigation’s ability to obtain or continue FISA searches or 
surveillances.  As a result, procedural restrictions – a wall – were created to 
separate intelligence and criminal investigations.  Although information could 
be “passed over the wall” – i.e., shared with criminal investigators – this 
occurred only subject to defined procedures.   

The wall separating intelligence and criminal investigations affected both 
the Moussaoui case and the Hazmi and Mihdhar case.  As we discuss in detail 
in Chapter Four, in the Moussaoui case FBI Headquarters believed that the 
Minneapolis agents should not contact the local U.S. Attorney’s Office to seek 
a criminal warrant to search Moussaoui’s possessions because, under the 
standards prior to September 11, 2001, contact with the local prosecutor would 
undermine any later attempt to obtain a FISA warrant.  And as we discuss in 
detail in Chapter Five, because of the wall – and beliefs about what the wall 
required – an FBI analyst did not share important intelligence information 
about Hazmi and Mihdhar with criminal investigators.  In addition, also 

--
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because of the wall, in August 2001 when the New York FBI learned that 
Hazmi and Mihdhar were in the United States, criminal investigators were not 
allowed to participate in the search for them.   

Because the wall between intelligence and criminal investigations 
affected these two cases, we provide in this section a description of how the 
wall was created and evolved in response to the 1978 FISA statute.  We also 
describe the unwritten policy separating criminal and intelligence 
investigations in the 1980s and early 1990s, the 1995 Procedures that codified 
the wall, the FISA Court procedures in 2000 that required written certification 
that the Department had adhered to the wall between criminal and intelligence 
investigations, and the changes to the wall after the September 11 attacks.   

1. The “primary purpose” standard  
The FISA statute, enacted in 1978, authorizes the FISA Court to grant an 

application for an order approving electronic surveillance or a search warrant 
to obtain foreign intelligence information if there is probable cause to believe 
that the target of the surveillance or search warrant is a foreign power or an 
agent of a foreign power.  50 U.S.C. § 1805(a)(3).  The statute requires that the 
government certify when seeking the warrant that “the purpose” of the FISA 
search or surveillance is to obtain “foreign intelligence information.”  The 
statute states that the certification must be made “by the Assistant to the 
President for National Security Affairs or an executive branch official or 
officials designated by the President from among those executive officers 
employed in the area of national security or defense and appointed by the 
President with the advice and consent of the Senate.”  50 USC § 1804(a)(7).  
Within the Department, the certification is usually signed by the FBI Director.  

While Congress anticipated that evidence of criminal conduct uncovered 
during FISA surveillance would be provided to criminal investigators, the 
circumstances under which such information could be furnished to criminal 
investigators were not provided for in the statute.31  Defendants in criminal 

 

(continued) 

31 The legislative history states that “surveillance to collect positive foreign intelligence 
may result in the incidental acquisition of information about crimes; but this is not its 
objective.”  Further, it states, “Surveillance conducted under [FISA] need not stop once 
conclusive evidence of a crime is obtained, but instead may be extended longer where 
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cases can challenge the government’s use of information collected under a 
FISA warrant by arguing that the government’s purpose in obtaining the 
information pursuant to FISA was not for collection of foreign intelligence, but 
rather for use in a criminal prosecution.  Such a purpose would violate the 
Fourth Amendment’s prohibition against warrantless searches, and could result 
in evidence obtained under FISA being suppressed in the criminal case.  
Alternatively, the FISA Court could reject an application for a FISA warrant 
because of concerns that the government’s purpose for seeking the FISA 
warrant was for use in a criminal case rather than collecting foreign 
intelligence.   

As a result, in interpreting FISA courts applied “the primary purpose” 
test.  This allowed the use of FISA information in a criminal case provided that 
the “primary purpose” of the FISA surveillance or search was to collect foreign 
intelligence information rather than to conduct a criminal investigation or 
prosecution.  The seminal court decision applying this standard to information 
collected in intelligence cases was issued in 1980.  See United States v. Truong 
Dinh Hung, 629 F.2d 908 (4th Cir. 1980).  In this case, the Fourth Circuit Court 
of Appeals ruled the government did not have to obtain a criminal warrant 
when “the object of the search or the surveillance is a foreign power, its agents 
or collaborators,” and “the surveillance is conducted ‘primarily’ for foreign 
intelligence purposes.”  Id. at 915.  However, the court ruled that the 
government’s primary purpose in conducting an intelligence investigation 
could be called into question when prosecutors had begun to assemble a 
prosecution and had led or taken on a central role in the investigation.   

Although the Truong decision involved electronic surveillance conducted 
before FISA’s enactment in 1978, courts used its reasoning and applied the 
primary purpose test in challenges in criminal cases to the use of information 
gathered from searches or electronic surveillance conducted pursuant to FISA.  
See, e.g., United States v. Johnson, 952 F.2d 565 (1st Cir. 1991), cert. denied, 
113 S.Ct. 58 (1992) (“[a]lthough evidence obtained under FISA subsequently 
may be used in criminal prosecutions, the investigation of criminal activity 

                                           
(continued) 
protective measures other than the arrest and prosecution are more appropriate.”  S. 1566, 
95th Congress, 2d Session, Report 95-701, March 14, 1978.   
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cannot be the primary purpose of the surveillance”); United States v. Pelton, 
835 F.2d 1067 (4th Cir. 1987), cert. denied, 486 U.S. 1010 (1988).   

In the 1980s, the Department also adopted the “primary purpose” 
standard contained in the Truong case. 32  It interpreted the FISA statute as 
requiring prosecutors not to have control in intelligence investigations in which 
information was being collected pursuant to FISA.  The concern was that too 
much involvement by prosecutors in the investigation created the risk that a 
court would rule that the FISA information could not be used in a criminal case 
because the “primary purpose” of the search was not the gathering of foreign 
intelligence.   

As a result, during the 1980s and through the mid-1990s, the 
Department’s policy was that prosecutors within the Department’s Criminal 
Division – not attorneys in the local United States Attorneys’ Offices (USAOs) 
– had to be consulted in connection with intelligence investigations in which 
federal criminal activity was uncovered, or when legal advice was needed to 
avoid investigative steps that might inadvertently jeopardize the option of 
prosecution using information obtained from the intelligence investigation.  
Criminal Division attorneys were briefed by the FBI about ongoing intelligence 
investigations and were expected to provide advice geared toward preserving a 
potential criminal case, but they were not allowed to exercise control over the 
investigation.  The Criminal Division and FBI Headquarters made the policy 
decision about when to involve the USAO in the investigation, since consulting 
with the USAO was viewed as a bright line signifying the transition from an 
intelligence investigation to a criminal investigation.  However, during this 
time period, no formal written guidelines governed the contacts between the 
FBI and the Criminal Division.   

                                           
32 The Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court of Review later noted that while the 

Department adopted this policy in the 1980s, “the exact moment is shrouded in historical 
mist.”  See In Re Sealed Case, 310 F.3d 717, 727 (2002).   
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2. Institutional divide between criminal and intelligence 
investigations  

The effect on FISA warrants or the legal restrictions on sharing 
intelligence information was not the only issue regarding sharing intelligence 
information with criminal investigators.  Agents conducting intelligence 
investigations are generally wary about the impact of sharing intelligence 
information with prosecutors and criminal investigators.  They expressed 
concerns about potential harm that disclosure would have on intelligence 
sources and methods, and the damage that such disclosure would have on 
future collection of intelligence information.  Intelligence collection is 
dependent upon secrecy; investigators often rely upon clandestine sources or 
surveillance techniques that are rendered useless if they are exposed.  In 
addition, most of the information collected is classified and cannot be made 
public.  In contrast, criminal investigations are usually intended to result in a 
prosecution, which may require the disclosure of information about the source 
of evidence relied upon by the government.  Thus, intelligence investigators’ 
need to protect secret sources and methods may be at odds with criminal 
investigators’ use of the information derived from those sources and methods.   

3. The Ames case and concerns about the primary purpose 
standard  

In February 1994, CIA employee Aldrich Ames was arrested on various 
espionage charges.  The FBI pursued an investigation regarding Ames that 
involved several certifications to the FISA Court that the purpose of electronic 
surveillance was for intelligence purposes.  At the time of the ninth 
certification in the Ames case, Richard Scruggs, the new head of OIPR, was 
concerned that no guidelines governed the contacts between the Criminal 
Division and the FBI that were permitted in intelligence investigations.  
Scruggs raised concerns with the Attorney General that the primary purpose 
requirement and FISA statute had been violated by the extensive contacts 
between the Criminal Division and the FBI in the Ames investigation.   

To address these concerns about coordination between the Criminal 
Division and the FBI in intelligence investigations, in 1994 Scruggs proposed 
amending the Attorney General’s FCI Guidelines to require that any questions 
in intelligence investigations relating to criminal conduct or prosecutions had 
to be raised first with OIPR, and that OIPR would decide whether and to what 
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extent to involve the Criminal Division and the USAO in the intelligence 
investigation.  Scruggs’ proposal also prohibited the FBI from contacting the 
Criminal Division or a USAO without permission from OIPR.   

In one memorandum, Scruggs described this separation of criminal and 
intelligence investigations as a wall:  “The simple legal response to parallel 
investigations is a ‘Chinese Wall’ which divides the attorneys as well as the 
investigators.”  Scruggs’ use of the term “Chinese wall” is the first reference 
we found to the term “wall” in connection with separating intelligence and 
criminal investigations.  In another memorandum discussing his proposal, 
Scruggs wrote that the goal of the changes was “not to prevent discussions with 
the Criminal Division” but “to regulate them so as to place the Department in 
the best possible legal posture should prosecution be undertaken.”  In addition, 
he wrote that the goal was to develop “a simple mechanism” to maintain the 
legal distinction between criminal investigations and intelligence operations.   

Scruggs’ proposal generated considerable controversy within the 
Department and the FBI.  The Criminal Division and the FBI wrote position 
papers opposing the proposal.  Although the Criminal Division and the FBI 
both agreed that some formal procedures were necessary to guard against 
abuses in the use of FISA and to rebut unwarranted claims of abuse, they 
argued that allowing OIPR to decide when prosecutors could be consulted was 
unnecessary and unduly burdensome, and would deter useful and productive 
contacts between investigators and prosecutors.33  The Criminal Division also 
argued that it was “imperative” for any procedures to “allow for potential 
criminal prosecutions to be protected through early evaluation and guidance” 
and advocated continuing the requirement that the Criminal Division had to be 
advised any time the FBI uncovered evidence of federal criminal activity in the 
course of an intelligence investigation.   

Also in response to Scruggs’ proposal, the Executive Office for National 
Security, which was located in the Deputy Attorney General’s Office, sought 
an opinion from the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) whether a search under 

 
33 The FBI agreed, however, that the rule preventing contact with a United States 

Attorney’s Office without approval from the Criminal Division and OIPR should remain.  
The FBI stated that “the requisite sensitivity to these concerns and experience with treading 
this fine line will often be absent” in U.S. Attorney’s Offices.    
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FISA could be approved “only when the collection of foreign intelligence 
[was] the ‘primary purpose’ of the search or whether it suffic[ed] that the 
collection of foreign intelligence [was] one of the purposes.”  In a 
memorandum that was circulated in draft in mid-January 1995, OLC concluded 
that while courts had adhered to – and were likely to continue to adhere to – the 
“primary purpose” test with regard to FISA information, the courts had shown 
great deference to the government in challenges to evidence gathered through 
intelligence searches that was used in criminal prosecutions.  OLC opined that 
some involvement of prosecutors could be permitted to be involved with the 
FISA searches without running an “undue risk” of having evidence suppressed, 
but that there were “few bright line rules” for discerning when a “‘primarily’ 
intelligence search becomes a ‘primarily’ criminal investigation search.”  OLC 
wrote, “[I]t must be permissible for prosecutors to be involved in the searches 
at least to the extent of ensuring that the possible criminal case not be 
prejudiced.”  At the end of its opinion, OLC recommended that “an appropriate 
internal process be set up to insure that FISA certifications are consistent with 
the ‘primary purpose’ test.”   

4. The 1995 Procedures  

a. Creation of the 1995 Procedures  
In late December 1994, at the direction of Deputy Attorney General 

Jamie Gorelick, the Executive Office for National Security convened a 
working group to resolve the dispute between OIPR and the FBI and the 
Criminal Division concerning contacts between the FBI and the Criminal 
Division.  The Criminal Division, OIPR, the FBI, OLC, and the Executive 
Office for National Security participated in the group.  As a result of 
discussions within the working group, on February 3, 1995, the Executive 
Office for National Security circulated draft procedures for contacts between 
the FBI and prosecutors.  The draft procedures, “Procedures for Contacts 
Between the FBI and the Criminal Division Concerning Foreign Intelligence 
and Foreign Counterintelligence Investigations,” were transmitted on April 12, 
1995, by the Executive Office for National Security through the Deputy 
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Attorney General to the Attorney General for approval and implementation.34  
The Attorney General signed and issued the procedures on July 19, 1995.  
These procedures became known as “the 1995 Procedures.”   

b. Description of the 1995 Procedures  
In general, the 1995 Procedures rejected OIPR’s original proposal of 

giving it the sole authority to decide when FBI agents could consult with 
Criminal Division prosecutors on an intelligence investigation.  However, the 
1995 Procedures gave OIPR formal oversight over contacts between the FBI 
and the Criminal Division in intelligence cases, and the procedures formalized 
restrictions on the extent that Criminal Division prosecutors could be involved 
in intelligence investigations.  The procedures applied to intelligence 

 
34 At the time these draft procedures were being discussed, the FBI’s New York Field 

Office was conducting at least two significant criminal terrorism investigations involving the 
World Trade Center bombing in 1993.  Indictments had been returned in one of the cases.  
During the criminal investigation of these two cases, significant counterintelligence 
information was developed relating to foreign powers operating in the United States, and the 
FBI initiated a full field counterintelligence investigation.  In a memorandum written to the 
FBI, the Southern District of New York (SDNY) USAO, OIPR, and the Criminal Division, 
and filed with the FISA Court on March 4, 1995, Deputy Attorney General Gorelick 
provided instructions for sharing information from these two terrorism investigations in the 
FBI’s New York Field Office with intelligence investigators, and for separating the 
counterintelligence and criminal investigations.  The memorandum stated that the 
procedures were designed to prevent the risk of creating an unwarranted appearance that 
FISA was being used to avoid the procedural safeguards that applied in criminal 
investigations.  The memorandum, which acknowledged that the procedures went “beyond 
what [was] legally required,” included having an Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) 
not involved in the criminal cases but who was familiar with them act as “the wall” as well 
as ensure that information indicative of a crime obtained in the intelligence investigation 
was passed to the criminal agents, the USAO, and the Criminal Division.  The memorandum 
also included several procedures to facilitate coordination and information sharing, 
including requiring intelligence investigators who developed information that reasonably 
indicated the commission of a crime to notify law enforcement agents and assigning an FBI 
agent involved in the criminal investigation to be assigned to the foreign counterintelligence 
investigation.   
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investigations both in which a FISA search or surveillance was being 
conducted and in which no FISA order had been issued.35   

The 1995 Procedures formalized the unwritten policy that had existed 
since the 1980s requiring the Criminal Division, rather than the local USAO, to 
be consulted about intelligence investigations when questions of criminal 
activity or criminal prosecution arose.36  The 1995 Procedures required that the 
FBI and OIPR notify the Criminal Division when “facts or circumstances 
[were] developed that reasonably indicate[d] that a significant federal crime 
[had] been, [was] being, or [might have been] committed.”   

In cases in which FISA surveillance was being conducted, the 1995 
Procedures provided that OIPR as well as the Criminal Division had to approve 
an FBI field office’s request to take an investigation to the USAO.  Guidance 

 
35 Part A of the 1995 Procedures applied to investigations in which a FISA order had 

been issued, and Part B applied to those investigations in which no FISA order had been 
issued.   

36 However, there was an exception for the USAO in the Southern District of New York 
(SDNY).  While the 1995 Procedures were being considered in draft, Deputy Attorney 
General Gorelick had recommended that they be reviewed by U.S. Attorney for the SDNY 
Mary Jo White.  White responded that the USAOs should be on equal footing with the 
Criminal Division, and she recommended changes to the 1995 Procedures to achieve this, 
such as requiring in intelligence cases notification of a crime to both the Criminal Division 
and to the USAO.  White argued that “[a]s a legal matter, whenever it is permissible for the 
Criminal Division to be in contact with the FBI, it is equally permissible for the FBI to be in 
touch with the U.S. Attorneys’ Offices.”  This suggestion was unanimously rejected by the 
FBI, OIPR, the Criminal Division, and the Executive Office for National Security, and the 
exception was not included in the 1995 Procedures.  However, White continued to press this 
issue.  In a memorandum faxed to Gorelick on December 27, 1995, White argued that the 
Department and the FBI were structured and operating in a way that did not make maximum 
legitimate use of all law enforcement and intelligence avenues to prevent terrorism and 
prosecute terrorist acts.  She asserted that the 1995 Procedures were building “unnecessary 
and counterproductive walls that inhibit rather than promote our ultimate objectives” and 
that “we must face the reality that the way we are proceeding now is inherently and in 
actuality very dangerous.”  Eventually, on August 29, 1997, the Attorney General issued a 
memorandum creating a special exemption for the SDNY USAO in cases in which no FISA 
techniques were being employed.  In those cases, the FBI was permitted to notify directly 
the SDNY USAO of evidence of a crime, and the USAO then was required to involve the 
Criminal Division and OIPR.   
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issued by the FBI Director that accompanied the 1995 Procedures instructed 
FBI field offices that any potential contact with prosecutors (either the 
Criminal Division or requests to consult with the USAO) had to be coordinated 
through FBI Headquarters.   

In cases in which no FISA warrant had been issued, the 1995 Procedures 
required that the Criminal Division decide when it was appropriate to involve 
the USAO in the intelligence investigation, although notice of the decision had 
to be given to OIPR.  For example, as discussed in Chapter Four, the FBI 
Minneapolis Field Office opened the Moussaoui investigation as an 
intelligence investigation, but then wanted to seek a criminal search warrant 
from the USAO.  Since an intelligence investigation was opened but no FISA 
warrant had been issued, the Minneapolis FBI needed permission – which it 
was required to obtain through FBI Headquarters – from the Criminal Division 
in order to approach the USAO for a criminal search warrant.   

Under the 1995 Procedures, the Criminal Division was responsible for 
notifying OIPR of, and giving OIPR an opportunity to participate in, all of the 
Criminal Division’s consultations with the FBI concerning intelligence 
investigations in which a FISA warrant had been obtained.  In intelligence 
investigations where no FISA warrant had been obtained, the Criminal 
Division had to provide notice to OIPR of its contacts with the FBI.  In both 
types of cases, the FBI was required to maintain a log of all its contacts with 
the Criminal Division.   

The 1995 Procedures provided that in intelligence investigations the 
Criminal Division could give advice to the FBI “aimed at preserving the option 
of a criminal prosecution,” but could not “instruct the FBI on the operation, 
continuation, or expansion of FISA electronic surveillance or physical 
searches.”  In addition, the FBI and the Criminal Division were required to 
ensure that the advice intended to preserve the prosecution did not 
“inadvertently result in either the fact or the appearance of the Criminal 
Division’s directing or controlling [the investigation] toward law enforcement 
objectives.”   

5. Additional restrictions on sharing intelligence information  

In addition to the wall between FBI intelligence investigators and 
criminal prosecutors, a wall within the FBI between criminal investigations and 



 

31 

                                          

intelligence investigations also was created.  Although it is unclear exactly 
when this wall within the FBI began, sometime between 1995 and 1997 the 
FBI began segregating intelligence investigations from criminal investigations 
and restricting the flow of information between agents who conducted 
intelligence investigations and agents who conducted criminal investigations.   

As discussed above, in a position paper prepared by OIPR when the 
Department was considering the 1995 Procedures, OIPR recommended that the 
FBI be required to open separate and parallel criminal and intelligence 
investigations, and that the FBI place “a wall” between the two investigations 
by staffing the criminal investigation with FBI agents who did not have access 
to the intelligence investigation.  This wall was intended to ensure that 
information from each investigation would be fully admissible in the other.  
OIPR proposed certain procedures for sharing information developed in the 
intelligence investigation that was relevant to the criminal investigation, a 
process that was referred to as “passing information over the wall.”   

The process for passing information from the intelligence investigation to 
the criminal investigation was that an FBI employee – usually the SSA of an 
international terrorism squad, the Chief Division Counsel of a field office, or 
an FBI Headquarters employee – would be permitted to review raw FISA 
intercepts or materials seized pursuant to a FISA and act as a screening 
mechanism to decide what to “pass” to the criminal investigators or 
prosecutors.   

In March 1995, at the direction of the Department, the FBI established 
special “wall” procedures for the New York Field Office’s handling of the 
criminal and intelligence investigations that arose out of the 1993 World Trade 
Center bombing.  It is unclear when similar procedures were employed 
throughout the FBI.  By 1997 OIPR was including a description of the 
screening or “wall” procedures in all FISA applications that were filed with the 
FISA Court when a criminal investigation was opened.37  The particular 

 
37 Neither OIPR nor the FBI had any written policy requiring the inclusion of such 

information in FISA applications until late 2000, after the discovery of several errors in 
FISA applications related to information about criminal investigations and wall procedures 
related to those criminal investigations.  These errors are discussed below in Section III, B 
of this chapter.   



 

32 

                                          

screening mechanism proposed by OIPR and approved by the Attorney 
General depended on how far the criminal investigation had developed.38  If the 
case had recently been initiated, the SSA was usually the screener.  In a case in 
which the USAO already was involved, others could be the screener, such as 
an attorney in the FBI’s Office of General Counsel, OIPR, or the Attorney 
General.  According to James Baker, the current OIPR Counsel,39 in late 1999 
the Department proposed the use of the FISA Court as “the wall.”  The purpose 
of this proposal was to ensure that the FISA Court would approve FISA 
applications related to threats involving the Millennium where there was a 
substantial nexus with related criminal cases.   

6. Reports evaluating the impact of the 1995 Procedures  
Although the 1995 Procedures allowed for consultation between the FBI 

and the Criminal Division about intelligence investigations, and in some 
instances required contact by the FBI with the Criminal Division, the FBI 
dramatically reduced its consultations with the Criminal Division after the 
1995 Procedures were issued.  The FBI came to understand from OIPR that 
any consultation with Criminal Division attorneys could result in a FISA 
surveillance being terminated or in OIPR not agreeing to pursue a FISA 
warrant.  As a result, the FBI sought prosecutor input only after it was prepared 
to close an intelligence investigation and “go criminal.”   

Three reports – a July 1999 OIG report on the Department’s campaign 
finance investigation, a May 2000 Department report on the Wen Ho Lee case, 
and a July 2001 General Accounting Office (GAO) report – discussed these 
issues and the impact of the 1995 Procedures and the wall.   

 
38 According to OIPR Counsel Baker, Attorney General Janet Reno directed the 

termination of certain FISA surveillances in 1998 based upon her determination that related 
criminal investigative activities called into question the primary purpose of the surveillance 
collection.   

39 Baker joined OIPR in October 1996 and became the Deputy Counsel in 1998.  In 
May 2001, he was named Acting Counsel, and in January 2002 he became the Counsel.   
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a. The OIG’s July 1999 report on the campaign finance 
investigation  

The first report was the OIG’s July 1999 report entitled “The Handling of 
FBI Intelligence Information Related to the Justice Department’s Campaign 
Finance Investigation” (the Campaign Finance Report).  The OIG report 
reviewed allegations that the FBI had failed to disclose certain intelligence 
information to Congress, FBI Director Louis Freeh, and Attorney General Janet 
Reno.  This intelligence information related to the FBI’s Campaign Finance 
Task Force, which had been created to investigate allegations of campaign 
finance violations during the 1996 presidential campaign.  In connection with 
this review, the OIG examined issues concerning the implementation of the 
1995 Procedures and the sharing of intelligence information with prosecutors 
and criminal investigators.   

The OIG report found that the 1995 Procedures were largely 
misunderstood and often misapplied, resulting in undue reluctance by 
intelligence agents to provide information to criminal investigators and 
prosecutors.  The report stated that “the tumult that accompanied [the] creation 
[of the 1995 Procedures] drastically altered the relationship between [the FBI] 
and prosecutors.”  The report found that because of OIPR’s criticism of the FBI 
during the Ames investigation, FBI agents had become “gun shy” about 
conversations with Criminal Division attorneys, and the FBI’s General 
Counsel’s Office had recommended that FBI agents take a “cautious approach” 
by initially conferring with OIPR attorneys rather than Criminal Division 
attorneys.  The report also noted that as a result of the FBI’s concerns about 
OIPR’s criticisms, the FBI had been “needlessly chilled” from sharing 
intelligence information with the Criminal Division.  The report stated that the 
1995 Procedures were vaguely written and provided ineffective guidance for 
the FBI.  The report recommended that the Criminal Division, OIPR, and the 
FBI resolve conflicting understandings about the 1995 Procedures, and the FBI 
issue guidance to disabuse FBI personnel of “unwarranted concerns about 
contact with prosecutors.”   

b. The report of the Attorney General’s Review Team on 
the Wen Ho Lee investigation  

The second report addressing these issues was prepared by the Attorney 
General’s Review Team (AGRT), which the Department established to review 
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the handling of the Wen Ho Lee investigation.40  A chapter of the final AGRT 
report, issued in May 2000, discussed the 1995 Procedures.  The AGRT report 
found that soon after the 1995 Procedures were implemented, OIPR prevented 
the FBI from contacting the Criminal Division in contravention of the 
requirements of the procedures.  The report stated that FBI and Criminal 
Division officials believed that OIPR was discouraging contact by the FBI with 
the Criminal Division.  Both FBI and Criminal Division officials believed that 
such contact would jeopardize existing or future FISA coverage because OIPR 
might not present the matter to the FISA Court or the FISA Court would deny 
the request if such contact occurred.  The report stated, “It is clear from 
interviews that the AGRT has conducted that, in any investigation where FISA 
is employed or even remotely hoped for (and FISA coverage is always hoped 
for), the Criminal Division is considered radioactive by both the FBI and 
OIPR.”   

The AGRT report noted that OIPR Counsel Scruggs made it clear to the 
FBI that it was not permitted to contact prosecutors in FCI investigations 
without the permission of OIPR.  The report stated that, as a result, former FBI 
Deputy Director Robert Bryant communicated to FBI agents that violating this 
rule was a “career stopper.”   

In October 1999, the AGRT made interim recommendations to the 
Attorney General.  For example, the AGRT recommended that the FBI provide 
“regularly scheduled briefings” to the Criminal Division concerning FCI 
investigations that had the potential for criminal prosecution.   

In response, in January 2000 Attorney General Reno established the 
“Core Group,” which consisted of the FBI’s Assistant Directors for 
counterterrorism and counterintelligence, the Principal Associate Deputy 
Attorney General, and the Counsel for OIPR.  The FBI was supposed to 
provide monthly “critical case briefings” to the Core Group, and the Core 
Group was supposed to decide if the facts of the cases warranted notification to 
the Criminal Division as provided for in the 1995 Procedures.  In addition, the 

 
40 The team was led by Randy Bellows, an AUSA from the Eastern District of Virginia 

who was experienced in FCI cases.  The AGRT report, which is entitled “Final Report of the 
Attorney General’s Review Team on the Handling of the Los Alamos National Laboratory 
Investigation,” is often called “the Bellows report.”   
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Attorney General directed the FBI to provide the Criminal Division with copies 
of foreign counterintelligence case memoranda summarizing espionage 
investigations of U.S. citizens or lawful permanent residents.   

In October 2000, the Core Group was disbanded because it was believed 
that the briefings were duplicative of sensitive case briefings that the FBI 
provided to the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General on a 
quarterly basis.  Around the same time a working group that had been formed 
months earlier in response to the interim recommendations of the AGRT report 
developed two decision memoranda for the Attorney General’s approval, one 
in October 2000 and one in December 2000.  The memoranda included several 
options for addressing the FBI’s lack of notification to the Criminal Division 
regarding evidence in intelligence investigations of significant federal crimes 
and the lack of coordination with the Criminal Division, and they delineated 
the type and extent of advice the Criminal Division could provide the FBI.  The 
December 2000 memorandum also described a strategy for presenting new 
procedures for coordination between intelligence and law enforcement to the 
FISA Court, and it discussed the possibility of an appeal to the FISA Court of 
Review if the FISA Court rejected the new coordination procedures.  Although 
the Criminal Division, OIPR, and the FBI reached an agreement on steps to 
liberalize information sharing, the components could not agree on what kind of 
advice by the Criminal Division to the FBI was permissible.  The Attorney 
General never issued or signed either memorandum.   

c. The GAO report  

In the third report, the GAO reviewed the policies, procedures, and 
processes for coordinating FBI intelligence investigations where criminal 
activity was indicated.  In its July 2001 report, the GAO found that the FBI had 
little contact with the Criminal Division about intelligence investigations 
because of the FBI and OIPR’s concern about the potential for “rejection of the 
FISA application or the loss of a FISA renewal” or “suppression of evidence 
gathered using FISA tools.”  See “FBI Intelligence Investigations:  
Coordination within Justice on Counterintelligence Criminal Matters is 
Limited,” GAO-01-780, July 2001.  The GAO report recommended, among 
other things, that the Attorney General establish a policy and guidance 
clarifying the expectations regarding the FBI’s notification of the Criminal 
Division about potential criminal violations arising in intelligence 

---
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investigations.  According to the GAO report, while there were some 
improvements in the coordination between the FBI and the Criminal Division 
after the remedial actions in response to the AGRT report were implemented, 
coordination impediments remained.   

B. FISA Court’s concern about accuracy of FISA applications  

1. Errors in FISA applications  
Around the time of these two reviews on problems of coordinating 

criminal and intelligence information, the FISA Court imposed additional 
restrictions on the passing of intelligence information to criminal investigators.  
The FISA Court took this action after it learned in 2000 and 2001 of errors in 
approximately 100 FISA applications that had been filed with the Court.41  
Approximately 75 of the errors were contained in FISA applications relating to 
targets with connections to a particular terrorist organization, which we will 
call “Terrorist Organization No. 1,” and the other errors were contained in 
FISA applications relating to a different terrorist organization, which we will 
call “Terrorist Organization No. 2.”   

In the summer of 2000, OIPR first learned of the errors in several FISA 
applications related to Terrorist Organization No.1.  OIPR verbally notified the 
FISA Court of the errors and, together with FBI Headquarters employees, 
conducted a review of other FISA applications involving Terrorist 
Organization No. 1 that had been submitted since July 1997.  In September and 
October 2000, OIPR filed two pleadings with the FISA Court advising of 
errors in approximately 100 FISA applications related to Terrorist Organization 
No. 1.   

 
41 As discussed in detail below, FISA applications were submitted by field offices to 

FBI Headquarters for preparation of the documentation that would be presented to OIPR for 
finalization and submission to the FISA Court.  The documentation prepared by FBI 
Headquarters and finalized by OIPR often was reviewed or edited by different persons, 
including an SSA, IOS, Unit Chief, and a National Security Law Unit attorney.  The 
documentation included an affidavit signed by the SSA at FBI Headquarters containing the 
facts in support of the FISA warrant.  The errors arose in these SSA affidavits.   
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Many of these errors in the FISA applications involved omissions of 
information or misrepresentations about criminal investigations on the FISA 
targets.  In applications where criminal investigations were identified, 
inaccurate information was presented in FISA applications about the “wall” 
procedures to separate the criminal investigation from the intelligence 
investigation.  For example, the description of the wall procedures in the 
majority of FISA applications involving Terrorist Organization No. 1 stated 
that the FBI New York Field Office had separate teams of agents handling the 
criminal and intelligence investigations.  While different agents were assigned 
to the criminal and intelligence investigations, they were not kept separate from 
each other.  Instead, the criminal agents worked on the intelligence 
investigation, and the intelligence agents worked on the criminal investigation.  
This meant that, contrary to what had been represented to the FISA Court, 
agents working on the criminal investigation had not been restricted from the 
information obtained in the intelligence investigation.   

2. FISA Court’s new requirements regarding the wall  

As a result of the FISA Court’s concerns about the mistakes in the FISA 
applications, the FISA Court began requiring in October 2000 anyone who 
reviewed FISA-obtained materials or other intelligence acquired based on 
FISA-obtained intelligence (called “FISA-derived” intelligence42) to sign a 
certification acknowledging that the Court’s approval was required for 
dissemination to criminal investigators.  The FBI came to understand that this 
meant that only intelligence agents were permitted to review without FISA 
Court approval all FISA intercepts and materials seized by a FISA warrant, as 
well as any CIA and NSA intelligence provided to the FBI based on 
information obtained by an FBI FISA search or intercept.43   

Because FISA-obtained information often was passed from the FBI to the 
NSA and the CIA, the Department asked the FISA Court whether the FBI was 

 
42 FISA-obtained information was often passed to the NSA and CIA for further use, 

which could result in “FISA-derived” information.   
43 As stated above, in late 1999, the Court had become the screening mechanism or “the 

wall” for all investigations involving FISA techniques on al Qaeda in which the FBI wanted 
to pass intelligence information to a criminal investigation.   
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also required to obtain the newly required certifications from any NSA or CIA 
employees who reviewed the FISA-obtained material.  The Court exempted the 
NSA and CIA from the certification, but required that the two agencies note on 
any intelligence shared with the FBI if it was FISA-derived.  According to the 
NSA, when made aware of this requirement, it reported to the Department that, 
in the interest of providing as much intelligence as quickly as possible to the 
FBI, the NSA would place a caveat on all counterterrorism-related intelligence 
provided to the FBI.  The caveat indicated that if the FBI wanted to pass NSA 
intelligence to criminal investigators, it had to involve the NSA General 
Counsel’s Office to determine whether the information was in fact FISA-
derived.  According to the NSA, the other alternative would have been to slow 
the dissemination while the NSA checked whether the intelligence was derived 
from a FISA.44   

The caveat language used by the NSA stated:  “Except for information 
reflecting a direct threat to life, neither this product nor any information 
contained in this product may be disseminated to U.S. criminal investigators or 
prosecutors without prior approval of NSA.  All subsequent product which 
contains information obtained or derived from this product must bear this 
caveat.  Contact the Office of General Counsel of NSA for guidance 
concerning this caveat.”45   

 

(continued) 

44 This was not the first caveat on dissemination of NSA information.  In late 1999, 
Attorney General Reno authorized a warrantless physical search under authority granted to 
the Attorney General by Section 2.5 of Executive Order 12333, unrelated to FISA.  The 
Attorney General directed that the fruits of the physical search could not be disseminated to 
any criminal prosecutors or investigators until copies of the information were provided to 
OIPR and the approval of the Attorney General had been obtained.  Questions were raised 
about dissemination of NSA’s information based upon the fruits of a Section 2.5 search.  
The NSA – after working with OIPR to determine what language to use – decided to put a 
caveat on all of its Bin Laden related reporting to the FBI indicating that further 
dissemination to law enforcement entities could not occur without approval from OIPR.    

45 In Chapter Five, the chapter about Hazmi and Mihdhar, we discuss the separation of 
criminal investigators from intelligence investigators and the requirement that NSA 
information be reviewed by the NSA to determine whether it was FISA-derived or otherwise 
subject to limited dissemination.  We describe how these restrictions affected the FBI’s 
ability to share important intelligence information.  For example, in early summer 2001 an 
FBI Headquarters IOS met with New York criminal agents who were working on the FBI’s 
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3. Additional FISA errors and DOJ OPR’s investigation  

The Deputy Attorney General’s Office referred to the DOJ Office of 
Professional Responsibility (OPR) a memorandum prepared by OIPR 
regarding the errors in the approximately 75 Terrorist Organization No. 1-
related FISA applications that had been raised to the FISA Court.  In 
November 2000, OPR opened an investigation to determine whether any FBI 
employees had committed misconduct in connection with these errors.   

In March 2001, OIPR also became aware of an error in a FISA 
application related to Terrorist Organization No. 2.  The error concerned the 
description of the wall procedures in several FBI field offices.  This description 
also had been used in 14 other applications related to Terrorist Organization 
No. 2.  After the FISA Court learned of these errors, it stated that it would no 
longer accept any FISA application in which the supporting affidavit was 
signed by the SSA who had presented that Terrorist Organization No. 2 FISA 
application to the Court.   

To address the issue of the accuracy of the information in the FISA 
affidavits, FBI ITOS managers began requiring that FISA affidavits contain 
certain information, such as the signature of the field office SSA and any 
AUSA involved in the case indicating that they had read the affidavit and 
agreed with the facts as they were written.  In April 2001, the entire FBI 
Counterterrorism Division was instructed to comply with these procedures.  On 
May 18, 2001, the Attorney General issued additional instructions to improve 
the accuracy of FISA affidavits, including requiring direct communication 
between OIPR attorneys and the field office on whose behalf the FISA 
application was being prepared and establishing a FISA training program at the 
FBI’s training academy in Quantico, Virginia.  In addition, the Attorney 

 
(continued) 
Cole investigation.  During this meeting, they discussed certain information obtained from 
the CIA about Mihdhar.  Although the IOS had information from the NSA about Mihdhar, 
the IOS did not reveal this information to the FBI criminal agents at the meeting because it 
had not yet been approved for dissemination by the NSA.  In addition, in August 2001, once 
the FBI opened an intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar, the same IOS and a New 
York criminal agent involved in the earlier meeting discussed and disagreed about whether a 
criminal agent would be permitted to participate in the intelligence investigation trying to 
locate Mihdhar or to participate in any interview with Mihdhar. 
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General asked OPR to expand its investigation to include a review of the errors 
made in FISA applications related to Terrorist Organization No. 2.   

OPR’s report, which was issued on May 15, 2003, concluded that “none 
of the errors in the [Terrorist Organization No. 1] and [Terrorist Organization 
No. 2] related FISA applications were the result of professional misconduct or 
poor judgment by the attorneys or agents who prepared or reviewed them.”  
The report concluded that “a majority of the errors were the result of systemic 
flaws in the process by which those FISA applications were prepared and 
reviewed.”  These systemic flaws included, among other things, a lack of a 
formal training program for attorneys in OIPR or agents at the FBI to learn 
about the FISA application process, a lack of policies or rules regarding the 
required content of FISA applications, and a lack of resources for handling 
FISA applications.   

C. Deputy Attorney General Thompson’s August 2001 
memorandum  

On August 6, 2001, Deputy Attorney General Larry Thompson issued a 
memorandum to the Criminal Division, OIPR, and the FBI regarding the 
Department’s policies governing intelligence sharing and establishing new 
policy.  It stated that the 1995 Procedures and the additional 2000 procedures 
remained in effect.  The memorandum stated that “the purpose of this 
memorandum is to restate and clarify certain important requirements imposed 
by the 1995 Procedures, and the [January 2000 measures issued in response to 
the AGRT report], and to establish certain additional requirements.”   

The memorandum reiterated the requirement that the Criminal Division 
had to be notified when there were facts or circumstances “that reasonably 
indicate that a significant federal crime has been, is being or may be 
committed.”  The memorandum emphasized the notification was mandatory 
and that the “reasonable indication” standard was “substantially lower than 
probable cause.”   

In addition, the memorandum stated that the FBI was required to have 
monthly briefings with the Criminal Division on all investigations that met the 
notification standards.  The memorandum added that the Criminal Division 
should identify the investigations about which it needed additional information, 
and the FBI was required to provide this information.  The memorandum did 
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not address the issue of the type of advice that was permissible by Criminal 
Division attorneys to the FBI.   

D. The impact of the wall  

The actions of the Department, including OIPR, the implementation of 
the 1995 Procedures, the additional requirements created by the FISA Court, 
and the OPR investigation had several effects on the handling of intelligence 
and criminal investigations.  First, witnesses told the OIG that the concerns of 
the FISA Court, the banning of the SSA from the FISA Court, the OPR 
investigation, and the additional requirements for sharing information imposed 
by the FISA Court contributed to a climate of fear in ITOS at FBI 
Headquarters.  SSAs and IOSs at FBI Headquarters were concerned about 
becoming the subject of an OPR investigation and the effect that any such 
investigation would have on their careers.   

They said they were concerned not only about the accuracy of the 
information they provided to the Court, but also about ensuring that 
intelligence information was kept separate from criminal investigations.  A 
former ITOS Unit Chief and long-time FBI Headquarters SSA told the OIG 
that the certification requirement was referred to as “a contempt letter.”  He 
explained that FBI employees began fearing that they would lose their jobs if 
any intelligence information was shared with criminal investigators.   

Second, the restrictions imposed by the FISA Court – the requirement 
that anyone who received intelligence sign the certification and the screening 
procedures applicable to both FISA-obtained and FISA-derived material – 
created administrative hurdles for the FBI in handling intelligence information.  
For example, the new requirements were imposed in December 2000, just two 
months after the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole, and during the time the FBI was 
actively pursuing its criminal investigation.  Given the new requirements, the 
FBI employed several IOSs on the Cole investigation just to track all of the 
required certifications.   

Consistent with the conclusions of the AGRT report, employees at FBI 
Headquarters and in the Minneapolis Field Office who we interviewed told us 
that before September 11, 2001, there was a general perception within the FBI 
that seeking prosecutor input or taking any criminal investigative step when an 
intelligence investigation was open potentially harmed the FBI’s ability to 
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obtain, maintain, or renew a FISA warrant.  FBI Headquarters employees 
described cases in which OIPR required that electronic surveillance obtained 
under FISA be “shut down” and that the FBI “go criminal” because permission 
had been requested to approach the USAO or because some other criminal step 
had been taken.  In addition, FBI attorneys told the OIG that, in their 
experience, OIPR would not consider applying for a FISA warrant in a case in 
which OIPR determined that there was “too much” criminal activity.   

OIPR Counsel Baker told the OIG that the primary concern of the FISA 
Court was the direction and control of the intelligence investigation by 
prosecutors, not sharing of intelligence information with law enforcement 
agents.  Baker stated that the FISA Court had approved FISA applications in 
which there was extensive interaction between prosecutors and FBI agents, 
provided that OIPR was present during the interactions, there was a separation 
between the prosecutors and intelligence investigators, and that the FISA Court 
was apprised of the FBI’s intended use of the FISA information.   

E. Changes to the wall after September 11, 2001  

Shortly after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, the Department 
proposed lowering the wall between criminal and intelligence information by 
changing the language in the FISA statute from “the purpose” of the 
surveillance or search (for the collection of foreign intelligence information) to 
only “a purpose.”46  In October 2001, the Uniting and Strengthening America 
by Providing Appropriate Tools Required To Intercept and Obstruct Terrorism 
Act (the USA PATRIOT Act or the Patriot Act) was enacted, which changed 
the requirement from “the purpose” (for obtaining foreign intelligence) to “a 
significant purpose.”  Pub. L. No. 107-56, 115 Stat. 272, Section 218.  The 
Patriot Act also specified that federal officers who conduct electronic 
surveillance or searches to obtain foreign intelligence information may consult 

 
46 The Department had been considering seeking this change to FISA prior to 

September 11.  In August 2001, the Office of the Deputy Attorney General asked the Office 
of Legal Counsel (OLC) for advice on whether FISA could be amended by Congress to 
require that the collection of foreign intelligence information be “a purpose” of a FISA 
warrant rather than “the purpose.”  That request was under review by OLC on September 11, 
2001.   
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with federal law enforcement officers to coordinate their efforts to investigate 
and protect against actual or potential attacks, sabotage, or international 
terrorism.  Id. at Section 504.   

Although the Patriot Act amendments to FISA expressly provided for the 
consultation and coordination between prosecutors and FBI intelligence 
investigators, in November 2001 the FISA Court issued an order requiring that 
the 1995 Procedures, as revised by Attorney General Reno’s January 2000 
changes and the August 2001 Thompson memorandum, be applied in all cases 
before the FISA Court.   

In March 2002, the Attorney General issued new guidelines on 
intelligence sharing procedures that superseded the 1995 Procedures.  The 
2002 Procedures effectively removed “the wall” between intelligence and 
criminal investigations.  The 2002 Procedures explained that since the Patriot 
Act allowed FISA to be used for a “significant purpose” rather than the 
primary purpose of obtaining foreign intelligence, FISA could “be used 
primarily for a law enforcement purpose, as long as a significant foreign 
intelligence purpose remain[ed].”  (Emphasis in original.)   

The 2002 Procedures also directed that the Criminal Division and OIPR 
shall have access to – and that the FBI shall provide – all information 
developed in full field foreign intelligence and counterintelligence 
investigations, particularly information that is necessary to the ability of the 
United States to investigate or protect against foreign attack, sabotage, 
terrorism, and clandestine intelligence activities; and information that concerns 
any crime which has been, is being, or is about to be committed.  The 2002 
Procedures provided that USAOs should receive information and engage in 
consultations to the same extent as that provided for the Criminal Division.   

In addition to these information sharing requirements, the 2002 
Procedures provided that intelligence and law enforcement officers may 
exchange a “full range of information and advice” concerning foreign 
intelligence and foreign counterintelligence investigations, “including 
information and advice designed to preserve or enhance the possibility of a 
criminal prosecution.”  The 2002 Procedures noted that this extensive 
coordination was permitted because the Patriot Act provided that such 
coordination shall not preclude the government’s certification of a significant 
foreign intelligence purpose for the issuance of a warrant by the FISA Court.   
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The Department immediately tested the new 2002 Procedures with the 
FISA Court.  In an opinion issued on May 17, 2002, the FISA Court accepted 
the information-sharing provisions of the new Procedures.  However, the FISA 
Court rejected the Department’s position that criminal prosecutors should be 
permitted to have a significant role in FISA surveillances and searches from 
start to finish.  See In Re All Matters Submitted to Foreign Intelligence 
Surveillance Court, 218 F.Supp.2d 611 (2002).  The Department appealed the 
Court’s ruling to the Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Court of Review, the 
appellate court for the FISA Court.  This was the first appeal ever to the FISA 
Court of Review.   

The Court of Review rejected the FISA Court’s findings, as well as the 
1995 Procedures and the “primary purpose standard” that had been applied 
before the Patriot Act revision.  See In Re Sealed Case, 310 F.3d 717 (2002).  
The Court of Review concluded that the restrictions of the wall imposed by the 
Department and the FISA Court were never required by FISA or the 
Constitution.47  The Court ruled that FISA permitted the use of intelligence in 
criminal investigations, and that coordination between criminal prosecutors and 
intelligence investigators was necessary for the protection of national security.  
The Court concluded that while the FBI had to certify that the purpose of the 
FISA surveillance was to obtain foreign intelligence information, FISA did not 
preclude or limit the use of intelligence information in a criminal prosecution.  
The Court wrote, “[E]ffective counterintelligence, we have learned, requires 
the wholehearted cooperation of all the government’s personnel who can be 
brought to the task.”  Id. at 743.   

IV. The process for obtaining a FISA warrant  
In this section, we describe the legal and procedural requirements for 

obtaining a FISA warrant prior to September 11, 2001, focusing on the 
requirement for a warrant to conduct a physical search like the warrant that the 

                                           
47 The Court of Review noted, “We certainly understand the 1995 Justice Department’s 

effort to avoid difficulty with the FISA court, or other courts; and we have no basis to 
criticize any organization of the Justice Department that an Attorney General desires.”  Id. at 
727 n. 14.   



 

45 

FBI’s Minneapolis Field Office sought in the Moussaoui investigation, which 
we discuss in detail in Chapter Four.   

A. Legal requirements for a FISA warrant  

As noted above, FISA allows the FBI to conduct electronic surveillance 
and physical searches in connection with counterespionage and 
counterterrorism investigations.  Rather than showing that the subject of the 
surveillance or the physical search is potentially connected to a crime, the FBI 
must show that there is probable cause to believe that the subject of the 
surveillance or search is an “agent” of a “foreign power.”  With respect to a 
warrant for a physical search, the FBI also must show that there is probable 
cause to believe that the property to be searched is owned, used, possessed by, 
or in transit to or from an “agent of a foreign power” or “a foreign power.”  
50 U.S.C. § 1824(a)(3).   

1. Agent of a foreign power  
“Foreign power” as defined in the FISA statute has several meanings, 

most of which pertain to the governance of a foreign nation, such as “a foreign 
government or any component thereof, whether or not recognized by the 
United States” and “an entity that is directed and controlled by a foreign 
government or governments.”  50 U.S.C. § 1801(a)(1) & (2).  The definition 
most applicable in the Moussaoui investigation is “a group engaged in 
international terrorism or activities in preparation therefor.” 50 U.S.C. 
§ 1801(a)(4).  With respect to terrorism, before September 11, 2001, foreign 
powers that were used in requests for FISA warrants to the FISA Court 
included foreign governments as well as terrorist organizations not controlled 
by any foreign government, such as al Qaeda and Hizbollah.   

Whether a terrorist organization qualified as a “foreign power” under the 
FISA statute depended upon the intelligence developed about the group and its 
activities, and whether the FISA Court was convinced that the government had 
proven that the entity existed and was engaged in international terrorist 
activities.  In practice, once the FBI developed the necessary intelligence about 
the existence of a terrorist organization, a particular subject was used as a “test 
subject” for pleading to the FISA Court that the organization was a foreign 
power.  Although not dispositive, FISA applications might reference the fact 
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that the State Department had designated an entity as a “foreign terrorist 
organization” (FTO).48   

An “agent” of a foreign power also has several definitions in the statute.  
An agent can be a person who has an official connection to a foreign power, 
such as an employee of a foreign government or an official member of a 
terrorist organization.  With respect to terrorism, an agent can be anyone who 
engages in international terrorism (or in activities that are in preparation for 
international terrorism) “for or on behalf of a foreign power.”  50 U.S.C. 
§ 1801(b)(2)(C).   

Aside from stating that a person must be acting “for or on behalf of” a 
foreign power, the FISA statute does not further define when a person is an 
“agent.”  The legislative history of FISA states that there must be “a nexus 
between the individual and the foreign power that suggests that the person is 
likely to do the bidding of the foreign power,” and that there must be a 
“knowing connection” between the individual and the foreign power.  H.R. 
7308, 95th Congress, 2d Session, Report 95-1283, Pt. 1, p. 49, 44 
(June 8, 1978).  The legislative history also states that more than evidence of 
“mere sympathy for, identity of interest with, or vocal support for the goals” of 
a terrorist organization is required to establish agency between the group and 
the potential subject.  Id. at p. 42.  The Attorney General’s FCI Guidelines in 
effect in 2001 stated in the definition section that determining whether an 
individual is acting “for or on behalf of a foreign power” is based on the extent 

                                           
48 FTOs are foreign entities that are designated as terrorist organizations by the 

Secretary of State in accordance with the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act, 
signed into law in April 1996.  The criteria for this designation include:  that the entity is a 
foreign organization, that the organization is engaged in terrorist activity, and that the 
organization’s terrorist activity must threaten the security of U.S. nationals or the national 
security of the United States.  FTO designations expire automatically after two years but 
may be redesignated.  It is unlawful for anyone to assist an FTO, representatives and 
members of FTOs are not admissible into the United States, and U.S. financial institutions 
that become aware of possession of funds of an FTO must report this information to the 
government.  The first 30 FTO designations were made in October 1997.  As of March 
2004, 37 FTOs were on the State Department list, including al Qaeda, Ansar al-Islam, and 
the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia.   
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to which the foreign power is involved in controlling, leading, financially 
supporting, assigning or disciplining the individual.   

2. The application filed with the FISA Court  

To obtain an order from the FISA Court authorizing either electronic 
surveillance or a physical search, the FBI – through DOJ OIPR – submits to the 
FISA Court an application containing three documents.  The first document, 
labeled “application,” is a court pleading that contains the government’s 
specific request for a FISA warrant and includes the required approval by the 
Attorney General or the Deputy Attorney General.  See 50 U.S.C. § 1804(a) 
(electronic surveillance) and § 1823(a) (physical search).  The second 
document is a certification by the FBI Director or other Executive Branch 
official that the information sought is foreign intelligence information and that 
the information cannot reasonably be obtained by normal investigative 
techniques.  At the time of the Moussaoui investigation, as discussed above, 
the certification also had to contain a statement that the purpose of the search 
or surveillance was to obtain foreign intelligence information.49  See 50 
U.S.C. § 1804(a)(7) (electronic surveillance) and § 1823(a)(7) (physical 
search).   

The third required document is an affidavit signed by an SSA from FBI 
Headquarters, which satisfies the FISA statute’s requirement that the 
application be made “by a Federal officer in writing upon oath or affirmation.”  
50 U.S.C. § 1804(a) (electronic surveillance) and § 1823(a) (physical search).  
The affidavit must contain “a statement of the facts and circumstances relied 
upon by the applicant to justify his belief” that the foreign power identified in 
the application is in fact a foreign power and that there are sufficient 
connections between the foreign power and the individual targeted to establish 
that the individual is acting as an agent of the foreign power.  Id.  With respect 
to a physical search, the affidavit also must show that the property to be 
searched contains foreign intelligence information, and the property to be 

                                           
49 As previously discussed, the Patriot Act amended this section of the FISA statute to 

require that the certification state that “a significant purpose” of the surveillance or search is 
to obtain foreign intelligence information.   
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searched is owned, used, possessed by, or is in transit to or from a foreign 
power or an agent of a foreign power.  50 U.S.C. § 1823(a)(4).50   

The FISA statute also provides that in order for a judge to issue an order 
approving the FISA application, the judge must find that “on the basis of the 
facts submitted by the applicant there is probable cause to believe that the 
target of the electronic surveillance is a foreign power or an agent of a foreign 
power.”  50 U.S.C. § 1805(3).   

B. Assembling an application for submission to the FISA Court  

Prior to September 11, 2001, the FISA application process involved 
several layers of review and approval at FBI Headquarters and at OIPR before 
presentation to the FISA Court.  The process began when the field office 
submitted an EC or letterhead memorandum (LHM) to FBI Headquarters 
setting forth the supporting evidence for the FISA warrant.51  An SSA and IOS 
in FBI Headquarters worked with the field office in reviewing, editing, and 
finalizing the LHM.  An NSLU attorney reviewed, edited, and approved the 
LHM, then obtained several ITOS management approvals before sending the 
request to OIPR for consideration.  Using the information provided in the 
LHM, an OIPR attorney drafted the FISA application and other required 
documents, which were reviewed in draft by the OIPR attorney’s supervisor.  
The documentation drafted by OIPR was provided to the SSA, IOS, and NSLU 
attorney for their review before being finalized by the OIPR attorney and filed 
with the FISA Court.  This process normally took several months to complete, 
although we were told a FISA warrant could be obtained in a matter of several 
hours or a few days if needed.   

We describe below in more detail each step in the process, with special 
attention to the role of each person involved in the process.   

 
50 OIPR also submits to the FISA Court a draft order or orders for the FISA judge’s 

completion and signature.   
51 An LHM is a memorandum on FBI letterhead stationery that is used to communicate 

to the Attorney General, other Department officials, or persons or agencies outside the FBI.   
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1. Investigation and LHM prepared by field office  

An application for a FISA warrant normally originated from the 
investigative work conducted by a field office.    During the investigation, the 
field office typically developed information about the subject of the 
investigation by checking FBI indices and files, reviewing publicly available 
records, and inquiring with domestic and foreign law enforcement and 
intelligence agencies – such as the CIA and NSA – about the subject.  In 
addition, the field office could conduct other investigative activities.  The field 
office also could obtain the subject’s records of telephone calls, computer 
transactions, and financial information through National Security Letters 
(NSLs).52  This phase of collecting information can last anywhere from several 
days to several months.   

If a field office wanted to obtain a FISA warrant and thought it had 
sufficient information to support a FISA warrant, the field office prepared an 
LHM setting forth as specifically as possible the supporting information.  The 
LHM was sent to the appropriate unit at FBI Headquarters, where it was 
assigned to a particular SSA for handling.   

2. Role of SSAs and IOSs at FBI Headquarters  

At the time of the Moussaoui investigation in August 2001, once the 
LHM was received in FBI Headquarters by the appropriate SSA, that SSA was 
responsible for ensuring that the FISA request was adequately supported and 
complete before it was presented to OIPR.  To do this, the SSA – working in 
conjunction with the assigned IOS – reviewed the documentation to assess 
whether it contained sufficient information for a FISA or whether there were 
questions that would have to be answered before the request could be 

 
52 NSLs are issued in intelligence investigations to obtain telephone and electronic 

communications records from telephone companies and internet service providers (pursuant 
to the Electronic Communications Privacy Act, or ECPA, 18 U.S.C. § 2709), records from 
financial institutions (pursuant to the Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 U.S.C. 
§ 3414(a)(5)), and information from credit bureaus (pursuant to the Fair Credit Reporting 
Act, 15 U.S.C. §§ 1681u and 1681v).  They do not require approval of a court before 
issuance by the FBI.  Prior to September 11, the process for issuing NSLs could take several 
months.  We discuss this issue in Chapter Four of the report.     
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completed.  The SSA also assessed whether the appropriate foreign power was 
being pled and whether there was sufficient information connecting the subject 
to the foreign power.   

The SSA and the IOS communicated with the field office directly about 
any problems or for additional information.  In problematic cases, the SSA 
would consult with an NSLU attorney for advice and suggestions.   

The SSA and the IOS used the documentation submitted by the field 
office and often edited the document.  In some instances, the FISA request was 
completely rewritten, and in other instances few changes were made.   

With respect to the information supporting the existence of the foreign 
power, the SSA or IOS typically inserted language used in other FISA 
applications involving the same foreign power.  If the SSA or IOS acquired 
additional information to support the application, such as information 
indicating connections between the subject and the foreign power, that 
information was also included in the LHM.   

At the time of the Moussaoui investigation, the SSA would normally 
review the edited version of the LHM with the field office to ensure the factual 
accuracy of the LHM.53  Once the field office and the SSA agreed on the final 
version of the LHM, the SSA sought review and approval by an NSLU 
attorney and finally obtained the appropriate signatures within FBI 
Headquarters management, such as the signatures of the Unit and Section 
Chiefs.  This editing process could last from several days to several months.   

 
53 Such consultations with the field office about edits arose primarily because of the 

problems the FBI had encountered with the FISA Court in the fall of 2000 and spring of 
2001 over inaccuracies in the affidavits signed by SSAs and filed with the FISA Court.  In 
March 2001, the FBI adopted procedures requiring the SSA at FBI Headquarters handling a 
FISA request to review OIPR’s draft affidavit with the field office to ensure the factual 
accuracy of the affidavit before it was filed with the FISA Court.  Because of these 
requirements and other concerns about the accuracy of the affidavits, SSAs spent more time 
than they had in the past discussing drafts of FISA documents with field offices.   
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3. Role of NSLU attorneys  

At the time of the Moussaoui investigation in August 2001, two attorneys 
in the National Security Law Unit (NSLU) of the FBI’s Office of the General 
Counsel were assigned full-time to counterterrorism matters.54  No attorney 
was assigned responsibility for a particular FISA request from beginning to 
end.   

The two NSLU attorneys assigned to counterterrorism matters had two 
functions with respect to FISA requests submitted by field offices.  First, they 
functioned in an advisory capacity.  The SSA would consult with an NSLU 
attorney if a question or problem arose or if the SSA needed legal advice.  
NSLU attorneys also were consulted when there was a disagreement between 
the field office and FBI Headquarters about a particular issue, such as whether 
there was sufficient support for a FISA warrant.  SSAs often discussed with 
NSLU attorneys whether the threshold of probable cause had been met for 
supporting that a subject was an agent of a foreign power.  The former head of 
the NSLU told the OIG, however, that in “slam dunk” cases,  FBI Headquarters 
would deal directly with OIPR without consulting an NSLU attorney.   

The second function of NSLU attorneys with respect to FISA requests 
was to review the LHM once it was finalized and to advise whether they 
believed OIPR would accept the LHM as having sufficient evidence to obtain a 
FISA warrant.  If the NSLU attorney did not believe that the LHM contained 
sufficient evidence, the NSLU attorney would advise the SSA what additional 
information was needed and make suggestions about how the additional 
information could be acquired.  Once the LHM was finalized and approved by 
the NSLU attorney, the signatures of the Unit Chief and the Section Chief were 
obtained, and the LHM was sent to OIPR.   

The NSLU attorney and the SSA also could make recommendations to 
the field office about how to acquire any additional information that was 
needed.  If the field office provided additional information to support the FISA 
request, the LHM was revised and the FISA request was reviewed again.  This 
process would continue until the NSLU attorney was satisfied that the 

 
54 Other NSLU attorneys primarily worked counterintelligence matters, although some 

of them assisted with counterterrorism matters when necessary.   
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standards for obtaining the FISA warrant were met.  This step in the process 
also could last from several days to several months.   

4. Role of OIPR attorneys  

Once the SSA obtained the necessary FBI Headquarters approvals, the 
LHM and its supporting documents were provided to OIPR for preparation of 
the required pleadings.  An OIPR attorney would review the LHM and 
determine whether there was sufficient evidence to obtain a FISA warrant.  The 
OIPR attorney would consult with the FBI Headquarters SSA about any 
questions and would sometimes prepare a list of questions for the SSA to 
answer in writing.  The SSA often consulted with the field office to obtain the 
information requested by the OIPR attorney and sometimes asked the field 
office to conduct additional investigation.  This process also could take 
anywhere from several days to several months.   

Once the OIPR attorney was satisfied that there was sufficient evidence 
to support the FISA application, an OIPR attorney prepared the draft pleadings.  
A supervisory attorney in OIPR would review the draft pleadings and make 
recommendations and revisions.  The final draft was provided to the SSA and 
the NSLU attorney for review.  After finalizing the pleadings and obtaining the 
signatures of the FBI Headquarters SSA who signed the affidavit, the Attorney 
General, and the FBI Director, the OIPR attorney filed the pleadings with the 
FISA Court, along with a draft order for the judge’s signature.  The FISA Court 
would then schedule a hearing, which was attended by the OIPR attorney and 
the SSA.   

If the FISA Court approved the warrant, it issued an order authorizing the 
surveillance or search.  Orders authorizing surveillance were for a specific 
period, beginning and ending on a certain day and time.  The order was 
transmitted to the field office responsible for conducting the surveillance or 
search.   

5. Expedited FISA warrants  
In the Moussaoui investigation, the Minneapolis Field Office requested 

an “emergency FISA,” which was a FISA that could be obtained in an 
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expedited manner.55  The SSAs and NSLU attorneys we interviewed told us 
that what rose to the level of “expedited” depended on what the field office and 
ITOS management deemed to be an immediate priority.  According to these 
witnesses, in the summer of 2001 expedited FISA requests normally involved 
reports of a suspected imminent attack or other imminent danger.   

Although the normal processing time for a FISA application was several 
weeks or months, FBI Headquarters working with an NSLU attorney and OIPR 
could prepare an expedited FISA application for presentation to the FISA 
Court in a matter of several hours or days, depending on the circumstances 
giving rise to the expedited request.   

 

 
55 Although expedited FISA requests were commonly referred to as “emergency 

FISAs,” the statute provided for an “emergency FISA” that was different from an expedited 
FISA.  The statute stated that an emergency FISA allowed the Attorney General - without 
prior approval of the FISA Court - to authorize the execution of a search warrant or 
electronic surveillance if the Attorney General determined that “an emergency situation 
exists” and there was a “the factual basis for issuance of an order” in accordance with the 
statute.  See 50 U.S.C. § 1805(e) (electronic surveillance) & § 1824(e) (physical search 
warrant).  The government was required to present an application to the FISA Court with 
respect to any such warrantless search or electronic surveillance within 24 hours of the 
execution of the search or surveillance.  50 U.S.C. § 1805(e) (electronic surveillance) & 
§ 1824(e) (physical search warrant).  This type of emergency FISA rarely was used before 
September 11, 2001.   
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CHAPTER THREE 
THE FBI’S HANDLING OF THE PHOENIX ELECTRONIC 

COMMUNICATION AND OTHER INFORMATION 
RELATING TO USE OF AIRPLANES IN TERRORISTS 

ATTACKS  

I. Introduction  
In this chapter of the report, we examine allegations that the FBI failed to 

act prior to September 11, 2001, on intelligence information that warned of 
potential terrorists training in aviation-related fields of study in the United 
States.  The focus of these allegations concerned an Electronic Communication 
(EC) dated July 10, 2001, that was written by Kenneth Williams, a special 
agent in the FBI’s Phoenix Division.  In his EC, Williams wrote that he 
believed that there was a coordinated effort by Usama Bin Laden to send 
students to the United States to attend civil aviation universities and colleges.  
He suggested that the purpose of these students would be to one day work in 
the civil aviation industry around the world to conduct terrorist activity against 
civil aviation targets.  Williams wrote that he was providing the information in 
the EC for analysis and comments.  Williams addressed the EC to several 
people in FBI Headquarters and in the FBI’s New York Division.56   

After September 11, 2001, the FBI has acknowledged several problems 
in how the Phoenix EC was handled.  The FBI stated that the information 
raised in the EC should have been analyzed by the FBI, but that such analysis 
did not occur before September 11.  In addition, the FBI acknowledged that the 
Phoenix EC should have been disseminated to other intelligence agencies and 
to the FBI’s field offices for their consideration, but it was not disseminated 
before September 11.57   

 

(continued) 

56 A redacted copy of this document is attached in the Appendix.   
57 Director Mueller’s written statement for his October 17, 2002, testimony before the 

Joint Intelligence Committee Inquiry (JICI) stated:  “We have heard, and we acknowledge, 
the valid criticisms, many of which have been reiterated by this Committee.  For example, 
the Phoenix memo should have been disseminated to all field offices and to our sister 
agencies.”  Former ITOS Section Chief Michael Rolince testified before Congress that the 
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In this chapter we analyze the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix EC.  We 
first provide background on how leads were communicated and assigned in the 
FBI before September 11, 2001.  We then summarize the contents of the EC.  
Next, we describe in detail how the Phoenix EC was handled within the FBI 
before September 11.  In the analysis section, we examine problems in how the 
Phoenix EC was handled, first focusing on the systemic problems that affected 
the way the FBI treated the EC and then on the performance of the individuals 
involved with the EC.  Finally, at the end of the chapter we discuss several 
other pieces of information in the possession of the FBI before September 11 
that also noted connections of potential terrorists to flight schools or the use of 
airplanes.   

II. The Phoenix EC  

A. Background  
In this section, we first provide the key terminology and a description of 

FBI processes that are relevant to the handling of the Phoenix EC.   

1. Assigning leads in the FBI  
When an FBI field office needs assistance or information from another 

office or from FBI Headquarters, it “sets a lead” for the assistance.  Leads are 
initially written out in ECs, hard copies of which are mailed to the appropriate 
offices.  In addition, when the EC is “uploaded” to the FBI’s Automated Case 
Support (ACS) system, leads associated with the EC are “set” electronically in 
ACS system.  We describe both processes below.   

a. The manual process  
The specific action requested in an EC is stated in the lead section, which 

is at the end of the document.  In the “To:” section of the EC, the author 
specifies the offices to which the EC is addressed.  In the “Attention:” section, 

 
(continued) 
Phoenix EC should have been provided to the personnel assigned to FBI Headquarters from 
other agencies, such as the INS, the CIA, the FAA, and others, for their assessment.     
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the author specifies the persons who the author believes should receive a copy 
of the EC.   

ECs have a line marked “Precedence.”  There are three options on the 
precedence line:  “Immediate,” “Priority,” and “Routine.”  The FBI’s 
investigative manual states that “immediate” precedence should be used “when 
the addressee(s) must take prompt action or have an urgent need for the 
information.”  The manual states that “priority” precedence should be used 
when information is needed within 24 hours, and “routine” precedence should 
be used when information is needed within the normal course of business.  The 
time frame for responding to “routine” requests is not specified.   

The office preparing an EC that sets a lead normally sends a hard copy of 
the EC to the offices with leads mentioned in the EC.  The paper EC is 
normally sent through “Bureau mail,” which is the FBI’s interoffice mail 
delivery system.   

The distribution of the hard copy EC in the receiving office varies from 
office to office.  In most offices, the EC is routed to an administrative 
employee assigned to the substantive program that is the subject of the EC, 
such as the squad secretary for the counterterrorism squad if counterterrorism 
is discussed in the EC.  The administrative employee decides who should 
receive the hard copy EC, whether copies will be made, and for whom.  All 
individuals listed on the attention line of a hardcopy EC do not necessarily 
receive a copy of the EC through the manual distribution process.   

b. The electronic process  

Leads contained in ECs also are set electronically in ACS when the EC is 
completed and is “uploaded” to ACS.  The office requesting the lead can enter 
in ACS a deadline for handling the lead.  If no deadline is set, the default 
deadline in ACS for action is 60 days.   

ACS contains an “electronic routing table” for each office that receives 
leads electronically through ACS.  FBI offices set up the electronic routing 
table to assign leads to a particular person’s “lead bucket” based on the case 
number provided in the “Case ID #” field of the EC.  For example, a field 
office may program its electronic routing table to direct all leads associated 
with cases having international terrorism identifiers to the secretary for the 
international terrorism squad.  The secretary would then be responsible for 
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checking the “lead bucket” and determining to whom to assign the lead 
electronically.   

FBI employees are responsible for checking ACS periodically and 
accessing their lead bucket to see if any leads have been assigned to them.  
ACS does not notify users when leads are assigned to them.  Only persons who 
are assigned a lead will see a notification of an EC associated with the lead 
when they check their lead buckets.  All other persons listed on the attention 
line of the EC must search ACS for their names by conducting text searches 
and other kinds of searches to determine if there are any ECs containing their 
names.   

In ACS, leads may be “reassigned” or may be “closed.”  When leads are 
closed, the person closing the lead fills in the field labeled “disposition” to 
indicate what action was taken with respect to the lead.  However, ACS does 
not require this field to be completed in order to close the lead.   

c. Persons responsible for assigning leads  

At FBI Headquarters, the Radical Fundamentalist Unit (RFU) and the 
Usama Bin Laden Unit (UBLU) were the two units in the International 
Terrorism Operations Section (ITOS) involved in the handling of the Phoenix 
EC.  Within the RFU and UBLU, Intelligence Assistants, called IAs, were 
responsible for many duties, including distributing hard copy ECs to the 
appropriate persons in the units, assigning leads in ACS, conducting name 
checks in ACS, and preparing ECs.  In addition, before September 11, 2001, an 
IA assigned to an administrative unit in ITOS was responsible as a collateral 
duty for assigning leads that had been routed to ITOS’ general lead bucket in 
ACS.  During the time period relevant to our investigation, this IA could assign 
leads from ACS directly to analysts in the section, called Intelligence 
Operations Specialists (IOSs).  The IA also could route ECs directly to IOSs 
without any supervisor’s input or knowledge.   

IAs within the RFU and the UBLU normally determined to whom to 
assign a lead based on the case identifier, which is one of the required fields on 
an EC.  For example, 199M matters, called “IT-Other,” were investigations 
related to terrorist groups that were not associated with one of the FBI’s 17 
other specific case identifiers.  199M or IT-Other matters normally were 
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assigned to the RFU.  The case identifier associated with the Phoenix EC was 
199M, which fell under the RFU.   

Within a particular unit, the specific case number would also be used to 
determine whether an IOS or Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) was working 
on the designated case and therefore would be responsible for the lead.   

d. “Read and clear”  

A common type of lead is a “read and clear” lead.  According to FBI 
procedures, “read and clear” leads are for informational purposes and do not 
require any action, other than “clearing” the lead in ACS by closing the lead.  
Witnesses told the OIG that setting a “read and clear” lead is similar to sending 
a “cc:” copy of a document to someone to read for their information.   

e. Persons responsible for conducting analysis in the FBI  
As discussed in Chapter Two, analysis of counterterrorism information 

normally was conducted in two places in the FBI.  Operational or case-related 
analysis was performed primarily by IOSs who worked in ITOS, located in the 
Counterterrorism Division.  Broader, strategic analysis was performed by 
Intelligence Research Specialists (IRSs) who at the time worked in the FBI’s 
Investigative Services Division (ISD), a separate division from the 
Counterterrorism Division.58   

As discussed in more detail below, the Phoenix EC was addressed to 
several SSAs and IOSs in ITOS.  It was not addressed to any IRSs or anyone in 
the Investigative Services Division.   

 
58 ISD was created in November 1999 and housed the FBI’s analytical resources, such 

as the IRSs who handled counterintelligence matters, organized crime and white-collar 
crime matters, and domestic and international terrorism matters.  In addition, ISD included 
an Intelligence and Operations Support Section that was responsible for administering the 
field’s analytical program and training and automation requirements.  ISD was eliminated in 
the beginning of 2002.   
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B. The Phoenix EC  

Kenneth Williams, the special agent who wrote the Phoenix EC, joined 
the FBI in 1990, and was assigned to the Phoenix Division.  He worked his 
first year and a half on white-collar matters.  Since then, he was assigned to 
work on international terrorism matters.  Williams told the OIG that while 
working on international terrorism matters, he spent almost all of his time on a 
terrorist organization that was not connected to Al Qaeda or Bin Laden.  At 
FBI Headquarters, responsibility for this terrorist organization fell under the 
jurisdiction of a unit in ITOS other than the Usama Bin Laden Unit (UBLU).  
Williams said that he had not had any contact with the UBL unit.  At the time 
of the EC, Williams reported to an SSA who we call “Bob,” who was 
responsible for the Phoenix counterterrorism squad.   

The Phoenix EC was dated July 10, 2001, and was addressed to the 
Counterterrorism Division at FBI Headquarters and to the New York Division.  
The precedence line on the EC was marked “routine.”   

Williams wrote in the opening paragraph of the EC that its purpose was 
to advise FBI Headquarters and the New York Division of his belief that there 
was the possibility of a coordinated effort by Bin Laden to send students to the 
United States to attend civil aviation universities and colleges.  The EC stated 
that there was an inordinate number of individuals of investigative interest who 
were attending or had attended civil aviation universities and colleges in 
Arizona.  Williams also wrote that there was reason to believe that a 
coordinated effort was under way to establish a cadre of individuals who one 
day would be working in civil aviation around the world, and these individuals 
would be in a position in the future to conduct terror activity against civil 
aviation targets.   

1. Information on individuals  
As the basis for his concerns, Williams summarized in the EC the results 

of four Phoenix intelligence investigations of four subjects who we will call 
“Subject No. 1,” “Subject No. 2,” “Subject No. 3,” and “Subject No. 4.”59  The 

 

(continued) 

59 Williams was responsible for the Subject No. 1 investigation, which was summarized 
in the EC.  The other three investigations were international terrorism intelligence cases 
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other persons of investigative interest were described as seven “associates” of 
Subject No. 1.  The Phoenix Division had opened a “preliminary inquiry” for 
an intelligence investigation about each of these persons but had not yet 
developed sufficient information to open a full investigation.   

Williams identified the connections of these individuals to aviation as 
follows:  (1) Subject No. 1 was an aeronautical engineering student at Embry-
Riddle Aeronautical University (ERAU) in Prescott, Arizona;60 (2) Subject No. 
2 took classes at Cochise College, located in Douglas, Arizona, in the late 
1990s to obtain an FAA certificate in airframe and power plant operations;61 
and (3) Subject No. 3 and Subject No. 4 were known to associate with a person 
we will call Subject No. 5, whose telephone number was associated with a 
known supporter of an African Muslim terrorist organization and who 
reportedly left the United States in the late 1990s after graduating from 
Westwind Aviation in Phoenix, Arizona.62   

 
(continued) 
handled by other agents on Williams’ squad and another squad in the Phoenix Division.  
Subject No. 2 also had been the subject of a separate investigation in an FBI field office in 
the western part of the United States before he moved to Arizona in the late 1990s.  This 
field office’s investigation of Subject No. 2 was closed at the time the Phoenix EC was 
written.   

60 Williams stated in the EC that Subject No. 1 was enrolled in aeronautical engineering.  
ERAU offers a degree in aerospace engineering with a concentration in aeronautical 
engineering.  Aeronautical engineering is the study of aircraft design.   

61 A certificate in airframe and power plant operations allows an individual to become 
an aviation maintenance mechanic.  The courses for this certificate deal largely with 
maintaining aircraft in airworthy condition.   

62 The Phoenix EC does not state what courses Subject No. 5 took at Westwind 
Aviation.  The Phoenix EC also does not state whether the FBI had an investigation open on 
Subject No. 5 at the time; however, according to Williams, the FBI did not have any 
investigation open on Subject No. 5 at the time because he was not in the United States.  
Subject No. 5’s name had surfaced in another FBI investigation involving the same African 
Muslim terrorist organization that Subject No. 5 was believed to be connected to.  After 
September 11, Subject No. 5 was arrested on terrorism charges related to the September 11 
attacks, but he was released when a court found that the prosecutors lacked any evidence 
connecting Subject No. 5 to the events of September 11.   
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With respect to the seven associates of Subject No. 1, Williams wrote 
that three were enrolled in pilot training at ERAU, and three were enrolled in 
an aeronautical engineering program at ERAU.  For the seventh, Williams had 
no record of classes taken.63   

Williams also reported in the EC the connections of Subject No. 1, 
Subject No. 2, Subject No. 3, and Subject No. 4 to Bin Laden and to each 
other, which we describe below.   

Subject No. 1:  The Subject No. 1 investigation was designated by 
Williams as a 199M or “IT-Other” matter.64  Williams told the OIG that he had 
opened the Subject No. 1 case under this designation after obtaining material in 
Subject No. 1’s garbage relating to Ibn Khattab, who Williams believed had a 
connection to Bin Laden.  As discussed in more detail in Chapter Four, Ibn 
Khattab was a Jordanian-born, Islamic extremist who was the leader of a large 
group of Chechen rebels that had many successes in clashes with Russian 
forces.65   

In summarizing his investigation of Subject No. 1, Williams wrote in the 
EC that Subject No. 1 came to the United States in the late 1990s, and that in 
April 2000 one of Williams’ sources reported that Subject No. 1 was a 
supporter of Bin Laden.  In addition, the EC stated that the source told 
Williams that Subject No. 1 was involved in the Al-Muhjiroun,66 a Muslim 
fundamentalist organization that Williams described as “dedicated to the 
overthrow of Western society” and as “an ardent supporter of [Bin Laden].” As 
further support for a connection between these persons and civil aviation, 

 
63 We asked Williams to confirm the courses these individuals took.  After reviewing 

their files, Williams told the OIG that only two of the individuals were enrolled in pilot 
training and the other four were enrolled in aeronautical engineering.   

64 An EC requires a case number field to be completed. Williams used the Subject No. 1 
case number in the case number field of the Phoenix EC.   

65 Chechnya is a republic of the former Soviet Union.  Since the collapse of the Soviet 
Union in 1991, Chechen separatists – both Islamic and non-Islamic – have sought 
independence from Russia.   

66 We observed several spellings for this organization in FBI documents, including Al-
Muhajiroun and Al-Mouhajiroun.   
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Williams noted that the spiritual leader of the Al-Muhjiroun had issued a 
religious degree (or “fatwa”) in February 1998 in which he declared a “jihad” 
or “holy war” against the United States and British government, armies, 
interests, and airports.” (Emphasis in original.)   

Williams wrote in the EC that he had interviewed Subject No. 1 in the 
spring of 2000 and that during these interviews, which were conducted in 
Subject No. 1’s apartment, Williams observed photographs on the walls of Bin 
Laden, Ibn Khattab, and wounded Muslim separatists from Chechnya.  
Williams wrote that Subject No. 1 admitted during these interviews to being 
involved in the Al-Muhjiroun, and that he considered the U.S. government and 
military forces to be “legitimate military targets of Islam.”  Williams noted in 
the EC that his investigation of Subject No. 1 was continuing.   

Subject No. 2:  Williams reported in the EC that Subject No. 2 was 
known to have contact with Bin Laden lieutenant Abu Zubaida.  Williams 
wrote that Subject No. 2 had moved to Arizona in 1998, but had left the United 
States in October 1999.67   

Williams also wrote that two persons arrested in June 2001 in Bahrain 
had admitted to being members of al Qaeda and had been planning an 
operation to bomb the U.S. embassy and military forces in Saudi Arabia.  At 
the time of their arrest, they had in their possession a passport of a man who 
was believed to be a relative of Subject No. 2.  Williams wrote that the man 
who was believed to be a relative of Subject No. 2 previously had entered the 
United States in 1998 with this passport and was associated with an address 
known to be that of Subject No. 2. Williams wrote that he had not been able to 
establish a connection between Subject No. 1 and Subject No. 2.68   

Subject No. 3 and Subject No. 4:  Williams reported in the EC that 
investigations of Subject No. 3 and Subject No. 4 had been opened based on 

 
67 The FBI field office that had been investigating Subject No. 2 had closed its 

investigation of Subject No. 2 at the time the Phoenix EC was written.   
68 Williams wrote in the EC that Subject No. 1 arrived in the United States in August 

1999 and that Subject No. 2 left the United States in October 1999.  Williams also wrote that 
“Subject No. 2 had departed the U.S. prior to Subject No. 1’s arrival.”  Williams told the 
OIG that this last statement was in error.   
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information from foreign governments demonstrating that they were both 
involved with African Islamic extremist/terror activity and had associated with 
individuals who had associated with Ahmed Ressam.  Ressam was arrested on 
December 14, 1999, attempting to cross the border from Canada into the 
United States with chemicals and detonator materials in his car.69   

Williams wrote that Subject No, 3 and Subject No. 4 were friends with 
Subject No. 5, whose telephone number had been associated with a known 
supporter of an African Islamic terrorist organization.  Williams noted that 
Subject No. 3, Subject No. 4, and Subject No. 5 had not been linked to Subject 
No. 1 or Subject No. 2.  The EC did not state whether the FBI had an 
investigation open on Subject No. 5 or provide any further details on him.  The 
EC reported that Subject No. 5 had left the country in November 1997 after 
graduating from Westwind Aviation.  The EC did not describe the connections 
between the African Islamic terrorist organization and Bin Laden or al Qaeda.   

2. Recommendations in the Phoenix EC  
The Phoenix EC made four recommendations: 

• “[T]he FBI should accumulate a listing of civil aviation 
universities/colleges around the country”; 

• “FBI field offices with these types of schools in their area should 
establish appropriate liaison” with the schools; 

• “[FBI Headquarters] should discuss this matter with other elements of 
the U.S. intelligence community and task the community for any 
information that supports Phoenix’s suspicions”; and 

• “[FBI Headquarters] should consider seeking the necessary authority to 
obtain visa information from the [Department of State] on individuals 
obtaining visas to attend these types of schools and notify the 
appropriate FBI field office when these individuals are scheduled to 
arrive in their area of responsibility.”   

 
69 The Phoenix EC did not state Ressam’s affiliation with Bin Laden or al Qaeda.     
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In the lead section of the EC, Williams wrote that he was requesting that 
FBI Headquarters consider implementing the suggested actions.  The New 
York Division lead was designated as a “read and clear” lead.  At the end of 
the EC, Williams wrote that the information was “being provided to receiving 
offices for information, analysis and comments.”   

3. Addressees on the Phoenix EC  

The attention line of the EC contained the names the unit chief of the 
RFU, who we call “Don”; an IOS in the RFU who we call “Ellen”; the acting 
unit chief of the UBLU, who we call “Rob”; and UBLU IOSs who we call 
“Jane,” “Matthew,” and “Frank.”70  The RFU and the UBLU were the two 
units with program responsibility for the two primary organizations discussed 
in the EC:  Al-Muhjiroun and Bin Laden/al Qaeda.   

The attention line also contained the names of two Special Agents who 
worked on two different international terrorism squads in the New York 
Division:  an agent who worked on the New York FBI’s Bin Laden squad who 
we call “Jay”, and an agent who we call “Mark” and who worked on a New 
York squad that handled investigations that fell under the RFU.   

Williams told the OIG that his prior experience did not involve Bin 
Laden or Al Qaeda and instead centered on another terrorist organization 
which was managed by a unit other than the Bin Laden Unit at FBI 
Headquarters.  He said that he was therefore not familiar with the personnel in 
the other units within ITOS, except for one long-time RFU IOS, who we call 
Frank.  Williams said that he called Frank to obtain the names of the persons 
working in the RFU and the UBLU, and that he put in the attention line of the 
EC the names he had obtained by calling Frank.   

Frank told the OIG that he recalled talking to Williams about the EC and 
recommending several potential points of contact.  Frank said that based on his 
understanding of what Williams was writing about, several people needed to 

 
70 Williams mistakenly identified the IOSs as IRSs in the Phoenix EC.  In addition, at 

that time Matthew and Frank worked in the RFU, not the UBLU.  At the request of the FBI, 
we have omitted the true names of most of the agents and the analysts who are discussed in 
this report.   
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see the EC because more than one program was involved.  He said that because 
the New York Field Office was the primary field office that handled the FBI’s 
Bin Laden-related investigations, he likely recommended that Williams also 
address the EC to a point of contact in New York.   

When asked why he did not recommend including any IRSs on the 
attention line, Frank told the OIG that the Investigative Services Division was 
“on its last legs” at the time and that there were very few IRSs in the ISD still 
working on analysis.  He explained that any work of the IRSs would have to be 
coordinated through an IOS, so it made sense to route the EC through an IOS 
in the first instance.   

Williams also told the OIG that at the time he was familiar by name with 
Ellen because, prior to writing the Phoenix EC, he had accessed in ACS an EC 
she had written on the Al-Muhjiroun in 1999.  Ellen told the OIG that Williams 
called her on July 9, 2001, to tell her that he had used her paper in writing his 
EC and that he had included her name on the attention line.  She said that he 
also asked her if she recommended anyone to include on the attention line and 
that she gave him the name of Mark, one of the New York Division agents who 
had been the case agent for the FBI’s investigation of the Al-Muhjiroun.   

C. Williams’ theory  
Williams told the OIG that in the EC he was putting forth “an 

investigative theory” or “hunch” about Bin Laden sending students to attend 
civil aviation schools ultimately to conduct terror activity against civil aviation 
targets, and he was seeking an analytical product or feedback in response to his 
theory.  He said that he was basing the theory on his almost ten years of 
experience in international terrorism cases and his knowledge that al Qaeda 
had a presence in Arizona.  He said that he had learned in squad meetings 
about Subject No. 2, and he thought it was “unusual” that Subject No. 2 would 
come across the world to study aircraft maintenance in the United States.  
Williams said that at the time, he also was working the investigation of Subject 
No. 1 and he began thinking that he should look to see how many other 
investigations were being handled in Arizona that involved individuals with 
Islamic militant viewpoints who also were enrolled in civil aviation colleges or 
universities.  He said that after he did and learned about several others of 
interest to the FBI, he decided to put his thoughts and recommendations on 
paper.   



 

67 

                                          

Williams explained that he was not focused on flight schools, but instead 
focused on colleges and universities where individuals could earn degrees in 
aviation-related subjects and then obtain jobs in the civil aviation industry in 
this country.  He also said that he was not contemplating in the EC that there 
was a plot to use airplanes as missiles.  Rather, he believed that there could be 
an effort under way to develop expertise about where to put an explosive 
device on an airplane or how to mechanically alter an airplane in order to cause 
it to crash.  Williams told the OIG that he did not have information of a 
specific threat or pending attack, which is why he marked the EC’s precedence 
as “routine.”   

Williams told the OIG that he did not know at the time whether Subject 
Nos. 3 and 4 discussed in the EC or the African Islamic terrorist organizations 
were connected to Bin Laden or al Qaeda.  Williams said that he was trying to 
“paint a picture of people associated with radical Islam” who were also 
associated with aviation.  Williams said he wanted FBI Headquarters to look at 
his EC and answer the question:  “Is there something to this, that all of these 
people were involved in aviation?”  He stated that he did not expect an 
immediate response and believed that it would take at least a couple of months 
for FBI Headquarters to review the EC, because he knew that resources for this 
kind of analytical project at FBI Headquarters were limited.  In addition, he 
said that he wanted FBI Headquarters to share his theory with other elements 
of the Intelligence Community to see if anybody else had any information to 
corroborate his theory.71   

 

(continued) 

71 In the summer of 2003, the OIG received new allegations from a former FBI 
confidential informant whose control agent had been Williams.  The former informant 
alleged that he had informed Williams in October 1996 that he was concerned that a terrorist 
could use crop duster airplanes as weapons and that one of the subjects of the Phoenix EC 
and other Middle Easterners were attending flight schools in Arizona.  The former informant 
also said that he believed Williams had written the Phoenix EC because in May 2001 the 
informant had raised complaints with the Phoenix FBI about how it handled him as an 
informant and why he was closed as an informant in 1999.   The former informant also 
alleged that a reporter had called Williams in June or July 2001 about the former informant’s 
information concerning Middle Eastern matters.     

We reviewed the former informant’s allegations and did not find evidence to support 
them.  There is no mention in a May 2001 memorandum that describes the FBI interview of 
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Williams stated that he also knew that there were some “inherent legal 
issues” with the recommendations in the EC because he believed that concerns 
about racial profiling would have to be addressed.  Moreover, he said that he 
was not aware at the time whether the FBI had the authority to review the visa 
information of thousands of people applying to civil aviation universities and 
colleges in the United States, as he had recommended in the EC.   

After the Phoenix EC was completed and sent, Williams did not contact 
anyone at FBI Headquarters or in New York to discuss its contents or check the 
status of the leads in ACS.   

D. FBI Headquarters’ handling of the Phoenix EC  

Although the EC is dated July 10, the Phoenix Division did not upload 
the EC into ACS until the afternoon of Friday, July 27, 2001.  The Phoenix 
FBI also mailed the paper copy to FBI Headquarters around July 27.   

ACS records show that, because of the case designation listed on the 
Phoenix EC, the lead for FBI Headquarters was initially routed electronically 
through the ITOS electronic routing table to a general ITOS lead bucket that 
was handled by an ITOS administrative unit.  The lead was not directly routed 
to the RFU or the UBLU.72  An IA in the administrative unit in ITOS was 
responsible for checking the ITOS general lead bucket regularly and 
electronically assigning these kinds of leads to the appropriate person within 
ITOS.   

 
(continued) 
the former informant that the former informant claimed he had provided information to 
Williams about terrorists using planes as weapons or Middle Easterners in flight schools.  
Williams also told us that the former informant never discussed any concerns about terrorists 
using airplanes as weapons or concerns about Middle Easterners in flight schools.  The 
former informant’s informant file contained no information about reports regarding Middle 
Easterners and flight schools.  In addition, Williams said that he never spoke to the reporter 
who the former informant said had called Williams, and that he was not prompted to write 
the Phoenix EC because of a phone call from any such reporter.   

72 At the time, the electronic routing table in ACS for the Counterterrorism Division 
was set up to automatically route leads associated with cases with the type of case number 
designated on the Phoenix EC to an administrative unit in ITOS rather than to a particular 
operational unit.   
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1. Assignment to the RFU  

On the morning of Monday, July 30, 2001, the ITOS IA accessed in ACS 
the text of the Phoenix EC.  ACS shows that on that same day the ITOS IA 
assigned the lead in ACS to Ellen, an IOS in the RFU who was listed second 
on the attention line of the EC.   

The ITOS IA told the OIG that he did not recall the Phoenix EC or 
assigning the lead, but that his practice was to review the text of the lead and 
the person or persons listed on the attention line to determine to whom to 
assign the lead. The EC indicated that it related to an “IT-Other” matter and 
these cases fell under the RFU.  The ITOS IA said that he sometimes consulted 
with his unit chief if he was unsure to whom to assign the lead, but he said he 
did not recall whether he did so in this case.   

Ellen told the OIG that she pulled the Phoenix EC up in ACS, printed a 
copy, and read it.73  She said that, after reading it, she thought that the EC 
should be reviewed by the UBLU, not by her unit, because the EC discussed 
Bin Laden and al Qaeda, which were the responsibility of the UBLU.   

Ellen therefore discussed the EC with one of the IOSs who worked in the 
UBLU, who we call Jane.  Ellen said she recalled asking Jane if she should 
transfer the lead to Jane, and that Jane stated that she did not have time to look 
at it then.  Ellen said that Jane asked if she could get back to Ellen in a week.   

Ellen said that she therefore consulted with Jane about a week later.  ACS 
records show that Jane downloaded the Phoenix EC from ACS on August 7, 
2001.  According to Ellen, she and Jane discussed the tremendous effort that 
they thought would be needed to implement the recommendations in the EC.  
Ellen said that they also discussed whether they would be able to implement 
the recommendations because they believed that the FBI’s attorneys in the 
NSLU would consider it racial profiling to send leads to the field to collect 
information about Middle Eastern men who happened to be attending schools 
related to civil aviation.   

Ellen said that Jane agreed that Jane should handle the Phoenix EC.  
Ellen told the OIG that she remembered Jane saying she wanted to do more 

 
73 Ellen told the OIG that she never received a hard copy of the Phoenix EC.   
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research on FBI investigations to determine what other connections might exist 
between Bin Laden, al Qaeda, and aviation, and then, depending upon the 
results of that research, perhaps disseminate it.  Ellen said that Jane also told 
her that she also wanted to speak with her supervisor and decide what action to 
take on the Phoenix EC.   

Ellen said that, after talking with Jane, she closed the lead in ACS on 
August 7, 2001, indicating in ACS that Jane was planning to conduct additional 
research before proceeding.  ACS shows that Ellen wrote in the “disposition” 
field for the lead that the lead was “covered-consulted with UBLU, no action at 
this time, will reconvene on this issue.”  Ellen said that after she and Jane 
discussed the issue, they agreed to “revisit” the issue later once Jane had done 
some research and had a better idea of how to proceed.  Ellen also said that she 
closed the lead rather than asking an IA to reassign the lead to Jane because she 
knew that it would take some time for the necessary research to be done, and 
that the RFU unit chief – Don– had instructed RFU employees that leads had to 
be closed in a timely manner.   

Ellen told the OIG that she thought that the theory presented in the EC 
was “interesting,” but that she, like Jane, believed that further research needed 
to be conducted before any action was taken on the Phoenix EC.  Ellen also 
asserted, “It was a theory that certainly needed to be explored more fully before 
disseminating it to the [Intelligence Community] as fact or not.”  In addition, 
Ellen said that she believed that attorneys in the FBI’s National Security Law 
Unit (NSLU) would have had to review the Phoenix EC before any action 
could be taken on it because the issue of racial profiling was “hot.”   

When we asked Ellen whether she considered referring the Phoenix EC 
to the ISD to research and analyze, she stated that the RFU did not have an ISD 
analyst assigned to it at the time.  Ellen acknowledged that it would have been 
possible for the ISD to assign an IRS analyst to do strategic research regarding 
the EC, but she believed the EC should first be referred to the UBLU, since the 
EC’s focus was al Qaeda and it was the UBLU’s prerogative to decide how to 
proceed on it.   

Ellen told the OIG that she did not recall consulting with her supervisor 
in the RFU, an SSA who we call “Chris,” about how to handle the Phoenix EC, 
or showing it to him.  She said that she might have mentioned it in passing to 
Chris, but it was common for IOSs to close leads without supervisory input.   
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Chris was an SSA assigned to the RFU from the summer of 2000 until 
September 10, 2001, when he left FBI Headquarters.  Chris told the OIG that 
he never saw or discussed the Phoenix EC with anyone prior to September 11.   

Don was the unit chief of the RFU at this time.  He joined the FBI in 
1987 and was assigned to the RFU in May 2001.  Don said that he first learned 
of the Phoenix EC only after the September 11 attacks.  He indicated that 
neither Ellen nor anyone else mentioned the EC to him before September 11.  
He said that on average he reviewed 30 to 45 ECs a day that were assigned to 
the RFU, and because of the vast amount of intelligence data that had to be 
analyzed by the seven IOSs in the RFU, the RFU had to rely on their judgment 
to accurately prioritize the information.  Don stated that if he had seen the 
Phoenix EC before September 11, he would have discussed its 
recommendations with his UBL counterpart, then forwarded the EC to the 
ITOS Section Chief, Michael Rolince, for a decision on the course of action to 
take on the EC.   

2. Assignment to the UBLU  

a. Jane’s handling of the EC  
As noted above, Ellen reassigned the Phoenix EC to Jane, an IOS in the 

UBLU.  In addition, the hard copy version of the EC, which Phoenix had 
mailed to FBI Headquarters, also was assigned to Jane.  According to Jane, on 
or about July 30, an IA in the RFU delivered the hard copy of the Phoenix EC 
to Jane.  Jane provided the OIG with the copy that she received from the IA, 
which Jane had initialed to indicate receipt.   

Jane told the OIG that she also recalled discussing the EC with Ellen.  
Jane said that after she read the EC, she told Ellen that she agreed that it made 
more sense for the UBLU, rather than RFU, to handle it because of the 
references to Bin Laden.   

Jane told the OIG that she did not believe that there was a sufficient 
“factual predicate” to justify taking any immediate action on the EC, such as 
disseminating it to the Intelligence Community.  Jane asserted that based on 
what was in the EC she did not believe that Subject No. 1 had a strong 
connection to Bin Laden.  She said that the investigation of Subject No. 1 was 
opened as an Islamic Army of the Caucuses/Ibn Khattab matter, and, according 
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to Jane, “Ibn Khattab has never taken operational directions from Usama Bin 
Laden.”  She said that, according to the EC, the primary evidence of the 
connection was that Subject No. 1 was a member of Al-Muhjiroun and had a 
picture of Bin Laden on his wall.  She stated that she confirmed with Ellen that 
while Al-Muhjiroun verbally supported Bin Laden, the FBI had not developed 
any evidence that Al-Muhjiroun had provided any operational support to Bin 
Laden.74   

In addition, Jane told the OIG that she recalled concluding that the 
factual predicate was weak because many of the individuals who were listed in 
the EC as associated with Subject No. 1 were the subjects of only preliminary 
inquiries, not full investigations.  Jane said that based on what she saw in the 
EC and knew about Bin Laden, she did not see the connection between Bin 
Laden and Subject No. 1 or the other subjects of the EC.  She stated that she 
did not feel “comfortable at this stage going forward with the theory that we 
think these individuals from these countries are coming here sent by UBL, 
when the preponderance of evidence indicates that these people are aligned 
with Al-Muhajiroun and Ibn Khattab.”  She said that being associated with Ibn 
Khattab “did not equate” with being associated with Bin Laden.   

Jane said that the fact that the Phoenix EC reported that a large number of 
Middle Eastern men were training in U.S. aviation-related schools did not 
strike her as significant because it was well known that Middle Eastern men 
have historically trained in U.S. flight schools because they are cheaper and 
better than other flight schools around the world.  She suggested that before 
September 11, even someone of investigative interest training in a U.S. school 
in an aviation-related field did not necessarily raise a red flag.   

Jane said that she told Ellen that she needed to do some research before 
she took any action on the EC.  According to Jane, she initially thought of a 
handful of steps she wanted to take based on her knowledge of ongoing cases 
within the FBI.  Jane said that she wrote a “to do” list on a yellow post-it note 
and attached it to her copy of the EC.  She said she thought that there were at 

 
74 Mark, who had been the case agent in New York on the FBI’s investigation of the Al-

Muhjiroun, told the OIG that the New York Division had closed its case on Al-Muhjiroun 
long before September 11 because the FBI was not able to establish that Al-Muhjiron had 
engaged in terrorist activities or supported terrorist activities.   
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least four items on the list, but she could not specifically remember all of 
them.75  However, she said she recalled that one of the items on the list was to 
review the FBI’s information on Essam Al Ridi, a former personal pilot for Bin 
Laden who testified for the government in the trials against the persons 
responsible for bombing the U.S. embassies in East Africa in August 1998, to 
see if al Qaeda had undertaken any similar initiatives as those discussed in the 
Phoenix EC.   

Because the EC included information about Subject No. 2, who had 
previously lived and studied in the United States and had ties to suspected 
terrorists arrested a few weeks prior, Jane said that she immediately thought of 
an issue being researched by an IRS in an FBI field office.  We call the IRS 
“Lynn.”76  Lynn had been involved with the field office’s intelligence 
investigation of Subject No. 2 when he lived in the area.  As noted in the EC, 
two al-Qaeda operatives were arrested in Bahrain at the end of June 2001 who 
had been planning an operation to bomb the U.S. embassy and military forces 
in Saudi Arabia.  At the time of their arrest, they were in possession of a 
passport containing the name of a person believed to be a relative of Subject 
No. 2.   

In June 2001, Jane had asked Lynn to review her field office’s case file 
on Subject No. 2 to try to find connections between Subject No. 2 and his 
associates in the state where the field office was located and the two al Qaeda 
operatives arrested in Bahrain.  Jane told the OIG that she was familiar with 
this field office’s investigation of Subject No. 2 and several of his associates 
who were living in the area.  She said that she knew that Subject No. 2 and his 
associates had attended civil aviation school in the United States and were 
employed by a Saudi airline company, although she did not believe that 

 
75 In November 2001, Jane was interviewed about the EC by an OIG Special Agent who 

conducted a preliminary review regarding the Phoenix EC.  Jane said that she gave the EC 
with the post-it note on it to the OIG Special Agent.  The Special Agent confirmed that Jane 
gave him the EC along with the note, but he was not able to locate the post-it note when he 
retrieved the original EC several months later.   

76 Lynn had been an IRS with the FBI for approximately two years at the time of the 
Phoenix EC.  She handled all counterterrorism-related analytical work for the FBI field 
office in which she was employed.   
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Subject No. 2 was a pilot.  She said that she thought that Lynn might be aware 
of something in what she was researching about Subject No. 2’s contacts in the 
area of the field office that could support the theory in the Phoenix EC.   

As a result of the arrest of the two al Qaeda operatives in Bahrain, Jane 
also was dealing with Williams’ supervisor who we call “Bob,” and with 
agents in the Phoenix Division other than Williams on Phoenix’s Subject No. 2 
investigation, which was closed at the time.  She stated that the FBI Phoenix 
Division had been asked to follow up on matters in the Subject No. 2 
investigation that had been left unfinished, such as documents that had been 
collected from several sources but never read or analyzed.  In addition, Jane 
stated that she had been in contact with the Phoenix Division about locating a 
source who previously had been married to a woman who was married to a 
family member of Subject No. 2.   

However, Jane told the OIG that she did not have any contact with 
Williams about the Phoenix EC and that her only contact with Bob about the 
EC was via e-mail.  On August 6, 2001, Jane sent an e-mail to Bob asking if he 
had any objection to her sending the Phoenix EC to Lynn.  Bob replied via e-
mail the same day that he did not have any objection.   

The next day, Jane sent the Phoenix EC to Lynn.  In an e-mail message 
attached to the EC, Jane stated:  “I thought it would be interesting to you 
considering some of the stuff you were coming up with in [your field office].  
Let me know if anything strikes you.”  Jane told the OIG that she wanted to 
know if Lynn saw any similar patterns between the associates of Subject No. 2 
that she was researching in her area and the individuals discussed in the 
Phoenix EC.  However, Jane did not assign a lead to Lynn, nor did she call 
Lynn about the Phoenix EC either before or after she e-mailed it to her.   

b. Lynn’s response  
Lynn told the OIG that she received the Phoenix EC and Jane’s e-mail, 

and she read them.  Lynn stated that she believed that Jane sent her the EC 
because Jane was aware of her field office’s earlier investigation of Subject 
No. 2 and several of his associates.  Lynn said that in these investigations, the 
FBI observed some trends, such as that all of the subjects were of Saudi 
descent, were employed by Saudi airlines, and were involved with aircraft 
maintenance or had pilots’ licenses, and that the Saudi airline company was 
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paying for their training.  Lynn said that the investigation also had revealed that 
the subjects were calling various gun dealers and gun shops.  She said that the 
FBI personnel involved in the investigation questioned whether the subjects 
were using Saudi airlines to transport weapons, but that nothing further had 
developed in the investigations to support this theory and that the field office 
investigation was closed.  According to Lynn, by the time the name of Subject 
No. 2 resurfaced in June 2001 based on the arrest of the two al Qaeda 
operatives in Bahrain, he had not been in her area for approximately three 
years.   

Lynn said that, although she did not recall speaking with Jane about the 
EC, she believed that Jane was passing the EC to her for informational 
purposes.  Lynn said that she was interested in whether there was any 
information in the EC that would inform the work that she was doing on 
Subject No. 2 at the time, but that after reading the EC, she concluded that it 
did not affect her investigation.  She said she considered it good information to 
know and that it was a “piece of the puzzle.”  She said that based on her work 
on the matter of Subject No. 2, she was not aware of any information 
supporting Williams’ theory that Middle Easterners were receiving aviation 
training for the purpose of conducting terrorist activity.  She stated that it was 
“no big secret” that Arab nationals received aviation training in the United 
States.  She said that for these reasons, she did not respond to Jane’s e-mail.   

c. UBLU  
Jane said that, in addition to sending the EC to Lynn, she talked to the 

SSA with whom she worked in the UBLU who we call Rob, and told him 
briefly about the EC.  Jane told the OIG that she could not recall whether she 
provided a copy of the EC to him.77  She said that she explained to Rob that she 
believed that she should do some research before deciding to act on the EC.  
According to Jane, Rob concurred with her course of action.   

 
77 Jane later informed the OIG that she handed the Phoenix EC to Rob, that he skimmed 

the synopsis, and that he listened to her summary of the document and proposed course of 
action.   
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Rob was Jane’s SSA and also the Acting Unit Chief of the UBLU at the 
time.  Rob, an FBI agent since 1990, had been assigned to the UBLU since 
1999.  He was the Acting Unit Chief of the UBLU from June 28, 2001, until 
September 10, 2001.  He told the OIG that he routinely reviewed dozens of 
ECs on any given day, and he often relied on the judgment of Jane and other 
IOSs concerning intelligence decisions.   

Rob said that he remembered Jane coming to him in the second week of 
August 2001 and telling him briefly about the Phoenix EC.  He said that he 
also recalled her saying that she believed some preliminary research needed to 
be done before proceeding.  He said that he did not see a copy of the EC, but 
based on Jane’s description, concurred with her decision to conduct some 
initial research before taking any other steps.  Rob said he did not discuss the 
Phoenix EC with anyone else.   

According to Jane, she intended to address the Phoenix EC as time 
permitted.  However, she said that she believed it would take a significant 
amount of time to do the research necessary to determine an appropriate 
response to the EC.  She said that she was not able to return to the EC between 
August 7 and September 11 because of her heavy workload at the time.  In 
addition to the work generated by the al Qaeda operatives arrested in earlier in 
the summer in Bahrain, she said that other matters at the time were of a higher 
priority than the Phoenix EC, such as another would-be al Qaeda “bomber” 
who was arrested in a foreign country, analysis of information received from a 
number of sources on the brother of a key Bin Laden lieutenant, and several al 
Qaeda-related threats of imminent attack.  She stated that the entire UBLU was 
flooded with leads and requests concerning Bin Laden and also was handling 
“dozens” of leads on a daily basis associated with the attack on the U.S.S. Cole 
that had occurred in Yemen in October 2000.   

When we asked Jane why she did not refer the Phoenix EC to the ISD for 
analysis, she said she did not recall ever thinking that she should refer the EC 
to the analytical unit within the ISD.  Jane noted that at the time the Phoenix 
EC was sent to FBI Headquarters, no IRS was assigned to the UBLU from the 
ISD.  The last IRS assigned to the UBLU had arrived in February 2001, but 
had transferred in early July 2001 to another unit.  The ISD had not replaced 
her.   
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Jane, who had been an IRS for approximately six months before 
becoming an IOS, told the OIG that she had planned to conduct the necessary 
analysis with respect to the theory presented by Williams because she did not 
believe there was anyone in the ISD to do this kind of research and analysis.  
When asked if she could have made a request of the ISD for assistance despite 
no one being specifically assigned to UBL matters, Jane responded that in 
other instances where her unit had asked for research from the ISD, it was not 
able to provide the support requested because it lacked adequate personnel to 
do so.   

Jane said that she did not recall seeing the Phoenix EC again until after 
September 11.   

The two other individuals in the UBLU who were listed on the attention 
line of the EC – Frank and Matthew – told the OIG that they did not see the 
Phoenix EC before September 11.  ACS records also show that they did not 
access the Phoenix EC before September 11.  ACS records also show that no 
other FBI Headquarters employees accessed the Phoenix EC before 
September 11.   

E. The New York Division’s handling of the EC  

The Phoenix EC also was routed by hard copy and through ACS to the 
FBI’s New York Division.  Williams told the OIG that he sent the EC to the 
New York Division because it was the focal point for Bin Laden matters in the 
FBI.  At the time, the New York Division was working several criminal and 
intelligence cases related to Bin Laden’s terrorist activities.   

Williams told the OIG that, by sending the EC to the New York office, he 
was seeking the expertise and knowledge of the office, not simply informing it 
of his theory.  Williams said that he was anticipating an analysis of his theory 
from those in the FBI with more expertise and experience with Bin Laden 
matters, including the New York Division.   

The “attention” field of the EC contained the names of two New York 
FBI agents, who we call Jay and Mark, and the lead was designated as “read 
and clear.”  As discussed above, within the FBI read and clear leads are 
considered for informational purposes and do not require any specific action.   
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Based on the electronic routing table in ACS, in New York the lead was 
initially routed to the Assistant Special Agent in Charge (ASAC) for the New 
York FBI’s Counterterrorism Program.  The ASAC’s secretary was responsible 
for assigning leads routed to the ASAC.  On July 30, 2001, she assigned the 
lead to a New York international terrorism squad based on the case number.   

According to witnesses we interviewed in New York, the volume of read 
and clear leads received each day by the New York office was enormous.78  
Squad secretaries were usually responsible for assigning “read and clear” leads 
directed to their squads.  Leads were assigned to specific agents based on the 
names listed in the “attention” section of the EC, the case number, or the 
content of the EC.  The Phoenix EC lead, however, was never assigned in ACS 
to a particular agent.  The secretary of the New York international terrorism 
squad that had been assigned the lead closed the lead in March 2002.79   

The New York office’s hard copy of the Phoenix EC was routed to the 
international terrorism squad that handled Bin Laden investigations, where it 
was provided to Jay, the first New York agent listed on the EC.  Jay had been a 
special agent with the FBI since 1976 and had worked on international 
terrorism matters since 1984.  Since 1996, he was assigned to the squad that 
handled Bin Laden-related investigations, working primarily criminal 
investigations.80   

Jay told the OIG that the Phoenix EC was routed to his mail folder by the 
squad secretary.  He said he recalled reading it in August 2001.  He said that he 
did not know Williams and never spoke to him either before or after Williams 
wrote the EC.  Jay said he assumed that Williams listed his name on the EC 
because he was one of the agents who worked on the Bin Laden squad in New 
York.   

 
78 We were told that in 2003 the squad that handled Bin Laden matters received 

approximately 3,300 leads.   
79 We were told that “read and clear” leads often were not closed in ACS for several 

months due to the lack of clerical support.   
80 The Phoenix EC addressed Jay as the SSA of the squad.  He was one of two “relief” 

supervisors who filled in for the SSA when he was not in the office.  At the time, the SSA 
was out of the office on extended medical leave.   
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Jay told the OIG that he did not believe that Williams’ theory was based 
in fact.  He asserted that a “glaring deficiency” was the implication that Bin 
Laden had a support network in Arizona.  He asserted that there had been a 
terrorist cell that was active in Arizona, but that this was in the 1980s before al 
Qaeda existed.  He said that based on what was written in the EC about Subject 
No. 1’s connections to Bin Laden – that Williams was basing the connection on 
what Subject No. 1 had said in two interviews – Jay believed that Subject No. 
1’s connection to Bin Laden was “tenuous, at best.”  Jay stated that if it had 
been his responsibility to address the Phoenix EC, he would have “taken issue” 
with it and would have written back that he believed that the theory and 
conclusions were “faulty.”  He added that the FBI was well aware that Bin 
Laden had individuals working for him with pilot training and that Middle 
Easterners commonly received flight training in the United States.  He said he 
was not aware of anything that supported the theory espoused in the EC.   

Jay said that he reviewed the recommendations and saw that the 
requested actions in the EC were for FBI Headquarters to address.  He said that 
he believes he may have discussed the EC with some of his colleagues and that 
they agreed that the recommendations were something for FBI Headquarters to 
address.  Jay told the OIG that he did not contact Williams or anyone else in 
Phoenix to discuss the EC.   

Mark, the other agent listed on the attention line on the Phoenix EC, was 
assigned to the international terrorism squad that handled cases that were 
managed by the RFU.  Mark told the OIG that he did not see the Phoenix EC 
until after September 11, 2001.  ACS records confirm that he did not access the 
Phoenix EC until after September 11.   

Except for an analyst and an auditor in New York who reviewed the 
Phoenix EC in connection with searches unrelated to the Phoenix EC, and the 
secretary who accessed the EC to assign the lead, we found no evidence that 
anyone else in New York read the Phoenix EC or did anything with regard to 
it.81   

 
81 ACS shows that an auditor and an IRS on a squad not related to Bin Laden cases 

accessed the Phoenix EC during this time period.  They both said the EC did not relate to 
what they were researching, and they did not do anything with it.   
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III. OIG analysis  

This section analyzes the handling of the Phoenix EC by the FBI.  We 
believe, and the FBI has acknowledged, that the Phoenix EC did not receive 
the sufficient or timely analysis that it deserved, and it was not disseminated, as 
it should have been, for consideration and input by others in the FBI and the 
Intelligence Community.   

While the FBI analysts who reviewed the EC did not give it timely 
attention, we do not believe their individual failings were the main source of 
the problem with the handling of the EC.  Rather, the deficiencies in its 
handling were caused in greater part by critical systemic failings in the way 
that intelligence information and requests for assistance were handled by the 
FBI prior to September 11.  In this section, we discuss these systemic problems 
before evaluating the actions of the individual employees who came in contact 
with the EC.   

A. Systemic problems  

Before discussing the systemic failings evidenced by the handling of the 
Phoenix EC, it is important to note what the Phoenix EC was not.  It was not an 
immediate warning about a terrorist plot, and it did not reveal information 
about the September 11 attacks or those who committed the attacks.82  The EC 
itself was worded to convey that Williams was proposing a theory rather than a 
warning or a threat.  Williams designated it as “routine” because he did not 
have any information of a specific threat or pending attack.  He said that he 
was putting forth “an investigative theory” or “hunch,” and he was seeking an 
analytical product or feedback in response to his theory.  He did not expect that 
to happen immediately.   

Yet, even though it did not contain an immediate warning and was 
marked routine, Williams’ information and theory warranted strategic analysis 
from the FBI, which it did not receive, and timely distribution, which it did not 

 
82 In prepared remarks for congressional testimony on May 8, 2002, former ITOS 

Section Chief Michael Rolince noted that “it should be stressed that none of the individuals 
identified by Phoenix were connected to the 9/11 attacks, nor did the leads stemming from 
that EC uncover the impending attacks.”  (Emphasis in original.)   
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receive.  While we cannot say that better handling of the Phoenix EC would 
have uncovered the September 11 plot, the EC should have been handled 
differently.   

1. Ineffective system for assigning and managing work  
The lead from the Phoenix EC was assigned by an administrative 

employee directly to an IOS in the RFU, Ellen, who discussed the matter with 
another IOS in the appropriate unit, Jane.  They decided that Jane would handle 
the Phoenix EC.  Thereafter, Ellen closed the lead in ACS and noted that she 
and Jane would discuss the matter further in the future.  Although Jane briefly 
mentioned the Phoenix EC to her supervisor, the IOSs made independent 
judgments about what needed to be done to address the requests in the Phoenix 
EC and who to notify about it.  Jane also decided when she would work on the 
Phoenix EC.  We found that neither Ellen’s direct supervisor (Chris) nor Jane’s 
supervisor (Rob) ever received or reviewed the Phoenix EC.  Nor did any other 
supervisor in FBI Headquarters.  And as of September 11, Jane had not 
completed any work on the Phoenix EC.   

We found that the assignment of the lead from the Phoenix EC, the 
handling of the Phoenix EC independently by an IOS, and even the closing of 
the lead did not violate any FBI policies or practices at the time.  In instances 
where IOSs received leads or intelligence information directly, they were not 
required to seek any supervisory input on the information that they were 
handling.  Witnesses stated that more significant threat information or leads 
related to important cases usually were discussed with the SSAs, but that this 
did not occur with every lead or assignment, and it was not required.   

For example, Rob , the acting unit chief of the UBLU at the time, told the 
OIG that he often relied on the judgment of IOSs in how they handled their 
work.  As a result, IOSs regularly handled most intelligence information and 
other assignments without supervisory input or knowledge.   

Much also was left to the IOS’s discretion in deciding what was a priority 
and which projects to focus on.  Don, the unit chief of the RFU, said that at the 
time, managers relied on IOSs to exercise their judgment in how to prioritize 
their work.  The IOSs we interviewed stated that the priorities were determined 
by the nature of the work.  For example, they said they gave a threat of a 
terrorist attack or an emergency FISA request the highest priority.  In addition, 
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if information was requested by higher level FBI officials or a Section Chief, 
that assignment was given priority.  IOSs explained that, because of the crush 
of immediate projects, they were operating with a “triage” approach to their 
workload in which they dealt with crises or problems as they arose and 
thereafter dealt with routine matters.  As with how they handled their leads and 
other assignments, we found that IOSs consulted with their supervisors about 
prioritizing their work only when they deemed it necessary.   

We believe that although the assigning of the lead and handling of the 
Phoenix EC was in accord with UBLU and RFU practices at the time, these 
practices were significantly flawed.  Assigning work directly to IOSs with no 
requirement of supervisory input or review resulted in a lack of accountability 
for addressing leads and intelligence information.  Without supervisory 
involvement, IOSs were permitted to determine what was a priority, and even 
when and whether work would be completed.  As a result, there often was no 
check on the decisions being made by IOSs and no way to ensure that work or 
intelligence that was deemed of a lesser priority – such as the Phoenix EC – 
was ever addressed.  This system was one in which important information 
could easily “fall through the cracks,” not receive timely attention, or not be 
brought to the attention of those inside and outside the FBI who had a reason 
and a need to know the information.   

The lack of accountability and supervisory involvement was compounded 
by the fact that the FBI’s computer system, ACS, was not set up to ensure that 
all addressees on an EC were even made aware of the EC.  Only individuals 
assigned leads associated with the EC would be notified electronically of the 
document’s existence.  This meant that when the EC and leads were uploaded, 
the EC would not be seen by a supervisor, even if the supervisor was an 
addressee on the attention line, unless the supervisor searched ACS for the 
document.  Nor was there any assurance that the persons listed on the attention 
line of the EC would ever receive notification about it.  Since FBI employees 
did not search ACS on a regular basis for documents that might be addressed to 
them, they did not learn about leads or other intelligence information assigned 
to them.   

As a result, we found that none of the supervisors listed on the Phoenix 
EC saw it before September 11.  Important judgments were made about how to 
handle the Phoenix EC – which IOS would address the Phoenix EC, closing the 
lead instead of reassigning it, sending the EC to only one person for review, not 
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conducting any research on the recommendations suggested in the EC while 
other matters were being handled – none of which involved any supervisory 
input.  This, in our view, is not an appropriate system for handling such 
important information.   

The FBI recognized this problem after September 11 and changed the 
way it handled such information.  Rolince told the OIG that once he became 
aware of the Phoenix EC after September 11 and learned how it had been 
handled, he instructed that leads in ITOS had to be assigned to supervisors and 
could not be assigned only to IOSs.   

In addition to deficiencies in the supervisory process, we also believe that 
the FBI’s practice and policies regarding closing of leads were faulty.  As 
evidenced by the handling of the Phoenix EC, leads could be closed without 
any work being done on them, other than reassignment to someone else.   

A contributing factor to the ineffective management of the work 
assignments in ITOS was the FBI practice of rotating supervisors through FBI 
Headquarters on a relatively short basis.  We found that supervisors typically 
stay in FBI Headquarters for two years or less, and SSA positions and unit 
chief positions often remain unfilled for months at a time.  By contrast, IOSs 
remain in ITOS on a permanent basis and are therefore relied upon for their 
expertise and institutional knowledge about counterterrorism programs, 
intelligence on FBI targets, relationships with other intelligence agencies, and 
how FBI Headquarters works.  As a result, IOSs sometimes manage 
themselves.  While we believe that many IOSs are capable and dedicated FBI 
employees, the turnover of managers in FBI leaves a gap in IOSs’ supervision, 
in addition to making it difficult for managers to be effective and 
knowledgeable about their subject areas before they are sent to a new 
assignment.   

2. Lack of adequate strategic analytical capabilities  

We believe the Phoenix EC warranted strategic analysis.  It never was 
subjected to any such analysis before September 11.  Ellen and Jane agreed that 
Jane would handle the Phoenix EC, but Jane did not refer it to the entity at the 
FBI that was assigned to conduct strategic analysis, the ISD.  She said she 
decided not to refer it to the ISD for analysis and instead keep it for herself to 
work on when she had time.  She believed that the ISD did not have sufficient 
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capability to perform timely analysis.  At the time, the FBI had no IRS in the 
ISD specifically assigned to handle matters involving Bin Laden, despite the 
importance of that assignment.  As we discuss in more detail below, while the 
handful of analysts who worked in the ISD were supposed to perform strategic 
analytical functions, most of their time was spent assisting on case-related 
matters.   

This was a significant failing.  A critical component of the work of the 
FBI’s Counterterrorism Division is analysis.  Although case-related analysis – 
also called “tactical” or “operational” analysis – is crucial to bringing criminal 
cases to the point of arrest and prosecution and to determining through 
intelligence information whether a particular target or group may be planning 
an imminent terrorist act, strategic analysis is equally important to the FBI’s 
counterterrorism mission.  Strategic analysis involves drawing conclusions and 
predictions about terrorist organizations and likely methods of attack based on 
all sources of information.  It is critical to the FBI’s ability to be proactive 
instead of reactive as well as to set investigative priorities.  It is also critical for 
identifying intelligence gaps in information about a terrorist group or target.   

Since September 11, the FBI has acknowledged that it lacked an effective 
strategic analysis program for international terrorism prior to September 11.  In 
congressional testimony, Director Mueller acknowledged the FBI’s analytical 
capabilities prior to September 11 were “inadequate.”  He stated that the FBI’s 
analytical capability “[was] not where it should be.”  Since then, the FBI has 
focused attention on improving its analytical functions.83   

Prior to September 11, the FBI’s strategic analytical capabilities were 
extremely limited.  The FBI did not regularly prepare analytical products that 
predicted trends, explained patterns, or identified national security 
vulnerabilities with respect to international terrorism.84   

 

(continued) 

83 The OIG is in the process of completing a comprehensive review of FBI’s analyst 
program and it is tentatively scheduled to be completed in September 2004.   

84 A striking example of the FBI’s failing in this regard is documented in a September 
2002 OIG audit report which found that the FBI had not performed a comprehensive 
national-level assessment of the threat and risk of terrorist attack, despite having promised 
Congress that it would do so following a September 1999 General Accounting Office 
(GAO) report.  As of September 11, 2001, the FBI had developed a draft of a report that was 
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This lack of strategic analytical capability undoubtedly affected how the 
Phoenix EC was handled.  Instead of being able to send the EC to a unit that 
had sufficient expertise and resources to assess the theory laid out by Williams, 
Jane kept it to herself, hoping to find the time to turn to it amid the crush of 
other duties.  She was not able to do so before September 11.   

Part of the problem was that, in the past, the FBI did not adequately value 
or support an analytical program.  This problem was aptly described by one 
CIA official – one of several CIA managers enlisted by the FBI after 
September 11 to help turn around the FBI’s analytical program – as “a lack of a 
culture of analysis.”  The FBI was composed predominantly of agents who 
performed criminal investigative work and who did not appreciate the value of 
strategic analysis.  This was particularly acute in the FBI’s Counterterrorism 
Program.  As a result, FBI counterterrorism IOSs, SSAs, and managers had a 
tendency to rely on their own experience and professional judgment rather than 
seeking strategic analysis, and the Counterterrorism Program focused on 
immediate, short-term operational priorities rather than strategic analysis.   

Strategic analysis was viewed as a support function rather than its own 
discipline.  IOSs and agents employed IRSs primarily to conduct research and 
analysis projects in support of on-going investigations or prosecutions.  While 
this research and analysis often involved complex and time-consuming work, 
such as reviewing information collected as a result of a FISA warrant or 
establishing the connections between targets in a case based on a review of 
telephone records, it was normally in furtherance of a specific investigation.   

Furthermore, several IRS employees we interviewed told the OIG that 
IRSs often were used to perform the work that IOSs did not like to do, such as 
conducting name searches in ACS or performing research on the Internet.  A 

 
(continued) 
purportedly the threat assessment.  The OIG reviewed a draft of the report in May 2002.  We 
concluded that it was not a threat assessment because it did not describe the nature of the 
terrorist threat, identify critical intelligence requirements, or make recommendations to any 
level of FBI management.  See “A Review of the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 
Counterterrorism Program:  Threat Assessment, Strategic Planning, and Resource 
Management” (May 2002).  In January 2003, the FBI issued an intelligence assessment 
entitled “The Terrorist Threat to the U.S. Homeland:  An FBI Assessment,” which 
responded to the recommendations in our September 2002 audit report.   
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CIA manager detailed to the FBI told the OIG that IRSs were considered 
“second class citizens” at the FBI.  This view of analysts reduced the ability of 
the FBI to conduct the strategic analysis that was needed on projects such as 
the Phoenix EC.   

Another example of how the strategic analytical function was subordinate 
to the operational function in the FBI’s Counterterrorism Program is evident in 
the fact that 5 IRSs were absorbed into an operational unit in late 2000, when 
there were fewer than 20 IRSs devoted to international terrorism at the time.  
These IRSs were assigned in late 1998 to the UBLU to conduct research and 
complete other tasks in support of the investigation and prosecutions stemming 
from the embassy bombings in East Africa.  These were important assignments 
that needed to be done, but they made it more unlikely that strategic analysis, 
such as the kind warranted by the Phoenix EC, would be accomplished.   

In addition, the primacy of the operational units was further demonstrated 
by the fact that the judgments and conclusions of IRSs set forth in analytical 
products could be overruled or blocked from dissemination by the managers in 
the operational units or the ITOS section chief.  Witnesses told the OIG that 
operational personnel were permitted to prevent dissemination of analytical 
products.  For example, IRSs told the OIG that a proposal for an analytical 
report that would have discussed signs that al Qaeda was planning a terrorist 
attack was stopped by a New York Field Office supervisor because of concerns 
that the information could be subject to discovery in a prosecution.   

Witnesses also told the OIG that operational units’ ability to override the 
conclusions of the IRSs was demoralizing to the analytical component.  CIA 
analysts detailed to the FBI after September 11 to revamp its analytical 
program asserted to the OIG that operational personnel, whose expertise is 
case-oriented and therefore tactically based, should be involved in checking the 
facts presented in the analytical product but should not be able to alter or block 
the dissemination of analytical results.   

While there are legitimate tensions between operational and analytical 
personnel, the FBI had no process before September 11 for addressing conflicts 
that arose out of this tension.   



 

87 

                                          

3. Resources and training for analysts  

The FBI’s strategic analytical function also was under-resourced.  This 
was demonstrated by the shortage of IRSs and the lack of training offered to 
them.  We interviewed former IRS managers about the resources of the ISD 
prior to September 11.  The FBI acknowledged that the number of IRSs 
working on counterterrorism matters had dwindled prior to September 11, and 
that the few remaining IRSs were not sufficient to address the analytical needs 
of the ISD.   

In 1996, the FBI had hired 36 IRSs in an effort to bolster its international 
terrorism analytical program.  According to witnesses, within a year 
approximately half of the IRSs had left the program.  By mid-1999, there were 
only approximately 15 international terrorism IRSs, and by mid-2000 there 
were only 10 IRSs devoted to counterterrorism analysis.85  Former IRS 
managers confirmed to us that only one IRS was assigned to UBL matters in 
2001, but she transferred to another unit in July 2001.  Thus, in the summer of 
2001 when the Phoenix EC was received, no IRS was assigned to work on Bin 
Laden matters.  Jane pointed to this void as one reason she did not seek 
analysis of the Phoenix EC.   

In addition, we found that training for analysts at the FBI was ad hoc and 
untimely.  While special agents were sent to Quantico to the FBI Training 
Academy for a 16-week course, IRSs did not receive equivalent training at 
Quantico or elsewhere.  IRSs received mostly on-the-job training until they 
could attend a CIA or Defense Intelligence Agency course on international 
terrorism.  For some IRSs, this did not occur until they had been working for a 
year or more.  In addition, IRSs told us they had to seek training on their own, 
and if they changed program areas they also had to find appropriate training in 
the new subject matter.86   

 
85 Some IRSs left the FBI, while others transferred to other positions within the FBI.  

FBI documents show that 10 IRSs became IOSs in ITOS, 8 moved to other positions within 
the FBI, and 13 left the FBI.  In addition, as discussed above five of the IRSs who became 
IOSs were administratively transferred to the UBLU after working on a task force in support 
of the embassy bombings case.   

86 While this section of the report primarily focuses on resource and training issues for 
IRSs, IOSs also were not provided with adequate resources and training.   
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Counterterrorism IRSs also lacked a clear career path.  They usually were 
supervised and managed by agents, who were not trained about the IRS 
position, mission, or work product.  Moreover, CIA managers detailed to the 
FBI to improve its strategic analytical capabilities told the OIG that in order for 
analysts to be taken seriously, they had to hold positions of authority.  As an 
example, they stated that in the CIA one of the Deputy Directors was an 
analyst.87  According to another CIA manager, the lack of a career path for 
IRSs was a clear indication that IRSs were not valued by the FBI.   

The result of these deficiencies was a weak and underutilized analytical 
function, which in our view contributed to the lack of attention that the Phoenix 
EC received when it was sent to FBI Headquarters.   

4. Poor information flow and information sharing  
The FBI also has acknowledged that the Phoenix EC contained 

information that should have been disseminated and reviewed by other parts of 
the FBI and the Intelligence Community.  While the Phoenix EC did not 
contain information that constituted an imminent threat or warning of a 
terrorist attack, the FBI should have obtained input from within and outside the 
FBI to properly analyze Williams’ theory.  However, before September 11 the 
Phoenix EC was not disseminated widely within or outside of the FBI.   

When Jane received the EC, she decided not to disseminate it 
immediately.  She believed it lacked sufficient factual support to warrant 
immediate dissemination, and she said she decided to conduct some initial 
research before deciding whether to invest additional resources on the EC.  
Because of her other work, she did not begin the research prior to 
September 11.   

Her actions were consistent with the FBI’s policies and procedures at the 
time.  As noted above, IOSs were permitted to exercise discretion in handling 
their assignments, including determining what information to share both within 
and outside the FBI, without supervisory approval.  The FBI provided them no 
guidance or requirements on what type of information should be shared, either 

 
87 Within the Counterintelligence Program, the highest position held by an analyst was 

Section Chief.   
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inside or outside the FBI.  This left to the discretion of the individual analyst 
decisions about what to do with intelligence information, such as the Phoenix 
EC.   

We believe exercise of such significant discretion resulted in a failure to 
share important information such as the Phoenix EC.  Fundamental to the 
effectiveness of an intelligence operation is its ability to collect and 
disseminate information within and outside the agency.  Such information is 
needed by operational personnel to inform their investigations or other 
operational goals.  Moreover, in the analytical process, the more information 
that is available about a terrorist organization or a target, the better informed 
conclusions and predictions about the likely actions of the person or 
organization.  Information should be reviewed, among other things, to 
determine what would be useful in other FBI investigations, what other 
personnel or offices within the agency should be provided with the 
information, what would be useful for other government agencies, what would 
be useful and appropriate to disseminate to foreign governments, and what can 
be declassified for use in public alerts.   

But information sharing within and outside the FBI’s Counterterrorism 
Program prior to September 11 was piecemeal and ad hoc rather than 
systematic.  Several of the CIA managers detailed to the FBI told the OIG that 
there was no “information flow” within the FBI.  The FBI’s process for 
disseminating information was to route information primarily to IOSs, who 
then used their own judgment and experience to decide what needed to be 
disseminated and to whom.  As discussed above, IOSs were operating with a 
“triage” approach to their workload.  They had to identify what information 
was the most significant and deal with the crises or problems as they arose.  As 
a result, information that did not demand immediate attention or did not relate 
to a crisis took significant time to be addressed, if it was addressed at all.   

The CIA managers we interviewed asserted that an intelligence agency 
must set priorities to identify what its information needs and intelligence gaps 
are.  They said that once priorities and intelligence gaps are identified, 
decisions can be made about what information should be collected and who 
should receive the information.  They explained that these decisions should 
then be communicated throughout the agency as “requirements.”   
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Several of the CIA managers also noted that the FBI lacked any priorities 
or requirements for the dissemination of information once it was collected.  For 
example, there was no guidance concerning what types of information were 
required to be disseminated or included in reports to other intelligence 
agencies.  Moreover, there were no requirements that certain types of 
information be routed to analysts or that analysts be copied on particular kinds 
of communications.  IOSs simply shared or disseminated the information they 
believed needed to be shared based primarily on their prior experience.88   

IOSs we interviewed told the OIG that they spent a majority of their time 
preparing documentation for requests for FISA warrants.  They also were 
responsible for providing advice and assistance to the field offices in 
connection with ongoing investigations and with responding to threats of 
terrorist acts.  They also had to obtain resources to support investigations, such 
as arranging for translators or preparing documentation for re-allocation of 
money.  They needed to respond to requests to check telephone numbers, 
names, and other identifying information about targets of investigations in FBI 
and CIA databases.  While the IOSs acknowledged that collection and 
dissemination of intelligence information was one of their responsibilities, they 
stated that as a job function it was not a priority before September 11.   

Several IOSs stated that it was impossible for IOSs to be aware of and 
disseminate every piece of information generated by every lead because of the 
demands of the other responsibilities of their jobs.  As a result, they said that 
they had to focus on the most significant information that was generated from 
important cases or credible threats.  Jane, other IOSs, and special agents told us 
that the type of intelligence information that received immediate attention was 
that generated from explicit threats of an attack or other terrorist act, 
information that a terrorist who was in custody was being brought to the United 
States, or intelligence intercepts by another agency that led to a name and 
phone number in the United States of a target.  Other information was handled 
if there was time.   

 
88 We also discuss the FBI’s lack of policies and procedures for information sharing in 

our December 2003 OIG audit report, “The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s Efforts to 
Improve the sharing of Intelligence and Other Information” (December 2003) at 19-20.   
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By contrast, according to the CIA personnel, the dissemination of 
intelligence information requires full-time personnel trained solely for that 
purpose.  In the CIA, dissemination of intelligence information is handled by 
“reports officers” who are professional employees trained in analysis and 
information collection and dissemination.   

It also was clear in our review of the Phoenix EC that the FBI’s 
procedures for disseminating information internally were cumbersome.  At the 
FBI, many layers of review were required to distribute an EC to multiple field 
offices.  Disseminating an EC to all FBI field offices required approval from 
several supervisors and managers, including the FBI Director.  Several 
witnesses stated that the review and approval process normally took several 
weeks to complete.  The CIA employees detailed to the FBI to improve the 
analytical program who we interviewed told the OIG that they found the 
process for completing an EC was “difficult” and “hard.”   

We believe that the Phoenix EC should have been shared with the 
Intelligence Community or parts of the Intelligence Community for their input 
and analysis.  While Williams had advanced only a theory, and there needed to 
be more analysis of the recommendations before they were adopted, the EC 
should have been presented to others in the FBI and the Intelligence 
Community for their information and analyses.  The fact that it was not 
disseminated reflected the longstanding problem within the FBI of information 
sharing being ad hoc and piecemeal.  Rather than relying on the judgment of 
IOSs about what information should be disseminated as they juggle their other 
job duties, the FBI should have a system in place to guide, identify, and 
prioritize the kinds of information that need to be shared.   

5. General complaints about the difficulties of working in ITOS  
We also heard consistently from witnesses in ITOS that working there 

before September 11 was extremely chaotic and difficult.  They complained 
that all aspects of their jobs – from putting FISA packages together to 
disseminating intelligence to sending out ECs to the field – were hampered by 
the lack of resources and poor technology.   

IOSs, agents, and managers uniformly told the OIG that IOSs did not 
have sufficient time to handle the workload in ITOS, and that because of the 
lack of resources in ITOS and the demands of operational matters in the 
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section, they worked extremely long hours on a regular basis, including nights 
and weekends.  They described being overwhelmed with work, including 
intelligence information that needed to be disseminated.  For example, they 
said that hundreds of leads could be generated by any one case.  They stated 
that the demands of a particular case or a particular threat sometimes consumed 
all of their time and attention for several days or even weeks.  As previously 
discussed, they were operating with a “triage” approach to their workload in 
which they dealt with crises or priority problems as they arose.  We found that 
as a result, issues that they considered to be non-priority matters, such as the 
Phoenix EC, often were placed on the backburner.   

FBI and CIA witnesses also uniformly complained that the FBI’s 
computer system – ACS – impeded the flow of information.  As we have 
discussed in several other OIG reports, ACS is a very cumbersome and non-
user-friendly system that discourages its use.89  To disseminate information 
within the FBI was not simply a matter of forwarding an electronic document 
in a point and click e-mail environment.  Rather, an IOS would have to prepare 
an EC, which required accessing several different screens in ACS to complete 
and then upload the EC.90  In addition, witnesses complained that ACS 
especially hampered the flow of information because it was not a system 
designed to “push” information out to the user.  Instead, the user had to know 
that information existed in order to find it.  As discussed above, this resulted in 
the Phoenix EC not being reviewed by the appropriate individuals, even when 
their names were on the attention line.   

 
89 See, e.g., OIG reports entitled, “The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 

Implementation of Information Technology Recommendations,” (September 2003); “FBI’s 
Management of Information Technology Investments” (December 2002); “An Investigation 
of the Belated Production of Documents in the Oklahoma City Bombing Case” (March 
2002); and “The Handling of FBI Intelligence Information Related to the Justice 
Department’s Campaign Finance Investigation” (July 1999).   

90 Also, as stated above, ECs that were addressed to all field offices required several 
layers of management approval, which also slowed down the process.   
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B. Individual performance  

We now turn to the actions of the individuals who were involved with the 
Phoenix EC.  While the systemic problems hampered FBI employees in 
handling information such as the Phoenix EC, and explained to some extent the 
reasons that FBI employees did not adequately respond to it, these systemic 
problems do not explain all the deficiencies we found in the handling of the 
Phoenix EC.  While we do not believe that anyone involved with the Phoenix 
EC at FBI Headquarters committed misconduct, we believe that some of them 
made errors in judgment with respect to some of their actions on the Phoenix 
EC.   

1. Kenneth Williams  

First, we believe that Williams should be commended for his initiative 
and for his attempts to apply broad analytical thinking to his casework.  He 
prepared the Phoenix EC based on his experience, intuition, and expertise, and 
he sought assistance through the proper channels at FBI Headquarters in 
pursuing his theory.  It was FBI Headquarters’ responsibility – not a field 
office’s responsibility – to decide what strategic analysis was needed to address 
the issues Williams raised and to ensure that appropriate attention was directed 
to the analysis of those issues.  Williams deserves praise for, in the midst of 
handling cases in the field, discerning a pattern that he thought warranted 
review and seeking to bring that to the attention of others in the FBI.   

2. FBI Headquarters  

a. Jane  

Jane’s decision not to refer the Phoenix EC to the ISD and instead to 
conduct the necessary research herself did not violate any FBI policies and 
procedures at the time.  Leads could be assigned and handled without 
supervisory input, and much was left to IOSs’ discretion and judgment about 
how assignments were handled and prioritized.   

However, we question Jane’s decision not to refer the Phoenix EC to the 
ISD for analysis.  While the FBI’s strategic analytical capabilities were 
extremely limited, as we have described above in detail, and no IRS was 
specifically assigned to Bin Laden matters, Jane could have, and should have, 
referred the Phoenix EC to the ISD for analysis.  By all accounts, Jane was 
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hard working and conscientious.  But the press of other work prevented her 
from addressing the Phoenix EC sufficiently.  While she said that she did not 
think that the ISD could do what was necessary to analyze the Phoenix EC 
because no IRS was specifically assigned to Bin Laden matters, she could have 
raised the problem to her supervisor’s attention in an attempt to have resources 
assigned to analyze the Phoenix EC.  Instead, she kept the Phoenix EC to 
herself, hoping to get to it when time allowed.  But she did not have time for it.  
We believe that, even if she intended to conduct research on it when time 
permitted, she should have provided it to members of the Intelligence 
Community for their input on the theories and recommendations it advanced.   

b. Ellen  
Ellen recognized that the Phoenix EC pertained more to the UBLU than 

the RFU, and she appropriately discussed it with Jane and had the matter 
reassigned to her.  She also noted in the disposition field of ACS how the lead 
was being handled.  Ellen closed the lead, but rather than closing the lead, she 
should have reassigned the lead to Jane.  While this was not inconsistent with 
how leads were handled in ITOS, given the pressure to close leads in the 
system, it misrepresented the status of the lead since the necessary research had 
not yet been completed.   

c. Rob  
We believe that Jane’s supervisor – Rob – should have recognized that 

the requests in the Phoenix EC were not typical requests for operational 
support in the field and should have directed the matter to the ISD.  Although 
we recognize that the FBI left much to the discretion and judgment of IOSs 
about how they handled their work, it was Rob’s responsibility as a supervisor 
to ensure that Jane was handling requests appropriately.  Jane briefly 
mentioned the Phoenix EC to Rob, but said he did not review it, and we do not 
believe he sought to ensure that it received adequate attention.  We believe that 
Rob should have been more actively involved in Jane’s handling of the 
Phoenix EC.  If he had decided that resources did not exist to address the EC 
for several months, we believe that he should have brought the matter to the 
attention of his section chief.   
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3. Lynn  

Jane sent the EC to Lynn, the IRS who works counterterrorism matters in 
a field office that had had an investigation of Subject No. 2, with a note that 
read, “I thought it would be interesting to you considering some of the stuff 
you were coming up with in [your field office].  Let me know if anything 
strikes you.”  Jane did not call Lynn to discuss the Phoenix EC prior to sending 
Lynn the e-mail, and Lynn was not assigned a lead with respect to the Phoenix 
EC.  Lynn read the Phoenix EC, but did not respond to Jane’s e-mail, and Jane 
did not otherwise contact her about the Phoenix EC.   

As discussed above, Lynn had several years earlier worked on an 
investigation in which Subject No. 2 had been central, and Subject No. 2’s 
name had resurfaced in June of 2001 when two individuals were detained in 
Bahrain who admitted to being al Qaeda operatives and possessed a passport 
containing the same last name as Subject No. 2 and a previous address of 
Subject No. 2.  Lynn told the OIG that after Subject No. 2’s name resurfaced, 
at the request of Jane she researched their associates from when they had lived 
nearby.  Lynn told the OIG that she believed Jane had sent her the Phoenix EC 
because Subject No. 2 was mentioned in the EC.  Lynn explained that because 
the information in the EC about Subject No. 2 did not impact what she was 
working on and because she was not aware of any information that supported 
Williams’ theory, she did not respond to the e-mail.   

Lynn was not required to respond to the e-mail by any formal FBI policy.  
Her actions were consistent with others in the FBI, who did not address an 
issue unless a lead was assigned to them.  But we believe that Jane’s request 
for Lynn to let her know if anything struck her warranted some response, even 
if the response was that Lynn had nothing to support the theory espoused in the 
Phoenix EC.  Instead, Lynn did nothing in response to the e-mail.  A response 
from Lynn may have caused Jane to take some other step, to seek further input 
from someone else, or to alert Phoenix of the status.  Instead, Lynn did not 
communicate with Jane, and the Phoenix EC languished.   

4. Jay  

Jay, an agent on the Bin Laden squad in the FBI’s New York Field 
Office, received and read the Phoenix EC.  He told the OIG that he was not 
aware of any information that supported the theory in the EC, and he therefore 
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did not respond to it, either in writing or by contacting anyone in the Phoenix 
office.  He also stated that he would have “taken issue” with the conclusions if 
he had responded.  Jay was not required to respond to the Phoenix EC, and he 
did not violate any FBI policies and procedures by not responding.   

Yet, although Jay was not required to respond to the lead set for the New 
York Field Office in the Phoenix EC, Williams had asked for analysis and 
comments on his proposal in the text of the EC.  Since Jay told us he felt 
strongly that the theory in the Phoenix EC was not supported by the facts, we 
believe he should have contacted Williams or someone in FBI Headquarters to 
discuss the EC to provide his view, given the expertise of the New York office 
on issues involving Bin Laden.  But given the disorganization and convoluted 
way that leads were assigned, and the prevailing practice not to respond to 
leads that were not specifically assigned to an agent, it is not surprising that Jay 
did not respond.   

5. FBI management  
Finally, we believe it important to state that the failings in this case go 

well beyond any failings of those individuals who came in contact with the 
Phoenix EC.  In our view, the failings were caused in much larger part by the 
FBI’s inadequate and inefficient system for analyzing intelligence information, 
and the lack of attention paid by many levels of FBI managers to strategic 
analysis.  This was the responsibility of many FBI managers and employees, 
from the top down, over many years.  We believe that the FBI’s lack of focus 
on strategic analysis and its failure to provide sufficient resources and priority 
to analysis were problems attributable to the FBI and many FBI senior 
managers.  While some of the individuals who handled the Phoenix EC did not 
do all they should have to address it in a timely way, the larger and more 
important failure was the way the FBI handled intelligence analysis for many 
years before the September 11 attacks.   

C. Other pieces of intelligence concerning airplanes as weapons  

We also reviewed allegations that the FBI had other pieces of intelligence 
information prior to September 11 that indicated connections between persons 
of interest to the FBI and airplanes or flight schools.   
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The FBI provided to the OIG documents relating to possible terrorists 
with connections to airplanes and flight schools that the FBI gathered in 
response to requests from the Joint Inquiry Committee Staff.  The FBI 
conducted searches in its computer systems for references to “flight schools,” 
“airplanes,” “hijackings” and other related terms in an attempt to collect 
information that the Joint Inquiry Committee Staff had indicated it was 
interested in reviewing but had not specifically requested.  The FBI collected 
the documents retrieved in its electronic searches and provided them to the 
Joint Inquiry Committee Staff and also to the OIG.   

We reviewed the information provided by the FBI that referenced a 
connection between airplanes or flight schools and persons of interest to the 
FBI.  The information was from as early as 1983, although most of it was from 
1998 and 1999.  Below we briefly describe four of the pieces of information 
that are representative of the kinds of information contained in FBI files about 
airplanes and flight schools at the time the Phoenix EC was received at FBI 
Headquarters:   

• The FBI received an intelligence report in mid-1999 stating that the 
leadership of a terrorist organization other than Al Qaeda had met and 
planned to use students in the United States to gather intelligence on 
infrastructure facilities and public places frequented by Jews.  It was 
also reported that students also would be selected to participate in 
terrorist training camps and would be encouraged to attempt to obtain 
private pilot licenses.  The intelligence report noted that it was unclear 
why the students would be asked to obtain pilot licenses.  In addition, it 
was reported that these students would be instructed to master at least 
two or more different aircraft.  It was reported further that the 
leadership of the terrorist organization viewed this requirement as 
being “particularly important” and were believed to have approved an 
open-ended amount of funding to ensure its success.91   

• In August 1998, an intelligence agency advised the FBI’s New York 
Division of an alleged plan by unidentified Arabs to fly an explosive 

 
91 The FBI later said that in 2002, in connection with the JICI Review, it researched this 

issue and concluded that the information reported was likely a fabrication.   
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laden aircraft from Libya into the World Trade Center.  The New York 
Division sent out leads in an attempt to obtain more information about 
the source of the reporting.     

• On May 18, 1998, a Special Agent on the FBI’s Oklahoma City 
Division’s counterterrorism squad prepared an EC documenting his 
contact with an agent from that Division’s surveillance squad, who also 
was the Division’s chief pilot.  In the EC, the agent noted that the 
Division pilot had observed “large numbers of Middle Eastern males 
receiving flight training at Oklahoma airports in recent months.”  The 
agent also reported that the pilot speculated that light planes would be 
an ideal means of spreading chemical or biological agents.   

• In January 1995, Philippine authorities responded to a small fire and 
several explosions in an apartment in Manila.  Inside the apartment, 
authorities discovered bomb-making equipment and terrorist literature.  
The resulting investigation revealed a plot to place explosive devices in 
12 American passenger aircraft.  As a result of the FBI’s investigation 
into this matter, Abdul Murad, Wali Shah, and Ramzi Yousef were 
subsequently indicted and convicted in the United States for their 
involvement in the conspiracy.  Yousef later was convicted on 
November 13, 1997, for his involvement in the bombing of the World 
Trade Center on February 23, 1993.   

During investigative interviews, Murad described general 
conversations with Yousef in which they discussed the potential use of 
aircraft to commit terrorist acts.  According to Murad, he discussed 
with Yousef the ease with which a pilot could conduct a suicide attack 
by crashing an explosive-laden aircraft into a building.  Murad 
mentioned CIA Headquarters as a potential target.  Murad contended in 
investigative interviews that there was no specific planning in relation 
to any of these acts.  Murad also described other general conversations 
with Yousef concerning potential non-aircraft related terrorist acts, 
such as bombing a nuclear facility, utilizing poison gas, and bombing 
the World Trade Center a second time.   

As discussed above, the FBI conducted little strategic analysis before 
September 11, and it never attempted to connect any of these disparate pieces 
of information.  For this reason, these pieces of information and all of the other 
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information in the FBI’s possession that might have been used to analyze the 
use of airplanes and civil aviation for terrorist purposes was never considered 
systematically or analytically.   

D. Conclusion  
In sum, our examination of the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix EC found 

that the individuals who handled it did not violate FBI policies and practices at 
the time, but they did not do all they could have, and should have, to respond to 
it or the recommendations in it.  They should have sought input from others in 
the FBI, assured that the EC received the necessary analysis, and also sought 
input from the Intelligence Community about the theories and suggestions 
contained in it.   

But we believe that their actions were not surprising, given that the 
policies and practices under which they operated were extremely flawed.  We 
found that IOSs were not properly managed and that supervisors should have 
been more actively involved in the work assigned to IOSs.  In addition, as an 
institution, the FBI was focused on its operational priorities at the expense of 
conducting strategic analysis.  Furthermore, the FBI lacked a systematic 
approach to information sharing and lacked adequate tools to facilitate such 
information sharing both within and outside the FBI.  As a result of these 
systemic failures, the FBI did not give the Phoenix EC the consideration that it 
deserved.   

We cannot know for certain what the FBI would have concluded prior to 
September 11 if the FBI had applied strategic analysis to the theory posed by 
the Phoenix EC or what information may have been uncovered in support of 
the theory if the Phoenix EC had been shared with the Intelligence Community 
or within the FBI.  We also cannot know what role, if any, the pieces of other 
information described above would have played in the analysis of this question.  
What we do know is that the FBI was not adequately analyzing information for 
the purpose of drawing conclusions and making predictions.  This was a 
significant intelligence failure, which hindered the chances of the FBI being 
able to detect and prevent the September 11 attacks.   
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CHAPTER FOUR 
THE FBI’S INVESTIGATION OF 

ZACARIAS MOUSSAOUI  

I. Introduction  

This chapter examines the FBI’s investigation of Zacarias Moussaoui.  In 
August 2001, Moussaoui enrolled in flight training lessons at a school in 
Minneapolis, Minnesota.  On August 15, 2001, the flight school reported its 
suspicions about Moussaoui to the FBI, including that he only wanted to learn 
how to take off and land the airplane, that he had no background in aviation, 
and that he had paid in cash for the course.  The FBI interviewed Moussaoui’s 
flight instructor, his roommate, and then Moussaoui.  The INS and the FBI 
detained Moussaoui for a violation of his immigration status and seized his 
belongings, including a computer and personal papers.   

The Minneapolis FBI opened an investigation on Moussaoui, believing 
that he was seeking flight training to commit a terrorist act.  Over the next 
several weeks, the Minneapolis FBI and FBI Headquarters had many 
discussions – and disputes – about the investigation.  Minneapolis wanted to 
obtain a warrant to search Moussaoui’s computer and other belongings that 
were seized at the time of Moussaoui’s arrest, either a criminal warrant or 
Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act (FISA) warrant.  The Minnesota FBI and 
FBI Headquarters differed as to whether a warrant could be obtained and what 
the evidence in the Moussaoui case suggested.  FBI Headquarters did not 
believe sufficient grounds existed for a criminal warrant, and it also concluded 
that a FISA warrant could not be obtained because it believed Moussaoui could 
not be connected to a foreign power as required under FISA.  The Minneapolis 
FBI disagreed and became increasingly frustrated with the responses and 
guidance it was receiving from FBI Headquarters.   

In late August 2001, after FBI Headquarters concluded that it could not 
obtain a FISA warrant, the Minneapolis FBI began plans to deport Moussaoui 
to France, which had issued Moussaoui’s passport.  They planned to ask the 
French authorities to search his belongings if he was deported to France.  
However, the September 11 terrorist attacks occurred while the FBI was in the 
process of finalizing the deportation plans.  On September 11, after the attacks, 
the FBI obtained a criminal warrant to search Moussaoui’s possessions.  On 
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December 11, 2001, Moussaoui was charged in an indictment alleging that he 
was a co-conspirator in the September 11 attacks.  He currently is awaiting 
trial.   

On May 21, 2002, Coleen Rowley, the Minneapolis FBI’s Chief Division 
Counsel (CDC), sent a letter to FBI Director Mueller in which she criticized 
FBI Headquarters for the way it had handled the Moussaoui case.  Among 
other things, her letter disputed the way the FBI was describing its Moussaoui 
investigation, and she asserted that FBI Headquarters had prevented the 
Minneapolis FBI from seeking a criminal search warrant.  In addition, she 
alleged that FBI Headquarters inappropriately failed to seek a FISA warrant 
even though probable cause for the warrant was “clear.”  She also alleged that 
FBI Headquarters had intentionally raised “roadblocks” and “undermined” the 
Minneapolis FBI’s “desperate” efforts to obtain a FISA warrant.  She added 
that the Phoenix EC had not been provided to the Minneapolis FBI, and that 
the Minneapolis FBI’s assessment of Moussaoui as a potential threat had not 
been shared with other intelligence and law enforcement authorities.   

Upon receipt of Rowley’s letter, Director Mueller referred it to the OIG 
and asked the OIG to conduct a review of the issues raised in the letter, the 
Phoenix EC, and other matters related to the FBI’s handling of intelligence 
information that was potentially related to the September 11 attacks.   

In this chapter, we describe in detail the facts regarding the FBI’s 
investigation of Moussaoui and the interactions between the Minneapolis FBI 
and FBI Headquarters on the request to obtain a warrant to search Moussaoui’s 
belongings.92  We then provide our analysis of these actions.  Our analysis 
discusses systemic problems that this case revealed, and it also assesses the 

 
92 While there are some notes and e-mails relating to the conversations that took place 

between FBI Headquarters and the Minneapolis FBI, and within FBI Headquarters, about 
the Moussaoui investigation, many conversations were not documented.  Witnesses could 
not recall the exact content of some of the conversations, the number of conversations, 
whether specific topics were discussed, or the dates of conversations.  The following 
narrative is our best reconstruction of those conversations and events, when they occurred, 
and what was said, based on the documentary evidence and the recollections of the 
participants.   
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performance of the FBI offices and employees who were involved in the 
Moussaoui investigation.   

We show a timeline of the FBI’s investigation of Moussaoui on the next 
page of the report.   

II. Statement of facts related to the FBI’s Moussaoui investigation  

A. Moussaoui’s background  

Zacarias Moussaoui was born in France on May 30, 1968, and is of 
Moroccan descent.  Prior to 2001, he lived in the United Kingdom.  On 
February 23, 2001, he legally entered the United States in Chicago, Illinois, 
using a French passport.  He entered under the Visa Waiver Program, which 
allows citizens of 27 countries, including France, to enter the United States 
without a visa for stays of up to 90 days.93  Moussaoui’s entry was therefore 
valid until May 22, 2001.   

In late February 2001 Moussaoui enrolled in a beginner pilot course at 
the Airman Flight School in Norman, Oklahoma.  He did not complete the 
training and stopped taking lessons there in late May 2001.  However, he 
remained in the United States after dropping out of the course and overstayed 
his allowed length of stay.   

On May 23, 2001, Moussaoui e-mailed the Pan Am International Flight 
Academy, a private aviation school based in Miami, Florida, which had several 
campuses around the country.  On August 9, 2001, Moussaoui enrolled in a 
flight simulator training course at a Pan Am facility near Minneapolis, 
Minnesota.  Pan Am’s Minneapolis facility used flight simulators only, and the 
training there usually consisted of initial training for newly hired airline pilots 
or refresher training for active pilots.  Moussaoui’s flight simulator course was 
part of a comprehensive training program designed to provide instruction to 
licensed pilots on how to fly commercial jets.   

 
93 For a description of the Visa Waiver Program, see the OIG report entitled “Follow-up 

Report on the Visa Waiver Program” (December 2001).   
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B. The FBI receives information about Moussaoui 

Moussaoui had completed two days of classroom instruction and one 
flight simulator training session to fly a 747-400 airplane (out of a scheduled 
four or five sessions) when a manager at the Minneapolis Pan Am flight school 
contacted the FBI about him.  On August 15, 2001, the Pan Am manager called 
the FBI’s Minneapolis Field Office to report that he and his co-workers were 
training a student, Moussaoui, who they considered suspicious.   

According to the Pan Am manager, they considered it odd that 
Moussaoui said that all he wanted to learn was how to take off and land the 
plane, giving the reason that it was “an ego boosting thing.”94  In addition, the 
FBI learned that Moussaoui had no background in aviation and did not have a 
private pilot’s license.95  It was also unusual that Moussaoui had paid $8,000 – 
$9,000 in cash for the course.  The Pan Am manager reported that Moussaoui 
appeared to be of Middle Eastern descent and that he had said he grew up in 
France.  The manager said that Moussaoui had completed two days of 
classroom instruction and was scheduled for four or five sessions in the flight 
simulator.   

The FBI agent who took the telephone call was assigned to the 
Minneapolis FBI’s international and domestic terrorism squad.  Immediately 
following the telephone call, the agent discussed the call with the Acting 
Supervisory Special Agent (SSA) on the Minneapolis FBI’s international and 
domestic terrorism squad, who we call “Gary,” and another agent on the squad 
who handled international terrorism investigations.  We call this agent 
“Henry.”   

Gary had become the Acting SSA of the terrorism squad in late July 
2001.  Prior to being named the acting supervisor, during his five years as an 
FBI special agent Gary had worked for two years on bank robberies and other 

 
94 Media reports later incorrectly reported that Moussaoui had stated that he did not 

want to learn to take off or land a plane.  In fact, according to the FBI, the Pan Am manager 
reported that Moussaoui only wanted to learn to take off and land the plane.   

95 Although Pan Am’s typical students were commercial pilots receiving initial or 
refresher training, this was not a prerequisite to taking the training course.   
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violent crime investigations, two years in the unit responsible for investigating 
fugitives, and one year as the coordinator of the FBI’s Joint Terrorism Task 
Force (JTTF) for the Minneapolis Field Office.96  Gary also had served as the 
relief supervisor for the international and domestic terrorism squad.  However, 
he had no field experience in terrorism matters and no experience in working 
with FISA.   

Henry had joined the FBI as a special agent in January 1999 and had 
been assigned to work on international terrorism matters since his arrival at the 
Minneapolis office in the spring of 1999.  In August 2001, Henry and two other 
agents on the squad handled international terrorism and foreign 
counterintelligence investigations.  By virtue of his assignment on the 
counterterrorism squad, Henry also worked on the local JTTF.  Prior to joining 
the FBI, Henry served as a naval intelligence officer for almost ten years.  In 
the Navy, he specialized in aviation-related intelligence issues, including a 
detail to the Canadian Navy and Air Force, and he was also an intelligence 
officer on staff at the navy fighter weapon school commonly referred to as 
“Top Gun.”  Henry said that he had a private pilot’s license and that he flew for 
the FBI as a collateral duty.  Henry described himself as having a “working 
knowledge” of aviation.   

When Gary was named the Acting SSA of the squad in late July 2001, he 
was assigned to report to one of two ASACs in the Minneapolis Field Office 
who we call “Roy.”  On August 3, 2001, Roy was named the Acting SAC of 
the office and remained in that position until December 2001.  Roy had no 
previous experience in terrorism matters.  Gary continued to report directly to 
Roy even after he was named Acting SAC.   

In July 2001, an SSA who we call “Charles” became an ASAC in the 
Minneapolis FBI office.  For three years, he had been the supervisor of the 
Minneapolis international and domestic terrorism squad.  Prior to becoming the 
supervisor, Charles had been an SSA at FBI Headquarters in the domestic 
terrorism section, and he had worked both foreign counterintelligence and 

 
96 JTTFs combine investigators from the FBI and various federal, state, and local 

agencies in FBI field offices throughout the country to combat terrorism.   
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international terrorism matters in the Los Angeles Field Office for six years 
before his assignment to FBI Headquarters.   

When Charles became an ASAC in Minneapolis in July 2001, he was no 
longer assigned to oversee the counterterrorism programs; that responsibility 
was given to Roy.  According to Charles, this was done so that Charles would 
be seen as an ASAC rather than as the supervisor of the office’s terrorism 
programs.  When Roy became the Acting SAC, he maintained responsibility 
for the counterterrorism and foreign counterintelligence programs.  In August 
2001, when the Moussaoui matter was reported to the Minneapolis office, 
Charles was at a management training class at the FBI Academy in Quantico, 
Virginia.   

C. The Minneapolis FBI’s investigation  

1. The Minneapolis FBI opens an intelligence investigation  

Henry told the OIG that within a half hour of receiving the telephone call 
from the Pan Am manager, the Minneapolis FBI filled out the paperwork to 
open a full field intelligence investigation of Moussaoui.  According to Henry, 
the case was opened as an intelligence matter and not a criminal matter 
because, based on the telephone call, the FBI did not have information 
indicating criminal predication, which Henry said in this case would have been 
“something in furtherance of terrorism.”  Henry said that, as an initial matter, 
the case was a “classic” intelligence investigation.   

Gary assigned the case to Henry and not the agent who had taken the call 
from Pan Am, because Henry had international terrorism experience and the 
other agent did not.  Henry told the OIG that based on his own knowledge of 
aviation, he was concerned about Moussaoui.  He said he questioned whether it 
was normal for a person with no previous experience in aviation to be training 
to fly a 747-400 commercial airplane.  In addition, Moussaoui’s lack of 
aviation experience made Henry suspicious, because Henry knew that the 747-
400 airplane had become very automated since the 1970s, could be flown by as 
little as two people, and had user-friendly computer screens rather than the 
many dials and gauges that were in the earlier versions of the airplane.  Henry 
said that because of these suspicions, he asked the agent who had initially taken 
the call to call the Pan Am manager back and ask some follow-up questions, 
such as how automated a 747-400 airplane was.   



 

108 

2. Initial checks for information  

Henry also ran name searches in ACS and learned that the name 
“Moussaoui” was predominantly Lebanese.  Henry did not find any 
information in ACS about Zacarias Moussaoui.  Henry learned that the last 
name “Moussaoui,” which did appear in ACS records in several places, was 
most often attached to individuals from Lebanon and the terrorist organization 
Hizbollah.   

Henry contacted an SSA in FBI Headquarters who he knew and who we 
call “Jack.”  He worked in the unit in ITOS that handled cases dealing with 
Hizbollah.  In addition, Gary notified Jack that the Minneapolis FBI had 
opened a full field intelligence investigation on Moussaoui.   

Henry obtained from Pan Am Moussaoui’s passport information and 
learned that Moussaoui had entered the U.S. on a French passport from 
London, England.  Henry sent an e-mail on August 15 to the FBI’s Paris Legat 
requesting any available information on Moussaoui from the French 
authorities.  Henry also requested similar information from the FBI’s London 
Legat.   

Also on August 15, at the request of the FBI an INS agent assigned to the 
Minneapolis JTTF ascertained from INS records that Moussaoui had stayed 
beyond the 90-day time limit allowed by his entry into the United States under 
the Visa Waiver Program.  The INS agent reported to Henry that Moussaoui 
therefore was subject to arrest on immigration charges for overstaying his 
permitted time of entry.   

3. The investigation continues 

On August 16, Henry and two INS agents who worked on the JTTF 
began conducting interviews and collecting information about Moussaoui.  The 
FBI interviewed Moussaoui’s flight instructor at Pan Am, an experienced pilot 
and flight instructor for several years. He characterized Moussaoui as unlike 
any other student with whom he had ever worked.  He told the agents that 
Moussaoui seemed to have a genuine interest in aviation but Moussaoui had no 
background in any type of sophisticated aircraft systems and had only 
approximately 50 hours of flight training in light civil aircraft that did not 
resemble a 747-400 plane.  The agents also learned that Moussaoui had stated 
that he was attending flight school to go on a “joy ride” and that he claimed 



 

109 

that he would “love” to fly a simulated flight from London’s Heathrow Airport 
to New York’s John F. Kennedy Airport in one of his scheduled simulator 
sessions.   

According to the flight instructor, Moussaoui also showed a particular 
interest in the “mode control panel” of the flight simulator, which is the 
machinery that enables computerized flying.  Moussaoui had demonstrated that 
he already knew how to use the mode control panel during the one simulator 
session that he had completed.  Henry told the OIG that he found this 
information ominous because of Moussaoui’s statement that he was attending 
flight school to go on a “joy ride.”  This concerned Henry because, based on 
his experience as a pilot, he knew that a joy ride consists of actually flying the 
plane, not allowing the computer to do the flying.   

The flight instructor also reported that although he had initially raised the 
subject, Moussaoui had seemed extremely interested in the aircraft doors and 
their operation and that Moussaoui seemed surprised to learn that the doors 
could not be opened during flight because of the air pressurization in the cabin.   

The flight instructor described Moussaoui as amiable but also “extremely 
reticent” to discuss his background.  The flight instructor said that in a 
conversation in which he told Moussaoui about a well-known aviation accident 
involving a group of Muslims, the flight instructor asked Moussaoui whether 
he was Muslim.  After reacting with surprise and caution, Moussaoui stated 
that he was not.   

The flight instructor provided the agents with the name of the hotel where 
Moussaoui was staying.  The flight instructor said that he had seen Moussaoui 
in the company of another Middle Eastern male and gave a description of their 
vehicle.   

4. The decision to arrest Moussaoui  

On August 16, the agents learned that Moussaoui’s next scheduled 
training session was that evening.  Henry asked the INS agents to arrest 
Moussaoui in order to prevent him from receiving any further training.  Henry 
said that he was concerned that if Moussaoui completed the training and was 
later arrested and deported, he would be able to use his training in the future.  
Henry said that he wanted to arrest Moussaoui because “there were enough 
indications that [Moussaoui’s behavior] was sinister.”  Henry also noted that 
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Moussaoui had paid for his training in cash, which Henry described as 
“unusual,” since most of the students are pilots whose training is paid for by 
the airline which employs them.  In addition, Henry said that the fact that 
Moussaoui was not a typical student, since he was not a new or experienced 
pilot and did not even have a pilot’s license, was another factor that made 
Henry suspicious of him.  These characteristics were inconsistent with students 
the Pan Am representatives had dealt with before.   

Henry spoke on the telephone with SSA Jack in FBI Headquarters about 
the decision to arrest Moussaoui.  According to Henry, Jack suggested that it 
would be better to conduct surveillance of Moussaoui and his companion rather 
than to immediately arrest Moussaoui.  This surveillance would allow Henry to 
collect more information about Moussaoui’s connections to others and his 
intentions.  Henry told Jack, however, that the decision already had been made 
to arrest Moussaoui because the Minneapolis FBI was concerned about him 
receiving any more flight training.   

Jack told the OIG that, in most cases, conducting surveillance and asking 
the CIA to check its records on information already collected, such as the hotel 
records, is advisable because it results in obtaining additional information about 
the subject.  However, Jack said that he also understood the Minneapolis FBI’s 
position that it wanted to arrest Moussaoui immediately to prevent him from 
receiving additional training.   

After discussing the issue with Jack, Henry called his supervisor, Gary, to 
discuss Jack’s position that Moussaoui should be put under surveillance.  Gary 
told the OIG that he also believed that it was necessary to arrest Moussaoui to 
prevent him from receiving further training.  In addition, Gary believed that it 
was appropriate for the field office to decide to make an arrest, even if FBI 
Headquarters disagreed, and he advised Henry to go ahead with the arrest.97   

 

(continued) 

97 We recognize that there were good arguments to be made for either arresting 
Moussaoui or for conducting additional surveillance on him.  For example, if the agents had 
waited to arrest Moussaoui and conducted surveillance, they may have uncovered more 
information about his associates and his plans.  On the other hand, there are serious risks 
involved in trying to surveil an individual – especially a transient one like Moussaoui – who 
could slip away and be lost altogether.  Further, as Henry noted, if Moussaoui were allowed 
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5. Moussaoui’s arrest  

At approximately 5:00 p.m. on August 16, Henry and three other agents, 
two of who were INS agents, went to Moussaoui’s hotel to arrest him.  They 
stopped Moussaoui and another man as they were getting into a car outside of 
their hotel.  Henry and one of the INS agents questioned Moussaoui about his 
immigration status.  Moussaoui claimed that he was in the country legally and 
that he had a paper in his hotel room that would prove this. 

In response to questions about his immigration status, Moussaoui 
presented his passport case to the agents.  The passport case contained a bank 
statement indicating that Moussaoui had deposited $32,000 in cash upon 
arriving in the United States.  The passport contained a Pakistani visa 
indicating that Moussaoui had been in Pakistan for two months – December 9, 
2000, to February 7, 2001.   

The agents accompanied Moussaoui into his hotel room where  
Moussaoui produced an INS document.  The document indicated that 
Moussaoui had filed with the INS an application for an extension of stay, but 
there was no evidence that any extension had been granted.98   

Moussaoui’s hotel room was scattered with papers.  Henry asked if the 
agents could search the room to see if they could find additional documents 
that would indicate Moussaoui was in the country legally.  Moussaoui refused 
this request and refused to allow the agents to search the room or his 
possessions. 

Because it was clear at that point that Moussaoui was in the country 
illegally, the INS agents arrested him.  Incident to the arrest, they searched 
Moussaoui and the bag he had been carrying.  They found a knife in his pocket, 
cash in his money belt, and flight-training materials from Pan Am in the bag.   

 
(continued) 
to continue his training and later was deported without any criminal charges, he would have 
achieved his goal of obtaining flight training that could be used at a later time.   

98 In certain circumstances non-immigrant visitors are permitted an extension to stay 
beyond the initial period allowed by the INS upon entry into the country.  Pursuant to the 
requirements of the Visa Waiver Program, however, Moussaoui would not have been 
eligible for such an extension.   
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The other man with Moussaoui at the time of his arrest was Hussein Ali 
Hassan Al-Attas (Al-Attas), the owner of the car.  The agents detained Al-
Attas, who consented to a search of his car.  The agents found in the car 
another knife, which Moussaoui admitted was his.   

Henry and one of the INS agents remained at the hotel to conduct an 
interview of Al-Attas in the hotel room.  The other two agents took Moussaoui 
into custody and transported him to the INS District Office for processing.   

6. Search of hotel room and Al-Attas’ possessions  

According to FBI documents, prior to interviewing Al-Attas the agents 
asked for and received his permission to search some bags that were within his 
reach in the hotel room.  To check for weapons, the agents opened several bags 
that Al-Attas told them belonged to Moussaoui.  The agents noticed in the bags 
a laptop computer, spiral notebooks, numerous aviation study materials, a 
cellular telephone, and a small “walkie-talkie” radio.  The agents did not search 
these items further.   

With the assistance of Al-Attas, the agents collected Moussaoui’s 
belongings, including his bags and papers, from the hotel.  Moussaoui 
subsequently gave verbal permission for the FBI to store his belongings at the 
INS District Office, but he refused to allow his belongings to be searched.   

At the hotel, Al-Attas gave the agents permission to search the room and 
Al-Attas’ belongings in the room.  From the search of Al Attas’ belongings, the 
agents obtained telephone numbers, personal address books, credit card and 
bank records, and numerous personal documents.  The agents found several 
sheets of paper written in Arabic, which Al-Attas identified as his will, and a 
pamphlet advising how to prepare a will.99  In addition, the agents found a 
partially completed application for a Pakistani visa, padded gloves, shin 
guards, binoculars, hiking boots, Power Point 2002 computer software, and a 
document indicating that Moussaoui intended to purchase a handheld Global 
Positioning System receiver and rent a camcorder.   

 
99 The sheets of paper identified by Al-Attas as his will were in a mailing envelope.   
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7. Interview of Al-Attas  

Henry and an INS agent interviewed Al-Attas at the hotel.  During the 
interview, Al-Attas – a 21-year-old Yemeni citizen whose family was living in 
Saudi Arabia – stated that he was in the United States on a student visa and had 
been an undergraduate student at the University of Oklahoma for several years.  
He provided documentation to the agents indicating that he had a valid student 
visa that had first been issued in 1995 and that he met the requirements for 
residing in the United States with the student visa.   

Al-Attas stated that approximately one month earlier, he had moved into 
an apartment near the University of Oklahoma, in Norman, Oklahoma, with an 
acquaintance.  Unbeknownst to Al-Attas, Moussaoui had just before that 
moved into the apartment with the same acquaintance.100  Al-Attas said that he 
had known Moussaoui for six months and had met him through the mosque in 
Norman that Al-Attas attended regularly.  He said that Moussaoui was studying 
aviation in Norman at the time that they first met.   

Al-Attas said that he had accompanied Moussaoui to Minnesota as a 
friend and was not enrolled in any flight school.  Al-Attas also stated that he 
knew Moussaoui only by the name of “Shaqil” and that Moussaoui did not 
reveal his last name.   

Al-Attas described Moussaoui as an extremely religious Muslim who had 
gained a reputation at the mosque for being too hard-line and outspoken.  
According to the EC prepared by Henry about the interview, Al-Attas was 
asked if he had ever heard Moussaoui “make a plan to kill those who harm 
Muslims and in so doing become a martyr.”  Al-Attas responded that he “may 
have heard him do so, but that because it is not in his [Al-Attas’] own heart to 
carry out acts of this nature, he claimed that he kept himself from actually 
hearing and understanding.” 

The Minneapolis agents determined that Moussaoui had traveled to 
Pakistan, as well as to Morocco, Saudi Arabia, and Europe.  They also obtained 
the first and last names of one associate of Moussaoui’s in Oklahoma and the 

 
100 The acquaintance was an Indian Muslim.  The FBI ran a name check in its computer 

records for Ali but found no information on him.   
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first name of another of Moussaoui’s associates in Oklahoma.101  When Al-
Attas was asked to explain why he and Moussaoui had padded gloves and shin 
guards, he responded that Moussaoui had purchased a set of each for them so 
that they could train to protect themselves against crime in the United States.  
Al-Attas also stated that Moussaoui advocated that “true Muslims must prepare 
themselves to fight,” and that at Moussaoui’s urging Al-Attas had begun 
martial arts training.   

Henry asked Al-Attas if he would be willing to go on jihad, which Henry 
told the OIG he defined for Al-Attas as “holy war.”  Al-Attas said he knew 
what it meant, and he would be willing to fight, but currently he was studying.   

Al-Attas also stated that Moussaoui believed it is the highest duty of 
Muslims to know of the suffering of Muslims in the lands where they are 
oppressed, and because the United States is full of unbelievers Muslims should 
not reside in the United States.   

In response to questions about his will, Al-Attas said that it was common 
for Muslims to write their wills and that he had written his a long time ago.  
Al-Attas also was asked why he was in possession of a partially completed visa 
application to travel to Pakistan.  He responded that he had been asked by his 
family to go there to research treatments for liver cancer to assist an uncle 
living in Saudi Arabia.   

Al-Attas said that he and Moussaoui planned to travel around the United 
States for two weeks after Moussaoui’s training was completed.  According to 
Henry’s EC, Al-Attas could not explain how he would be able to start his 
college classes at the end of the month if he was planning to travel with 
Moussaoui.   

Al-Attas was not detained but was asked to come to the INS District 
Office the next day for further questioning, which he agreed to do. 

Henry told the OIG that after the Al-Attas interview, he was 
unequivocally “convinced . . . a hundred percent that Moussaoui was a bad 
actor, was probably a professional Mujahedin and this wasn’t a joyride, that he 

 
101 FBI records show that these two names were later checked in ACS, but no 

information was found on them.   
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was completely bent on use of this aircraft for destructive purposes.”  Henry 
also stated that he believed that Al-Attas was “telling us as much as he could 
culturally” that Moussaoui was involved in a “plot.”    

8. Interview of Moussaoui  
After interviewing Al-Attas on August 16, Henry and an INS agent 

interviewed Moussaoui that same evening in detention in the INS offices near 
Minneapolis.   Henry told the OIG he believed that Moussaoui was 
“combative” and “deceptive” throughout the interview. 

According to Henry’s later 26-page EC documenting the Minneapolis 
FBI’s investigation of Moussaoui (which we discuss in detail in Section E 
below), Moussaoui stated he had come to the United States to be a pilot and 
had been a student at the Airman Flight School in Norman, Oklahoma.  He said 
that he had taken the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) written exam to 
become a pilot but had failed it.  Moussaoui said the instructors in Oklahoma 
told him that he was not cut out to be a pilot.  He said that he was determined 
to “follow his dream” of flying a “big airplane,” and for pure enjoyment he had 
enrolled in the flight simulator training course at Pan Am in Minneapolis.  He 
said that once he completed the simulator course, he planned to return to his 
efforts to obtain a pilot’s license.  Moussaoui stated several times during the 
interview that it was very important for him to return to finish the flight 
simulator training. 

Henry reported that Moussaoui could not identify his source of income.  
Moussaoui claimed to have worked as a freelance marketing researcher and at 
various other business ventures, one of which involved an Indonesian 
telephone card company.  According to Henry, however, Moussaoui could not 
provide a convincing explanation for the $32,000 in his checking account, and 
he was unable to provide an approximate income for the previous year. 

Moussaoui said that he had traveled to Malaysia, Indonesia, and Pakistan 
in connection with an Indonesian business, as well as to Morocco, Saudi 
Arabia, and all over Europe.  When asked why his passport did not reflect entry 
or exit stamps for Indonesia or Malaysia, Moussaoui stated that the passport 
had been issued recently to replace one that had been ruined in the washing 
machine.  Moussaoui refused to answer whether he went anywhere else outside 
of Pakistan while he was in Pakistan and, according to Henry, became upset 
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that he was being asked about his travels to Pakistan.102  Moussaoui denied that 
he had ever had any weapons training, but Henry believed he was deceptive in 
this response. 

Moussaoui was questioned about his religious beliefs.  He stated that he 
considered himself a religious Muslim and that he followed the Islamic 
practice of praying five times per day and helping his fellow Muslim brothers.  
When asked about his feelings about the treatment of Palestinians in Israel, 
Moussaoui said that it made him sad but denied that it made him angry.  When 
asked whether he had spoken openly about hurting people in retaliation for 
what was happening in Israel, he stated that he needed to think about the 
question, and ultimately he refused to answer it. 

When asked what his immediate plans had been after his flight simulator 
training, Moussaoui stated that he and Al-Attas had planned to travel to New 
York to see the sights and to Denver, Colorado, to do some unspecified 
business with United Airlines.  He said he then planned to go to Oklahoma and 
then return to the United Kingdom. 

9. Minneapolis FBI’s consultation with Minneapolis United 
States Attorney’s Office  

During the evening of August 16, after Moussaoui’s arrest, Gary paged 
the “duty attorney” at the Minneapolis United States Attorney’s Office 
(USAO), who that evening was an Assistant United States Attorney (AUSA) 
who we call “Wesley.”  Gary left a message for Wesley stating that he needed 
to discuss a criminal search warrant.  According to Wesley, when he called 
Gary back around 8:00 p.m., Gary told him that the FBI no longer needed a 
search warrant immediately because the FBI was holding onto his belongings 
while he was being detained.  Gary told him that he would get back in touch 
the next day to discuss the issue further.  Wesley told Gary that when he called 
back the next day he should talk to the supervisor who was the coordinator for 
terrorism matters, an AUSA who we call “Megan.”   

 
102 Henry said he knew that persons interested in attending terrorist training camps in 

Afghanistan were known to enter Pakistan first and cross the border into Afghanistan, with 
no indication on their passports of having traveled to Afghanistan.   



 

117 

Gary told the OIG that he had called the USAO because he was unsure 
whether a criminal search warrant could be obtained, since Moussaoui was 
arrested by the INS on an immigration violation.  According to Gary, he 
provided Wesley with a hypothetical with little information, because Gary was 
not sure how much information he was permitted to share with the USAO in 
light of the fact that the investigation was opened as an intelligence 
investigation and not a criminal investigation.  Gary said that he asked Wesley 
if they were “close” to getting a criminal search warrant, and Wesley told him 
that it “sounds close” but that Gary should “freeze the scene” and call Megan 
the next day, since Wesley was not familiar with that type of case.   

Wesley told the OIG that, based on what he was told at the time, he had 
believed that there was sufficient probable cause to obtain a criminal search 
warrant.  He added that if the Minneapolis FBI had wanted to obtain the search 
warrant that evening, he would have sought the warrant and would not have 
needed supervisory approval to do so.   

Following his conversation with Gary, Wesley called Megan on her cell 
phone and left her a message about the case.  The next day, Wesley drafted a 
memorandum to Megan summarizing his conversation with Gary, in which he 
wrote, “The FBI would like to search the computer, and likely the other 
property.  The suspect is being held, and questioned, by INS.  [Gary] said that 
he will be off today, and that [another Minneapolis FBI agent] or [Henry] will 
stop by today to talk with you about the case.”   

Megan told the OIG that Wesley conveyed to her in his message on the 
evening of August 16 that the Minneapolis FBI had arrested Moussaoui and 
was interested in obtaining a search warrant, but not that night.  When the 
USAO did not hear back from the Minneapolis FBI, Megan called Henry the 
next day, August 17, and left a message for him.  According to Megan, Henry 
did not return her call until August 20.  He told her that according to the 
Attorney General Guidelines he could not discuss the case with her without 
FBI Headquarters and DOJ approval, since the case had been opened as an 
intelligence matter.   

Megan told the OIG that she did not know if probable cause existed 
before September 11 to obtain a criminal search warrant in the Moussaoui case.  
However, she stated her belief that if the FBI had indicated that it was ready to 
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pursue the search warrant, it would have been the “normal course” for the 
USAO to try to obtain the warrant.   

10. Al-Attas’ arrest  

On August 17, the day after Moussaoui’s arrest and Al-Attas’ interview at 
the hotel, Al-Attas came to the INS District Office, as requested by the FBI, and 
was interviewed again by FBI and INS agents.  During this second interview, Al-
Attas stated that Moussaoui had associated with two Pakistani flight instructors 
and two flight students in Oklahoma, one from Saudi Arabia and one from 
Bahrain.  In addition, Al-Attas said that Moussaoui followed the teachings of a 
sheikh, whose identity Moussaoui had not revealed to Al-Attas because 
Moussaoui believed that Al-Attas would not approve of this sheikh’s views.103  
When asked if the person was Usama Bin Laden, Al-Attas stated that he did not 
believe so, and that the only reference Moussaoui had made to Bin Laden was to 
comment on his appearance on television.  Al-Attas also gave the agents the first 
and last names of one associate of Moussaoui’s in Oklahoma and the first name 
of another of Moussaoui’s associates in Oklahoma.104   

During this interview, Al-Attas admitted that he had worked while he was 
going to school at the University of Oklahoma.  Because this was a violation of 
his student visa, the INS arrested Al-Attas and took him into custody.   

Also on August 17, Henry and other agents interviewed Moussaoui 
again, and documented the results of the interview. 

11. Second interview of Moussaoui 

On August 17, Henry and other agents interviewed Moussaoui again.  
According to Henry’s 26-page EC, which included information about both 
interviews, Moussaoui attempted to appear cooperative at the start of the 
August 17 interview but became “increasingly angry” as the questions focused 
on his source of financial support, his reasons for flight training, and his 

 
103 A sheikh is “a venerable old man, a chief” or “the head of an Arab family, or of a 

clan or tribe; also, the chief magistrate of an Arab village.”   
104 FBI records show that these two names were later checked in ACS, but no 

information was found on them.   
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religious beliefs.  He was asked again to explain the source of his income, and 
he offered for the first time that he had received money from friends in the 
United Kingdom and from a friend in Germany for whom he could only recall 
a first name.  Henry wrote that questions about materials in Moussaoui’s laptop 
“provoked an extremely strong emotional reaction” in Moussaoui. 

The agents told Moussaoui that they believed that he was an extremist, 
“intent on using his past and future aviation training in furtherance of a terrorist 
goal.”  He was asked to provide the name of his group, the religious scholars 
whom they followed, and to describe his plan in detail.  Henry reported that 
Moussaoui was “visibly surprised” at the question about his membership in a 
group and that the FBI was aware of his fundamentalist beliefs.  Moussaoui 
repeated he was in the United States to enjoy using a simulator for a big plane.  
According to Henry’s 26-page EC, Moussaoui then requested an immigration 
lawyer, and the questioning was therefore halted. 

D. Expedited deportation order  
After the INS arrested Moussaoui on August 16, it initiated the process 

for deporting him.  Because he had entered the country under the terms of the 
Visa Waiver Program, he was subject to the “expedited removal” process.  As 
a condition of entering the United States under this program, Moussaoui 
waived any right to contest the deportation.  For this reason, the deportation 
process consisted of paperwork prepared by an INS official, with no hearing 
before an immigration judge.   

The deportation order for Moussaoui was signed on August 17, 2001.  
Henry told the OIG that he had been informed by the INS agent who had 
conducted the interviews with him that persons who had entered the country 
under the Visa Waiver Program and overstayed were not entitled to an appeal 
and would therefore be deported very quickly.  Henry’s supervisor, Gary, said 
that he also had been told by INS officials that Moussaoui could only be held 
for seven to ten days before he would be deported.  As a result, the 
Minneapolis FBI believed that Moussaoui’s deportation was imminent.   
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E. Discussion regarding search warrant  

1. Henry’s 26-page EC  

After Moussaoui’s arrest, Henry prepared a 26-page EC that provided a 
lengthy description of the facts of the case.  The EC set forth the information 
obtained from the flight school, the information from the two interviews of 
Moussaoui and the two interviews of Al-Attas, and the information obtained 
from the items in Moussaoui and Al-Attas’ possession when they were 
arrested.   

The EC, which was uploaded into ACS on August 20, included some of 
Henry’s assessments of Moussaoui’s and Al-Attas’ behavior.  It described 
Moussaoui as “extremely evasive” and “extremely agitated” when asked about 
his religious beliefs, overseas travel and associates, and the source of his 
financial support.  Henry also wrote that he believed, based on Moussaoui’s 
demeanor, Moussaoui was being deceptive when he denied any weapons 
training.  Henry also wrote that Al-Attas was being “deceptive in trying to 
minimize both his understanding of and involvement in whatever Moussaoui 
was planning to do.” 

Henry concluded the EC by stating, “Minneapolis believes that 
Moussaoui is an Islamic extremist preparing for some future act in furtherance 
of radical fundamentalist goals.”  In support of this conclusion, Henry wrote: 

The numerous inconsistencies in his story, his two month 
long trip to Pakistan which ended less than three weeks before 
his coming to the U.S., and his inability to explain his source of 
financial support all give cause to believe he is conspiring to 
commit a terrorist act, especially when this information is 
combined with his extremist views as described by Al-Attas in 
his sworn statement.  

As Moussaoui was in the process of gathering the most 
knowledge and skill possible in order to learn to fly the Boeing 
747-400, Minneapolis believes that his plan involved an aircraft 
of this type.  This is especially compelling when considering 
that the 400 series of this aircraft has a smaller flight crew and is 
more automated than other versions, lending itself to simpler 
operation by relative novices.  His request of Pan Am that he be 
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permitted to fly a simulated flight from London’s Heathrow 
Airport to New York’s JFK Airport is suggestive and gives 
Minneapolis reason to believe that he may have been attempting 
to simulate a flight under the conditions which he would operate 
while putting his plan into motion in the future.   

Henry wrote that the Minneapolis FBI believed “Moussaoui, Al-Attas 
and others yet unknown [were] conspiring to commit violations of [federal 
anti-terrorism statutes].”  Quoting from one of the statutes, Henry wrote that 
Moussaoui and Al-Attas were “attempting or conspiring to destroy or damage 
any structure, conveyance, or other real or personal property within the United 
States.”  See 18 U.S.C. § 2332b.  In addition, Henry wrote that the Minneapolis 
FBI believed Moussaoui was engaging in flight training for the purpose of 
conspiring to use an airplane in the commission of a terrorist act.  In support of 
this, Henry noted Moussaoui’s possession of knives and his preparation 
through physical training for violent confrontation.  Henry wrote that 
Moussaoui’s “plan is believed to involve the performance of violence or 
incapacitation of individuals on aircraft.”  The EC further stated that 
Minneapolis considered the matter to be urgent.   

At the conclusion of the EC, Henry wrote, “Minneapolis believes that the 
preponderance of information to be gained from future investigation will 
concern the specific criminal acts set forth above.  However, as there is reason 
to believe that Moussaoui and Al-Attas are part of a larger international radical 
fundamentalist group, [the intelligence investigation] will remain open and a 
[criminal investigation] will be opened.”   

Through the EC, Henry also sent out several leads, including leads to FBI 
Headquarters, the Paris and London Legats, and the Oklahoma City Field 
Office.  In the leads to the London and Paris Legats, Henry requested that they 
provide the EC to the British and French governments and report to 
Minneapolis any information developed on Moussaoui or any of his associates 
“yet unknown.”  The lead to the Oklahoma City FBI asked it to fully identify 
all of the individuals from that area who had surfaced in the investigation, 
including a request to further investigate Al-Attas.   

With respect to the lead to FBI Headquarters, Henry requested that FBI 
Headquarters “expeditiously” obtain permission from OIPR for the 
Minneapolis FBI to contact the Minneapolis USAO to discuss the merits of 

---
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prosecution; to seek a criminal search warrant for Moussaoui’s belongings, 
residences, and vehicles; and to obtain subpoenas for his telephone and 
financial records.105   

Henry also sent an e-mail to the SSA who we call Jack in FBI 
Headquarters on Sunday, August 19, providing an update on the case.   

Henry wrote that both Moussaoui and Al-Attas were in custody on INS 
violations.  Henry reported that the Minneapolis FBI was planning to open a 
criminal investigation on Moussaoui and was seeking permission to contact the 
USAO.  Henry explained his desire to obtain a criminal search warrant to 
search Moussaoui’s possessions from the hotel room, including his laptop 
computer, cellular telephone, and other documentary material, and also 
Moussaoui’s property in his residence in Norman, Oklahoma.106  Henry wrote 
that he thought that a search of Moussaoui’s things could “reveal detailed 
information regarding his plans and associates worldwide.  He’s obviously 
well-funded and highly motivated.” 

Henry also e-mailed the 26-page EC to Jack the next day, Monday, 
August 20.  In the e-mail accompanying the EC, Henry again requested that 
FBI Headquarters obtain permission to allow Minneapolis to contact the 
Minneapolis USAO for a search warrant “as soon as possible.”  In the e-mail, 
Henry reported that Al-Attas was being released on bail and was returning to 
Oklahoma, where he could potentially “destroy incriminating evidence.”  
Henry concluded the e-mail by writing, “[p]lease let me know as soon as [the 
Department] gives the go-ahead.  We’re all counting on you!”107  

 

(continued) 

105As discussed in Chapter Two, the 1995 Procedures provided that when an 
intelligence investigation was open and no FISA techniques had yet been employed, an FBI 
field office had to obtain permission through FBI Headquarters from the Criminal Division, 
not from OIPR, to contact the local USAO.   

106 According to Henry, the Minneapolis FBI was aware of the requirement that to open 
a criminal investigation Minneapolis had to establish a “wall” between the criminal 
investigation and the intelligence investigation.  He said that the Minneapolis FBI had 
planned for Henry to remain the agent for the intelligence investigation and for a different 
agent to handle the criminal investigation.   

107 In addition, in an e-mail dated August 21 to FBI Headquarters, Gary, and another 
Minneapolis FBI agent, Henry wrote, “It’s imperative that the [United States Secret Service] 
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2. Assignment of Moussaoui investigation at FBI Headquarters  

According to Jack, he reviewed Henry’s EC on August 20 and noticed 
that Hizbollah was not mentioned.  This indicated to Jack that the case did not 
belong in his unit.  Rather, because of the lack of information about any 
particular terrorist group and the extremist view described to Moussaoui in the 
EC, Jack believed that the case belonged in the ITOS’ Radical Fundamentalist 
Unit (RFU).  Cases that could not be linked to a specific group or substantive 
unit and involved radical extremist allegations are assigned to the RFU.   

That same day Jack discussed the EC with his Unit Chief, who instructed 
him to give the matter to the RFU and walk the EC over to that unit.  Jack 
therefore gave the 26-page EC to the RFU Unit Chief who we call “Don.”108  
Don told the OIG that at the time there were four SSAs in the RFU.  Don 
assigned the matter to one of them, an SSA who we call “Martin,” based on the 
availability and workload of the staff at the time.  An IOS assigned to work 
with Martin, who we call “Robin,” also was assigned to the Moussaoui case.  
Henry was informed that the investigation had been reassigned to Martin in the 
RFU.   

Martin had joined the FBI in 1988 as a special agent and spent his first 
three and a half years conducting bank fraud and embezzlement investigations 

 
(continued) 
be apprised of this threat potential indicated by the evidence contained in the EC.  If 
[Moussaoui] seizes an aircraft flying from Heathrow to NYC, it will have the fuel on board 
to reach DC.”  Henry told the OIG that he believed that the Secret Service, in its role of 
protecting the President, needed to be advised of Moussaoui because he posed a threat to the 
White House.  Henry knew that Moussaoui had received training to fly a 747-400 and if 
Moussaoui hijacked an airplane and flew from Heathrow to New York, the airplane would 
have enough fuel to be diverted to Washington.  According to Henry, he never got a 
response to this e-mail.    

108 As discussed in Chapter Three, Don had been the Unit Chief of the RFU since May 
2001.  He became an FBI agent in 1987 and spent eight years in the Newark Division.  
Between 1990 and 1995, he worked international terrorism matters on the Newark 
counterterrorism squad.  In 1995, he was promoted to an SSA position in a unit other than 
the RFU in ITOS in FBI Headquarters.  In 1998, he became the supervisor of a 
counterterrorism squad in the Miami Division and remained there until his promotion to the 
Unit Chief of RFU in 2001.     
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in Colorado.  In February 1992, he entered a language program at the Defense 
Language Institute in Monterey, California, to study Arabic for more than two 
years.  After completing the language course, in September 1994 he became an 
agent on the counterterrorism squad of the Washington Field Office, where he 
worked exclusively on international terrorism matters, including the bombing 
of the Khobar Towers in Saudi Arabia in 1996.  In November 1999, Martin 
was promoted to be a Supervisory Special Agent in the RFU.   

IOS Robin began working for the FBI in 1976 in a clerical position.  In 
1980, she was promoted to a paralegal specialist position, where she handled 
Freedom of Information Act requests.  In 1993, she was promoted to the IOS 
position and assigned to a substantive unit in ITOS.  In approximately 1994, 
the RFU was formed, and Robin was assigned to that newly created unit.  In 
2001, Robin had responsibility for terrorism matters with a connection to two 
African countries.   

3. Prior relationship between the Minneapolis FBI and RFU  
The Moussaoui matter was not the first time that the Minneapolis FBI 

and the RFU worked together.  Unfortunately, the earlier matters resulted in 
disputes and significant friction between the two offices.  We believe this past 
history, which we discuss briefly here, affected how the two offices interacted 
on the Moussaoui case.   

Several FBI employees told the OIG that the Minneapolis FBI’s 
counterterrorism squad had conflicts with the RFU that preceded Martin and 
continued after Martin came to the RFU.  The RFU Unit Chief who preceded 
Don, who we call “Dan,” told the OIG that the SSA who had been the 
supervisor of the Minneapolis counterterrorism squad until the first week of 
August 2001 – who we call “Charles,” had conflicts with the RFU SSA who 
had preceded Martin and that Dan had helped Charles in dealing with those 
conflicts.  Dan added that the Minneapolis FBI counterterrorism squad had a 
reputation for saying “the sky is falling.”   

By contrast, Charles told the OIG that the RFU “raised the bar” for what 
was needed for the Minneapolis FBI to accomplish what it wanted.  For 
example, Charles said that Martin had not supported the Minneapolis FBI’s 
recommendation that the FBI seek the designation of a particular organization 
as a terrorist organization by the State Department.  Charles said that Martin 
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had forwarded to Don an e-mail exchange between Charles and Martin that 
arose out of this conflict, and that Don e-mailed Charles to say that he wanted 
to discuss the problem.  Charles said he spoke to Don about a week after the e-
mail and that Don told him that he did not have a full complement of SSAs in 
the unit and that Charles had to deal with the personnel that were in the unit.   

Charles also told the OIG that Martin treated Henry like he was a new 
employee.  Charles said that, while Henry only had two years of FBI 
experience, he had a significant intelligence background based on his work 
with the Navy.  According to Charles, Martin had “a track history of not giving 
[Henry] much respect.”   

Don told the OIG that soon after his arrival as unit chief in June 2001, he 
had a telephone conversation with Charles about the prior conflicts between the 
Minneapolis FBI and the RFU, including conflicts with the SSA who preceded 
Martin, the former unit chief, and Martin.  Don stated that Charles told him that 
there had been “personality conflicts” and that he did not believe that the RFU 
had supported the Minneapolis FBI sufficiently.  In particular, Don said 
Charles discussed Martin’s lack of support for Minneapolis’ recommendation 
that the FBI attempt to have a particular organization designated as a foreign 
terrorist organization by the State Department.  Don told the OIG that he 
advised Charles that he wanted the disputes between the two offices to end and 
that if Charles had a problem with the RFU, he should address it with Don.   

Martin told the OIG that he was aware that there had been prior conflicts 
between Minneapolis and others in the RFU.  He said that his understanding 
was that Minneapolis had made some errors in their handling of matters with 
other SSAs, such as initiating electronic surveillance before the FISA order had 
actually been signed.  Martin stated that his problems in his dealings with the 
Minneapolis office began when the conflict with Charles arose over the 
designation of an organization as a terrorist organization by the State 
Department.  Martin told the OIG that he did not believe that it was appropriate 
to pursue the designation, based on information that he had obtained from the 
FBI’s IOS who had responsibility for the particular organization for the FBI 
and from the CIA program manager who handled the particular organization 
for the CIA.  Martin said that Charles believed that Martin was attempting to 
undermine his efforts.  Martin believed that Charles also had “tak[en] offense” 
when he pointed out mistakes that were made by Minneapolis, such as failing 
to “minimize” a conversation recorded pursuant to a FISA warrant.   
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Henry told the OIG that he was “unhappy” that the Moussaoui matter had 
been assigned to Martin because of how matters “had gone in the past.”  Henry 
said that Martin acted with an “abundance of caution” and cited examples in 
which he believed that Martin had not acted aggressively enough.  For 
example, Henry said that Martin refused to allow Minneapolis to pursue a 
criminal investigation in an intelligence investigation in which electronic 
surveillance under FISA was being conducted.  According to Henry, without 
the criminal part of the case, the intelligence case could not proceed, and 
Minneapolis wanted to continue both the criminal investigative activity and the 
electronic surveillance.  Henry told the OIG that Martin would not allow it.  
According to Henry, Minneapolis was forced to close its investigation, and 
another field office later picked up the criminal case.   

With respect to the specific case cited by Henry, Martin stated that during 
the FISA renewal process he informed OIPR and the FISA Court of the 
criminal direction the case was taking.  According to Martin, the Court did not 
have a problem with the case at that point.  However, OIPR requested a 
meeting with ITOS Section Chief Michael Rolince to discuss whether there 
was a “primary purpose” problem, and they collectively decided to shut down 
the FISA surveillance.  This was conveyed to the Minneapolis FBI, which in 
turn discontinued surveillance on the target.  Martin told the OIG that at no 
time did he instruct Minneapolis that the criminal case could not be pursued.   

Robin told the OIG that she believed that part of the problem between 
Martin and the Minneapolis FBI was a difference in style.  According to Robin, 
Minneapolis, and field offices in general, usually wanted things done 
immediately.  She said, however, that Martin was very “laid back” and that “he 
doesn’t get all riled up and stirred up about things.  He just – he’s not a spin-
through-the-roof kind of guy.  But he gets everything done and it’s not that he 
doesn’t do them timely.  He just doesn’t get excited about stuff.”   

Former RFU Unit Chief Dan also described the differences between the 
Minneapolis FBI and Martin as a “clash of personalities.”  He described Martin 
as “low key” but “professional,” and said that Charles was “more animated.”  
Another IOS in the RFU who worked with the Minneapolis agents and Martin 
also described the problems as a “personality conflict.”  He described Martin as 
“methodical” and said that he had an “even keel” approach.  He described the 
Minneapolis agents as “aggressive” and said that with every request to FBI 
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Headquarters, their approach was “if this doesn’t happen, the world is going to 
end.”   

4. Gary seeks advice from ASAC Charles  

Gary told the OIG that on August 21 he called ASAC Charles, who was 
in training at Quantico, for guidance on how to proceed, and that Charles told 
him that he should seek a criminal warrant.  Charles said that he gave Gary this 
advice since he did not believe the Minneapolis FBI would be able to get a 
FISA warrant, not because of the facts in the Moussaoui case but because of 
his past experience with the difficulty and significant delays in obtaining FISA 
warrants.  Charles stated that, in his experience, OIPR only wanted “slam 
dunks.”   

Charles told the OIG that, as part of the training he was attending at 
Quantico at the time, Deputy Attorney General Larry Thompson had just 
recently presented at the training conference a memorandum on the issue of 
intelligence sharing dated August 6 and addressed to the Criminal Division, the 
FBI, and OIPR.  As discussed in Chapter Two, this memorandum reiterated the 
requirement of the 1995 Procedures that the Criminal Division be notified 
when there was a “reasonable indication” of a “significant federal crime” and 
that this notification was “mandatory.”109  The memorandum also stated that 

 
109 As discussed in Chapter Two, the report of the OIG’s Campaign Finance Report and 

the report of the Attorney General’s Review Team investigating the Wen Ho Lee matter 
concluded that the FBI was not complying with the notification requirement primarily 
because of a fear that any contact with the Criminal Division would negatively affect an 
existing FISA order or the FBI’s ability to obtain one in the future.  In January 2000, 
Attorney General Reno established the “Core Group,” which consisted of the FBI’s 
Assistant Directors for counterterrorism and counterintelligence, the Principal Deputy 
Attorney General, and the Counsel for OIPR.  The FBI Assistant Directors were supposed to 
provide “critical case briefings” to the Core Group, and they were to decide if the facts of 
the case warranted notification to the Criminal Division as provided for in the 1995 
Procedures.  The Core Group was disbanded in October 2000 and reconstituted in April 
2001, but the problem of lack of notification to the Criminal Division remained.  In July 
2001, the GAO issued its report recommending, among other things, that the Attorney 
General establish a policy and guidance clarifying the expectations regarding the FBI’s 
notification of the Criminal Division about potential criminal violations arising in 
intelligence investigations.   
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the standard for reasonable indication was “substantially lower” than probable 
cause, but that it required more than “a mere hunch.”  Charles told the OIG that 
he explained the new guidelines to Gary and recommended that he bring them 
to the attention of FBI Headquarters.  Charles told the OIG he believed that by 
doing this, FBI Headquarters would be forced to contact the Criminal Division, 
and that once this occurred, the Criminal Division would on its own direct the 
Minneapolis FBI to contact the USAO about a search warrant.  Gary told the 
OIG that Charles faxed the memorandum to him and that he discussed 
notifying the Criminal Division about Moussaoui with Martin on August 22, 
which we discuss below in Section F.   

Gary also said that Charles told him that if he had any problems in 
dealing with Martin that he should ask Acting SAC Roy to “go up the chain of 
command” in FBI Headquarters, and Charles provided Gary with the names of 
upper management, including Assistant Section Chief Steve Jennings, Section 
Chief Rolince, and Deputy Assistant Director James Caruso.  According to 
Gary, Charles suggested that Gary pass these names to Roy because Charles 
did not believe that Roy knew who they were.  Gary told the OIG that he 
provided these names to Roy.   

Charles also recommended that the Minneapolis FBI contact an FBI 
employee detailed to the CIA, who we call “Craig,” to request any information 
that the CIA had on Moussaoui.   

5. Henry discusses with Don pursuing criminal warrant  

According to Henry, on approximately August 21, he called RFU Unit 
Chief Don to discuss pursuing a criminal investigation of Moussaoui.  Henry 
told the OIG that Gary had already filled out the paperwork for opening a 
criminal terrorism investigation, and Henry was calling Don to let him know 
that the paperwork would soon be submitted to FBI Headquarters.   

Henry told the OIG that Don instructed him that he could not pursue the 
criminal investigation.  Henry stated that Don said to him, “You will not open 
it, you will not open a criminal case.”  Henry stated that Don asserted that if the 
Minneapolis FBI attempted some kind of criminal process from the USAO, 
such as a search warrant, and failed, it would not thereafter be able to pursue a 
FISA warrant.  According to Henry, Don also asserted that probable cause for a 
criminal search warrant was “shaky.”   
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Although Henry believed there was probable cause for a criminal 
warrant, he said that as an entry-level agent he was not in a position to argue 
with Don, a unit chief at FBI Headquarters, who was in a better position to 
judge how the FISA Court would respond to a FISA request that followed a 
failed attempt to obtain a criminal search warrant.  Henry said that although his 
supervisor, Gary, had previously prepared paperwork for opening the criminal 
investigation, Henry wrote, “Not opened per instructions of [Unit Chief Don]” 
on it after this conversation with Don.   

Don’s recollection of the conversation with Henry about pursuing a 
criminal investigation of Moussaoui differed from Henry’s.  Don told the OIG 
that his recollection was that he talked to the Acting Minneapolis ASAC, 
Charles, and that he did not speak to Henry.  Charles told the OIG, however, 
that he did not speak to Don before September 11.  We believe that Don likely 
spoke to Henry, not Charles.   

Don told the OIG that, based on his knowledge of the case, he did not 
believe there was criminal predication for a criminal search warrant.  Don 
stated that, in his opinion, Minneapolis had a “belief” that there was the 
potential for a criminal charge of conspiracy to hijack, but this was not 
supported by sufficient evidence.  Don also asserted that since Moussaoui had 
been arrested and detained on immigration charges, he could not be involved in 
a crime that was about to be committed.   

According to Don, he voiced his opinion to the Minneapolis FBI about 
the lack of criminal predication and advised that if obtaining the criminal 
warrant failed, the FBI would not be able to pursue the FISA warrant.  Don 
told the OIG he expressed in the conversation that he did not want Minneapolis 
to follow the criminal road prematurely.  However, Don asserted that at no 
time did he tell the Minneapolis FBI that it could not pursue the matter 
criminally.   

Don also stated to the OIG that he advised the Minneapolis FBI to 
consult with the Minneapolis CDC about whether probable cause for a criminal 
search warrant was present.  According to Don, he stated, “You guys need to 
go back to your CDC, you need to discuss it with your CDC, and get back to 
me and tell me your position.”  Don told the OIG that, in his opinion, giving 
this kind of advice – whether there was criminal probable cause – was the role 



 

130 

of the CDC.  He said he wanted the Minneapolis CDC to weigh in before the 
Minneapolis FBI made its decision about which way to proceed.   

Henry confirmed to the OIG that Don advised him that he should consult 
with his CDC on the matter.  After his conversation with Don, Henry met with 
Rowley to discuss whether Minneapolis should pursue the criminal 
investigation.   

Martin told the OIG that his understanding was that Don explained to the 
Minneapolis FBI the problems that could arise when a criminal investigation is 
pursued at the same time that a FISA warrant has been issued or is being 
sought.  Martin said he thought that Don had told the Minneapolis FBI, “You 
guys need to be careful.  You need to run it through your division counsel if 
you want to do a criminal investigation on this guy, because if you do that and 
you get turned down by a magistrate or even if you try to get the okay from a 
U.S. Attorney’s Office, we have to document that in our request to the FISA 
court, and we risk making it look like to the judge that we really want to get a 
criminal case, want to prosecute the guy but we didn’t have enough probable 
cause to get a criminal search warrant.”  Martin told the OIG that it was his 
understanding that Minneapolis “listened to [Don] and agreed.”   

6. CDC Rowley’s recommendation  
According to Rowley, Henry came to her office some time after his 

conversation with FBI Headquarters and conferred with her about whether to 
seek a criminal search warrant in the Moussaoui case.  Rowley said this 
occurred on or about August 22.  Rowley told the OIG that, until this point, she 
had not been actively involved in the Moussaoui investigation, although she 
had had a brief discussion with Gary on the night of Moussaoui’s arrest.   

As discussed above, Rowley was the CDC for the Minneapolis FBI.  She 
had graduated from law school in May 1980 and joined the FBI as a special 
agent in January 1981.  After working in several FBI offices on, among other 
cases, white-collar crime, drug investigations, and applicant background 
investigations, Rowley transferred to the Minneapolis FBI office in July 1990.  
Rowley said that as the CDC for the Minneapolis FBI, she spent very little of 
her time on intelligence matters.  She stated that she had attended FBI training 
on counterterrorism issues, including FISA, but that she usually was not 
involved in the FISA process.  She said that agents typically dealt with FBI 
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Headquarters on these matters and that she had only reviewed a couple of FISA 
requests.   

Rowley told the OIG that when Henry came to her office around 
August 22, he asked her what she thought about the FISA issue in the 
Moussaoui case.  He related that he had spoken to either Martin or Don 
(Rowley did not recall which one), who had suggested that the Minneapolis 
FBI would have a better chance of obtaining a warrant if it sought a FISA as 
opposed to a criminal search warrant.  She said she thought Henry may have 
mentioned something about the “smell test.”  She said that, after discussing the 
matter with Henry, like the RFU she recommended going the FISA route 
because of the “smell test.”  Rowley explained that she knew that if a FISA 
warrant was sought after an unsuccessful attempt to obtain a criminal warrant, 
it would give the appearance – or “smell” – that the true purpose for seeking 
the FISA was for criminal prosecution and the FISA warrant would be denied.  
According to Rowley, Henry’s position was that the Minneapolis FBI should 
proceed with the criminal search warrant and not worry about the smell test.  
Rowley, however, stated that the smell test was a reality and advised that it had 
to be factored into the decision.   

Additionally, Rowley said that while she thought that there was probable 
cause for a criminal search warrant, she also believed that the USAO in 
Minneapolis required a higher standard than probable cause to seek a search 
warrant.110  Because of the smell test and concerns whether the USAO would 

 

(continued) 

110 In her May 21, 2002, letter to the FBI Director, Rowley stated that she had advised 
Henry to seek the FISA warrant instead of the criminal warrant because the Minneapolis 
USAO “regularly requir[ed] much more than probable cause” and “requir[ed] an excessively 
high standard of probable cause.”  In the letter, Rowley gave as an example of this the 
Minneapolis FBI’s investigation of mailbox pipe bombings during which, she wrote, an 
AUSA declined permission to seek a search warrant despite “significant evidence” 
supporting the search warrant.  We interviewed several attorneys in the Minneapolis USAO, 
including the United States Attorney, Thomas Heffelfinger.  All the attorneys denied that the 
Minneapolis USAO required more than probable cause before seeking search warrants.    
They also stated that in cases in which the USAO determined that there was insufficient 
evidence to support a search warrant, their practice was to specify the FBI’s options, 
including what additional information was needed to support probable cause.  With respect 
to the mailbox pipe bombings case, Heffelfinger acknowledged that there had been a 
disagreement between the USAO and the FBI over whether sufficient evidence existed to 
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agree to a criminal search warrant, Rowley said that she recommended the 
avenue with the best chance of success, which she believed was seeking a 
FISA warrant instead of a criminal warrant.   

Rowley told the OIG that at the time of her discussion with Henry she 
had not discussed the Moussaoui matter with any attorneys in the National 
Security Law Unit (NSLU) or anyone else in FBI Headquarters.111  She also 
said that she had not reviewed the FISA statute or any other training materials 
about FISA warrants.  She said her advice was based on her knowledge of the 
problems with the smell test, the problems with the Minneapolis USAO, and 
“optimizing” the chances of getting a warrant by pursuing the FISA process 
first.   

Henry confirmed to us that Rowley recommended that pursuing the FISA 
warrant would be the safest route.  When we asked Rowley about the nature of 
the discussion that she had with Henry about seeking the criminal warrant, 
Rowley told the OIG that she was “helping make his decision.”  When we 
asked Rowley whose decision it was to not seek the criminal warrant – the field 
office or Headquarters – she stated: 

I thought it was kind of, I don’t know, kind of a joint thing.  I 
thought Headquarters, somebody at Headquarters had also 
recommended we try FISA first, too.  But I think maybe 
ultimately it was [Henry]’s decision to try FISA first or our field 
division’s.  

F. The FISA request  

As a result, the Minneapolis FBI began seeking a FISA warrant, instead 
of a criminal warrant, to search Moussaoui’s belongings that were being held 
by the INS.   

 
(continued) 
obtain a search warrant, but he stated that the FBI declined to pursue the additional 
investigative steps suggested by the USAO.   

111 Rowley’s only contact with anyone at FBI Headquarters about the Moussaoui matter 
was in a brief e-mail exchange with an NSLU attorney, which we discuss in Section F, 4, d 
below.   
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1. Minneapolis seeks to expedite the FISA process  

When Gary first discussed seeking a FISA search warrant for 
Moussaoui’s belongings with Martin on August 22, Gary indicated that 
Minneapolis wanted to expedite the process.  As noted above, Gary told the 
OIG that the Minneapolis FBI had been informed by INS officials that the INS 
could only hold Moussaoui for seven to ten days before deporting him.  Gary 
said that he was aware that FISA requests normally took a long time and that 
the Minneapolis FBI was concerned about expediting the process to ensure that 
the FISA warrant was obtained and executed before Moussaoui’s deportation.  
Gary said that he explained to Martin that the INS said it could only hold 
Moussaoui for seven to ten days.   

Martin told the OIG that he recalled that the Minneapolis FBI was very 
concerned about obtaining the FISA warrant quickly before the INS deported 
Moussaoui.  Martin said he explained to Gary that a way to expedite the 
process would be to seek an emergency FISA.  He also explained the process at 
FBI Headquarters for obtaining an emergency FISA, including the requirement 
for ITOS Section Chief approval.112   

Gary and Henry began preparing a FISA request while they continued the 
investigation of Moussaoui.   

2. The RFU’s assessment of the Minneapolis FBI’s FISA 
request  

At FBI Headquarters, Martin and Robin began looking into the merits of 
the Minneapolis FBI’s FISA request, based on the information about 
Moussaoui that the Minneapolis FBI had provided, primarily in the 26-page EC 
Henry had sent to FBI Headquarters about the Moussaoui investigation.   

Martin told the OIG that his reaction upon reading the 26-page EC with 
respect to obtaining a FISA warrant was that while he believed Moussaoui was 
“a dirty bird” and was probably “up to something,” there was no evidence 

 
112 As discussed in Chapter Two, although the term “emergency FISA” was used, it 

referred to obtaining an expedited FISA warrant and not the statutory emergency FISA that 
involves a warrantless search approved by the Attorney General without prior approval of 
the FISA Court.   
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linking Moussaoui to a foreign power of any kind.  Martin said that based upon 
what was in the EC, his opinion was that “there was no way” that a FISA 
warrant could be obtained because of the lack of evidence linking Moussaoui 
to a foreign power.   

Robin told the OIG that Martin informed her that Minneapolis was 
seeking a FISA search warrant and Martin provided her with a copy of the 
26-page EC to read.  She said that after reading the EC, she also believed that 
Moussaoui was “up to something.”  However, she said that after reading the 
EC she asked Martin, “Where’s the foreign power?”  In her view there was no 
evidence of a terrorist organization’s involvement with Moussaoui.  According 
to Robin, Martin agreed with her assessment that the FISA request lacked a 
connection to a foreign power.   

3. Additional information related to Moussaoui  

The Minneapolis FBI continued to collect additional information about 
persons associated with Al-Attas in connection with the posting of his bond for 
release from the INS detention facility.  In an EC written by Henry and dated 
August 22, the Minneapolis FBI reported to FBI Headquarters that Al-Attas 
had been bonded out of custody on August 20.  While he was still in custody, 
he made 13 calls to a telephone number registered to a man who had been 
identified in an earlier interview by Al-Attas as the imam – or leader, 
spokesman, and advisor – of the mosque attended by Al-Attas in Norman, 
Oklahoma.  We will call this person “Ahmed.”  Al-Attas told the Minneapolis 
agents that he had called Ahmed to request assistance in raising bond money.   

The Minneapolis FBI conducted name checks for Ahmed in FBI 
databases and learned that a person with the same name was the suspect in 
several bank robbery investigations in Memphis, Tennessee, but that he had not 
been in contact with the FBI since 1999.  The Minneapolis FBI sought to 
determine if the Ahmed who talked to Al-Attas was the same person as the 
bank robbery suspect.  The Oklahoma City Field Office informed the 
Minneapolis FBI on September 6 that it had determined that the Ahmed who 
was the assistant iman of the Norman mosque was not the same Ahmed who 
was the bank robbery suspect in Memphis.   

The Minneapolis FBI also determined that two other men were involved 
in attempting to post Al-Attas’ bond.  The first was a man who we will call 
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“James Smith,” who had gone to the INS offices in Oklahoma City to inquire 
about Al-Attas’ bond.  Smith was the imam of a local mosque.  The 
Minneapolis FBI reported that he was the subject of an Oklahoma intelligence 
investigation, but it did not state the date, status, or findings of the investigation 
on Smith.113   

In addition to Smith, the Minneapolis FBI learned that an individual, who 
we call “Mohammed Mohald,” had gone to the INS District Office near 
Minneapolis and paid Al-Attas’ bond on August 20.114  According to 
documents prepared in the case, Mohald had reported to INS officials that he 
was and had been Al-Attas’ roommate for some time, and that he knew Attas’ 
traveling companion – whom he called “Shaqir” – because they attended the 
same mosque in Norman, Oklahoma, where they all lived.  Mohald advised 
that he had been a Muslim since 1970 and had traveled to a Middle Eastern 
country in the late 1980s as part of a missionary group.115  The EC stated that a 
search in ACS revealed that Mohald had an extensive criminal history and was 
the subject of a New York criminal terrorism-related investigation.  The EC did 
not state the date, status, or findings of the investigation.   

In the EC, Henry reported suspicions about Mohald and stated that he 
believed that Mohald was involved in Moussaoui’s plan to commit a terrorist 
act along with Al-Attas.  Henry’s suspicions were based on inconsistencies 
such as Mohald stating that he was Al-Attas’ roommate, when the Minneapolis 
FBI had confirmed that Al-Attas had been living for approximately one month 
with Moussaoui and someone else at an address other than the one provided by 

 
113 The Oklahoma City Field Office reported in an EC dated August 24 that Al-Attas had 

spoken not only to Smith but also to an individual who we will call “Nabu Khalid,” who was 
the assistant imam to Smith.  The Oklahoma City FBI reported that Smith and Khalid were 
the subjects of preliminary inquiries for their suspected involvement in a terrorist cell.  This 
terrorist cell was not linked to Al Qaeda.  

114 This individual was American-born but had adopted a Muslim name.   
115 This particular missionary group is a worldwide Islamic missionary organization 

which was founded several decades ago.  As discussed below, some members of this 
missionary group used the organization as a means and as a cover to recruit individuals to 
conduct acts of terrorism and to send them to Middle Eastern countries under the guise of 
“religious training.”   
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Mohald.  In addition, while Mohald admitted to traveling to a Middle Eastern 
country in the late 1980s, ACS records showed that he was issued a visa for 
that country in April 1990 under his American name, which suggested that 
Mohald withheld information from the FBI about later trips to this Middle 
Eastern country.  Henry also found Mohald’s explanation that he had flown to 
Minneapolis to post Al-Attas’ bond so that Al-Attas could return to teach 
children at the mosque in Oklahoma to be “farfetched.”116   

Around the same time, Henry sent an e-mail to other FBI agents involved 
in the investigation asking whether he should consider getting assistance from an 
FBI psychological profiler.  He wrote, “They probably have a psych profile for 
an Islamic Martyr and could tell us if our 747 guys fit.”  According to Henry, he 
contacted an FBI field profiler in Tampa, Florida, whom Henry had met at a 
training session.  Henry told the OIG that he contacted this agent because he 
knew him and because this agent was an experienced international terrorism 
investigator.   

Henry told us that this agent provided good re-interview techniques and 
highlighted potential issues based on the information Henry gave him.  For 
example, the agent called attention to the fact that while Al-Attas was in jail, 
“the one call [Al-Attas] made was back to the mosque” and not to any family 
member.  Henry said that while Al-Attas’ parents lived in Saudi Arabia, Al-
Attas had at least one cousin and possibly two in the United States but did not 
call these relatives.   

4. Consultations with NSLU attorney Howard  
Also on August 22, at FBI Headquarters SSAs Jack and Martin each 

independently consulted with an NSLU attorney who we call “Howard” about 
the Moussaoui matter.  Martin also consulted with three other NSLU attorneys.  
We summarize first the role of NSLU attorneys, specifically with respect to 
FISA requests, before discussing the consultations between Jack and Howard, 
and between Martin and Howard.   

 
116 Henry provided the names of Ahmed, Smith, and Mohald and their available 

identifying information to the CIA for checks against CIA records.  The CIA did not report 
any information about these individuals to the FBI.   
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a. Role of NSLU attorneys  

The NSLU is part of the FBI’s Office of General Counsel in FBI 
Headquarters.  The NSLU provided advice to FBI Headquarters and field 
offices on counterterrorism and counterintelligence matters.  At the time of the 
Moussaoui case, two NSLU attorneys – who we call “Susan” and “Tim” – 
were assigned to work with ITOS substantive units.  Other NSLU attorneys, 
including Howard, were consulted by ITOS employees when Susan and Tim 
were not available.117  Marion “Spike” Bowman was the FBI’s Deputy General 
Counsel for National Security Affairs and the head of the NSLU.   

As discussed in Chapter Two, attorneys in the NSLU described their role 
as giving legal advice to their “client,” the substantive unit in ITOS that was 
seeking the advice, but they said it was up to the substantive unit to decide how 
to proceed.  NSLU attorneys spent a large amount of time handling questions 
related to FISA, including requests for warrants, execution of FISA orders, and 
dissemination of the information collected pursuant to FISA.   

NSLU attorneys usually were consulted when a question arose whether 
there was sufficient information to support the FISA request.  However, NSLU 
attorneys were not “assigned” to work on a particular FISA request or to work 
with specific SSAs.  The consultations with NSLU attorneys typically 
consisted of oral briefings by the SSA and the IOS who were handling the 
particular FISA request.  In connection with these consultations, NSLU 
attorneys did not normally receive and review the documents prepared by the 
field office or initial drafts of the LHM prepared by the SSA and IOS.  Tim 
told the OIG that SSAs would sometimes come back to the NSLU attorney 
with documents to read after an oral briefing when the SSA “was really serious 
about something.”   

After questioning the SSA and IOS, and based on the information 
provided by the SSA and the IOS, the NSLU attorney typically would provide 
verbal guidance about what was needed to support the FISA request.  Howard 
told the OIG that his role was “steering [the FBI] through the land mines and 

 
117 Howard told the OIG that he primarily worked counterintelligence matters but also 

handled counterterrorism matters as needed.  According to Howard, it was not uncommon 
for him to be consulted when Tim and Susan were unavailable.   
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helping them enhance their cases.”  Field offices did not normally participate in 
these consultations with the NSLU attorneys.   

Both NSLU attorneys and SSAs described the volume of their work as 
overwhelming.  Tim stressed that the NSLU attorneys relied on the SSAs and 
IOSs for their substantive knowledge about the available intelligence on the 
FBI’s targets and terrorist organizations, and that given limited staffing NLSU 
attorneys normally were unable to conduct independent research on the 
substantive issues.   

b. Jack’s consultation with Howard  
As noted above, the Minneapolis FBI’s first contact with FBI 

Headquarters was with SSA Jack.  On August 21, Jack made an appointment 
with NSLU attorney Howard to discuss the Moussaoui matter the following 
morning.  Jack said that even though the case was in the process of being 
reassigned to Martin in the RFU, Jack kept his appointment with Howard 
because he was “curious” and wanted to discuss the Minneapolis FBI’s options 
for obtaining authority to search Moussaoui’s laptop and other belongings.   

During the meeting on August 22, Jack orally briefed Howard on the 
facts, as reported in Henry’s EC.  Jack did not provide Howard with a copy of 
the EC.  According to Howard’s notes from the meeting, they discussed 
whether there was sufficient information to obtain either a criminal search 
warrant or a FISA search warrant.  With respect to the FISA warrant, Howard 
told the OIG that he advised Jack that he did not believe that there was 
sufficient information to obtain a FISA warrant, primarily because Minneapolis 
lacked the necessary information to articulate a foreign power.  Howard’s notes 
indicate that he advised Jack that obtaining the FISA warrant also would be 
difficult because Moussaoui was already in custody.  Howard told the OIG that 
at the time, OIPR viewed anyone in custody as a target of criminal 
investigation by the FBI, even if the person was being held on administrative 
charges, and therefore OIPR would question whether the FBI’s “primary 
purpose” was to collect intelligence information.   

With respect to approaching the USAO to obtain a criminal warrant, 
Howard’s notes reflect that he did not believe that there was sufficient 
information to obtain a criminal search warrant.  His notes state that he advised 
Jack that a decision needed to be made quickly and that if the Minneapolis FBI 
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decided to pursue the criminal case, then it would be difficult to later pursue 
the FISA warrant.  Howard told the OIG, however, that whether to pursue the 
FISA warrant or the criminal warrant was a “judgment call” for Minneapolis to 
make and that he considered the matter to be a “work in progress.”   

Jack confirmed that he received this advice from Howard.  He told the 
OIG that Howard advised him that he did not see evidence of a foreign power 
and that Howard concurred that there was no evidence of a criminal act.  Jack 
told the OIG that he and Howard were “brainstorming” about the possible ways 
to proceed.  Howard’s notes indicate that he told Jack that it looked as if 
Minneapolis had several “good leads” and that Minneapolis needed to follow 
up on those leads.   

c. Martin’s meeting with Howard  
As noted above, on August 20 the Moussaoui case was transferred from 

Joseph to the RFU and assigned to Martin and Robin.  On approximately 
August 22, Martin and Robin consulted with Howard for legal advice on 
Minneapolis’ chances for obtaining a FISA warrant.118   

Martin said that when he began explaining to Howard the facts of the 
Moussaoui matter, Howard said that he was aware of the matter already 
because he had recently been consulted by Jack.  According to Martin, Howard 
pulled out notes from his conversation with Jack and began reading them back 
to him and Robin.   

Howard said he remembered having a “brief conversation” with Martin.  
Howard said that he recalled that he was on his way to a meeting and did not 
have time to discuss the issue in detail at that time.  He said that he asked 
Martin if the Minneapolis FBI had followed up on specific items, and Martin 
indicated that he did not believe so.  Howard reiterated the same advice to 
Martin as he told Jack – that he did not believe that there was sufficient 
evidence to tie Moussaoui to a foreign power and therefore a FISA warrant was 
not possible absent further investigation by Minneapolis.   

 
118 Martin told the OIG that Tim and Susan, the two NSLU attorneys who usually 

worked on ITOS matters full time, must have been unavailable at the time.   
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Martin told the OIG that he recalled Howard advising him that there was 
not sufficient evidence to support a link to a foreign power.  Like Jack, Martin 
did not provide Howard with a copy of the 26-page EC, although Martin had 
the document with him.   

d. Howard’s e-mail exchange with Rowley  

After his meeting with Martin and Robin, Howard sent an e-mail dated 
August 22 to Minneapolis CDC Rowley.  In the e-mail, he asked whether she 
had been asked for her “assessment of [Minneapolis’] chances of getting a 
[criminal] warrant” for Moussaoui’s computer.  Howard told the OIG that he 
did this because he wanted to make sure that the CDC was “engaged in the 
thought process.”  He stated that the decision on which type of warrant to seek 
was the field office’s decision, and he wanted to make sure that the CDC was 
“part of the process.”   

In an e-mail response later the same day, Rowley wrote, “Although I 
think there’s a decent chance of being able to get a judge to sign a criminal 
search warrant, our USAO seems to have an even higher standard much of the 
time, so rather than risk it, I advised that they should try the other route.”  
Rowley told the OIG that in retrospect she wished that she had made it clear in 
her e-mail that she believed that, in fact, there was sufficient evidence to 
support probable cause for a criminal warrant.   

Howard told the OIG that he recalled having the following reaction to 
Rowley’s e-mail:  “Good Lord, Coleen, we don’t use FISA because we don’t 
have probable cause for a criminal warrant.  That plays right into the hands of 
those people who think FISA is subterfuge.”  Howard did not respond to the 
e-mail, nor did he and Rowley discuss the matter on the telephone.   

5. French information about Moussaoui  
Around the same time that Martin consulted with Howard, the 

Minneapolis FBI obtained additional information about Moussaoui from the 
French government.  As noted above, because Moussaoui had entered the 
United States with a French passport, Henry had sent a lead to the FBI’s Paris 
Legat to obtain any relevant information on Moussaoui from the French 
authorities.  On August 22, the FBI’s Paris Legat reported to the Minneapolis 
FBI and FBI Headquarters that the French government had reported that 
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Moussaoui was purportedly associated with a man who was born in France and 
died in 2000 in Chechnya fighting with “the Mujahideen.”  We call this person 
“Amnay.”119  The Legat’s EC stated that while in Chechnya, Amnay worked 
for Emir Al-Khattab Ibn (Ibn Khattab), the leader of a group of Chechen 
rebels.120  According to the EC, the French authorities, after Amnay’s death, 
had interviewed a person who we call “Tufitri” who had known Amnay.121  
That person stated that Amnay was recruited to go to Chechnya by Moussaoui 
and that Moussaoui was “the dangerous one.”  

6. Martin advises Minneapolis FBI that French information is 
not sufficient to connect Moussaoui to a foreign power  

After Martin received and reviewed the French information, he still did 
not believe there was sufficient information to identify a foreign power in the 
Minneapolis FISA request.  Martin discussed the French information with Gary 
and stated that it provided little help to Minneapolis in connecting Moussaoui 
to a foreign power.  Martin explained that Ibn Khattab and the Chechen rebel 
group he led were not an identified terrorist organization.  Gary’s notes of the 
conversation indicate that Martin explained that Minneapolis needed evidence 
linking Moussaoui to a “recognized” foreign power.   

Martin told the OIG that by “recognized” he meant a foreign power that 
previously had been pled before the FISA Court.  Martin told the OIG that he 
believed that the Chechen rebels had never previously been pled to the FISA 

 
119 We do not use Amnay’s real name because the FBI considers that information to be 

classified. 
120 As discussed in Chapter Three, after the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991, 

Chechen separatists – both Islamic and non-Islamic – have sought independence for 
Chechnya from Russia.  The Russian army has fought two guerilla wars in Chechnya to 
prevent its independence, resulting in tens of thousands of Chechens and Russians killed or 
wounded.  In many Islamic countries, support for the Chechen cause is widespread.  Ibn 
Khattab was a Jordanian-born Islamic extremist and leader of a large group of Chechen 
rebels that had many successes in clashes with Russian forces.  He was killed in April 2002.   

121 We do not use Tufitri’s real name because the FBI considers that information to be 
classified. 
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Court as a foreign power.122  Rather, Martin described the situation in 
Chechnya as dissidents engaged in a “civil war.”  He acknowledged, however, 
that it may have been possible to develop the intelligence to support the 
position that Khattab’s Chechen rebels were a terrorist group.  But he said that 
he was not aware of any insurgency/rebel group ever being pled as a foreign 
power.123   

In addition, Martin stated that even if the Intelligence Community had 
developed the intelligence that Khattab’s Chechen rebels were a terrorist 
organization and could therefore constitute a foreign power under FISA, this 
could not be completed in a short time, which was what the FBI believed at the 
time was necessary in the Moussaoui case.  Martin said he therefore advised 
the Minneapolis FBI that, to obtain a FISA warrant, it needed to develop 
information linking Moussaoui to a recognized or previously-pled, identifiable 
foreign power.124   

 

(continued) 

122 We found that at the time FBI Headquarters was operating under a perception that 
OIPR was overly conservative in its approach to the FBI’s FISA applications because 
OIPR’s standard for probable cause was too high and because OIPR was not interested in 
pleading “new” foreign powers – foreign powers that had not previously been pled to the 
FISA Court.  We discuss this perception of OIPR’s conservatism and how it affected FBI 
Headquarters’ handling of the Moussaoui investigation in the analysis section below. 

123 Martin suggested to the OIG that the reason that groups engaged in a civil war were 
not pled as terrorist organizations under FISA was because they were not “hostile” to the 
United States or working against U.S. interests.  When asked whether it was a requirement 
under FISA for a terrorist organization to be hostile to U.S. interests to fulfill the foreign 
power requirement, Martin said that he did not know whether this was a legal requirement, 
but that he believed that it was assumed in the statute based on the terrorist organizations 
that had been pursued by the government. 

124 Martin told the OIG that at that time he had had only one other case in which he 
advised a field office that it was not going to be able to obtain a FISA warrant.  He said that 
the field office wanted to pursue a FISA warrant targeted at an organization that it believed 
to be a terrorist organization that constituted a foreign power.  As discussed above, a foreign 
power or an agent of a foreign power may be the target of a FISA warrant.  Martin said that 
this potential target had never before been pled as a foreign power.  He said that he 
consulted with an NSLU attorney, who informed him of the intelligence information that the 
field office would have to establish in order to successfully obtain a FISA warrant with the 
organization listed as a foreign power.  Martin stated that he informed the field office of this 
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Robin also told the OIG that she did not believe that the French 
information was sufficient to connect Moussaoui to a foreign power.  She said 
that she understood that the Chechen rebels had never been pled as a foreign 
power to the FISA Court and that the Intelligence Community had never 
developed sufficient intelligence that the conflict in Chechnya was more than a 
civil war.  In one case she was familiar with, she understood that the FBI had 
previously attempted to obtain a FISA warrant using Khattab and the Chechen 
rebels as the foreign power but that it was “turned down” by OIPR.125  She 
stated that “building a foreign power” was “not an overnight thing” and would 
have required months to collect the required intelligence information, as had 
been the case when one particular terrorist group was first put forth as a foreign 
power.   

Gary told the OIG that during the conversation between him and Martin 
on August 22 about the French information, he raised with Martin the issue of 
the mandatory notification of the Criminal Division when there was a 
reasonable indication of a crime, as set forth in Deputy Attorney General 
Thompson’s August 6 memorandum, which Charles had faxed to Gary.  
According to Gary, Martin said that he did not see any evidence of a federal 
felony, that the FISA route was easier, and that going the criminal route first 
would be relevant to whether they were able to obtain a FISA warrant.  Gary’s 
notes indicate that Martin stated, “Don’t see federal crime.”  Gary told the OIG 
he deferred to Martin but faxed him a copy of the Thompson memorandum.   

 
(continued) 
advice, and the field office did not insist that the information it had was sufficient for a FISA 
warrant. 

125 Robin was mistaken about that FISA.  The FISA request for that target was initially 
drafted by an FBI field office for a terrorist organization that was based in Northern Africa.  
The target was a well-known leader of a worldwide charitable organization that was known 
for providing financing to Muslim causes around the world, including but not limited to Ibn 
Khattab.  The FISA request was given to an analyst in FBI Headquarters, who was asked to 
prepare the FISA request using a different foreign power than the terrorist organization 
based in Northern Africa.  Several months later, after the field office developed information 
linking the target directly to a particular terrorist group leader, the analyst prepared a FISA 
request using his group as the foreign power.   
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Martin told the OIG that he did not remember a specific conversation 
with Gary about whether there was probable cause to obtain a search warrant.  
However, he said that he recalled a conversation in which he asked Gary, 
“What would the crime be?”  Martin told the OIG he believed that the 
Minneapolis FBI did not have any evidence of a crime and only had “gut 
feelings.”   

7. Robin’s research to link Moussaoui to recognized foreign 
power or terrorist organization  

Robin conducted additional research on Moussaoui to try to bolster 
Moussaoui’s connection to a recognized foreign power.  Robin sought to find a 
direct link between Moussaoui or any of the other names or organizations that 
had surfaced in the investigation and foreign powers that she was aware had 
previously been pled to the FISA Court.   

According to Robin, the Moussaoui FISA request was different from the 
typical FISA request because the Minneapolis FBI had not conducted a lengthy 
investigation on Moussaoui before he was arrested.  As a result, Robin said, the 
FBI lacked information about Moussaoui that would have been gathered if the 
FBI had conducted physical surveillance and trash covers and obtained phone 
records and financial records, which was how intelligence investigations 
typically proceeded before a FISA warrant was requested.126  Moreover, 
Minneapolis was seeking an emergency FISA warrant, which meant that there 
was little time to develop more information to support the FISA request.   

Robin ran the names of Moussaoui, Al-Attas, and the individuals who 
had been identified as connected to Al-Attas in ACS and another computer 
system that contained intelligence reports from throughout the intelligence 

 
126 Financial and telephone records could be obtained, prior to a FISA, through the use 

of a National Security Letter (NSL), which did not require approval of a court before 
issuance by the FBI.  At the time of the Moussaoui investigation, the process for obtaining 
NSLs, which involved the signatures of several officials at FBI Headquarters and in the 
NSLU, took several months.  Delay in obtaining NSLs has long been identified as a 
significant problem in counterintelligence and counterterrorism investigations.  Under the 
Patriot Act, the FBI was given authority to delegate authority for obtaining NSLs to the field 
to speed up the process.   
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community.  She said she did not find any evidence linking any of these 
individuals to a foreign power.  She said she also researched the missionary 
group that Mohald had said that he had been a part of to determine whether that 
organization had any connections to terrorism or had formed the basis for the 
connection to a foreign power in any previous FISA application.  According to 
Robin, it was not until several months after September 11 that individual 
members of this missionary group were pled as targets of a FISA application 
and were described as facilitators and recruiters for a particular terrorist 
organization.127   

In addition, Robin researched the name Ibn Khattab, the Chechen rebel 
leader.  Robin said she was not attempting to find information to support using 
Khattab and his rebel group as the foreign power because, according to Robin, 
there was insufficient intelligence to link his group to anything more than a 
civil war.  She said that she was aware of a recent FISA application in which 
the subject had strong ties to Ibn Khattab, but that the Chechen rebels were not 
pled as the foreign power in that case.  Robin told the OIG that she researched 
Ibn Khattab to determine whether he had close ties to other terrorist groups that 
had previously been pled as foreign powers before the FISA Court, but she did 
not find any.  Robin said that she was aware that the FBI’s Washington Field 
Office had an open investigation of Khattab but that it was not an active 
investigation.   

One of the documents that Robin retrieved in her search using the name 
Ibn Khattab was the Phoenix EC, which we described in Chapter Three of this 
report.  The author of the EC, Special Agent Kenneth Williams, mentioned Ibn 
Khattab when describing his interview of the subject of an FBI investigation 
who had a picture of Khattab and a picture of Usama Bin Laden on the wall of 
his apartment where the interview was conducted.  Williams stated his belief 
that there were an “inordinate number” of persons of interest to the FBI who 
also were receiving training in aviation-related fields of study and that there 

 
127 Even prior to the September 11 attacks, however, there was intelligence information 

showing that some members of this missionary group were using the organization as a 
means and as a cover to recruit individuals to conduct acts of terrorism and to send them to 
two Middle Eastern countries under the guise of “religious training.”   
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was a possibility that Bin Laden was coordinating an effort to train people in 
the U.S. in order to conduct terrorist activity in the future.128   

ACS records show that Robin printed the Phoenix EC on August 22.  
Robin told the OIG that her usual practice was to read the documents that she 
printed, but she said she did not have a recollection of reading the Phoenix EC 
at the time.   

Robin did not provide the EC to anyone else or discuss its contents with 
anyone, including Martin or the Minneapolis FBI.  Robin told the OIG that 
when she read the Phoenix EC after the Joint Intelligence Committee Inquiry 
staff informed her that ACS showed that she had printed the EC, she concluded 
that nothing in the EC would have bolstered Moussaoui’s connection to a 
foreign power for FISA.  She also asserted that the Phoenix EC’s reporting of 
information about individuals who were of interest to the FBI – that they were 
Middle Eastern and were in flight school – was not significant at the time 
because there were thousands of Middle Eastern men in U.S. flight schools at 
the time.   

8. Martin and Robin consult with NSLU attorney Tim  

Around August 23, Don directed Martin and Robin to consult with 
another NSLU attorney, Tim, about the Moussaoui case.  According to Martin, 
Don thought that Tim should be consulted because he handled counterterrorism 
matters full time and therefore may have had more expertise than Howard.   

Martin orally briefed Tim on the facts of the Moussaoui case but did not 
provide him with any of the documentation.  None of the participants in the 
meeting recalled specifically what facts were discussed.  Tim took a few notes 
about the conversation in his calendar, and the notes reflect that Tim was told 
that Moussaoui was an Arab who was in flight school and who had encouraged 
a friend of his to fight for the Muslim cause in Chechnya.  Tim said that he did 
not recall discussing with Martin and Robin the Chechen rebels as a possible 
foreign power.  Tim added that it was the role of the SSA and IOS, not the 

 
128 The Phoenix EC did not contain any references to Moussaoui, to any of the 

individuals who surfaced in the Moussaoui investigation, or to anyone associated with 
Oklahoma or Minnesota.   
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NSLU attorney, to identify the foreign power based on their analysis of the 
available intelligence.  He also suggested that the reason that the Chechen 
rebels were not discussed as a foreign power was because, at the time, they 
were viewed as participants in a civil war, not as a terrorist organization.  Tim 
told the OIG that while in theory the Chechen rebels could have been a foreign 
power, because “anything could be a foreign power,” it was his understanding 
that this did not happen in practice before September 11, 2001.  He added that 
even if the Chechen rebels were considered a foreign power under FISA, the 
FBI still would have had to show that Moussaoui was an agent of that foreign 
power.   

Both Martin and Tim told the OIG that Tim’s advice was that the 
Minneapolis FBI lacked sufficient evidence of a foreign power to obtain a 
FISA warrant.  Tim advised Martin that Minneapolis would have to collect 
more information supporting Moussaoui’s connection to a foreign power in 
order to obtain a FISA warrant.   

Tim told the OIG that Martin’s “attitude” in presenting the case was that 
“he didn’t think [Minneapolis] should get the FISA” but that Minneapolis 
“wanted one.”  According to Tim, he was very busy with another matter at the 
time and advised Martin that if the project needed more attention, Martin 
would have to see another NSLU attorney.   

Tim told the OIG that he did not read the Phoenix EC until some time 
after September 11.  With regard to whether it would have had an impact on his 
legal advice, Tim stated, “I can’t tell you it would have been enough for a 
FISA.”  He also stated that the Phoenix EC would not have provided sufficient 
information to connect Moussaoui to a foreign power.  But Tim said that, if he 
had known about the Phoenix EC, he would have taken it to an attorney in 
OIPR to discuss the Moussaoui matter in person, which he said was consistent 
with how he had acted in the past.  He said that while “all Middle Eastern 
pilots” trained in the United States, the Phoenix EC would have provided a 
theory to attempt to connect Moussaoui to a foreign power under FISA.129   

 

(continued) 

129 We also asked Howard whether he had read the Phoenix EC since September 11 and 
if so, whether it would have made a difference to him in his analysis of whether the 
Minneapolis FBI had enough information to obtain a FISA warrant.  Howard said that he 
only recently had read the Phoenix EC, but that if he had seen the Phoenix EC at the time, it 
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9. Martin tells Minneapolis its FISA request was not an 
emergency  

On August 24, Martin and Gary discussed the options for the 
Minneapolis FBI in pursuing a FISA warrant for Moussaoui.  Martin asserted 
that the Moussaoui situation did not qualify as an emergency, which required 
information that an “imminent act of terrorism” was about to take place, and he 
added the FISA request lacked sufficient evidence of a connection to a known 
foreign power.130   

Gary’s notes from the conversation indicate that Martin stated that 
Minneapolis could write a Letterhead Memorandum (LHM) for the FISA 
request, have its CDC approve it, and that Martin would try to push it “up [the] 
food chain” at FBI Headquarters.  However, according to Gary’s notes, Martin 
advised him that the FISA request could “take a few months” to complete, that 
there were “100s of these FISA requests,” and that the FBI had to prioritize 
them.131  The notes also indicate that Martin said that he had showed the FISA 

 
(continued) 

(continued) 

would have “made a difference in the pucker factor,” and he would have called Rowley in 
Minneapolis and discussed the importance of tracking down the available leads to find out 
as much information about Moussaoui as possible.  However, Howard said he believed that 
the Phoenix EC “would not have made a difference in the probable cause equation as it 
applie[d] to Moussaoui.”  He explained that the problem with the Moussaoui case was the 
lack of a connection to a foreign power and nothing he read in the Phoenix EC contributed 
to that issue.   

130 As discussed in Chapter Two, the SSAs and NSLU attorneys we interviewed told us 
that what rose to the level of an expedited FISA request depended on what the field office 
and ITOS management deemed to be an immediate priority, but the final decision would be 
made by the ITOS Section Chief, Michael Rolince.  According to these witnesses, in the 
summer of 2001 expedited FISA requests normally involved reports of a suspected 
imminent attack or other imminent danger.   

131 Rolince and others told the OIG that there were always more FISA requests than 
ITOS resources and OIPR attorneys to complete all of them and have them heard before the 
FISA Court in the amount of time desired by the field office.  Rolince stated that he 
instituted a policy that only the Section Chief was permitted to determine what constituted a 
priority and would be pushed to OIPR.  He said that this arose out of the OIPR Counsel 
expressing to him that his attorneys were being called by SSAs and analysts making 
demands about what cases were priorities and had to be completed for presentation to the 
FISA Court.  As a result of Rolince’s policy, field office managers would call Rolince to 
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request to an NSLU attorney and that office was not supportive of the 
application.   

Gary’s notes also indicate that Martin told Gary that “1-1-1/2 years ago 
we could have rammed this through.”  Martin told the OIG that he did not 
remember making this statement but that he believes he was referring to the 
months after the bombing of the U.S.S. Cole in Yemen, which took place in 
October 2000.  Martin said that after an act of terrorism or some other crisis 
situation, a significant amount of intelligence information is developed, which 
leads to more FISAs being obtained in a shorter amount of time.  OIPR 
Counsel James Baker told the OIG that around the millennium in late 1999 and 
early 2000 the government had a heightened concern about terrorist attacks and 
was “aggressive” in its pursuit of FISA warrants, and the FISA Court “went 
along with them,” approving a significant number of FISA warrants in less 
than a month.   

Gary told the OIG that because he was new to counterterrorism matters, 
he relied on the advice that he received from Martin.   

10. Martin seeks information from FAA  

During this same time period, Martin initiated additional requests for 
information about Moussaoui.  Martin advised the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) representative at FBI Headquarters about the Moussaoui 
investigation and provided him with a copy of Henry’s 26-page EC.  The FAA 
employee checked FAA databases for information about Moussaoui and 
obtained records indicating that he had registered for a student pilot’s 
certificate at the flight school in Norman, Oklahoma.  The FAA employee 
e-mailed this information to the Minneapolis FBI and the RFU.   

 
(continued) 
assert their opinion that their case should be prioritized over others.  Rolince explained that 
FISA renewals were generally of a higher priority than initiation of FISAs because with 
renewal requests the FBI was faced with the likelihood of not being able to renew the FISA 
if the previous FISA warrant order lapsed.  He also stated that al Qaeda FISA requests were 
generally the priority, although there were times when another foreign power was the 
priority for a certain period of time because of a specific set of circumstances.   
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According to the FAA employee, he, Martin, and Robin met with Don 
when the Moussaoui matter first came to the RFU, and they discussed what the 
FBI could tell the FAA about Moussaoui.  The FAA employee stated that they 
decided that since Moussaoui and Al-Attas were in custody and no other 
individuals were known to be working with them, the Minneapolis FBI would 
continue its investigation, but the FBI would not advise the FAA about the 
investigation at that point.   

11. Minneapolis FBI seeks assistance from the CIA and London 
Legat  

On August 24, after the Minneapolis FBI was told by Martin that the 
French information was not sufficient to link Moussaoui to a foreign power, 
the Minneapolis FBI sought assistance from other agencies to connect 
Moussaoui to al Qaeda or another foreign power.   

Henry e-mailed an FBI manager detailed to the CIA to ask him to 
determine whether the CIA had any information linking Moussaoui to a foreign 
power.  A CIA counterterrorism employee e-mailed the FBI manager detailed 
to the CIA, who forwarded the message to Henry, that Ibn Khattab was “a 
close buddy with Bin Laden from their earlier fighting days and that the CIA 
employee’s interpretation of the French information was that Moussaoui was a 
“recruiter for Khattab.”  Henry responded by e-mail to the FBI detailee and 
asked him to forward the e-mail to the CIA employee.  In this e-mail, Henry 
asked the CIA employee if she had any additional information connecting Ibn 
Khattab to al Qaeda “other than their past association.”  He also wrote, “We’re 
trying to close the wiggle room for FBIHQ to claim that there’s no connection 
to a foreign power.”  Henry did not receive any response from the CIA to his 
request for additional information linking Moussaoui to a foreign power.  
According to the CIA employee, the CIA had no further information on any 
links between Moussaoui and terrorists, and this information was 
communicated to the FBI.   

Also on August 24, Henry e-mailed the FBI manager detailed to the CIA, 
who we call “Craig,” with names, telephone numbers, and other information 
obtained from Al-Attas’ address book.  Henry requested that Craig ask the CIA 
to run traces on the information.  Henry noted in the e-mail that he also was 
going to send copies of all of the documents found in Al-Attas’ possession.  
Henry wrote that there were many more domestic telephone numbers in the 
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information obtained from Al-Attas, and Henry had included only the foreign 
information in the e-mail.   

Also on August 24, the same day that Henry was exchanging e-mails 
with the CIA employee about obtaining information to connect Moussaoui to a 
foreign power, a CIA manager who was working in ITOS at FBI Headquarters 
as a “consultant” on intelligence issues e-mailed Don about the Moussaoui 
case.  The CIA manager asked whether leads had been sent out to obtain 
additional biographical information, including any overseas numbers, and 
whether the FBI had obtained photographs and could provide them to the CIA.  
Martin responded to the e-mail and provided an update stating that requests for 
information and photographs already had been sent to the appropriate foreign 
intelligence agencies and to the CIA, and that the Minneapolis FBI had sent 
telephone numbers and addresses from Moussaoui’s and Al-Attas’ “pocket 
litter” to the CIA.132  Martin concluded the e-mail by writing, “[p]lease bear in 
mind that there is no indication that either of these two had plans for nefarious 
activity as was apparently indicated in an earlier communication.”  (Emphasis 
in original.)   

Also on August 24, Henry e-mailed the FBI’s London ALAT, providing 
him with an update on the Moussaoui investigation and asking for assistance in 
establishing that Moussaoui was acting on behalf of a foreign power.  Although 
the London ALAT contacted the British authorities twice in writing, made 
several telephone calls, and indicated the urgency of the Moussaoui matter, the 
British government did not provide the FBI any information about Moussaoui 
until September 12.  We discuss the information and the ALAT’s efforts to 
obtain this information from the British authorities in Section J below.   

In addition to contacting the CIA and the London Legat directly, Henry 
contacted another FBI Headquarters employee who worked on intelligence 
matters and who we call “Carol.”  In an August 24 e-mail, Henry reported the 
CIA employee’s statement that there was an association between Khattab and 
Bin Laden.  Henry asked Carol for her assistance in establishing a connection 
between Moussaoui and a known terrorist organization, such as al Qaeda.  

                                           
132 “Pocket litter” is a term used to describe the contents of the pockets of a person who 

is taken into custody and searched.   
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Henry wrote that the RFU had determined that Minneapolis did not have 
sufficient evidence of a criminal violation for a criminal search warrant and 
that Minneapolis also lacked sufficient evidence to obtain a FISA warrant.  He 
noted that the RFU had advised Minneapolis that “because Ibn Khatab [sic] has 
not yet been established to be a member of a named group, that Moussaoui is 
not acting at the direction of a foreign power.”  He added, “I disagree, but that 
doesn’t matter.”  He also e-mailed Carol a copy of his 26-page EC about the 
Moussaoui investigation.  Henry told the OIG that he did not receive any 
information from Carol until September 10, when she sent him an e-mail 
inquiring whether he had been able to obtain a warrant.   

12. Minneapolis prepares emergency FISA request  
On the morning of Saturday, August 25, Henry completed the 

Minneapolis FBI’s formal FISA request, which consisted of a 6-page LHM, 
and e-mailed it to FBI Headquarters.  The LHM stated that the Minneapolis 
FBI was requesting a FISA search warrant on an emergency basis and that 
Minneapolis “wish[ed] to emphasize the urgency of this matter in reminding 
recipients that Moussaoui is in INS custody pending deportation.”   

The LHM summarized Henry’s 26-page EC, including the statements 
received from the flight school representatives, that Moussaoui was arrested as 
an overstay on his visa and that deportation was pending and that he was in 
possession of two knives when he was arrested.  The LHM also summarized 
Al-Attas’ statements about Moussaoui’s radical Islamic fundamentalist beliefs, 
including that Moussaoui believed that it was acceptable to kill civilians who 
harm Muslims.  The LHM noted inconsistencies in Moussaoui’s statements, 
such as his unconvincing explanation for the large sums of money in his 
possession while he was in the United States and his inability to convincingly 
explain the reasons for his recent trip to Pakistan.  With respect to information 
linking Moussaoui to a foreign power, the LHM contained three paragraphs.  
The LHM included the information provided by French authorities.  The LHM 
also included the statement from the CIA employee that Ibn Khattab was 
“known to be an associate of Usama Bin Laden from past shared involvement 
in combat.”   

Both Gary and Henry told the OIG that they believed that based on the 
information they provided in the LHM, the Minneapolis FBI could support that 
Moussaoui was connected to Ibn Khattab and that because Khattab was 
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connected to Usama Bin Laden, al Qaeda could be used as the foreign power in 
the FISA application.   

Martin told the OIG, however, that he believed the information provided 
by the Minneapolis FBI to support a link between Ibn Khattab and Bin Laden 
was not sufficient to support a FISA request.  According to Martin, it was 
“common knowledge” that there was a “purported” link between Khattab and 
Bin Laden.  But he said that the most recent intelligence indicated that Khattab 
and Bin Laden were not connected.   

Robin told the OIG that she believed that trying to link Moussaoui to al 
Qaeda by arguing that Moussaoui was linked to Khattab, and Khattab was 
linked to Bin Laden, was “too far removed” to obtain a FISA warrant.  She 
stated that based on intelligence information, it was known that Khattab and 
Bin Laden were “contemporaries” but were not connected to each other.  She 
said that Khattab was not working for Bin Laden.   

13. Dispute between Minneapolis and Martin  

Around this time, Gary and Henry were becoming increasingly frustrated 
with the advice from Martin that they lacked sufficient information linking 
Moussaoui to a foreign power.  On Monday, August 27, in a telephone call 
between Martin and Gary, the tension surfaced.   

According to Gary’s notes of the conversation, Martin told them that 
“what you have done is couched it in such a way that people get spun up.”  
Gary told the OIG that after Martin made this statement, Gary said “good” and 
then stated that Minneapolis was trying to keep Moussaoui from crashing an 
airplane into the World Trade Center.  Gary’s notes of the conversation 
indicate that Gary stated, “We want to make sure he doesn’t get control of an 
airplane and crash it into the [World Trade Center] or something like that.”  
According to Gary’s notes, Martin responded by stating that Minneapolis did 
not have the evidence to support that Moussaoui was a terrorist.  Gary’s notes 
indicate that Martin also stated, “You have a guy interested in this type of 
aircraft.  That is it.”   

Martin told the OIG that he did not recall making any statement about 
Minneapolis getting “spun up” about the Moussaoui investigation.  When 
asked whether he spoke with Minneapolis about whether they were 
overreacting, Martin stated that he “could have.”  Martin told the OIG that he 
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never heard Gary make a statement that he thought that Moussaoui was going 
to hijack an airplane and crash it into the World Trade Center.  He said that the 
first time that he heard that statement was in October 2001 at a meeting in FBI 
Headquarters involving several Minneapolis agents and FBI Headquarters 
employees to discuss the Moussaoui investigation.  He said that during the 
meeting Gary made a reference to having made this statement to Martin some 
time in August 2001, but that Martin had never before heard Gary make the 
statement.   

Gary’s notes also indicate that the Minneapolis FBI asked Martin 
whether the FISA request, which had been e-mailed on Saturday, August 25, 
had been presented to Section Chief Rolince for approval as an emergency 
FISA.  Martin stated that it had not been presented to Rolince.   

Gary’s frustration with Martin can be seen in an e-mail Gary sent to 
Martin on August 27 after their telephone conversation.  In the e-mail, Gary 
advised Martin to contact the CIA employee for more information about 
Khattab and his connections to Bin Laden in order to support the foreign power 
portion of the FISA application.  Martin responded in an e-mail on August 28 
that FBI Headquarters had the latest information on Ibn Khattab and Chechnya, 
“as this program is administered by our unit,” and that the matter had been 
discussed with the CIA employee.  Martin also wrote, “I need to ask you guys 
to do me a favor.  In the future, please contact and pass info to me and allow 
me to talk with [an FBI detailee to the CIA] and [the CIA].  Things work much 
better when our agencies are communicating HQ to HQ.”133   

Martin’s e-mail was forwarded to Craig, the FBI detailee to the CIA with 
whom the Minneapolis FBI had been communicating.  Craig responded with an 
e-mail to Gary, Martin, and Don, which stated that Craig definitely agreed that 

 
133 Martin told the OIG that normally contacts with other agencies are made by the 

SSAs at FBI Headquarters.  He stated that he was concerned about the Minneapolis FBI 
communicating directly with the CIA because it was “not conducive to good information 
flow” and that FBI Headquarters needed to be “apprised of what’s going on.”  He also 
asserted that since FBI Headquarters was responsible for putting the FISA request together, 
it was necessary for FBI Headquarters to ensure that it had all of the available information 
from outside agencies, and that this was more likely to occur when the agencies were 
communicating at the Headquarters level.   
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it was critical for FBI field offices to deal directly with FBI Headquarters in 
order to ensure that FBI Headquarters was “in the loop up front.”  He added 
that in this instance he had been in touch with Don at the initiation of the case 
and that Don had asked the CIA to move quickly and without a formal request 
for information in the form of a teletype from FBI Headquarters.  Craig wrote 
that it was for this reason that he had been dealing directly with the 
Minneapolis office but also coordinating with FBI Headquarters.  Craig also 
wrote that the CIA had yet to receive a teletype from the FBI about the matter, 
which he described as “the only real, official communication between [the two 
agencies].”  Craig also noted in a separate paragraph to Gary that FBI 
Headquarters “ha[d] a strong handle on the Chechen issue” and that the IOSs at 
FBI Headquarters were “well connected” to the CIA if they “require[d] 
anything new.”   

Henry told the OIG that he was frustrated with the advice that the 
Minneapolis FBI was receiving from FBI Headquarters and that he expressed 
this in a conversation with Martin.  Henry said he told Martin that he disagreed 
with Don’s arguments for not pursuing the criminal warrant.  He told the OIG 
that he had said to Martin: 

…if you’re not going to advance this the FISA route, or if 
you don’t believe we have enough for a FISA, I shudder to think 
– and that’s all I got out.  And [Martin] cut me off and said, you 
will not question the unit chief and you will not question me.  
We’ve been through a lot.  We know what’s going on.  You will 
not question us.  And that could be the mantra for FBI 
supervisors.   

14. Minneapolis contacts RFU Unit Chief  
Because of Gary’s and Henry’s frustrations in dealing with Martin, Gary 

told the OIG that he approached Roy, the Minneapolis Acting SAC, and asked 
Roy to call Don to “find out what [Martin]’s problem was.” 134  On August 27, 

 
134 As discussed above, Roy was named the Acting SAC on August 3, 2001, and 

remained in this position until December 2001.  Prior to being named the Acting SAC, he 
was one of two Minneapolis ASACs.   
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Gary and Roy together placed a call to Don to discuss the Moussaoui FISA 
request.   

According to Gary, Don was “immediately defensive” and asked Martin 
to join the call.  Gary’s notes of the conversation do not indicate that Martin’s 
performance was discussed.   

Gary told the OIG, and his notes reflect, that Martin and Don discussed 
the lack of a foreign power and stressed that more direct connections were 
needed to establish the required link.  Gary told the OIG that he recalled asking 
“what is the mechanism” to address the Moussaoui situation.  He said that he 
asked Martin and Don if “they won’t let us go criminal” and if there was 
insufficient information for a FISA, “what can we do?”   

Gary’s notes indicate that he was advised that if Moussaoui could not be 
connected to a terrorist organization, there was “no mechanism to address on a 
case-by-case basis.”  Gary’s notes also reflect that the question, “What is being 
done to address the loop-hole (if he isn’t part of a known group)?” was asked.  
Gary told the OIG that he posed this question.  The reply is noted in quotation 
marks as “That isn’t something for you to worry about.”135  Gary told the OIG 
that he recalled that Don gave this reply.  Don, however, told the OIG that he 
did not make this statement.   

Gary’s notes also indicate that either Don or Martin stated that another 
NSLU attorney – Susan – would review the matter and would give it a “good 

 
135 Because FISA warrants are permitted only for foreign powers or agents of foreign 

powers, the “lone wolf” terrorist who is not acting on behalf of any foreign government or 
terrorist organization is not covered by the FISA statute.  In 2002, a bill was introduced in 
the United States Senate to amend FISA’s definition of “foreign power” to include “any 
person, other than a United States person, or group that is engaged in international terrorism 
or activities in preparation therefor.”  The intent of the amendment was to allow a FISA 
warrant to be issued after showing that a person is engaging in or preparing to engage in 
international terrorism, regardless of whether that person also is an agent of a foreign power.  
The bill was referred to the Judiciary Committee, and the Senate Intelligence Committee 
held a hearing on the bill on July 31, 2002.  There was no written report, and the bill was not 
reported to the full Senate.  On January 9, 2003, the bill was reintroduced and was approved 
by the Judiciary Committee on March 11, 2003.  It was approved by the Senate in May 
2003.  A similar bill has been introduced in the House of Representatives.   
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faith review.”  Gary told the OIG that Don gave this assurance.  According to 
Gary, Don also advised the Minneapolis FBI that it was necessary to attempt to 
confirm that the information received from the French related to the same 
Moussaoui the INS had in custody.   

Roy told the OIG that he recalled having the telephone call but said he 
did not recall the substance of the conversation.  He told the OIG, however, 
that he recalled that at some point he spoke to Don about Martin and expressed 
his belief that Martin was “hindering” the process or trying to “submarine” 
Minneapolis’ case.   

Don told the OIG that he recalled speaking on the telephone with Roy 
and Gary and discussing the foreign power issue.  He said that his response to 
the disagreement was to have Susan – another NSLU attorney – weigh in on 
the merits of the FISA request.  Don asserted that at no time did Roy or anyone 
else from Minneapolis raise any concerns to him about how Martin, Robin, or 
anyone else at FBI Headquarters was handling the case.   

Martin also told the OIG that he did not recall the specifics of this 
telephone conversation.  However, with respect to the issue of ensuring the 
identity of Moussaoui, he stated that his concern was that the Minneapolis FBI 
practice “due diligence” and ensure that the information that the FBI had 
received was for the same person.  Martin told the OIG that he was aware that 
the name “Moussaoui” had resulted in multiple hits in the FBI’s computer 
system when the Minneapolis FBI had first checked Moussaoui’s name.   

As a result of this concern, after the telephone conversation with Don and 
Martin, Gary directed an agent on the Minneapolis counterterrorism squad to 
contact the FBI’s Paris ALAT to obtain information about the number of 
persons with the name Zacarias Moussaoui in France by checking the 
telephone books for the name Zacarias Moussaoui.  In an e-mail later that day 
to the Paris ALAT, the Minneapolis agent wrote, “In an effort to demonstrate 
the probability, which we believe is low, can you determine just how many 
Zacarius [sic] Moussaoui’s [sic] are listed in the white pages in France. [sic]”  
The ALAT replied by e-mail that he could check the white pages for Paris but 
he might not be able to check the white pages for all of France.  He also wrote 
that he was meeting with the French authorities the next day and was expecting 
them to provide additional information that would “confirm Moussaoui’s 
identity.”   
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On August 30, the ALAT provided additional information obtained from 
the French authorities that confirmed Moussaoui’s identity to Minneapolis and 
FBI Headquarters.  This information is discussed in Section F, 20 below.   

Henry told the OIG that he thought that Martin’s suggestion that the 
Minneapolis FBI do more to confirm that Moussaoui was the same Moussaoui 
as reported by the French was “another arbitrary roadblock.”  He said that he 
believed that they should trust the professionalism of the French, although he 
also said that he was not aware of the specific information that the French 
authorities were relying on to assert that the Moussaoui in custody was the 
same Moussaoui as in their report.   

Rolince told the OIG that some time in August 2001, Don stopped briefly 
at his office to give him a “heads up” on a case in the Minneapolis Field 
Office.  Rolince said that the conversation lasted approximately 20 seconds.  
Rolince said he did not recall if Don mentioned the name Moussaoui or not.  
According to Rolince, Don indicated there was an issue with a FISA and 
Rolince might receive a call from FBI management in Minneapolis.  Rolince 
said Don told him the subject of the investigation was in jail on an immigration 
charge and the logical leads had been sent out.  Rolince told the OIG he did not 
receive any further details from Don about the issue in Minneapolis, but this 
type of heads up was not atypical.  Rolince stated that he received this type of 
brief notification as often as 10-15 times a week from his subordinates about 
potential contacts from the field.   

Rolince told the OIG that he never received a telephone call or other 
contact from the Minneapolis FBI about the Moussaoui matter.  He said that he 
did not raise the limited information he received from Don about the 
Moussaoui investigation with anyone else in the FBI.   

15. Martin and Robin’s consultation with NSLU attorney Susan  
After the call with Minneapolis on August 27, Martin and Robin met 

with NSLU attorney Susan to discuss the Moussaoui FISA request.  Martin 
told the OIG that he orally briefed Susan about the facts of the case.  He did not 
provide her with any of the documentation that had been generated, such as the 
26-page EC or the 6-page LHM, although he had the documents with him at 
the meeting.  Martin told the OIG that while he did not recall specifically what 
was discussed with Susan, he recalled that she did not believe that there was 
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sufficient evidence of a connection to a foreign power.  Martin added that he 
recalled informing Susan of the facts that related to the issue of the foreign 
power, which was the information received from the French authorities.   

According to Susan, the meeting lasted approximately 45 minutes.  She 
said she was made aware of a handful of other facts, such as that Moussaoui 
was an Arab, was in flight school and had been asking some weird questions, 
and had paid cash for flight school.   

Susan told the OIG that Martin and Robin downplayed the Khattab 
information to her.  She stated, however, that she believed the evidence of a 
link between Moussaoui and Khattab was very “tangential” since it was based 
on the statement of Tufitri who had no direct knowledge of a connection 
between Moussaoui and Khattab.  In addition, Susan told the OIG that based 
on her experiences in ITOS, the Chechen rebels would not have been accepted 
by OIPR as a foreign power.  Susan told the OIG that based on the facts that 
she was presented, she told Martin and Robin that the FISA request lacked the 
necessary connection of Moussaoui to a foreign power.   

Susan told the OIG that attempting to argue that Khattab was part of al 
Qaeda was not feasible, because at the time the FBI’s position was that Khattab 
did not take direction from Bin Laden but rather was the leader of the rebels in 
Chechnya.  She said that it was her understanding at the time that the CIA and 
the FBI did not agree about Khattab’s role and relationship to Bin Laden.136  
Susan also stated that in her experience it would not have been feasible to get 
an emergency FISA through OIPR if a new foreign power that had never been 
pled before was presented.   

Susan told the OIG that she asked Martin and Robin whether the FBI had 
any information indicating anyone was sending people to the United States for 
flight training, but that she was told no.  She said that Robin did not mention 
the Phoenix EC to her.  Martin told the OIG that he did not recall any such 

 
136 The FBI IOSs we interviewed told the OIG that the CIA, not the FBI, collected 

intelligence information on the Chechen rebels and Khattab.  According to the IOS who was 
responsible for targets in Chechnya, by the spring of 2001 both the CIA and the FBI took the 
position that Khattab did not take direction from Bin Laden.    
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question from Susan.  Robin also told the OIG that Susan never brought up the 
issue of whether Middle Easterners were training in U.S. flight schools.   

We asked Susan whether she had read the Phoenix EC since 
September 11 and whether it would have made a difference to her opinion 
about the Moussaoui FISA request.  Susan said that she first read the Phoenix 
EC several months after September 11.  She said that if she had read the 
Phoenix EC at the time, she would have been concerned enough about 
Moussaoui to bring the matter to an OIPR attorney’s attention.  According to 
Susan, she sometimes called OIPR attorneys “to bounce things off” them, 
rather than sending over a formal FISA request, and would ask them “where do 
you think we are?”  Susan added that the Moussaoui case still would have had 
“the same foreign power issues” but that the Phoenix EC would have 
“influenced” her.   

Susan also told the OIG that she had not been aware at the time of her 
meeting with Martin and Robin that the Minneapolis FBI had prepared a 
lengthy EC about the Moussaoui case.  She stated that she thought that the case 
“was evolving” as she spoke to Martin and Robin and that she did not realize 
that documentation had been prepared.  She said she believed that Martin had 
received oral briefings from Minneapolis.  She said that she first became aware 
of Henry’s EC in November 2001.  However, she said that if she had read it 
before the meeting with Martin and Robin, it would not have changed her 
opinion about the Moussaoui FISA request.  She said she recalled thinking that 
Martin had represented the facts as set forth in the EC.  Susan stated that she 
probably received an oral briefing because Minneapolis was seeking an 
emergency FISA and needed an answer quickly.  She said that there was 
nothing unusual about receiving an oral briefing in that situation.  Susan told 
the OIG that she did not know at the time that Martin had already consulted 
with Howard and Tim about the same case.   

After the consultation with Susan on August 27, Don instructed Martin to 
have the matter reviewed again by the head of NSLU, Spike Bowman, because 
of the level of concern raised by the Minneapolis FBI about Moussaoui and the 
FISA request.  Martin arranged for a meeting with Bowman the next afternoon, 
August 28.   
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16. Martin’s edits to Minneapolis’ FISA request  

Prior to the meeting with Bowman, Martin began reviewing and editing 
the Minneapolis FBI’s 6-page LHM, in case the FISA request was approved by 
Bowman.  Martin e-mailed an edited draft of the LHM to Gary and stated that 
he had made some refinements and wanted comments from Minneapolis.  
Martin noted that he had removed the paragraph reflecting that a CIA 
employee had stated that Khattab was an associate of Bin Laden, but that 
Martin would “add the foreign power info re Al-Khattab/UBL later, when we 
get an [attorney] to buy this argument.”   

Gary responded with a lengthy e-mail setting forth his concerns about 
Martin’s edits.  First, Gary expressed concern about the removal of the 
statement connecting Khattab to Bin Laden.  Gary wrote, “It seems that we are 
setting this up for failure if we don’t have the foreign power connection firmly 
established for the initial review.”  Gary also raised questions about the 
following made by Martin: 

• Change from the statement about Moussaoui “preparing himself 
to fight” to a statement that Moussaoui and Al-Attas “train 
together in defensive tactics.”  Gary wrote, “During the interview 
neither Al-Attas nor [Moussaoui] used the term ‘defensive 
tactics.’  I think that softens our argument and misrepresents the 
statements of Al-Attas.” 

• Change to the statement “Al-Attas was also asked if he had ever 
heard Moussaoui make a plan to kill those who harm Muslims 
and in so doing become a martyr himself.  Al-Attas admitted that 
he may have heard him do so, but that because it is not in his own 
heart to carry out acts of this nature, he claimed that he kept 
himself from actually hearing and understanding.”  Martin 
changed this section to read, “Al-Attas was also asked if 
Moussaoui has a plan to kill those who harm Muslims and or to 
martyr himself while conducting an act of terrorism.  Al-Attas 
indicated that Moussaoui may have such a plan, but that he does 
not know for certain if this is the case.”  Gary acknowledged that 
Martin had changed the statement based on a previous telephone 
conversation with Gary, but Gary wrote “now that I see it in print, 
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I think we might be misstating Al-Attas’ response” to the 
question. 

• Change from the statement that “Moussaoui was unable to give a 
convincing explanation for his paying $8300 for 747-400 
training” to “Moussaoui would [sic] give an explanation for his 
paying $8,300 in cash for 747-700 flight simulation training.”  
After noting that Martin had left out the “not,” Gary stated that he 
did not think that this statement was accurate because Moussaoui 
gave an explanation “but it was not convincing.” 

• Change from the statement that Moussaoui had no convincing 
explanation for the large sums of money known to have been in 
his possession during his time in the United States” to 
“Moussaoui would not explain the large sums of money known to 
have been in his possession during his time in the United States.”  
Gary noted here again that Moussaoui had offered an explanation 
but that “his explanation fell short.” 

• Change from the statement that “Tufitri stated that Moussaoui 
was ‘the dangerous one’” to Tufitri “described him as being 
dangerous.”  Gary pointed out that Tufitri “did not describe him 
as being dangerous in general terms, Tufitri specifically referred 
to him as ‘the dangerous one.’”  Gary added, “I think this is 
significant – and it accurately reflects the information as it was 
provided by [the French authorities]. 

Martin responded by e-mail to Gary the same day.  With regard to Gary’s 
concerns about the foreign power information, Martin explained that Robin 
would be pulling together the information required for the foreign power 
section of the FISA application and that it would be added to the LHM once it 
was ready to be sent to OIPR.  Martin added, “Don’t worry about this part.”   

Martin also wrote that he would make some of the changes requested by 
Gary.  For example, with respect to the “would not give an explanation” 
comment, Martin changed the text to “did not give a logical explanation.”  
With respect to Gary’s concern about Moussaoui’s inability to explain the 
source of income, Martin wrote, “I added words to cover your point.” 
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Martin declined to make some of the other changes requested by Gary 
and offered explanations for his edits.  With respect to the “defensive tactics” 
change, Martin wrote, “We don’t need to provide verbatim answers to 
[interview questions].  I think the way I’ve set it out here is accurate.”  With 
respect to the question put to Al-Attas about whether he had heard Moussaoui 
make a plan to kill people who harm Muslims, Martin wrote that he did not 
believe how it had been written made sense and that “the way it reads in [my] 
draft is fine.”  With respect to the “dangerous one” comment, Martin wrote that 
what was in the paragraph was adequate. 

At the end of the e-mail, Martin wrote, “I tried to tighten up the language 
and make it more concise.  There’s not necessarily anything wrong with [the 
LHM] – I’m just trying to make an adjustment for our new targeted audience.” 

Gary told the OIG that he believed Martin’s edits “softened” the FBI’s 
position.  He said that he questioned why Martin had taken out the foreign 
power information when it was legally required to obtain the FISA warrant, 
and claimed he was given “no real explanation” for why Martin omitted the 
foreign power information.  Henry told the OIG that he believed that Martin’s 
edits appeared to be “dumbing [the LHM] down” and that the edits “would 
definitely cause [the FISA request] to fail.”   

In response, Martin told the OIG while he believed that the LHM was 
generally well-written, the three paragraphs for the foreign power section of the 
LHM were not adequate to establish the foreign power element, and he 
intended, along with Robin, to compile a “real” foreign power section when an 
NSLU attorney gave approval to move forward with the FISA request.  Martin 
said that handling the request this way was common and denied that he was 
attempting to “torpedo” the case.   

Robin also told the OIG that, as they did with other cases, she and Martin 
were preparing to create a new foreign power section for the Moussaoui LHM 
that would be comprehensive.  She said that Martin’s edits were normal and 
that the changes were designed to create “a logical, intelligent package that we 
thought would get to court” and to make the LHM less “inflammatory.”  She 
explained that by “inflammatory” she meant that the Minneapolis LHM was 
not focused, but rather used terms that were geared toward getting someone’s 
attention without providing any evidentiary support.  Robin asserted that 
Martin was streamlining the document and adding the “buzzwords” that he 
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knew from experience OIPR would require in order to get the package to the 
FISA Court.  Robin stated that the RFU wanted FISA requests to get OIPR’s 
attention but did not want the RFU to seem like “maniacs.”   

17. Consultation with NSLU chief Spike Bowman  
On the afternoon of August 28, Martin and Robin met with Bowman to 

discuss the Moussaoui FISA request.  Don told the OIG that he had planned to 
attend the meeting but that on his way to Bowman’s office he was called into a 
meeting with Section Chief Rolince.  No one from Minneapolis was asked to 
participate in the meeting.   

Bowman told the OIG that it was “quite unusual” for him to be consulted 
about a particular FISA request.  He said that it also was unusual for the field 
office to be so adamant that it had sufficient evidence to obtain a FISA warrant 
and for the Headquarters SSA to be as adamant that the FISA warrant was not 
sufficiently supported.   

Martin orally briefed Bowman about the facts of the Moussaoui case but 
did not provide him with any of the documentation that he had with him.  
Robin told the OIG that she thought that Bowman was very familiar with the 
facts because he had been briefed by other attorneys who had been involved in 
the matter.   

Martin said that Bowman advised that even if everyone were to agree that 
the Chechen rebels could be pled as a foreign power, the Minneapolis FBI 
lacked sufficient evidence to establish that Moussaoui was an agent of that 
foreign power.  Martin told the OIG that Bowman said that Tufitri stating that 
Moussaoui told Amnay how to serve Allah by fighting with the Chechen rebels 
did not meet the standard of an agent of a foreign power. 

According to Bowman, Martin conveyed the opinion that he did not 
believe there was sufficient information for a FISA.  Bowman said he was 
aware that Moussaoui was a French citizen who had overstayed his visa, that 
he was a bad flight school student who paid in cash and who could not 
satisfactorily explain how he was being supported in the United States, that he 
was asking odd questions about the airplane (such as whether you could open 
the doors during flight), that he was more interested in learning how to take off 
and land the airplane than flying it, that he was traveling with a friend who did 
not seem to share his interest in aviation, and that the French authorities had 
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reported that Tufitri was blaming Moussaoui for recruiting Amnay to fight in 
Chechnya on behalf of the rebels there.   

Bowman told the OIG that he did not believe, based upon the facts, that 
there was sufficient evidence of a link to a foreign power.  He said that he was 
aware that the Minneapolis FBI wanted to argue that because there was some 
connection between Moussaoui and Khattab and because there was a 
relationship between Khattab and Bin Laden, Moussaoui was an agent of al 
Qaeda.  Bowman said that it was his understanding that it was common 
knowledge that Khattab and Bin Laden had “some kind of relationship,” but in 
his opinion this was not a close enough link to argue that Moussaoui was an 
agent of al Qaeda.  Bowman also stated that one Muslim encouraging another 
Muslim to fight in a Muslim cause was not sufficient to meet the requirements 
of an agent of a foreign power under FISA.137   

We asked Bowman whether he had read the Phoenix EC and whether it 
would have made a difference in his advice.  Bowman stated that he read the 
Phoenix EC only after September 11, but that he believed for several reasons it 
would not have made any difference if he had read it at the time.  He asserted 
that the Phoenix EC was a routine communication pointing out what a field 
office believed was an “anomaly” and that it was not an “alarmist” 
communication.  In addition, he said that the Phoenix EC did not connect any 
of the people referenced in the Moussaoui case with any foreign power.  He 
said that it did not “associate Moussaoui with anything.”   

After meeting with Bowman, in an e-mail to Gary and Acting SAC Roy, 
Martin informed the Minneapolis FBI of Bowman’s opinion that there was 
insufficient evidence of a connection to a foreign power.  Martin wrote: 

We just left a meeting w/ Spike Bowman, #1 in NSLU.  He says 
we have even less than I thought.  Apparently, even if we could 
show that the ZM that recruited [the person] in France is the one 

 
137 As discussed in Chapter Two, the legislative history of FISA provides that to meet 

the definition of an agent of a foreign power, there must be “a nexus between the individual 
and the foreign power that suggests that the person is likely to do the bidding of the foreign 
power” and that there must be a “knowing connection” between the individual and the 
foreign power.   
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you have locked up in INS detention, we still don’t have a 
connection to a foreign power.  We would need intel to indicate 
the guy was actually a part of the group, an integral part of the 
movement or organization, and not just an individual 
[redacted].”   

In the e-mail, Martin advised Gary to call him to discuss the next course of 
action.  Roy responded by e-mail and wrote, “Thanks for your help and 
continued support.”   

Gary’s notes indicate that Martin and Gary also spoke on the telephone 
after the Bowman meeting and Martin explained that the FBI needed more 
information linking Moussaoui to a foreign power.  The notes state that Martin 
told Gary, “we need [Moussaoui] to be an integral part of a terrorist 
organization.”138  The notes also indicate that Martin conveyed that more 
intelligence information was needed on “how he is acting on behalf of a 
foreign power.”  The notes state:  “Bottom Line – You don’t have a foreign 
power.”  The notes also state that Martin advised Gary to ensure that 
Moussaoui was entered on a watch list and that the FBI’s Paris Legat was 
contacted about deportation arrangements for Moussaoui (which we discuss 
below).   

18. Additional information about Al-Attas and Moussaoui  

a. Minneapolis FBI explores use of undercover officer in 
Moussaoui’s jail cell  

In an e-mail from Gary to Roy on August 29, Gary wrote that he and 
Henry were “exploring the feasibility” of inserting an undercover officer who 
spoke Arabic in Moussaoui’s jail cell “in an attempt to elicit from Moussaoui 

 
138 Bowman told the OIG that Martin accurately conveyed his advice that even 

assuming that there was a foreign power to which the FBI could attempt to connect 
Moussaoui, the Minneapolis FBI lacked sufficient evidence to establish that Moussaoui was 
acting as an agent on behalf of a foreign power.  He stated, however, that Martin’s 
interpretation of his advice that agency law requires a showing that the target was an 
“integral part” of the terrorist organization was not correct.  He opined that the agency 
standard required a showing that the target was “serving the interest” of the foreign power.   
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the name of (or descriptive information which would identify) the recognized 
foreign power with whom he is aligned.”  Gary told the OIG that Roy, Charles, 
and Rowley all were consulted about this idea, and all of them stated that they 
did not see any limitations that would prevent this from occurring.  Gary noted 
in the e-mail that the Minneapolis FBI did not know yet whether the use of the 
undercover officer for the proposed operation had been approved.   

Roy provided the information about using an undercover officer to Don 
in an e-mail in which he wrote, “The use of the [undercover officer] is also 
exploratory as we do not want to leave any stone unturned prior to 
[Moussaoui’s] release.”  Don responded in an e-mail and wrote, “Let us look 
into this asap.  Do NOT go forward with the [undercover officer] until we 
weigh in . . ..”  Roy replied, “We were only been [sic] exploring the possibility 
of the [undercover officer] – we are by no means ready to go forward with it.  
The point may be moot because it seems the deportation to France is a more 
likely outcome and it may be more timely.”   

Don told the OIG that he discussed the issue with an employee detailed 
to ITOS with expertise in this area and that the employee stated that the idea 
was “ridiculous” and that it could not be done.  Don said that having an 
undercover employee involved with something in which information could be 
obtained that might be used in a criminal proceeding was problematic since the 
undercover officer would not be in a position to testify.  According to Don, he 
conveyed this information to Roy, and Minneapolis did not pursue this idea 
further.   

b. Translations of recorded conversation between Al-Attas 
and “Ahmed” and Al-Attas’ will  

With regard to Al Attas, Henry asked an Arabic speaker who was not 
employed by the FBI to translate Al-Attas’ will, and to translate and transcribe 
the tape of a 9-minute conversation between Al-Attas and the individual we 
call “Ahmed,” the imam from Al-Attas’ mosque whom Al-Attas called while 
he was in custody.  According to an e-mail from Gary to Roy on August 29, the 
translation by the translator stated Ahmed had said on the tape, “I heard you 
guys wanted to go on Jihad.”  Gary’s e-mail also stated that the translator 
reported that Al-Attas immediately responded on the tape, “Don’t talk about 
that now.”  In addition, Gary’s e-mail stated that the translator informed the 
Minneapolis FBI that Ahmed became very upset when he heard that 
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Moussaoui was going to be deported.  Gary’s e-mail added that, according to 
the translator, the translation of the will that Al-Attas had with him stated that 
“death is near” and that “those who participate in Jihad can expect to see 
God.”139   

On August 29, Roy transmitted the information from the will to Don by 
e-mail, stating, “I obtained some additional information this afternoon and I am 
forwarding that to you.  Please understand that this is only preliminary and we 
realize the interpretation was not done by a certified linguist.”  Roy did not ask 
that Don do anything in particular with the information.   

Don responded by e-mail, writing, “The ‘will’ is interesting.  The Jihad 
comment doesn’t concern me by itself in that this word can mean many things 
in various muslim [sic] cultures and is frequently taken out of context.”  Don 
told the OIG that the term “jihad” often was used and had many different 
meanings.   

19. Failure to reconsider seeking a criminal warrant  

After Martin conveyed to the Minneapolis FBI that FBI Headquarters 
believed that the FISA warrant was not feasible, the Minneapolis FBI and FBI 
Headquarters began taking steps to finalize Moussaoui’s deportation.  Yet, 
neither FBI Headquarters nor the Minneapolis FBI reconsidered the criminal 
search warrant issue or trying to contact the Minneapolis U.S. Attorney’s 
Office (USAO) about a criminal search warrant, even after the legal decision 
was made that insufficient evidence existed to obtain a FISA warrant.  Initially, 
as noted above, the decision was made not to seek a criminal warrant, in part 
because if a criminal warrant was not obtained, this would violate the “smell 
test” and jeopardize the chances of obtaining a FISA warrant.  Once the FISA 

 
139 The will and the tape also were sent to the FBI’s Chicago Field Office for translation 

and transcription by an FBI linguist, which was completed around September 6, 2001.  The 
Chicago translation of the tape was the same as that of the initial translator:  “Sheikh do not 
talk about it now.  Do not talk about it now sheikh.”  The Chicago translation said the will 
stated that “death has approached” and expressed Al-Attas’ hope that “Allah will award him 
with paradise and keep him with the prophets, martyrs and pious.”  Henry forwarded these 
translations to FBI Headquarters in an e-mail dated September 6, 2001, with a lead that 
stated “For information.”   
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warrant was ruled to be unobtainable because of the foreign power 
requirement, the smell test was no longer an issue.  Yet, no one sought to 
attempt to obtain a criminal warrant, or apparently even discussed this issue.   

Don told the OIG that he did not know why he, Martin, or the 
Minneapolis agents did not raise the issue again about seeking a criminal 
search warrant, once a decision was made not to pursue the FISA warrant.  He 
suggested that it did not happen because no one thought to raise the matter 
again.  Don said that looking back on the matter now, he wished that there had 
been a discussion about seeking a criminal warrant once the FISA route was 
exhausted.  Martin told the OIG that if the Minneapolis FBI believed that it had 
sufficient evidence to obtain a criminal search warrant, then the Minneapolis 
FBI should have raised the issue.  He said, however, that he did not believe that 
there was sufficient evidence of a crime to obtain a criminal search warrant.   

When Henry was asked why he did not propose seeking a criminal 
warrant once the FISA route was exhausted, he responded, “I never thought 
about it.”  He stated that he “could have done that but it did not occur to 
[him].”  Gary told the OIG that he did not pursue a criminal search warrant 
because FBI Headquarters would not obtain the requisite authorization from 
the Department of Justice.  Rowley told the OIG that she did not know why a 
criminal warrant was not sought once the FISA route was exhausted.  She 
noted that she did not have a leadership role in the case and she felt that the 
people who were involved knew what they were doing.   

20. Additional French information received about Moussaoui 
On August 30, the FBI’s Paris ALAT provided additional French 

information to the Minneapolis FBI and FBI Headquarters about Moussaoui.  
The ALAT’s report included information from a person who we call “Idir” 
who knew Moussaoui.140  Idir confirmed the relationship between Moussaoui 
and Amnay.  Upon learning of Amnay’s death, Idir had accused Moussaoui of 
causing the death.  Idir explained that Moussaoui had become a radical 
fundamentalist and that he had brought Amnay to these beliefs.  He said that 

 
140  We do not use Idir’s real name because the FBI considers that information to be 

classified. 
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Moussaoui and Amnay “were inseparable, one was the head and the other was 
the armed hand of the same monster.”  Amnay states that when Moussaoui had 
come to his community, Idir had warned the local Muslim community of the 
moral danger Moussaoui posed to young Muslims and that Moussaoui was 
“driven from at risk urban areas by his coreligionists for propagating 
hismessage of intolerance and hatred.”   

The report from the Paris ALAT also stated that Idir recalled that 
Moussaoui had traveled to Kuwait, Turkey, and Afghanistan.  Idir said 
Moussaoui was a “strategist” who was potentially very dangerous and was 
devoted to Wahabbism, the Saudi Arabian sect of the Islamic religion adhered 
to by Bin Laden.  Idir also described Moussaoui as “extremely cynical” and “a 
cold stubborn man, capable of nurturing a plan over several months, or even 
years and of committing himself to this task in all elements of his life.”  The 
date of birth Idir provided for Moussaoui was the same as the one in 
Moussaoui’s passport, which had been seized upon his arrest in Minneapolis. 

The Paris ALAT’s report also stated that the ALAT had inquired with the 
French authorities about deporting Moussaoui to France and that the French 
authorities were interested in pursuing the matter.  In the lead portion of the 
EC, the Paris ALAT wrote a lead for the Minneapolis FBI that stated, “With 
FBIHQ concurrence and assistance, advise Legat Paris of interest in further 
exploring the possibility of deporting [Moussaoui] by U.S. law enforcement 
escort to France as described in the text of this EC.”  The lead for the RFU was 
a “read and clear” lead.   

Gary’s notes indicate that Martin brought this new information to Gary’s 
attention in a telephone call on August 30.  In addition, Martin advised him that 
the French government would be able to hold Moussaoui for several days with 
his property quarantined.  The notes reflect that Martin told Gary that the 
French authorities were “very interested in Moussaoui” and that they wanted 
him “escorted to France” and his “property quarantined.”  Gary’s notes also 
indicate that Martin advised Gary that the French terrorism statutes would 
allow the French to hold Moussaoui for “several days to determine what he’s 
up to.”   
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G. Deportation plans  

Martin and the Minneapolis FBI coordinated with the INS to finalize 
plans for Moussaoui’s deportation.  Under the law, Moussaoui could be 
deported to either France, his country of citizenship, or England, his country of 
last residence.  The French advised that they could hold Moussaoui and search 
his belongings, and on approximately August 30, it was decided to deport 
Moussaoui to France.   

During the deportation planning, the Minneapolis FBI and the FBI Paris 
ALAT requested permission from FBI Headquarters for Henry and an INS 
agent to accompany Moussaoui to France in order to brief French authorities 
and to assist in evaluating the information obtained in the search.  Minneapolis 
Acting SAC Roy wrote in an August 30 e-mail to Don that the French 
authorities were requiring that Moussaoui be accompanied by a law 
enforcement officer from the United States and that Moussaoui’s property be 
kept separate from him.  Roy wrote, “If possible, we would like the 
Minneapolis agents to be present while the exploitation of the computer is 
conducted so we can act immediately on any information obtained.”   

Don initially was opposed to sending FBI agents to escort Moussaoui.  
He sent a reply e-mail to Roy on August 31 stating that he believed that the 
deportation of Moussaoui should “remain an INS issue.”  (Emphasis in 
original.)  Don wrote in the e-mail the Minneapolis FBI should ensure that the 
FAA was involved and noted that FAA sky marshals were armed.   

Section Chief Rolince told the OIG that he also was initially opposed to 
sending a Minneapolis agent with Moussaoui to France.  He said that at first he 
thought it was unnecessary because, based on his past experience, the agent 
would have accompanied Moussaoui in an attempt to obtain information.  He 
said that he changed his mind when it later was explained to him that the 
Minneapolis agent was going to accompany Moussaoui as part of an overall 
strategy to ensure that Minneapolis obtained all of the information from the 
search and further investigation.   

Roy replied by e-mail to Don a few minutes later and asked whether 
Don’s e-mail meant that FBI Headquarters would not support a Minneapolis 
agent accompanying Moussaoui to France.  Gary also provided additional 
information to Don, such as that the French authorities preferred that an FBI 
agent accompany Moussaoui to France and that Martin had informed the 
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Minneapolis FBI that FAA sky marshals would not be traveling with 
Moussaoui.141   

Don replied by e-mail three hours later, stating that he could not discuss 
the matter at the moment but would call Roy the following week.  Don added 
that he did not believe that the FBI would be turning over the case to the 
French authorities by not sending an FBI agent to escort Moussaoui.  He added 
that the FBI’s Paris ALAT would be present for the search and had been 
involved with the Moussaoui investigation from the beginning.   

On September 4, Don, Martin, and Roy received an e-mail from the Paris 
ALAT in which he stated that he wanted to confirm the deportation plans.  He 
wrote that it was his understanding that the proposal was to send Moussaoui to 
Paris with an INS escort and the FBI case agent.  The ALAT noted that “[t]his 
would fit nicely with what the French have requested” and that the agents 
would need to stay in France a couple of days to assist with briefing the French 
authorities and to obtain the results of the search by the French authorities.  
Martin replied by e-mail that Don “still [held] the position that [Moussaoui] 
will be escorted by INS, and that no FBI personnel is needed.”  Martin also 
wrote that because the case had been opened only two weeks and because the 
interviews were well documented, the ALAT and the French authorities should 
be able to handle the case without the FBI sending the case agent.   

The Paris ALAT responded by e-mail to Don, providing his opinion on 
whether a Minneapolis agent should accompany Moussaoui to France.  The 
ALAT stated that he did not feel that he was in a position to adequately answer 
some questions that could be raised about the FBI’s investigation of 
Moussaoui, such as other investigation conducted of which the ALAT was 
unaware, and questions about Moussaoui’s personality for purposes of 
approaching him in an interview.  He wrote that he therefore believed that an 
agent from Minneapolis or FBI Headquarters should accompany Moussaoui.   

Don responded to the ALAT’s e-mail the same day.  He wrote, “Do we 
need to fly FBI agents all over the world to conduct basic investigation. [sic]  I 
don’t like the idea of [a Minneapolis FBI agent] ‘escorting’ this guy --- This is 

 
141 Martin’s e-mail about the FAA stated, “[The FAA] did not indicate a desire to escort 

the guy, and indicated the INS escort would suffice.”   
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not that complicated.  It may be to [sic] late, but in the future I would like [the 
ALAT] to handle such matters.”   

The next day, September 5, Henry e-mailed Martin about a meeting he 
had with the INS supervisor who was going to be responsible for sending 
Moussaoui to France.  Henry explained that the INS supervisor had raised a 
number of issues about the deportation of Moussaoui and recommended that 
the FBI request that the INS transport Moussaoui on a government aircraft (a 
Justice Prisoner Alien Transportation System (JPATS) flight).  Martin 
responded to this e-mail by stating that he would discuss the issue with the INS 
supervisor assigned to the RFU.  Martin also forwarded the e-mail to Don.   

Don replied the next day, September 6, writing, “Isn’t a JPATS flight 
awful expensive for a guy SUSPECTED of being up to no good???  Again, I’m 
of the belief that we consider that a FAA sky marshal(s) be present on the 
flight.”   

According to Gary, he repeatedly asked Roy to raise the issue at a higher 
level at the FBI regarding Minneapolis agents accompanying Moussaoui to 
France.  According to Gary, Roy was waiting for a call back from Don, and 
because Don had not given Minneapolis a definite “no,” Roy was hesitant to go 
up the chain of command.   

According to Roy, he did not hear from Don about the deportation issue.  
When Don still had not responded by Monday, September 10, Roy sent another 
e-mail to Don asking whether he had given consideration to a Minneapolis FBI 
agent escorting Moussaoui.   

Don replied by e-mail a few hours later stating that FBI Headquarters 
decided to concur with a Minneapolis agent accompanying Moussaoui to 
France.   

Gary also told the OIG that he had suggested at some point that Roy “go 
up” the chain of command about Minneapolis’ FISA request, but that Roy did 
not.  Gary told the OIG that he believed that Roy was “not aggressive enough” 
because he did not appeal to anyone in upper management at FBI 
Headquarters, but that Roy may have decided to focus on the deportation issue 
and “drop” the FISA issue.  Gary told the OIG that he believed that part of the 
reason that Roy did not contact anyone above Don about the Moussaoui FISA 
request was because he was an acting SAC, and also possibly because Roy did 



 

174 

not have any international terrorism experience.  Gary also said that Gary 
himself was “on a learning curve too,” and that if he had more experience, he 
would have sought assistance from someone above Don with trying to get FBI 
Headquarters to submit the Moussaoui FISA request to OIPR.   

Roy responded to this issue by stating that he did not go above Don 
because, before the September 11 attacks, there was no apparent “urgency” to 
the Moussaoui matter, and he believed that the Minneapolis FBI had taken the 
matter through the appropriate channels, since the head of the NSLU also had 
given his opinion on the FISA request.  Roy added that shortly after Bowman’s 
opinion was received, the deportation plan was in place and that plan was 
going to result in Moussaoui’s belongings being searched, which was what 
Minneapolis was attempting to achieve.   

H. Dissemination of information about Moussaoui  

On August 28, Don received an e-mail from the FBI detailee to the CIA 
who we call Craig, which indicated that the CIA had not yet received a formal 
communication from the FBI about the FBI’s requests in the Moussaoui 
investigation.  Don e-mailed Martin and Robin on August 31 to request that 
they prepare a “comprehensive teletype” to the CIA about Moussaoui.  Don 
wrote that they should pass to the CIA all information, such as biographical 
information, pocket litter, and telephone numbers, and formally ask for traces 
on all of the information even though the requests already had been made 
informally.  Don noted that the information needed to be in “formal channels” 
and instructed Martin and Robin to include the Minneapolis FBI and 
appropriate Legat offices on the teletype so that the offices would know what 
FBI Headquarters was doing.  Martin replied that he had spoken to Craig about 
the lack of a formal request and that Martin had begun preparing a teletype, but 
that he had not yet completed it.   

On the same day, in an e-mail from Don to Roy in which Don 
recommended that FAA sky marshals be used to escort Moussaoui when he 
was deported to France, Don wrote that he “would also suggest that 
[Minneapolis] ensure FAA is on board (figuratively and literally).  FAA needs 
to know that FBI suspects that your subject may have been up to no good 
which included his desire to obtain 747 pilot training.”  Roy responded in an e-
mail that the Minneapolis FBI was working on an LHM and would disseminate 
it to the FAA in Minneapolis as soon as possible.   
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Henry told the OIG that he began drafting an LHM to the FAA and that 
he thought it was important to inform the FAA that Minneapolis believed that 
Moussaoui wanted to seize control of an airplane and that he might be released 
soon after he was back in France.  Henry prepared a 7-page LHM in which he 
summarized the FBI’s investigation, including what the FBI had learned from 
the flight school employees about Moussaoui and his interest in and ability to 
use the mode control panel.  Henry noted, “While it is not known if his 
physical training and study of martial arts are also connected to this plan, such 
preparations are consistent with facilitating the violent takeover of a 
commercial aircraft.”   

Henry also included a section at the end of the LHM labeled “threat 
assessment” in which he wrote: 

Minneapolis believes that Moussaoui, Al-Attas, and others 
not yet known were engaged in preparing to seize a Boeing 
747-400 in commission of a terrorist act.  As Moussaoui denied 
requests for consent to search his belongings and was arrested 
before sufficient evidence of criminal activity was revealed, it is 
not known how far advanced were his plans to do so.   

Henry wrote that the French authorities were planning to receive Moussaoui 
into custody when he was deported and would search his belongings, but that it 
was not known whether he could be detained over the long term.  Henry added 
that “most significantly” it was unknown whether the French authorities would 
be able to retain Moussaoui’s property indefinitely, including the flight 
manuals and “materials believed to be contained on his laptop which pertain to 
his plan.”  Henry wrote that if the materials were returned to Moussaoui and he 
was released, “Moussaoui may have the ability to continue with his plan to 
utilize a 747-400 for his own ends.”  Henry added, “As the details of his plan 
are not yet fully known, it cannot be determined if Moussaoui has sufficient 
knowledge of the 747-400 to attempt to execute the seizure of such an aircraft 
if he becomes free to do so in the future.”   

On September 4, Gary discussed this LHM with Martin.  According to 
Gary’s notes of the conversation, Martin told him not to provide the LHM to 
the FAA because FBI Headquarters was issuing a teletype that day to all 
agencies.  Martin instructed Gary to provide the local FAA office with a copy 
of the teletype once it was received in Minneapolis.   
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Martin’s 11-page teletype was issued on September 4.  It was addressed 
to the FBI Minneapolis and Oklahoma City offices, six FBI Legat offices, the 
CIA, FAA, Department of State, INS, U.S. Secret Service, and U.S. Customs 
Service.  The teletype consisted of a summary portion and the details of the 
Moussaoui investigation.  In the summary portion of the teletype, Martin wrote 
that Moussaoui had been detained on a visa waiver overstay violation after he 
was brought to the attention of the FBI by instructors at the Minneapolis flight 
school, who had become suspicious of him because he was taking flight 
simulation training for a 747-400 aircraft.  The teletype stated that this training 
is normally given to airline pilots, and that Moussaoui had no prior experience 
and had paid $8,300 in cash for the course.  The teletype included the 
information received from the French authorities about Moussaoui, including 
that he adhered to radical Islamic fundamentalist beliefs and he had recruited a 
person to join the jihad against Russian forces in Chechnya.  It also included 
the later information received from the French, such as the description of him 
as “full of hatred and intolerance and completely devoted to the Wahabite 
cause” and that he was “considered to be potentially very dangerous because of 
his beliefs and the nature of his character.”  The teletype added that Moussaoui 
had traveled to Pakistan for two months prior to his arrival in the United States 
and that “it is noted that Islamic extremists often use Pakistan as a transit point 
en route to receiving training at terrorist camps in Afghanistan.”   

After the summary portion of the teletype, Martin included specifics from 
the investigation, most of which were taken from the 26-page EC prepared by 
Henry at the initiation of the investigation.  Unlike the LHM Henry had 
prepared to give to the FAA, however, the teletype did not contain a threat 
assessment or any indication that the Minneapolis FBI believed that 
Moussaoui, Al-Attas, and others not yet known were engaged in preparing to 
seize an airplane in commission of a terrorist act.   

On September 5, Henry and an INS agent provided Martin’s teletype to 
the FAA office in Minneapolis and briefed FAA employees on the threat that 
the Minneapolis FBI believed Moussaoui posed.  Henry told the OIG that 
while the teletype contained most of the facts of the investigation, it lacked 
conclusions and analysis and had “no statement of opinion as to the threat that 
this represents.”   

Martin told the OIG that at the time that he was preparing the teletype, he 
was not aware that the Minneapolis FBI was preparing an LHM to provide to 
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the local FAA office.  He stated that he discussed to whom to address his 
teletype with the IOS at FBI Headquarters who prepared teletypes for the FBI 
when it disseminated threat information, and he also discussed the contents of 
the teletype with an FAA employee detailed to FBI Headquarters.  Martin told 
the OIG that he included in the teletype what he believed was supported by the 
facts of the investigation.  He asserted that Minneapolis had a “gut feeling” that 
Moussaoui was “up to no good,” but did not have intelligence information of 
an ongoing plot or plan to hijack an airplane.   

Don told the OIG that the FBI used teletypes to disseminate facts 
gathered from an investigation and to disseminate information about threats.  
He said that Martin’s teletype was a compilation of the facts and did not 
“speculate as to what Moussaoui was up to.”  Don said that the FBI anticipated 
that the recipient agencies would provide the FBI with their reactions to the 
teletype or information that was relevant to the teletype.   

I. September 11 attacks  
On September 10, Henry received an e-mail from Carol, the FBI 

Headquarters employee whom he had contacted for more information about 
Khattab’s connections to Al Qaeda.  She asked whether Henry had ever 
received anything that he could use in support of a search warrant for 
Moussaoui’s belongings.  Henry responded that the RFU had determined that 
Minneapolis had insufficient evidence to pursue either a FISA or a criminal 
warrant.  He noted that Minneapolis “did not pursue this further because [FBI 
Headquarters has] directed that this is an INS matter.”  He added that he 
“strongly disagree[d].”  He also wrote that Moussaoui was being deported to 
France and that his “big fear” was that Moussaoui would be released following 
his deportation.  He concluded by thanking Carol for her assistance.   

Carol responded a few minutes later by e-mail in which she wrote, 
“Thanks for the update. Very sorry that this matter was handled the way it was, 
but you fought the good fight.  God Help [sic] us all if the next terrorist 
incident involves the same type of plane.”   

On the morning of September 11, at 8:34 a.m. Eastern Standard Time, 
Martin sent an e-mail to Gary finalizing plans for Moussaoui’s deportation, 
which the FBI believed would occur within several days.  Just 12 minutes later, 
the first hijacked airplane hit the north tower of the World Trade Center.   
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After the first airplane hit, Martin tried to call Minneapolis ASAC 
Charles but reached Rowley instead.  According to Rowley, she told Martin 
that it was essential to get a criminal search warrant for Moussaoui’s 
belongings.  Rowley said that Martin instructed her that Minneapolis should 
not take any action without FBI Headquarters approval because it could have 
an impact on matters of which she was not aware.  In her May 20, 2002, letter 
to the FBI Director, Rowley wrote that in this conversation with Martin she had 
said “in light of what just happened in New York, it would have to be the 
‘hugest coincidence’ at this point if Moussaoui was not involved with the 
terrorists.”  Rowley wrote that Martin replied “something to the effect that I 
had used the right term ‘coincidence’ and that this was probably all just a 
coincidence.”  Rowley told the OIG that she agreed to follow Martin’s 
directive not to immediately seek a criminal warrant, and she was told that FBI 
Headquarters would call her back.   

Martin told the OIG that he recalled that there was a lot of confusion 
when he spoke to Rowley.  Martin said that he did not recall making the 
statement about a coincidence to Rowley.  He explained to the OIG that he did 
not feel comfortable giving legal advice about seeking a criminal warrant, so 
he went to the NSLU attorney who we call Tim, who advised that the 
Minneapolis FBI should seek the criminal search warrant.   

While Rowley was waiting for a return call from FBI Headquarters, 
Minneapolis ASAC Charles was on the telephone with Don.  Because Acting 
SAC Roy was out of the office, Charles was responsible for the Minneapolis 
office and had called FBI Headquarters immediately after the first airplane hit 
the World Trade Center.  Charles had reached Don and asked him for 
permission to seek a criminal search warrant for Moussaoui’s belongings.  
According to Charles, Don responded that he still did not believe that there was 
enough evidence to support a criminal search warrant.  Charles stated that, 
during the course of this conversation the Pentagon was hit by another hijacked 
airplane, and that Don then told Charles to go to the USAO for a criminal 
warrant.   

Don confirmed that he spoke to Charles on the morning of September 11.  
He asserted that he immediately told Charles that the Minneapolis FBI could 
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seek a criminal warrant.142  Don told the OIG that it was a brief conversation 
that lasted several seconds at the most.   

Once Don authorized contact between the Minneapolis FBI and the 
Minneapolis USAO, Henry and Rowley went to the USAO to obtain a criminal 
search warrant for Moussaoui’s belongings.  They consulted with several 
senior Assistant United States Attorneys, and drafted an affidavit in support of 
the search warrant.  The affidavit stated that there was probable cause to 
believe that the laptop computer and other items seized from Moussaoui would 
contain evidence of a violation of 18 U.S.C. § 32 – destruction of aircraft or 
aircraft facilities.  The affidavit contained much of the information reported in 
Henry’s 26-page EC about Moussaoui’s interactions with the flight school and 
interviews with the Minneapolis FBI, as well as the information from Al-Attas’ 
will and from the transcribed conversation of Al-Attas while he was in custody.  
The affidavit also included information about the September 11 attacks on the 
World Trade Center and the Pentagon.  The search warrant was granted that 
day.   

The FBI searched Moussaoui’s belongings that were being held at the 
INS offices in Minnesota, including the laptop computer, associated computer 
software such as diskettes, spiral bound notebooks, clothes, and a cellular 
telephone.  The return from the search warrant stated that the following items, 
among other things, were found:  a pair of shin guards; a Northwest Airlines 
747 cockpit operating manual; two 747 training videos; seven spiral notebooks 
containing handwritten notes about aviation; a Microsoft flight simulator book; 
a PowerPoint compact disc; a cell phone; binoculars; headphones; a skullcap; a 
cassette recorder; European coins; eyeglasses; disposable razors; and several 
documents, including financial records, blank checks, and identification papers 
from France.   

Moussaoui’s belongings did not reveal anything that specifically provided 
a warning or an indication of an imminent terrorist attack.  There were no plans, 
correspondence, or names or addresses in his computer or notebooks that linked 
him directly to the September 11 terrorist attacks.  However, information was 

 
142 The 1995 Procedures provided that the FBI could go directly to the USAO without 

obtaining permission from the Criminal Division if “exigent circumstances” were present.   
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obtained in the search that, through further traces, was used by the government 
to indict Moussaoui for conspiring in the September 11 terrorist plot.   

J. Information received from British authorities on September 12 
and 13  

On September 11, after the attacks, the London Legat again requested 
information about Moussaoui from the British.  According to British reports 
that the FBI reviewed on September 12 and 13, Moussaoui had attended an al 
Qaeda training camp in Afghanistan.  

It is not clear why the information from the British was not provided to 
the FBI until after September 11.  The FBI’s ALAT in London first contacted 
the British authorities by telephone and in a written communication dated 
August 21.  The ALAT summarized the status of the FBI’s investigation of 
Moussaoui, provided a document describing the results of the investigation at 
that time, and asked for traces to be conducted on Moussaoui and all of the 
individuals listed in his communication and in an enclosed document.   

The ALAT told the OIG that he had had several meetings and telephone 
calls with the British authorities in which Moussaoui was discussed.  He said 
that the British were well aware of the importance of the matter.  In addition, he 
said that on September 5 he provided the British with the additional information 
about Moussaoui that the FBI had received from the French authorities.  The 
ALAT told the OIG that he did not know why the British authorities failed to 
provide the information about Moussaoui sooner.  However, he said that 10 to 15 
days to respond to a request for information from the FBI was normal.   

K.  Moussaoui’s indictment  

On December 11, 2001, Moussaoui was indicted by a grand jury on six 
conspiracy counts directly related to the September 11 attacks.  He is still 
awaiting trial.143   

 
143 On July 22, 2002, Al-Attas pled guilty to making false statements to federal 

investigators.  He was sentenced on October 22, 2002, to time served.   



 

181 

III. OIG Analysis  

We concluded that there were significant problems in how the FBI 
handled the Moussaoui case.  In our view, these problems were attributable to 
both systemic issues in how the FBI handled intelligence and counterterrorism 
issues at the time, as well as to individual failings on the part of some of the 
individuals involved in the Moussaoui case.   

A. No intentional misconduct  

At the outset of our analysis, we believe it is important to state that we 
did not conclude that any FBI employee committed intentional misconduct, or 
that anyone attempted to deliberately “sabotage” the Minneapolis FBI’s request 
for a FISA warrant, as Rowley wrote in her letter to FBI Director Mueller.  For 
example, Rowley argued that Martin edited the initial FISA request submitted 
by the Minneapolis FBI and omitted information to “deliberately further 
undercut the FISA effort.”  Rowley also suggested that as part of the alleged 
sabotage, FBI Headquarters personnel failed to make Minneapolis aware of the 
Phoenix EC.   

As we discuss below, we believe that Rowley’s letter raised significant 
problems in the way the Moussaoui investigation was handled, and we criticize 
some of the actions of FBI employees.  Her letter also alluded to broader 
problems that existed in how the FBI handled intelligence matters and FISA 
requests.  But contrary to her assertions, we found no evidence, and we do not 
believe, that any FBI employee deliberately sabotaged the Moussaoui FISA 
request or committed intentional misconduct.   

B. Probable cause was not clear  

Rowley asserted in her letter that FBI Headquarters inappropriately failed 
to seek a FISA warrant even though probable cause for the FISA became clear 
when the FBI received the French information that Moussaoui had recruited 
someone to fight in Chechnya on behalf of the rebel forces led by Ibn Khattab.  
As we discuss below, in our view the standards that the FBI applied towards 
FISA requests before September 11 were unduly conservative, and FBI 
Headquarters did not fully or appropriately analyze the French information, as 
well as other pieces of information regarding Moussaoui, for how it could be 
used in the FISA process or in connection with obtaining a criminal warrant.   
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But according to the prevailing FBI and DOJ practices at the time, it was 
not clear that the French information, or other available information, was 
sufficient to obtain a warrant from the FISA Court.  Prior to September 11, 
2001, the Chechen rebels led by Khattab had not been designated by the State 
Department as a foreign terrorist organization.  FBI managers and attorneys we 
interviewed told us that they believed that the Chechen rebels had not been 
pleaded as a foreign power before the FISA Court previously.  In addition, they 
stated that while it may have been theoretically possible to use the Chechen 
rebels as a new foreign power in FISA applications to the FISA Court, FBI 
Headquarters was operating under the belief that OIPR would not plead a 
foreign power in a FISA request that had not previously been pled.  In addition, 
several FBI witnesses stated that the intelligence at the time suggested that 
Khattab and the Chechen rebels were involved only in a civil war and were not 
interested in harming U.S. interests, and they believed this assessment would 
have caused OIPR not to support using the Chechen rebels as a foreign power 
in a FISA application.  The FBI witnesses stated that even if the CIA had 
evidence that would have supported articulating the Chechen rebels as a 
foreign power for a FISA application, “building” a new foreign power for a 
FISA application was a process that took several months to complete, and the 
Moussaoui FISA warrant was needed more quickly because he was about to be 
deported.   

The Minneapolis FBI believed that the foreign power connection was 
also established because Moussaoui was connected to Khattab, who was linked 
to Usama Bin Laden.  Yet, several FBI employees we interviewed stated that 
while there was some association between Khattab and Bin Laden, the latest 
intelligence information indicated Khattab was not part of the al Qaeda 
organization, and that Khattab did not take direction from Bin Laden.   

In an effort to examine whether probable cause was clear with regard to 
the Minneapolis FBI’s request for a FISA warrant, we asked James Baker, the 
current head of OIPR, to review the documentation in the Moussaoui 
investigation and provide us with his assessment as to whether there was a 
sufficient connection between Moussaoui and a foreign power to support a 
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FISA warrant.144  He opined that the case for a FISA warrant was “not a slam 
dunk” and that there were “no conclusively damning facts” to establish the 
necessary connection to a foreign power.  However, he said that, while he 
could not say conclusively how he would have responded if he had been asked 
to review the Moussaoui matter in August 2001, he thought it might have been 
possible to argue that Moussaoui and the other individuals who had surfaced in 
the investigation were operating as an al Qaeda cell in the United States.  
Alternatively, he said that it was possible to argue that Moussaoui, Al-Attas, 
and the other individuals who surfaced in the investigation were their own 
small, unnamed foreign power, since the FISA legislative history provides that 
a foreign power can be a group as small as two individuals.   

Baker stated that if the request for a FISA warrant had been presented to 
OIPR for consideration in August 2001, he would have “asked lots of 
questions” about it.  He said that he would have been concerned about such a 
FISA application because the Minneapolis FBI had at first wanted to go to the 
U.S. Attorney’s Office to seek a criminal search warrant, and he believed this 
would have raised questions with the FISA Court that the FBI was trying to use 
FISA to pursue a criminal investigation.  He said that in order to obtain a FISA 
warrant, OIPR likely would have recommended a wall between the two 
investigations.   

Baker’s analysis confirmed our view that, contrary to Rowley’s 
allegations, the Minneapolis FBI did not have a completely clear case for a 
FISA warrant in the Moussaoui case that would have been easily approved had 
the FBI and OIPR sought one from the FISA Court.  Given the standards and 
prevailing practices at the time, FBI Headquarters’ assessment that it could not 
establish Moussaoui’s connection to a foreign power with OIPR or the FISA 
Court was not completely off base, as alleged by the Minneapolis FBI.  Nor do 
we believe that FBI Headquarters’ failure to seek a FISA warrant was a result 
of any intent to “sabotage” the Moussaoui case.  But, as we discuss below, we 

 
144 As stated previously, Baker joined OIPR in October 1996 and became the Deputy 

Counsel in 1998.  In May 2001, he was named Acting Counsel, and in January 2002 he 
became the Counsel.  Before we showed him the documents, Baker had not previously 
reviewed the Moussaoui information.   
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believe the FBI Headquarters’ handling of the Moussaoui request and other 
FISA requests was unduly conservative and problematic in various ways.   

C. Problems in the FBI’s handling of the Moussaoui investigation  

The handling of the Moussaoui case highlighted that the Department’s 
narrow interpretation of the “purpose” requirement under FISA before 
September 11, 2001, was a severe impediment to obtaining FISA warrants.  
We also question how the FBI examined the interaction between a potential 
criminal case and an intelligence case in the context of the Moussaoui 
investigation.   

We believe the FBI did not carefully consider its options at the outset of 
the Moussaoui investigation, and it inexplicably failed to consider whether it 
should seek a criminal warrant once the decision was made that a FISA warrant 
should not be sought.  Moreover, it did not adequately disseminate, within or 
outside the FBI, the information from the Minneapolis FBI about the potential 
threat posed by Moussaoui.   

The Department’s interpretation of FISA was conservative prior to 
September 11 for a variety of reasons.  This conservative interpretation was 
exacerbated in the Moussaoui case by the fact that many of the FBI’s decisions 
were informed only by what FBI Headquarters or NSLU attorneys sensed 
might be the reaction of OIPR or the FISA Court.  There was no clear body of 
law to guide the FBI, and neither OIPR, the NSLU, nor FBI management made 
clear the policies and practices to guide individual FBI employees or 
supervisors on FISA applications.  Many decisions appear to have been made 
based on prior feedback from OIPR, rather than clear guidance.  As we discuss 
below, this lack of guidance resulted in frequent misunderstandings about the 
possibilities under FISA or the appropriate standards to guide decisions 
regarding intelligence and criminal investigations.   

1. Initial evaluation of the request for a FISA warrant  

a. Prevailing standards  

As discussed in Chapter Two, the FISA statute requires that “the 
purpose” of a FISA warrant be to obtain foreign intelligence information.  
However, courts and the Department for many years used the standard of 
whether the “primary purpose” of the FISA request was to obtain intelligence 
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information.  Under this standard, the Department and the FBI analyzed each 
case to determine whether the goal of an investigation was to gather 
intelligence or to pursue a criminal investigation.  In 1995, the Department 
developed written procedures, called the “1995 Procedures,” designed to 
ensure adherence to this “primary purpose” standard.  The impetus for the 1995 
Procedures was OIPR’s concern that the lack of procedures had permitted the 
FBI and the Criminal Division to work so closely together in the Ames case 
that the FISA Court would believe that the purpose of the FISA warrant was to 
gather information for the criminal case, rather than the intelligence 
investigation.   

The Department’s interpretation of the primary purpose standard, and the 
widespread perception within the FBI that the FISA Court and OIPR would not 
permit criminal investigative activity when an intelligence investigation was 
opened, impeded the Minneapolis FBI’s ability even to consult with 
prosecutors to assess whether probable cause existed to obtain a criminal 
search warrant.  After Moussaoui’s arrest on immigration charges, the 
Minneapolis FBI wanted to search Moussaoui’s belongings to determine his 
plans and to prevent him from committing a terrorist act.  The FBI agents’ 
objectives were broad – to deter any criminal activities, to protect national 
security by whatever means available, and to obtain any intelligence on 
Moussaoui’s plans.  These objectives could not be easily categorized as either 
criminal or intelligence.   

Unfortunately, under the prevailing standards at the time, consultation 
and coordination with the prosecutors in the local U.S. Attorney’s Office was 
difficult, and it did not occur in the Moussaoui case.  The Minneapolis agents 
opened the Moussaoui case as an intelligence investigation.  As a result, they 
could not contact the USAO for guidance and advice on the criminal 
investigation or the possibility of obtaining a criminal search warrant without 
approval from the Criminal Division and notice to OIPR.  Once the FBI’s 
intelligence case was opened, FBI Headquarters had to send a memorandum to 
the Criminal Division to receive permission to contact the USAO to discuss a 
criminal warrant.   

The Minneapolis FBI initially made contact with the USAO, but then did 
not pursue any substantive conversations because of these prohibitions.  
Conversely, if the Minneapolis FBI had opened the case as a criminal 
investigation, or consulted with the USAO or the Criminal Division attorneys 
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about a criminal case, that possibly would have affected its ability to obtain a 
FISA warrant because of concerns about the “smell test.”  According to OIPR 
Counsel Baker, even the fact that that Minneapolis FBI had written in its 
26-page EC that it wanted permission to go to the USAO would have been 
something that concerned him and may have affected the Moussaoui FISA 
request.   

At the initial stages of a terrorism investigation, it is often unclear and 
difficult to know how to proceed.  In this case, the Minneapolis agents were not 
able to seek advice directly from the Minneapolis USAO, which was probably 
in the best position to assess whether there was sufficient evidence to obtain a 
criminal warrant from the local court.  Although Rowley assumed that the 
Minneapolis USAO would not have supported the request for a criminal 
warrant because she believed it had an unduly high standard of probable cause, 
this was only a guess.  The Minneapolis USAO disputes her claim and stated 
that its normal practice was to work with the FBI to obtain a warrant.  Yet, 
whether or not this assessment was accurate, the system resulted in uninformed 
decisions because it did not allow agents to consult with prosecutors at an early 
stage, absent permission from the Criminal Division.145   

This problem was addressed in October 2001, when the Patriot Act 
changed the requirement from “the purpose” (for obtaining foreign 
intelligence) to “a significant purpose,” and specifically permitted such 
consultations.  As a result, direct consultations among the intelligence 
investigators and the criminal investigators and prosecutors can occur 
immediately.  We agree with the statement of former Associate Deputy 
Attorney General David Kris, who testified before Congress on September 10, 
2002: 

We need all of our best people, intelligence and law 
enforcement alike, working together to neutralize the threat.  In 
some cases, the best protection is prosecution – like the recent 

                                           
145 In addition, as discussed in Chapter Two criminal investigations had to be segregated 

from intelligence investigations, and information collected in the intelligence investigation 
that related to the criminal investigation had to be passed “over the wall” to the agents 
handling the criminal investigation.  We discuss some of the problems created by this 
system in Chapter Five.   
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prosecution of Robert Hanssen for espionage.  In other cases, 
prosecution is a bad idea, and another method – such as 
recruitment – is called for.  Sometimes you need to use both 
methods.  But we can’t make a rational decision until everyone 
is allowed to sit down together and brainstorm about what to do. 

(Emphasis in original.)   

b. Inadequate evaluation of whether to proceed as a 
criminal or intelligence matter  

Given the effect that consulting with the USAO had on a potential FISA 
application, the options in the Moussaoui case needed to be evaluated carefully 
before making the initial decision whether to proceed criminally or as an 
intelligence investigation under FISA.  This was especially true because the 
Moussaoui case was unusual for the FBI.  Ordinarily, the FBI spent months 
collecting intelligence information in support of a FISA request.  However, in 
this case the FBI did not have time because Moussaoui was about to be 
deported.   

Therefore, it was even more important for the FBI to carefully consider 
the evidence before it, the likely outcome of seeking a criminal warrant, 
including an assessment of probable cause for a criminal search warrant, and 
the potential for obtaining additional information that could connect Moussaoui 
to a foreign power under the FISA standards at the time.   

Unfortunately, this careful or thorough analysis did not occur.  After 
initially opening the Moussaoui matter as an intelligence investigation, the 
Minneapolis FBI agents requested FBI Headquarters to seek permission from 
the Criminal Division to approach the USAO to discuss a criminal warrant.  
Because of its relative inexperience in handling counterterrorism 
investigations, the Minneapolis FBI did not appreciate the adverse impact that 
seeking a criminal warrant could have on the intelligence investigation.  
Therefore, as an initial matter it did not fully consider the issues and outcomes 
in pursuing the Moussaoui case as an intelligence investigation or criminal 
investigation.  By the same token, it did not receive sufficient guidance or 
assistance from FBI Headquarters, partly because of the strained relations 
between the Minneapolis Field Office and the RFU, which we discuss below.   
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Another opportunity for a thorough assessment of the case arose when 
the Minneapolis case agent, Henry, consulted with RFU Unit Chief Don.  Don 
advised Henry that he did not believe that there was sufficient information to 
obtain a criminal search warrant and that failing to obtain a criminal search 
warrant would prevent the Minneapolis FBI from obtaining a FISA search 
warrant.  Henry’s recollection is that Don directly told him that he could not 
open a criminal case.  According to Henry, Don also asserted that probable 
cause for a criminal search warrant was “shaky.”  After his conversation with 
Don, Henry wrote on the paperwork that had been previously prepared to open 
the criminal case:  “Not opened per instructions of [Unit Chief Don].”   

Don told the OIG, on the other hand, that he did not give such a direct 
instruction and that at no time did he tell Minneapolis that they could not 
pursue the matter criminally.  He said that based on his knowledge of the case, 
he did not believe there was criminal predication for a criminal search warrant 
and that he voiced this opinion to the Minneapolis FBI about the lack of 
criminal predication.  He said he also advised Minneapolis that if obtaining the 
criminal warrant failed, the FBI would not be able to pursue the FISA warrant.  
Don said he suggested the case agent consult with the Minneapolis CDC, 
Coleen Rowley, about whether she believed that probable cause for a criminal 
search warrant was present because he believed that it was the role of the CDC 
to make such assessments.  According to Don, he stated, “you guys need to go 
back to your CDC, you need to discuss it with your CDC, and get back to me 
and tell me your position.”  As we discuss below, Henry did consult with 
Rowley, who said she recommended the avenue with the best chance of 
success, which she believed was seeking a FISA warrant instead of a criminal 
warrant.   

While it is impossible to be certain of what exactly was said in the 
discussion between Don and Henry, or whether FBI Headquarters made clear it 
would refuse permission to seek a criminal warrant, it is clear that the decision 
on whether to pursue a criminal or intelligence case was made without full 
consultation or adequate analysis.  Based on this conversation and other 
contacts with Martin and Don in the following days, Minneapolis believed that 
FBI Headquarters would not support its request to seek a criminal warrant and 
that a FISA request was the only viable option available.  It therefore pursued 
that option.  But no one carefully considered at an early stage whether this was 
likely to be a viable option under the prevailing FISA standards.   
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We do not believe that Don’s response to Henry’s initial contact was 
adequate.  Don should have weighed the possibility of obtaining a criminal 
warrant with what would be gained from the intelligence investigation and the 
problems in obtaining a FISA warrant.  While Don believed that the 
Minneapolis FBI lacked sufficient information to warrant pursuing a criminal 
investigation and that the intelligence investigation was therefore the only 
option available, this judgment was made too quickly and without adequate 
consideration of whether the evidence suggested that the FBI was likely ever 
going to be able to, under the prevailing view of FISA requirements at the time, 
sufficiently connect Moussaoui to a foreign power for a FISA warrant.   

We also believe that Don should have ensured that Henry discussed the 
matter fully with RFU SSA Martin and an NSLU attorney, taking into 
consideration the potential of the criminal investigation and the potential of the 
FISA route, including the problems that would have to be overcome, before 
reaching the decision on which route to take.  While it was the field office’s 
prerogative to decide how to pursue an investigation, the role of FBI 
Headquarters was to ensure that these decisions were made with full 
information and adequate analysis from the substantive experts in FBI 
Headquarters.  Yet, this never occurred, partly because of Headquarters’ 
dismissal of the Minneapolis FBI’s assessment of the threat posed by 
Moussaoui, partly because of strained relations between the RFU and the 
Minneapolis FBI, and partly because FBI Headquarters approached this case 
like other cases, where there was time to investigate further and obtain more 
evidence to support the FISA warrant.  In this case, however, Moussaoui was 
going to be deported quickly, and there was little time to conduct an 
investigation to obtain sufficient evidence to link Moussaoui to a recognized 
foreign power.   

From our review, early on the RFU appears to have discounted the 
concerns of the Minneapolis FBI about Moussaoui.  Don and Martin believed 
that Minneapolis was overreacting and couching facts in an “inflammatory” 
way to get people “spun up” about someone who was only “suspected” of 
being a terrorist.  The RFU downplayed and undersold the field office’s 
concerns about Moussaoui, even writing “that there is no indication that either 
[Moussaoui or Al-Attas] had plans for nefarious activity.”  In response to the 
Minneapolis FBI’s concern that it wanted “to make sure Moussaoui doesn’t get 
control of an airplane to crash it into the [World Trade Center] or something 

--
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like that,” Martin dismissed this possibility, stating  “You have a guy interested 
in this type of aircraft.  That is it.” As we discuss below, we believe that the 
RFU did not fully consider with an open mind the evidence against Moussaoui 
and examine in a collaborative fashion with Minneapolis how to best pursue its 
investigation.  Rather, it quickly and inappropriately dismissed Minneapolis’ 
information as incomplete and its concerns as far-fetched.   

However, it is also important to note that another potential opportunity 
for a thorough evaluation of both the criminal and intelligence investigations 
arose when Henry consulted with Rowley, the Minneapolis CDC.  When 
Henry approached Rowley at Don’s suggestion to discuss whether Minneapolis 
should seek a criminal warrant or a FISA warrant, Rowley correctly advised 
Henry about the existence of the smell test and the adverse effect that seeking a 
criminal warrant could have on the intelligence investigation.  Her advice – 
that Henry instead seek a FISA warrant – was based on her concerns that the 
USAO would not approve a request for a criminal warrant because she 
believed it used a standard higher than probable cause.  Rowley told the OIG 
that she gave the advice that she believed would optimize the Minneapolis 
FBI’s chances of being able to search Moussaoui’s belongings.  She did not, 
however, adequately assess or discuss with Henry whether a FISA warrant 
would even be feasible in this case, given the need to connect Moussaoui to a 
foreign power.   

Rowley acknowledged to the OIG that her experience and knowledge of 
FISA were not extensive.146  We believe that she should have recognized the 
need for a more thorough examination of the potential of both the criminal and 

 
146 When we questioned Rowley about the basis for her belief that probable cause for a 

FISA warrant was “clear” when the information from the French was received, her 
responses indicated that she did not fully understand the statutory requirements of FISA.  
She believed that sufficient information existed to obtain a FISA warrant because she 
believed the French information indicated that there was probable cause to believe that 
Moussaoui was engaged in terrorist activities.  Rowley failed to consider whether there was 
probable cause to believe that Moussaoui was an agent acting for or on behalf of a foreign 
power.  She further stated her belief that the foreign power connection could be made to Bin 
Laden because Moussaoui shared similar philosophy and goals with Bin Laden and was 
linked to Khattab, who also held radical Islamic beliefs.  These statements revealed a lack of 
a full understanding of agency principles under the existing FISA requirements.    
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intelligence options, including the likelihood of obtaining a FISA warrant 
within a matter of several days, and at a minimum consulted with an NSLU 
attorney.   

2. Failure to reconsider criminal warrant  
We found it even more troubling that after the FBI Headquarters 

conclusion – based upon NSLU advice – that Moussaoui did not have a 
sufficient connection to a recognized foreign power for a FISA warrant, no one 
reconsidered whether to try to obtain a criminal warrant.  As far as we could 
determine, neither FBI Headquarters nor the Minneapolis FBI initiated any 
discussion about pursuing the criminal warrant after NSLU Unit Chief 
Bowman opined that a FISA warrant was not feasible.  After the FISA warrant 
was ruled out, the “smell test” was no longer a consideration.  The FBI could 
have consulted with the Minnesota USAO at that point to determine whether it 
believed there was sufficient probable cause to obtain a criminal search 
warrant.  If the Minnesota USAO agreed, one could have been sought.  If the 
USAO disagreed, this consultation would have had no impact on a FISA 
warrant, since one was no longer being sought.   

We asked Don, Henry, Rowley, Gary, and Martin why a criminal warrant 
was not considered after the FISA route was exhausted.  Don, Henry, and 
Rowley told the OIG that they did not know why this was not done.  Don said 
that looking back on the matter now, he wished it had been discussed.  Gary 
told the OIG that he did not seek to pursue it again because he believed FBI 
Headquarters was not willing to support obtaining the requisite permission to 
approach the USAO.  Martin told the OIG that because Minneapolis believed 
that there was sufficient evidence to support obtaining a criminal warrant, it 
was up to the field office to initiate pursuit of the criminal warrant.   

We found it puzzling, and troubling, that no one discussed pursuing this 
option.  It also showed that the FBI never fully evaluated the potential of the 
criminal investigation versus the FISA investigation.  Instead, the FBI pursued 
the case as an either/or proposition, without evaluating the potential of each 
approach.   

We also do not agree with Martin that it was Minneapolis’ responsibility 
alone to consider this option.  In our view, his position reflects the breakdown 
in communication between Headquarters and the field, and also shows a 
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troubling lack of initiative and acceptance of responsibility by FBI 
Headquarters.  While we cannot say whether a request for a criminal warrant 
would have been successful, it should have been reconsidered.   

3. Conservatism with respect to FISA  
The handling of the Moussaoui case also highlighted the conservatism of 

the Department and the FBI at the time with regard to the use of FISA.  At the 
time of the Moussaoui investigation there was a widespread perception in the 
FBI that OIPR was excessively restrictive in its approach to obtaining FISAs.  
The perception was that OIPR would not plead “new” foreign powers – foreign 
powers that had not previously been pled to the FISA Court – and that OIPR 
required more support to go forward than the probable cause that what was 
required by the FISA statute.  This perception caused the FBI to be less 
aggressive in pursuit of FISA warrants that did not fit the standard pattern.   

This perception was discussed in the May 2000 report of the Attorney 
General’s Review Team (AGRT) that was established to review the FBI and 
the Department’s handling of the Wen Ho Lee FCI investigations and FISA 
application.  The report stated that in interviews with FBI personnel, “a 
consistent theme that has emerged has been the FBI’s substantial frustration 
with what it perceives to be OIPR’s general lack of aggressiveness in the 
handling of FISA applications.”  The AGRT concluded that OIPR was too 
conservative in its handling of the Lee FISA application and three factors 
suggested that the FBI’s general complaint of undue conservatism had merit.  
First, the AGRT found that OIPR had never had a FISA application turned 
down by the FISA Court and that “this record suggests the use of ‘PC+’ 
[probable cause plus], an insistence on a bit more than the law requires.”  
Second, the AGRT asserted that while some disputes between agents and 
lawyers were to be expected, the fact that the complaints about OIPR came 
from all levels within the FBI as well as the frequency and the intensity of the 
complaints suggested that this concern was not arising out of the normal 
tension between agents and lawyers.  Third, the AGRT stated that OIPR 
applied too conservative an approach to the Lee application, which suggested it 
did so across the board because of the significance of and attention received 
within OIPR by the Lee application.   

We heard similar complaints from FBI Headquarters managers and 
NSLU attorneys that OIPR was too conservative.  FBI employees made two 
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arguments in support of this assertion.  First, FBI employees said that OIPR 
required more than what FBI employees believed was necessary under FISA to 
get a FISA warrant.  One former unit chief told the OIG that OIPR’s standard 
for probable cause was “too high.”  The former head of NSLU told the OIG 
that OIPR attorneys often asked for details about the investigation that were not 
related to the issue of probable cause.  He asserted that, by comparison, 
Title III applications were “far cleaner and far more succinct” than the FISA 
applications.  As an example of OIPR’s conservatism, another NSLU attorney 
asserted to the OIG the fact that in FISA applications involving a particular 
terrorist organization as the foreign power, OIPR required a substantial number 
of pages worth of facts to support the assertion that it was a terrorist 
organization, despite the fact that this terrorist organization was designated as a 
foreign terrorist organization by the State Department.147   

Second, FBI employees told the OIG that they believed that OIPR was 
not aggressive in its use of FISA.  They asserted that OIPR was not interested 
in pleading “new” foreign powers – foreign powers that had not previously 
been pled to the FISA Court.  FBI employees told the OIG that with respect to 
each potential target, they had to identify which terrorist “box” the target fit 
into, and that OIPR was primarily interested in using a particular terrorist 
organization as the box and pleading it as the foreign power.  FBI personnel 
explained to the OIG that while terrorist groups were at one time recognizable 
as a collection of individuals belonging to an organization with a well-defined 
command structure and could easily be placed in a terrorist “box,” this was no 
longer the case by the mid-90s.  Instead, terrorists were often Islamic 
extremists who were not necessarily affiliated with any specific terrorist group 
and who received support from or shared the same goals with several different 
groups.  To address this change in terrorism, the FBI proposed to OIPR in 1997 
and again in 2000 creating a new foreign power – which they called the 
“International Jihad Movement” – that would target these kinds of terrorists.  
According to FBI employees, the FBI presented its position to OIPR on several 
occasions, but OIPR was not receptive to this idea.  By the summer of 2001, 

 
147 At the request of the FBI, in 2001 this information was eventually revised and 

shortened substantially.    
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however, OIPR had agreed to review documentation the FBI compiled in 
support of creating the new foreign power.   

James Baker, the Counsel of OIPR, acknowledged that OIPR had this 
reputation, but he did not believe that it was accurate.  He stated that significant 
changes had occurred before September 11, 2001, as well as in the past few 
years.  He said that at the time of the millennium (year 2000), the threat of 
terrorist attacks was high and OIPR was very aggressive in its use of new 
theories of probable cause, which the FISA Court approved.  He said that OIPR 
attorneys – in their oversight role – asked a lot of questions of the FBI and did 
not automatically approve FISA applications, causing some frustrations in the 
FBI.  He also stated that another source for the perception of OIPR within the 
FBI was the fact that field offices had no contact with OIPR, and as a result 
were not aware of the work that OIPR contributed to bolstering the FISA 
package.  But he said that the FBI generally brought meritorious cases to OIPR 
and that he instructed his staff to be advocates for each application and to “pull 
the thing together and see if it can fly.”148  With respect to the new foreign 
power suggested by the FBI, Baker told the OIG that the FBI was requested 
repeatedly by OIPR to draft a memorandum setting forth the evidence 
supporting the existence of this new foreign power, but the FBI did not present 
any documentation to OIPR concerning this theory until after September 11, 
2001.   

In our review, it was clear to us that the perceptions about OIPR affected 
how aggressively FBI Headquarters handled requests for FISA warrants from 
the field.  As we discuss below, the FBI was hesitant to plead new foreign 
powers or to plead unnamed foreign powers in FISA applications.  Most FBI 

 
148 The OIPR Deputy Counsel, Margaret Skelly-Nolen, also told the OIG that she 

believed that the FBI’s criticism of OIPR had been “unfair.”  She stated that OIPR learned 
what FISA Court judges would and would not approve based on their comments and 
questions in court sessions involving FISA applications.  She stated that obtaining FISA 
orders in counterterrorism cases was “harder” than in the traditional espionage cases, 
although she acknowledged that not all of the attorneys in OIPR were “equally aggressive.”  
However, she also described OIPR as “proactive” and the FISA Court as “responsive” to the 
needs of the government.  She added that the FBI knew “how to press” OIPR when the FBI 
really wanted a FISA warrant to go through.  She stated that what she tried to do with FISA 
requests was determine what was the most accurate and expeditious way to plead the case.   
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employees we interviewed did not even consider the possibility of pleading 
unnamed foreign powers, and many did not even know that it was possible.  In 
addition, an ongoing OPR investigation about errors in FISA applications 
increased the caution with which the FBI approached FISA.   

a. Failure to plead new foreign powers  

As discussed above, the government generally sought FISAs for subjects 
that had previously been approved by the FISA Court.  As a result, at the time 
of the Moussaoui investigation, the FBI did not routinely try to plead “new” 
foreign powers or otherwise seek to use the FISA statute creatively.  FBI 
Headquarters SSAs, IOSs, and NSLU attorneys evaluated cases and gave 
advice to the field offices based upon what they thought would get a FISA 
package through OIPR and to the FISA Court, not based upon what may have 
been legally possible under FISA.  They therefore focused on “recognized” 
foreign powers – those that had previously been pled to the FISA Court – and 
sought evidence of direct links between the target and the foreign power.  If the 
case fell outside those parameters, the FBI was not usually aggressive or 
creative in analyzing the possibilities under FISA.  OIPR Counsel Baker 
confirmed that prior to September 11 it was far easier to show that someone 
was a member of an established group that was engaged in international 
terrorism, such as al Quaeda.  In reviewing the Moussaoui case, he stated that 
although it was theoretically possible to allege a connection between 
Moussaoui and the Chechen rebels (because of Moussaoui’s recruitment of 
Amnay to go to Chechnya), it would have been far easier to use al Quaeda as 
the foreign power if sufficient information could be developed to support such 
a connection.   

One NSLU attorney told us that, by the summer of 2001, most of the FBI 
concerns were not necessarily about the legal sufficiency of the FISA request, 
but rather whether, as a practical matter, information could be presented to 
OIPR in such a way to get approval for presentation to the FISA Court.  
Several ITOS employees told us that because of the resistance to pleading new 
or unnamed foreign powers, a particular terrorist organization therefore was 
being used as a generic terrorist group in cases where there were doubts about 
ties to a specific group.  Several analysts told us that even if the link to this 
particular terrorist organization was tangential and the subject appeared to be 
more closely aligned with other individuals or to be operating alone, they 
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would still try to link the potential target to this particular terrorist group in 
order to obtain FISA Court approval.   

Reflecting this view, Martin and Don advised Minneapolis that a 
“recognized foreign power” was required in order to obtain a FISA warrant.  
The French information about Moussaoui showed a potential link between 
Moussaoui and Khattab’s group of rebels in Chechnya.  While Martin, Robin, 
and the NSLU attorneys were aware that the Chechen rebels could in theory 
constitute a terrorist organization and therefore be a foreign power under FISA, 
they did not believe this was a viable option.  Their advice to the Minneapolis 
FBI that it needed to link Moussaoui to a “recognized foreign power” was 
based on their understanding that the Chechen rebels had not been pled to the 
FISA Court previously, the belief that the intelligence was lacking to support 
pleading that the Chechen rebels were a terrorist organization, and their 
concern that it would take months to build a case for a new foreign power.   

FBI employees pointed out that even if they could get a new foreign 
power approved by the Department and before the FISA Court, it was still 
significantly faster and easier to plead an already accepted foreign power.  For 
foreign powers that had been pled before the FISA Court, the FBI could use 
previously drafted FISA applications, which contained language that already 
had been scrutinized and accepted.  This approach required using the available 
language on the foreign power and filling in the individual facts of a case.  It 
required less research and time to develop a persuasive package for OIPR and 
the FISA Court.  In contrast, pleading a new foreign power required making a 
persuasive argument that would require several levels of approval from within 
the FBI and OIPR.  This was a time consuming process, with an uncertain 
outcome.   

In the Moussaoui case, the available evidence showed a much more 
likely link between Moussaoui and Khattab and the Chechen rebels rather than 
a link to al Quaeda.  While the FBI’s belief about the likelihood of success with 
OIPR and the time it would have taken to plead a new foreign power were 
important considerations, this potential option was never explored by FBI 
Headquarters.  Most important, no one discussed it with OIPR, despite the 
Minneapolis FBI’s strong belief that Moussaoui was dangerous and its strong 
desire to seek all legitimate means to obtain access to his computer and other 
belongings.   
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b. Failure to consider pleading unnamed or unknown 
terrorist groups as a foreign power  

The FBI could have sought to plead that Moussaoui was linked to an 
“unnamed” foreign power.  The legislative history of FISA states that an 
individual cannot be a foreign power, but that “[w]here two or three individuals 
are associated with one another, it might be argued that they are an 
‘association’ or an ‘entity,’ which, if the proper showing is made could be 
considered a ‘foreign power.’”  OIPR Counsel Baker told us that based on this 
legislative history he believed that a foreign power could be as small as two 
people.  He also told us that the foreign power does not necessarily need to 
have an agreed upon name or need to be widely known.   

No one at the FBI involved in this case considered trying to plead 
Moussaoui as an agent of an unnamed, new foreign power.  If they had, it 
might have been possible to plead Moussaoui as an agent of an unnamed 
terrorist group composed of Moussaoui and a group operating in Oklahoma, 
such as Al-Attas, the persons who helped Al-Attas get out of jail, and the 
persons from whom Moussaoui indicated he received money.   

September 11 provided the impetus for the Department and the FBI to be 
far more aggressive in the use of FISA.  Based upon OIG interviews and 
review of documents, we determined that the Department has shown a great 
degree of flexibility in pleading foreign powers since September 11.   

We recognize it is not readily apparent that trying to plead Moussaoui as 
an agent of an unnamed foreign power would have succeeded had it been 
pursued.  But no one at the FBI even considered this option, despite 
Minneapolis’ adamant concerns about Moussaoui.  Moreover, no one even 
consulted with OIPR about this option, or any other option, to see what could 
be accomplished to support the Minneapolis FBI’s investigation.   

c. Ongoing DOJ OPR investigation  
We believe that the FISA Court reprimand of the FBI and an ongoing 

DOJ OPR investigation of how FISAs were handled contributed to the FBI’s 
conservatism in seeking FISA requests.  As discussed in Chapter Two, in 
September 2000, OIPR notified the FISA Court of errors in approximately 75 
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FISA applications.149  In November 2000, the Office of the Deputy Attorney 
General referred the matter to DOJ OPR, and DOJ OPR opened an 
investigation.   

Beginning in October 2000, the FISA Court began to require all 
Department personnel who received FISA information in cases involving the 
terrorist group that had been the subject of the majority of the errors to certify 
that they understood “that under ‘wall’ procedures FISA information was not 
to be shared with criminal prosecutors without the Court’s approval.”  
Everyone who reviewed such FISA-derived information was required to sign 
the certification stating that they were aware of the FISA Court order and that 
the information could not be disseminated to criminal investigators without 
prior approval of the Court.  After being notified of additional errors in FISA 
applications in March 2001, the FISA Court banned one FBI SSA from 
appearing before it.  DOJ OPR was asked by the Attorney General to expand 
its investigation to include a review of these additional errors in FISA 
applications.   

We heard differing opinions within the FBI about how the DOJ OPR 
investigation affected FBI employees.150  Martin told us that there was “a big 
push for accuracy” with new procedures being implemented and that there 
“were concerns that you just never know when an OPR is going to be opened 
up on you.”  However, he said that the matter did not significantly impact his 
work.  Don said that ITOS SSAs were upset about the DOJ OPR investigation 
and were concerned that the investigation would harm their careers and their 
ability to get other jobs within the FBI after their stint in ITOS.  But Don 

 
149 As discussed in Chapter Two, a significant number of the errors concerned 

inaccurate information in FISA applications about the “wall” procedures that had been put 
into effect to separate criminal investigations from intelligence investigations.   

150 In her May 21, 2002, letter to the Director, Rowley wrote:  “Our best real guess [for 
why Headquarters acted as it did in the Moussaoui matter]. . . is that, in most cases, 
avoidance of all ‘unnecessary’ actions/decision by FBIHQ managers (and maybe to some 
extent field managers as well) has, in recent years, been seen as the safest FBI career 
course.”  She said that FBI officials who made decisions or took actions that turned out to be 
mistaken saw “their careers plummet and end.  This has in turn resulted in a climate of fear 
which has chilled aggressive FBI law enforcement action/decisions.”   
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asserted that he did not believe the OPR investigation had “chilled” the efforts 
of the FBI.  Robin stated that, while the OPR investigation caused FBI 
employees to be more careful about accuracy, she did not feel it had created 
any timidity in the use of FISA warrants.   

Other ITOS personnel believed that the OPR investigation and the 
increased scrutiny by the FISA Court had a bigger impact on FISA 
applications.  One SSA who formerly was assigned to ITOS told us that, after 
the revelation of FISA application errors, there was a climate of fear and 
reluctance in ITOS.  He stated that in 2000 and early 2001, all ITOS SSAs 
were aware that they would be held accountable for any mistakes made in 
FISA applications, even mistakes by field offices that the SSAs oversaw.  He 
added that, because the SSA position in ITOS is temporary, most SSAs are 
planning to be promoted to a position in a field office.  This would be difficult 
if an agent had been disciplined or was under investigation.  He said that agents 
were concerned that their ability to be promoted would be adversely affected 
by any investigation into their actions.   

In addition, OIPR personnel said that the OPR investigation impacted the 
FBI’s work on FISAs.  The OIPR Deputy Counsel told us that the OPR 
investigation caused repercussions that affected the entire process.  She said 
that the FBI allowed a number of FISAs to expire because agents were 
concerned that they would find themselves under investigation or banned by 
the FISA Court for errors in applications.  She said that she had heard agents 
comment that they are “not going to be another [the agent who was banned by 
the FISA Court].”   

We believe that the atmosphere in the FBI was affected by the OPR 
investigation and the FISA Court ban of the SSA.  The added procedural 
requirements, concerns about individual liability, and the increased scrutiny of 
information in a FISA request likely caused agents to be more careful and 
sometimes become apprehensive about pursuing an unusual case or a case 
where all the facts were not immediately ascertainable.   

We also believe that this atmosphere affected Martin’s approach to FISA 
applications, including the Moussaoui matter.  Indeed, in an e-mail on June 12, 
2001, Martin cautioned Henry about the rules related to FISA with regard to 
minimizing an intercepted conversation in another intelligence case: 
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While you folks may perceive me as being too critical at 
times, I need to be certain that I am representing facts and issues 
properly to DOJ and the Court.  There are a few folks looking 
for scalps these days.  I’m only trying to keep yours and mine 
from being removed.   

D. Assessment of probable cause  

FBI Headquarters also did not analyze the facts in their totality and too 
readily discounted individual facts when assessing the Minneapolis FBI’s 
concerns about Moussaoui.  The standard for probable cause is the same for 
both FISA warrants and criminal warrants.  The Supreme Court defined 
probable cause in Illinois v. Gates, 462 U.S. 213, 236-38 (1983), as whether, 
given the “totality of the circumstances” there is a “fair probability” that 
contraband or evidence of a crime will be found in a particular place.  The 
Supreme Court emphasized that “only the probability, and not a prima facie 
showing, of criminal activity is the standard of probable cause.”  This standard 
allows for drawing reasonable inferences from the facts and does not require 
direct evidence.   

Yet, we found that the RFU and the NSLU tended to view the facts of the 
Moussaoui case individually rather than consider the totality of those facts.  
They evaluated the Moussaoui investigation for direct evidence of Moussaoui’s 
links to a foreign power, particularly al Qaeda.  While the perception at FBI 
Headquarters may have been that this was what was required by OIPR, FISA 
required only “probable cause” that a target was an agent of a foreign power.   

For example, in evaluating Moussaoui’s potential links to al Qaeda, 
Martin and Robin focused on the intelligence indicating that Khattab was no 
longer believed to be a part of the al Qaeda organization and did not take 
direction from Bin Laden.  Although Martin and Robin were correct that the 
FBI lacked sufficient information to tie Moussaoui directly to al Qaeda, it does 
not appear that either of them evaluated the totality of the evidence for facts 
that would allow for reasonable inferences that there were sufficient indirect 
connections to al Qaeda.   

An example of information that could have been considered in support of 
the FISA request was the telephone conversation between Al-Attas and the 
Oklahoma imam while Al-Attas was incarcerated.  In that conversation the 
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imam stated to Al-Attas, “I heard you guys wanted to go on Jihad.”  Al-Attas 
immediately responded, “Don’t talk about that now.”  Don stated in an e-mail 
to Minneapolis:  “The Jihad comment doesn’t concern me by itself in that this 
word can mean many things in various muslim [sic] cultures and is frequently 
taken out of context.”  Don told us that he saw the use of the term “jihad” all 
the time and there are always questions about what the term really means.  Yet, 
while the term may be open to interpretation, it is a significant comment that in 
context should have been given greater weight in considering whether there 
was probable cause to believe Moussaoui was connected to a terrorist group.  
Baker told us that “he would have tied bells and whistles” to the jihad comment 
in a FISA application.   

Don also discounted Al-Attas’ will.  He stated in an e-mail that the will 
was “interesting,” but he told the OIG that it is not uncommon for Muslims to 
have a will.  However, as pointed out in the criminal search warrant obtained 
after the September 11 attacks, the will was in a mailing envelope as though it 
was ready to be sent to relatives.   

We believe that the RFU failed to appreciate the significance of these 
individual facts and failed to analyze their effect on the totality of the 
circumstances.  Instead, it treated each fact individually and too readily 
discounted their significance.  The end result of this approach was that all of 
the facts were never fully considered in their totality or fully presented to 
anyone for a legal sufficiency review – whether by the NSLU or OIPR.   

E. Conflict between Minneapolis and FBI Headquarters  
Many of the problems that arose in the handling of the Moussaoui case 

also were affected by strained relations between the Minneapolis FBI and the 
RFU.  Prior conflicts with the RFU led the Minneapolis FBI agents to mistrust 
the judgment of the RFU, and Martin in particular.  The Minneapolis FBI 
thought that the RFU was “raising the bar,” was not aggressive, and acted out 
of an abundance of caution.  The Minneapolis agents also thought that the RFU 
did not support the field adequately, undervalued the Moussaoui case, and 
undermined their efforts.  Minneapolis therefore was skeptical of the advice 
from Headquarters and attempted to bypass Headquarters to obtain relevant 
assistance and evidence from other agencies.   
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By the same token, the RFU mistrusted the Minneapolis FBI based on 
experience in prior matters and believed that in the Moussaoui case 
Minneapolis was proceeding from “gut feelings” rather than evidence.  Martin 
and others in the RFU did not have faith in the judgment of some Minneapolis 
FBI agents, and thought they had a tendency to claim “the sky was falling.”  
The RFU also believed that Minneapolis did not adequately understand the law 
or the requirements for a FISA warrant.   

This friction – as well as the clash of personalities – resulted in poor 
communication and misunderstandings between FBI Headquarters and 
Minneapolis.  The atmosphere was not conducive to, and did not lead to, the 
field and Headquarters carefully considering the best options for proceeding in 
the investigation and jointly seeking an appropriate result.  Instead, both sides 
mistrusted the other and hardened in their positions.  As a result, the RFU’s 
response to requests from Minneapolis and to new evidence appeared to be 
skepticism and a quick reaction that the evidence was not sufficient.  This 
caused the Minneapolis FBI to believe even more strongly that Headquarters 
was undermining its efforts.  The communications became increasingly 
adversarial and incomplete.   

For example, Martin advised the Minneapolis FBI that, to obtain a FISA 
warrant, it needed to connect Moussaoui to a “recognized foreign power.”  This 
advice was shorthand for a foreign power that had previously been pled to the 
FISA Court.  The Minneapolis agents, who were not experienced in FISA 
matters, did not understand the advice and disagreed with it.  This can be seen 
in Henry’s e-mail to Gary and the Paris ALAT in which Henry wrote that the 
RFU advised that the French information was not sufficient for a FISA warrant 
because it did not connect Moussaoui to a “named group.”  Henry also wrote, 
“I don’t agree. . .who said that a foreign power has to be a named group?”  In 
an e-mail to the London ALAT and others, Henry wrote, “Help us establish 
that [Moussaoui] is acting on behalf of a foreign power (which RFU seems to 
think must be a named group or a country).”  Had there been better 
communication between the two offices, we believe the Minneapolis FBI 
agents would have understood better why FBI Headquarters was advising the 
Minneapolis FBI that a “recognized foreign power” was needed.   
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F. Problems with legal review of FISA request  

We concluded that this case did not receive a sufficient FBI legal review.  
While the RFU consulted with several NSLU attorneys about the Moussaoui 
case, it consulted a different attorney each time.  A single NSLU attorney was 
not assigned to the case, and no NSLU attorney ever reviewed all the facts or 
the documentation from the field before providing an opinion as to the 
sufficiency of the evidence to obtain a FISA warrant.   

In addition, when presenting the case to NSLU attorneys, Martin made 
clear that he did not think there was sufficient evidence for a FISA warrant and 
orally provided some facts of the case.  While oral briefings and consultations 
on an ad hoc basis may have been adequate for most FBI FISA requests, it was 
not adequate in an unusual case like this one.  Here, there were indications that 
Moussaoui was connected to terrorist groups, but the connection to a foreign 
power was not clear.  Moreover, the time frame to obtain a warrant was 
compressed because of Moussaoui’s imminent deportation.  There also was 
vehement disagreement in this case between the field office and FBI 
Headquarters about the FISA request.  In light of these unusual factors, the 
NSLU should have been apprised of all of the facts, the strength of the field’s 
belief in the need for a warrant, and the depth of the field’s disagreement with 
Headquarters’ position on this case.   

Martin consulted with four NSLU attorneys about the Moussaoui FISA 
request.  He gave each attorney an oral briefing on what he believed were the 
relevant facts as to whether Moussaoui was connected to a foreign power.  
Although Martin had the documents provided by the Minneapolis FBI that 
described in detail the facts of the Moussaoui investigation, he did not provide 
this documentation to any of the attorneys.  The attorneys gave verbal advice 
based only on Martin’s oral presentation.  No one asked whether there was 
documentation that had been generated in the case or asked to review any such 
documentation, and two told the OIG they did not believe such documentation 
existed.   

Although it is impossible to reconstruct Martin’s exact conversations 
with the NSLU attorneys, the evidence shows that Martin provided a brief 
recitation of the facts that contained less than all of the available information 
about Moussaoui.  At the start of the briefings Martin also conveyed to the 
NSLU attorneys his belief that there was insufficient evidence for a FISA.  He 
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did not present the request to NSLU attorneys neutrally or convey the 
Minneapolis FBI’s strong concerns that Moussaoui was likely to commit a 
terrorist act.  Martin undersold the case to the attorneys and conveyed it in a 
way that did not fully present the field’s views.   

Martin had identified the issue in the Moussaoui case as the lack of a 
foreign power and said he focused on the information that he believed was 
relevant to that issue, which according to Martin was the French information 
indicating that Moussaoui had some connection to Khattab and his group of 
Chechen rebels.  Because the FBI’s focus at the time was on establishing direct 
links between a potential target and a foreign power, however, Martin 
overlooked facts from which reasonable inferences might have been drawn that 
Moussaoui was involved with a terrorist group.  This included Moussaoui’s 
recent travel to Pakistan and Al-Attas’ statements about Moussaoui’s radical 
fundamentalist Islamic beliefs.  None of this information was provided to the 
NSLU attorneys.   

We recognize that at the time it was normal practice for SSAs and IOSs 
to give only oral briefings to NSLU attorneys and that they determined what 
information needed to be discussed with the NSLU attorney.  They were not 
required to provide all of the underlying documentation to the NSLU attorneys 
with whom they were consulting, and NSLU attorneys were not required to 
read all of the underlying documentation before providing advice.  But given 
the Minneapolis FBI’s urgency to obtain a warrant and the strong disagreement 
between Headquarters and the field office over whether a FISA warrant could 
be obtained, we believe that Martin should have presented the documentation 
to the NSLU attorneys to ensure that Minneapolis’ position was being 
presented fairly and completely to the NSLU.  The RFU had promised the 
Minneapolis FBI that the NSLU would give the Minneapolis request a “good 
faith review,” but the RFU did not present all the documentation, or all the 
facts, to any NSLU attorney for that review.  We also believe that the 
Minneapolis FBI should have been asked to participate in the discussions with 
the NSLU, partly to ensure that its views were conveyed and also to ensure that 
it understood the legal advice that was given.   

NSLU chief Bowman told the OIG that it was unusual for a field office to 
be so adamant that there was sufficient information to support a FISA warrant 
and for the SSA to be so adamant that there was not.  Moreover, the Moussaoui 
FISA request was unlike most other FISA requests.  In most others, even if the 
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NSLU did not believe that there was sufficient information to support going 
forward on the FISA request, the field office could continue to investigate the 
subject for months, acquire additional information in support of the FISA 
request, and come back to the NSLU for another opinion.  Because Moussaoui 
was going to be deported shortly, the opinion that there was insufficient 
evidence to seek a FISA warrant was, in effect, a denial of the FISA request.  
In light of the unusual circumstances of this case, it would have been a better 
practice for the NSLU attorneys to inquire about available documentation and 
review it before rendering an opinion.  In this case, however, a comprehensive 
legal review of the documentation in the Moussaoui investigation did not take 
place.   

Part of the problem was that the FBI did not assign one NSLU attorney to 
be responsible for a case.  Both Martin and Don told the OIG that they relied 
on the NSLU attorneys to help them apply the relevant legal standards to the 
facts collected from the field and elsewhere.  Because they sought advice from 
several NSLU attorneys in the Moussaoui case, none who felt solely 
responsible for the case, no one from the NSLU considered all of the 
information available and no one from the NSLU was sufficiently informed to 
assess the totality of the facts and circumstances.   

It is impossible to determine for certain whether any of the NSLU 
attorneys would have provided a different recommendation concerning the 
Moussaoui FISA request if they had read all the documentation, including the 
6-page LHM or the 26-page EC.  Moreover, we are not suggesting that SSAs 
should be required to provide, or that NSLU attorneys should be required to 
review, all of the documentation with respect to FISA requests in every case.  
But we believe that the circumstances of the Moussaoui FISA request 
warranted a full review of all available documentation and a more careful legal 
analysis of that information.   

We also found that the advice that was presented to the field was not 
complete or accurate.  For example, in the meeting between the RFU and 
Bowman to assess whether there was sufficient evidence to seek a FISA, 
Bowman advised that even if the FBI could establish a foreign power for the 
Moussaoui FISA request, the request lacked sufficient evidence to show that 
Moussaoui was an agent of that foreign power.  After the meeting Martin did 
not correctly report to the field what was required to establish such an agency 
relationship.  While Martin accurately reported Bowman’s advice that there 
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was insufficient evidence to establish that Moussaoui was an agent of a foreign 
power, he wrote that the FBI needed evidence to show that Moussaoui was an 
“integral part” of a terrorist organization to establish agency.  This was not 
correct.  To show agency, the FBI needed to show that the agent of the terrorist 
organization demonstrated more than mere sympathy or vocal support for the 
goals of a terrorist organization.  The agent must be shown to be working “for 
or on behalf of” the terrorist organization.  Nothing in the legislative history of 
FISA, the Attorney General Guidelines, or the caselaw suggests that the 
purported agent would have to be an “integral part” of the terrorist organization 
to fulfill the FISA requirement of agency.151   

The FBI also did not ensure adequate involvement by the CDCs in the 
field’s preparation of FISA requests.  Field offices were not required to consult 
with CDCs about their FISA requests.  The role of the CDC in providing 
advice on intelligence investigations and FISA applications varied by office, 
but we were told by many witnesses that the CDCs in smaller offices were not 
generally involved.  NSLU attorneys we interviewed also told us that CDCs 
generally were not sufficiently knowledgeable about FISA to provide advice 
and that they generally deferred to the NSLU.  We were also told that it was 
not uncommon for the CDCs in the field to avoid intelligence investigations.   

In this case, CDC Rowley acknowledged that she lacked extensive 
knowledge about FISA and that she was not in a position to advise the 
Minneapolis FBI on the issues surrounding the FISA request.  We believe that 
the FBI should have ensured that CDCs, at a minimum, had sufficient training 
and visibility among agents to assist them in assessing the legal requirements in 
intelligence investigations.152  Such expertise would be helpful to field offices, 
especially in cases like Moussaoui where there were problems connecting him 
to a foreign power and the field disagreed with the advice it was receiving from 
FBI Headquarters.   

 
151 Bowman told the OIG that he did not advise Martin that the FBI needed evidence 

showing that Moussaoui was an integral part of a terrorist organization and that Martin must 
have misunderstood their discussion.   

152 NSLU attorneys informed us that they had provided training to CDCs at various 
conferences and sessions.  However, despite this training, CDCs were not as knowledgeable 
about FISA law and processes as they needed to be.   
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Finally, because of the strong disagreement between Minneapolis and 
FBI Headquarters on this case, we believe the matter should have been at least 
referred to OIPR for its evaluation.  While the Minneapolis FBI did not push 
for an OIPR review, and FBI Headquarters did not seek it, such a review would 
have been an appropriate approach to resolving the dispute in this case.  The 
role of the NSLU is to provide advice and guidance to the field, but we believe 
the NSLU should have consulted with OIPR in this case, particularly because 
the field office felt so strongly that Moussaoui posed a danger.  As discussed 
above, while it is not clear whether OIPR would have, in fact, sought the FISA 
warrant given the prevailing standards at the time, OIPR should have at least 
been consulted on this matter.   

G. The Phoenix EC  

The FBI’s computer records show that RFU IOS Robin accessed and 
printed the Phoenix EC on August 22.  She saw it when she searched in ACS 
for the term “Ibn Khattab.”  Khattab is mentioned in a paragraph of the 
Phoenix EC that describes how the author of the EC interviewed the subject of 
an investigation who had a picture of Khattab and a picture of Bin Laden on 
the wall of his apartment.  As described fully in Chapter Three, the EC also 
asserted there were “an inordinate number” of persons of interest to the FBI 
who were receiving training in aviation-related fields of study and that there 
was a possibility that Bin Laden was coordinating an effort to train people in 
the United States to conduct terrorist activity in the future.   

Robin told the OIG that she did not specifically recall reading the 
Phoenix EC, although she believed that she must have read it because her 
practice was to read documents that she printed.  She did not bring the Phoenix 
EC to anyone else’s attention at FBI Headquarters, such as Martin or attorneys 
in the NSLU, or in any field office, including in Minneapolis.153  She said she 
did not know why she did not bring the EC to anyone’s attention.  She added 
that after reading it some time after September 11, she concluded that she must 
have thought there was nothing in the EC that bolstered Moussaoui’s 

 
153 As discussed in Chapter Three, although Don and Martin’s names were on the 

“attention” line of the Phoenix EC, neither Don nor Martin accessed it in ACS or otherwise 
became aware of the Phoenix EC until after September 11.   
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connection to Khattab for the foreign power element of the FISA request.  She 
also suggested that the reporting of information about individuals who were of 
interest to the FBI – that they were Middle Eastern and were in flight school – 
was not significant because there were thousands of Middle Eastern men in 
U.S. flight schools at the time.   

We discussed the Phoenix EC with the four NSLU attorneys who were 
consulted about the Moussaoui matter.  All said they had not seen the Phoenix 
EC before September 11.  All said that the Phoenix EC itself would not have 
conclusively led to a FISA warrant, but three of the attorneys said that if they 
had seen the Phoenix EC in connection with the Moussaoui case, they would 
have responded differently than they did when asked about the adequacy of the 
Moussaoui FISA request.  When asked about the adequacy of the Moussaoui 
FISA request, Howard said that if he had seen the Phoenix EC at the time, it 
would have “made a difference in the pucker factor,” and he would have called 
CDC Rowley in Minneapolis and discussed the importance of tracking down 
the available leads to find out as much information about Moussaoui as 
possible.  Susan and Tim said that if they had read the Phoenix EC at the time, 
they would have been concerned enough about Moussaoui to bring the matter 
to an OIPR attorney’s attention.  According to Susan, she had even asked 
Robin whether the FBI had any information indicating anyone was sending 
people to the United States for flight training, but Robin did not mention the 
Phoenix EC.154   

We believe that Robin should have recognized the potential relevance of 
the information in the Phoenix EC to the Moussaoui investigation and made 
others aware of it.  Although the EC did not specifically mention Moussaoui or 
anyone else involved in the Moussaoui investigation, the EC discussed the 
possibility that persons under investigation by the FBI were terrorists working 
for Bin Laden and receiving training in aviation-related fields in the United 
States for the purpose of conducting terrorist activity in the future.  The 

 
154 Contrary to the other three NSLU attorneys, Bowman told the OIG that while 

coincidences between Moussaoui and the information in the Phoenix EC were apparent after 
September 11, he did not believe that he would have made any such connections or taken 
different action if he had read the Phoenix EC at the time of the Moussaoui matter.   
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Minneapolis FBI also suspected Moussaoui of being a terrorist receiving flight 
training, and the Phoenix EC was relevant to that theory.   

Robin’s failure to bring the Phoenix EC to anyone’s attention is another 
example of how the FBI focused on establishing direct links between targets 
and foreign powers, but failed to appreciate how indirect evidence also could 
be useful in supporting FISA requests.   

H. Edits to Minneapolis FBI’s FISA request  

Rowley and some of the Minneapolis FBI agents believed that Martin 
edited the Minneapolis FISA request to ensure that it would fail.  They were 
most concerned that Martin had removed the section describing Moussaoui’s 
connection to a foreign power.  They asserted that Martin softened the 
language of the FISA request in other respects, and that FBI Headquarters 
should not have made substantive changes to the field’s FISA request because 
it altered the meaning and tended to make it less accurate.   

Our review found that Martin edited the request as he did other requests, 
and we do not believe he changed the document to intentionally undermine the 
Moussaoui FISA request.  Moreover, Martin sent all of his proposed changes to 
Minneapolis for review.  Martin deleted the three paragraphs of information 
about Moussaoui’s connections to Khattab and the statement that Khattab was 
a close associate of Bin Laden.  When Gary raised concerns about this deletion, 
Martin responded with an e-mail stating that the foreign power information 
would be added back in once an NSLU attorney had approved the use of al 
Qaeda as the foreign power.   

Gary also questioned the accuracy of some of the other changes Martin 
had made.  In some instances, Martin agreed to some of the wording Gary 
suggested but kept his own wording in other instances.   

Preparing the FISA request for approval within FBI Headquarters and the 
NSLU for eventual submission to OIPR was primarily the responsibility of the 
SSA assigned the FISA request.  An SSA and an IOS at FBI Headquarters 
typically edited the LHM submitted by the field office requesting the FISA 
warrant.  The extent of the editing depended on the quality of the field office’s 
LHM and the judgment of the SSA and IOS who were handling the FISA 
request.  In some instances, the LHM was completely rewritten and a different 
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foreign power was used.  In other cases, the IOS would check the accuracy of 
facts as reported by the field office, with no other editing.   

The foreign power section of the LHM was usually several pages long.  
The SSA or IOS normally would copy relevant language from other FISA 
requests in which the same foreign power had been used.  They also would add 
information to the LHM when they had uncovered additional information in 
their research to support the foreign power element.   

Martin was the SSA responsible for the Moussaoui FISA request and the 
SSA who would have had to swear to the affidavit filed with the FISA Court.  
Most of the edits made by Martin were stylistic.  Moreover, Martin did not hide 
any of his edits.  He returned the revised draft of the LHM to Gary for his 
review and asked for comments.  The evidence also showed that Martin was 
planning to prepare an entirely new foreign power section that would contain 
all of the necessary foreign power information.  Martin also responded to 
Gary’s concerns about the removal of the foreign power information and the 
other edits.  Martin made some changes based on Gary’s suggestions and gave 
explanations for the edits that he declined to change.  We believe these actions 
suggest that Martin was not intentionally undermining Minneapolis’ attempts 
to obtain a FISA warrant.   

We also concluded that Martin’s edits did not significantly change the 
FISA request.  For example, the Minneapolis FBI had written, “Moussaoui had 
no convincing explanation for the large sums of money known to have been in 
his possession,” which Martin changed to “Moussaoui would not explain the 
large sums . . . .”  After Gary noted in his e-mail that the problem was that the 
Minneapolis FBI believed that Moussaoui could have explained that matter but 
chose not to, Martin changed the statement to “Moussaoui did not give a 
logical explanation for the large sums . . . .”  

  However, a few of Martin’s changes were unnecessary and altered the 
meaning of the LHM to some extent.  For example, Martin changed the 
statement that “Al-Attas admitted that Moussaoui . . . is preparing himself to 
fight” to “Al-Attas stated that he and Moussaoui [sic] own boxing gloves and 
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train together in defensive tactics.”155  Gary responded that neither Al-Attas nor 
Moussaoui used the term “defensive tactics,” and that the change “soften[ed] 
our argument” and misrepresented Al-Attas’ statements.  In his response  
e-mail, Martin simply wrote that he believed that the way he had it written was 
“accurate.” 

Although Gary challenged some of the changes as “softening” the FISA 
request, Martin wrote that he believed that the way he had it written was 
“accurate.”   

We believe that some of Martin’s edits made Minneapolis’ request slightly less 
persuasive had it gone forward to OIPR.  However, the edits did not make major 
changes and were not indicative of a deliberate attempt to sabotage the Minneapolis 
FBI request.   

I. Inadequate dissemination of threat information  
Although FBI Headquarters disseminated a teletype to the Intelligence 

Community about Moussaoui on September 4, the FBI did not include any of 
the threat assessment information about Moussaoui that was drafted by the 
Minneapolis FBI.  We found that the FBI did not have clear guidelines for 
what threat information should be disseminated and where it should go.  It was 
normally left to the discretion of an analyst or agent, without significant 
supervisory oversight.   

When the decision was made to deport Moussaoui and the FBI was 
considering using FAA sky marshals to accompany him to France, Don 
instructed the Minneapolis FBI to get the FAA “up to speed” on the case.  
Henry wrote a detailed memorandum providing the facts of the Moussaoui case 
and an assessment of the threat that Minneapolis believed he posed.  Henry 
stated the belief that Moussaoui’s flight training was preparation for some 
future terrorist act and that his physical training and study of martial arts were 
“consistent with facilitating the violent takeover of a commercial aircraft.”   
Henry wrote: 

 
155  This was a reference to Al-Attas’ statement that he and Moussaoui were taking 

martial arts training. 
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Minneapolis believes that Moussaoui, Al-Attas, and others 
not yet known were engaged in preparing to seize a Boeing 
747-400 in commission of a terrorist act.  As Moussaoui 
[redacted] was arrested before sufficient evidence of criminal 
activity was revealed, it is not known how far advanced were his 
plans to do so.  As the details of this plan are not yet fully 
known, it cannot be determined if Moussaoui has sufficient 
knowledge of the 747-400 to attempt to execute the seizure of 
such an aircraft if he becomes free to do so in the future.   

One of the purposes of Henry’s assessment was to ensure that the FAA 
was made aware of Moussaoui.   

By contrast, the teletype prepared by the RFU and distributed outside the 
FBI did not have any threat assessment.  According to Don, the purpose of the 
teletype was to provide information to and solicit input from the Intelligence 
Community, not to provide a threat assessment.  He added that, prior to 
September 11, the FBI was a “case driven, fact specific” agency that did not 
ordinarily “speculate” or include “hypothetical information” in a teletype to the 
Intelligence Community.  He stated that since September 11 the FBI has 
attempted to provide more analysis in disseminations of this type about 
potential threats from individuals or groups.  Similarly, Martin told the OIG 
that he attempted to include the known facts about Moussaoui in the teletype.   

We concluded that the RFU’s teletype on Moussaoui omitted significant 
facts, such as the fact that Moussaoui knew how to operate the 747-400 Mode 
Control Panel, the aircraft’s automated feature that allows the aircraft to fly, 
navigate, and, in some cases, land in a fully automated manner.  Nor did it 
contain any assessment of the facts – either Minneapolis’ or the RFU’s – 
despite Martin’s acknowledgement that he considered Moussaoui to be “a dirty 
bird,” even if he did not believe Moussaoui could be connected to a foreign 
power under FISA.  The RFU’s teletype was not distributed to all FBI field 
offices, an action that may have generated helpful responses, especially in 
locations like Phoenix where similar issues had arisen.  The teletype also was 
not distributed to all agencies in the Intelligence Community.   
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J. Inadequate training  

We found that the FBI did not provide adequate training to the SSAs and 
the IOSs in ITOS, on either analytical procedures or on building a FISA 
package.  The IOS and the SSA in this case had not received any specific 
training on FISAs or on foreign intelligence generally.   

SSAs came to FBI Headquarters with different backgrounds, and the 
level of training given to the agents in intelligence matters varied.  Moreover, 
the SSAs normally stayed approximately 18 months in ITOS and then moved 
back out to the field.  While Martin had a background in terrorism 
investigations, he had handled FISA applications and renewals with respect to 
only two targets while working in the field.  He told us that one of the two 
cases already had an active FISA order when he was assigned to the case, and 
he handled only the renewals.  Thus, after initiating only one FISA application 
in the field, Martin assumed responsibility in FBI Headquarters for advising the 
field on FISA issues and creating FISA packages for OIPR on behalf of 
multiple field offices.  He received little formal training in this area.  In 
addition, although the FISAs he handled covered surveillance of different 
terrorist groups, he did not receive any additional formal substantive or 
process-oriented training prior to assuming his SSA position at FBI 
Headquarters.   

We were told that most of the SSAs’ training at FBI Headquarters was 
provided informally by the IOSs, who were permanent Headquarters 
employees and did not rotate through the units like SSAs.  Several ITOS 
employees told us that the section could not have run without the IOSs.  Prior 
to September 11, there were several paths to becoming an IOS.  Some IOSs 
were promoted from within the FBI from other, sometimes clerical, positions.  
The FBI also hired some IOSs from outside the FBI, many of whom had 
graduate degrees.  From our interviews of the IOSs, we found widely divergent 
skill and knowledge levels.   

The IOS in the Moussaoui case, Robin, had no formal analytical training.  
She began with the FBI as a clerk in the records branch after graduation from 
high school.  Her formal training consisted of some courses at Quantico several 
years ago, and occasional briefings from NSLU attorneys regarding updates 
and changes in the law.  This training was not sufficient for the many analytical 
challenges they faced.  It also clearly was insufficient to have the IOSs do most 
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of the training of incoming SSAs, who are responsible for overseeing, 
coordinating, and contributing to all field intelligence investigations.   

IV. Individual performance  

As detailed above, numerous systemic problems affected how the FBI 
handled the Moussaoui case.  We believe that these systemic problems caused 
the main deficiencies in the Moussaoui investigation.  Placing blame on 
individuals alone for the problems in the Moussaoui case would unfairly single 
them out for actions that we believe were not inconsistent with the FBI’s 
prevailing practices at the time.   

However, some deficiencies by individuals in this case warrant criticism.  
Although we believe that no one committed intentional misconduct, 
deliberately undermined the case, or violated established FBI or Department 
policies or procedures, we believe that some individuals did not do all they 
could have, and should have, to help pursue the Minneapolis FBI’s strong 
concerns about Moussaoui.  By contrast, the actions of some individuals 
warrant praise.  In this section, we discuss the performance of individuals 
involved in the case.   

A. RFU  

1. Don   

As Chief of the RFU, Don was responsible for ensuring that the 
Minneapolis FBI’s requests to obtain a warrant to search Moussaoui’s 
possessions received adequate review.  Don recognized that the Moussaoui 
case was unusual.  He directed his staff several times to consult with NSLU 
attorneys on the FISA request.  He also took the unusual step of seeking a 
review of the request from the chief of the NSLU, Bowman.   

Yet, we believe that Don too quickly concluded that there was 
insufficient probable cause for a criminal search warrant in the Moussaoui 
case, and he never carefully reconsidered that view, despite the additional 
evidence that was uncovered.  He also never reviewed the entire file or ensured 
that the NSLU received all the documentation or the facts, despite the RFU’s 
pledge that the NSLU would give it a good faith review.  He did not reconsider 
whether a criminal warrant could be obtained, even when the FISA request was 
no longer considered an option.   
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However, these shortcomings were not an intentional attempt to sabotage 
the case, as Rowley implied.  We have no doubt that Don believed there was 
insufficient evidence for probable cause.  It is also important to recognize that 
he had numerous other cases in the unit and responsibilities that demanded his 
attention.  But the Moussaoui case was unusual, given the circumstances under 
which it was presented to FBI Headquarters and the vehemence of the field 
office’s concern that Moussaoui was preparing to commit a terrorist act.  In 
light of that background, Don did not give the matter the careful evaluation this 
case deserved.  Nor did he address the problem of a suspected terrorist like 
Moussaoui who could not be connected to a “recognized” foreign power under 
FISA.  According to the Minneapolis agents, when they raised questions about 
this issue and asked about other options, Don said there were none and that 
they should not worry about it.  He did not look for solutions in this case, 
which was the role of the RFU.   

He also too quickly discounted important facts, such as the statement by 
Al-Attas about going on “jihad.”  OIPR Counsel Baker suggested that this 
comment was significant and he would “have tied bells and whistles” to the 
jihad comment in a FISA application.  In sum, we believe Don too quickly 
discounted the facts and the assessment of the field office in assessing the 
possible threat that Moussaoui posed.   

2. Martin   
By many accounts, Martin was a responsible and conscientious agent.  It 

is important to note that he assisted with the plans to deport Moussaoui to 
France.  He consulted with the Legat Offices in both London and Paris to see 
which country would best be able to handle a search of Moussaoui’s 
belongings upon entry.  Martin was informed that French authorities believed 
they would be able to search his belongings upon his arrival, and Martin was 
supportive of this plan and assisted in coordinating it.   

However, we concluded that Martin’s performance in this case was 
lacking in many respects.  Although his personality was described as “easy 
going” by some, it is clear that he and the Minneapolis agents clashed.  The 
Minneapolis agents distrusted his advice, and he believed that the Minneapolis 
Field Office became “spun up” too easily.   
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Like Don, Martin quickly viewed the Minneapolis agents as jumping to 
conclusions based only on gut feelings.  We believe he hardened his position 
and did not evaluate the case fully.  He was not open-minded or creative in his 
approach to obtaining a FISA warrant in this unusual case.  Rather, he told the 
field what it could not do, but never fully considered solutions to the FISA 
problem or even explained the problems to them fully.  Despite the fact that the 
Minneapolis FBI was extremely concerned that Moussaoui could be involved 
in a terrorist act and Martin’s own acknowledgment that he thought Moussaoui 
was “a dirty bird,” Martin did not aggressively seek to help Minneapolis 
understand the barriers or think creatively about how it could obtain what it 
believed it needed.   

It also appeared to us that he viewed the Minneapolis FBI as an 
adversary, rather than helping the agents understand the options and guiding 
them through the complicated issues of FISA.  We also were troubled by 
Martin’s response when we asked whether he reconsidered seeking a criminal 
warrant after the FISA route was ruled out.  He suggested it was Minneapolis’ 
responsibility alone to consider this option.  In our view, this response 
demonstrates a lack of initiative and acceptance of some of the responsibility 
by Martin.   

We also believe Martin undersold the case when he presented it to the 
NSLU attorneys for review, and he did not ensure that the attorneys received 
all the facts.  He started the briefings by stating his belief that there was not 
enough evidence to obtain a warrant, rather than by explaining the case fully 
and seeking NSLU guidance.  He never gave the NSLU attorneys the 
documentation prepared by Minneapolis.  He did not ask the field to participate 
in the briefing or suggest that the NSLU contact the field directly.  Although it 
was not the standard practice to involve the field in that way, this was not a 
standard case, and we believe the field should have been involved in the 
discussions.   

Martin also did not provide complete or accurate legal advice to the field 
office.  He used shorthand – such as Moussaoui must be tied to a “recognized” 
foreign power or Moussaoui must be an “integral” part of a terrorist 
organization.  This was not correct.  This shorthand also did not provide the 
field clear guidance on what it needed to obtain a FISA warrant.   
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Martin’s edits to the field’s FISA request exacerbated the problem.  
Although most of his changes were stylistic, other changes softened the 
language slightly and appeared to us as unnecessary.  We recognize that it was 
his job to review and edit a FISA request, where appropriate.  But his edits 
furthered Minneapolis’ concern that Headquarters was not doing what it could 
to obtain a warrant and was instead unnecessarily and unfairly impeding the 
field’s efforts.   

Martin also did not ensure that the information presented by the field 
about the potential threat from Moussaoui was disseminated.  He did not 
believe that a threat assessment should be sent without input from the 
Intelligence Community, and he disseminated his own teletype rather than 
forward the document prepared by Minneapolis that contained a threat 
assessment.  But his teletype omitted important facts, and he did not provide it 
to all agencies in the Intelligence Community.   

In our view, Martin did not adequately handle this unusual case.  He did 
not work with the Minneapolis agents adequately, educate them on FISA, or 
guide them through the complicated FISA process to determine if the FBI 
could legitimately accomplish what the field wanted and needed in order to 
thoroughly investigate Moussaoui.  He did not fully brief the NSLU.  He did 
not adequately provide the information on the potential threat posed by 
Moussaoui within and outside the FBI.  He did not adequately consider 
alternative options for a criminal warrant after he concluded that there was not 
enough evidence for a FISA warrant under the prevailing standards at the time.  
Although his conduct did not violate a clear FBI policy, we believe his 
performance in this case was significantly lacking.   

3. Robin  
Robin, the IOS who worked with Martin, is also considered a hard 

working and competent employee.  The IOS’s role was to support the SSA, and 
Robin supported Martin’s requests.  However, when she uncovered the 
Phoenix EC, she did nothing with it.  We believe she should have at least 
recognized the relevance of the EC and the potential relationship of its theories 
to the Moussaoui case.  Several NSLU attorneys told us that had they known 
about the Phoenix EC, it might have made a difference in how they addressed 
the Moussaoui matter.  At the least, they said, it would have caused them to 
consult with OIPR about the possibility of obtaining a FISA warrant for 
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Moussaoui.  We think Robin should have brought the Phoenix EC to 
someone’s attention.   

B. NSLU attorneys  

Several NSLU attorneys provided advice to the RFU on the Moussaoui 
case, based on what they were told about the case.  None read the 
documentation in the case or learned all the facts.  The advice that they gave, 
based on what they were told and the prevailing conservative interpretation of 
FISA, was not unfounded.  We do not believe any of the individual attorneys, 
including Bowman, were wrong in their advice or that they violated any 
specific policies or practices in place at the time.  Yet, we believe that given 
the unusual nature of this case – in particular the strong disagreement between 
the field and Headquarters about whether probable cause existed to obtain a 
FISA warrant – they should have considered alternative approaches, contacted 
the Minneapolis FBI for more information, or at least consulted with OIPR to 
determine if there were creative approaches to this case.   

Part of the problem was how the NSLU operated – no single attorney was 
assigned responsibility for a FISA request.  Instead, several attorneys were 
consulted at various times, and no one was required to review or understand the 
facts and be responsible for providing comprehensive advice on a FISA 
request.  As a result, the attorneys relied on brief explanations from the RFU 
and never reviewed all the documentation.  Nor did any attorney consider all 
the potential approaches, including whether the field should approach the 
USAO after the possibility of a FISA warrant was exhausted.  But given this 
system, and the facts available to the NSLU, we do not think any of the NSLU 
attorneys committed misconduct or provided clearly inappropriate legal advice.   

C. Minneapolis FBI employees  

The Minneapolis agents deserve praise for their relentless efforts and 
their accurate instincts in assessing Moussaoui’s actions.  They believed that 
Moussaoui posed a threat, and they aggressively and tirelessly investigated this 
prospect.  Their tenacity deserves praise and recognition.   

We also believe that Rowley deserves credit for bringing forward the 
important issues relating to how the Moussaoui case was handled.  Her 
complaints resulted in an important reassessment of how the FBI handled this 
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matter, and some of them raised valid concerns about FBI employees and 
operations.  However, as we discussed in this chapter, we did not find that all 
of her allegations about the FBI or FBI employees to be meritorious.   

Moreover, Rowley’s performance in the Moussaoui investigation itself 
was lacking in several regards.  As the Minneapolis CDC, she was responsible 
for guiding the Minneapolis agents through the complicated interrelationship 
between a criminal and an intelligence investigation.  At the outset, she 
assumed that the USAO would not support a criminal warrant.  Contrary to the 
implication in her letter, which placed the blame for failing to seek a criminal 
warrant solely on FBI Headquarters, she advised the field agents not to seek a 
criminal warrant.  She did so without fully understanding the requirements of 
FISA and the difficulty of connecting Moussaoui to a recognized foreign 
power.  She never provided guidance or help to the field agents on this critical 
issue.  She did not consult with the NSLU about what was required under FISA 
or whether attempting to seek a criminal warrant was a better avenue.  Nor did 
she ever reconsider her initial advice that the USAO would not seek a criminal 
warrant, even after the FISA route was exhausted.  Along with FBI 
Headquarters, she should share some of the criticism for the failure to carefully 
and creatively assess the options for obtaining a warrant.   

While the Minneapolis agents’ aggressiveness in pursuing the Moussaoui 
investigation was commendable, we also believe that the Minneapolis agents 
contributed to some of the problems in the handling of the Moussaoui 
investigation.  Gary and Henry sought to open a criminal investigation after 
opening the intelligence investigation without fully considering the 
ramifications of doing so or evaluating the potential tools available before 
deciding which avenue presented the best option.  In addition, they failed to 
reconsider pursuing a criminal warrant once the FISA route was exhausted.  
Even if they believed that FBI Headquarters would still be unsupportive of a 
criminal warrant, there would have been nothing to lose in raising the issue 
again, and they could have attempted to bolster their argument for seeking a 
criminal warrant with the additional information that had been uncovered in the 
case since the matter was initially discussed.   

We also concluded that the Minneapolis FBI management should have 
taken more aggressive action to support its field agents.  Several FBI 
employees commented to us that if the Minneapolis FBI felt strongly about this 
case, it should have raised its concerns at a higher level in FBI Headquarters.  

--
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They said that field office SACs often called the ITOS Section Chief in 
Headquarters, or a higher official, when the field office disagreed with the 
advice of a unit chief or wanted a further review of the unit chief’s decision.  
Section Chief Rolince told the OIG that he routinely received telephone calls 
from field office managers about disputes between the field and Headquarters 
and that approximately once a week a field manager would come to his office 
at Headquarters to discuss a dispute or issue between the field office and 
Headquarters.   

Gary even advised the Acting SAC, Roy, to push the issue up the “chain 
of command” at Headquarters.  Roy talked to Don, but Roy did not push the 
issue further.  Roy stated to the OIG that he believed that the Minneapolis FBI 
was “working things out” and that the Minneapolis FBI had yet to receive 
information that caused him to believe it was necessary to push the issue 
further.  We believe, however, that given the adamant views of the field agents, 
he should have raised this issue to a higher level at the FBI.  While we are not 
certain it would have made a difference, we believe he should have expended 
the effort.   

V. Conclusion  
In sum, we did not find that any employees committed intentional 

misconduct, or violated established FBI policies or practices, or attempted to 
deliberately sabotage the Moussaoui case.  But the performance of several 
individuals involved with the case was lacking.  The Minneapolis agents, who 
deserve credit for their tenacity and accurate instincts, did not receive sufficient 
support, either from their field office management and legal counsel or from 
FBI Headquarters.   

We believe that singling out individuals for criticism alone would miss 
the main problems demonstrated by the Moussaoui case.  Even if FBI 
employees pursued this case more aggressively, consulted with OIPR, or 
sought a criminal warrant, it is not clear that this approach would have 
succeeded in obtaining a search warrant for Moussaoui’s possessions before 
September 11.  However, this case evidenced systemic problems in how the 
FBI handled intelligence cases and provided guidance to the field.  The 
problems included a narrow and conservative interpretation of the FISA 
requirements, inadequate analysis of whether to proceed as a criminal or 
intelligence investigation, adversarial relations between FBI Headquarters and 
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the field, and inadequate and disjointed review of potential FISA requests by 
the NSLU.  In our view, these systemic problems were a more important cause 
of the deficiencies we found in the Moussaoui case.  In addition the systemic 
problems hindered the FBI’s ability to detect and deter terrorism.   
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CHAPTER FIVE 
TWO SEPTEMBER 11 HIJACKERS:  KHALID 

AL-MIHDHAR AND NAWAF AL-HAZMI  

I. Introduction  

In this chapter, we examine the FBI’s handling of intelligence 
information concerning two of the September 11 hijackers, Khalid al-Mihdhar 
and Nawaf al-Hazmi.  Mihdhar, Hazmi, and three other terrorists hijacked and 
crashed American Airlines Flight 77 into the Pentagon.   

The FBI has asserted that it learned in late August 2001 that Mihdhar and 
Hazmi were al Qaeda operatives and that they had traveled to the United States 
in January 2000.  In August 2001, the FBI also discovered that Mihdhar had 
entered the United States on July 4, 2001, purportedly for a month-long stay.  
In late August, the FBI initiated an investigation to determine whether Mihdhar 
was still in the country and to find him.  The FBI was still searching for him at 
the time of the September 11 attacks.   

We examined the information that the Intelligence Community and the 
FBI had about Mihdhar and Hazmi prior to September 11.  We found no 
evidence indicating the FBI or any other member of the Intelligence 
Community had specific intelligence regarding the September 11 plot.  
However, beginning in late 1999 and continuing through September 11, 2001, 
we found five junctures at which the FBI either learned of intelligence 
information about Mihdhar and Hazmi, could have learned of additional 
intelligence information about them, or could have developed additional 
information about their location and terrorist connections.  These five junctures 
were:   

• In early January 2000, Mihdhar traveled to Kuala Lumpur, 
Malaysia, where he met with other al Qaeda operatives.  Intelligence 
information developed by the CIA in early 2000 revealed that 
Mihdhar was a suspected al Qaeda operative, he traveled to 
Malaysia to meet with other al Qaeda operatives, and he had a 
multiple-entry U.S. visa.  The CIA also discovered in March 2000 
that Hazmi had traveled to Los Angeles in January 2000.   



 

224 

                                          

• In late January 2000, Mihdhar and Hazmi both traveled to Los 
Angeles and then moved to San Diego, where they associated with a 
former subject of an FBI investigation and also lived with a long-
time FBI asset.156   

• In late December 2000 and early January 2001, a reliable joint 
FBI/CIA source provided information related to the FBI’s ongoing 
investigation of the attack on the U.S.S. Cole. 157  The source’s 
information linked Hazmi and Mihdhar with the purported 
mastermind of the Cole attack.   

• In the summer of 2001, the CIA and the FBI had various 
interactions regarding the FBI’s investigation of the Cole attack.  
These interactions touched on the participants in the January 2000 
Malaysia meetings and information developed by the CIA about the 
Malaysia meetings.   

• In August 2001, the FBI learned that Mihdhar had entered the 
United States on July 4 and began searching for him in early 
September 2001.  It also learned that the purported mastermind of 
the Cole attack had met with Mihdhar and Hazmi in the Malaysia 
meetings.  The FBI did not locate him before the September 11 
attacks.   

Yet, despite these ongoing discussions and opportunities for the FBI to 
learn about and focus on Mihdhar and Hazmi, including their presence in the 
United States, the FBI was not made aware of and did not connect important 
details about them until late August 2001, a short time before they participated 
in the terrorist attacks.  Even in August, the FBI’s search for Mihdhar and 
Hazmi was not given any urgency or priority, and was not close to locating 
them by the time of the attacks.   

 
156 Hazmi had also traveled to and attended the January 2000 meetings in Kuala 

Lumpur, Malaysia.   
157 As noted previously, on October 12, 2000, two terrorist operatives in an explosive-

laden boat committed a suicide attack on the U.S.S. Cole naval destroyer during a brief 
refueling stop at the port in Aden, Yemen.  Seventeen sailors were killed and 39 were 
wounded in the attack.   
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In this chapter, we describe each of these five opportunities in detail.  We 
set forth the available intelligence information regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar 
that existed at the time, whether the information was made available to the FBI, 
and what additional information about Hazmi and Mihdhar the FBI could have 
developed.  In the analysis section of this chapter, we evaluate the problems 
that impeded the FBI’s handling of the intelligence information about Hazmi 
and Mihdhar before September 11.   

II. Background  

A. OIG investigation  

To investigate the issues involving Hazmi and Mihdhar, the OIG asked 
for and reviewed all documents the FBI had regarding them before 
September 11.  The FBI search for these documents included searches of its 
Automated Case Support system (ACS), Integrated Intelligence Information 
Application (IIIA) system,158 and CTLink.159  In addition, searches were 
conducted on archived FBI e-mail messages and the FBI Director’s briefing 
documents.  These searches were initially conducted in response to a request 
by the Congressional Joint Intelligence Committee’s Inquiry Staff, which was 
conducting its own inquiry into this subject.  The OIG also obtained direct 
access to ACS so that we could conduct our own searches for relevant 
documents.  In addition, we reviewed hard copy case and informant files to 
search for documents relevant to Mihdhar and Hazmi.   

In addition to reviewing these documents, we conducted more than 70 
interviews related to the Mihdhar and Hazmi matter.  These included 
interviews of FBI IOSs, special agents, attorneys, and supervisors who had 
access to some of the relevant information or participated in meetings or 

 
158 IIIA is a database designed to capture comprehensive amounts of information from 

counterintelligence, international, and domestic terrorism investigations.  The system 
includes information ranging from biographical data on persons to profiles of terrorist 
groups.  The FBI describes the system as “conducive to putting together information 
regardless of office of origin or case.”   

159 CTLink is a shared database used for the dissemination of intelligence information 
among agencies within the Intelligence Community.   
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operations related to these hijackers.  We also interviewed FBI employees 
detailed to the CIA and FBI agents who participated in debriefings of 
intelligence sources who had relevant information.   

Because much of the information discussed in this chapter of the report 
involves the FBI’s interactions with the CIA, we also obtained information 
directly from the CIA.  The DOJ OIG does not have oversight authority over 
CIA operations or personnel, and we therefore did not make assessments of the 
performance of CIA personnel.  That issue is the responsibility of the CIA 
OIG, which is conducting its own inquiry in response to the JICI report.  We 
had to rely on the cooperation of the CIA in providing access to CIA witnesses 
and documents that were relevant to the OIG’s oversight of the FBI.   

We interviewed CIA staff operations officers, analysts, and supervisors, 
as well as CIA employees detailed to the FBI, including a CIA employee 
detailed to the FBI’s New York Field Office’s Joint Terrorism Task Force.  (S) 

Initially, the CIA made available to the OIG for review various 
documents that the CIA’s “Director of Central Intelligence (DCI) Review 
Group”160 had identified as being related to our inquiry.  The Review Group 
had gathered these and other documents during its review of the September 11 
attacks and during additional searches conducted at the request of the JICI 
staff.  We did not have independent access to CIA databases, and therefore we 
could not independently verify that all relevant documents had been provided 
to us.  However, we had several lengthy sessions with members of the Review 
Group at which they identified the documents they used to support their 
conclusions regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar.  The CIA permitted us to review 
but not have a copy of these documents.   

In addition, a member of the CIA General Counsel’s staff conducted 
additional searches for documents relevant to particular disputed issues.  As a 
result of that review, copies of additional relevant documents were also made 
available for our review.   

 
160 The CIA formed the DCI Review Group in late 2001 to assist the CIA in 

determining why it had not detected the September 11 plot.  The group included former CIA 
case officers and CIA OIG personnel.     
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In response to the JICI report issued in December 2002, the CIA OIG 
initiated a review in February 2003 of the CIA actions related to the 
September 11 attacks.  In July 2003 the CIA OIG review team informed us it 
had several more documents that were relevant to our review.  These 
documents were made available to us to review, and redacted copies of the 
documents were provided to us in November 2003.  The CIA OIG review team 
also provided additional relevant documents and information to us that it found 
during the course of its review.   

In February 2004, however, while we were reviewing a list of CIA 
documents that had been accessed by FBI employees assigned to the CIA, we 
noticed the title of a document that appeared to be relevant to this review and 
had not been previously disclosed to us.  The CIA OIG had not previously 
obtained this document in connection with its review.  We obtained this 
document, known as a Central Intelligence Report (CIR).  This CIR was a draft 
document addressed to the FBI containing information about Mihdhar’s travel 
and possession of a U.S. visa.  As a result of the discovery of this new 
document, a critical document that we later determined had not been sent to the 
FBI before the September 11 attacks (see Section III, A, 4 below), we had to 
re-interview several FBI and CIA employees and obtain additional documents 
from the CIA.  The belated discovery of this CIA document delayed the 
completion of our review.   

B. Background on the CIA  
In this section of the chapter, we describe background information 

relevant to the interactions between the CIA and the FBI and the ways in which 
they exchanged intelligence.  We begin with a discussion of the CIA’s 
authority and mission, organization, forms of communications, and ways in 
which the CIA passed intelligence to the FBI.  We also discuss the role of the 
FBI’s employees who were “detailed” to work at the CIA.   

1. CIA authority and mission  

As discussed in Chapter Two, the National Security Act of 1947 created 
the CIA and established it as the nation’s lead foreign intelligence agency of 
the United States.  The CIA engages primarily in the clandestine collection of 
“foreign intelligence” information – information relating to the capabilities, 
intentions, and activities of foreign governments or organizations, including 
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information about their international terrorist activities.  The CIA is charged 
with evaluating and disseminating the intelligence information it collects.   

The CIA reports directly to the President through the Director of Central 
Intelligence (DCI), who is the head of both the CIA and the Intelligence 
Community.  The DCI is the primary advisor to the President and the National 
Security Council on national foreign intelligence matters.  George Tenet was 
named to that position in 1997.   

2. Organization of the CIA  

The work of the CIA is conducted primarily through three “directorates”:  
the Directorate of Operations, the Directorate of Intelligence, and the 
Directorate of Science and Technology.   Each is led by a Deputy Director.  
Below we briefly describe the relevant structure and positions within each 
directorate.   

a. Directorate of Operations  

The Directorate of Operations is responsible for the clandestine 
collection of foreign intelligence.  This takes place in field offices known as 
“stations.”161  Smaller cities may have “bases,” which are sub-offices of the 
stations.  “Operations officers,” also known as “case officers,” are responsible 
for collecting intelligence through contacts with human sources and through 
the use of technology.  Collection management officers, also known as “reports 
officers,” are responsible for taking raw intelligence reported by the operations 
officers and removing from it the information that reveals the source, method 
of collection, or other sensitive information.  The reports officers publish 
intelligence information in a form that can be made available to the Intelligence 
Community.   

The head of a station or base is usually an operations officer and is 
known as a Chief of Station (COS) or Chief of Base (COB).  Stations and bases 

 
161 The CIA also has field offices within the United States that are part of the National 

Resources Division within the Directorate of Operations.  They are responsible for the overt 
collection of foreign intelligence volunteered by individuals and organizations in the 
country.     
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are usually grouped by geographic division and report to the chief of the 
geographic division at CIA Headquarters.  Within the geographic division at 
CIA Headquarters are “staff operations officers,” or “desk officers,” who 
provide operational research, advice, and other forms of case management 
support to the officers in the field.   

The CIA’s Counterterrorist Center (CTC), which is based in the 
Directorate of Operations but which draws on all CIA resources, is charged 
with preempting and disrupting international terrorism.  The CTC is staffed by 
managers, analysts, operations officers, desk officers, and reports officers.  The 
CTC collects and analyzes strategic intelligence on terrorist groups and state 
sponsors of terrorism to ascertain the capabilities, sources of support, and 
likely targets of terrorist elements, and to furnish detailed information on 
terrorist-related intelligence to the Intelligence Community.   

At the time of the events relevant to our review, the CTC operated a unit 
– that we call the “Bin Laden Unit” – that dealt exclusively with issues related 
to al Qaeda and Usama Bin Laden.  The Bin Laden Unit was later merged into 
a larger group in the CTC.  Although staffing levels fluctuated, approximately 
40-50 people worked within the Bin Laden Unit before September 11, 2001.  
The Bin Laden Unit was known as a “virtual station” because it operated from 
within CIA Headquarters but collected and operated against a subject, much as 
stations in the field focus on a country.   

b. Directorate of Intelligence  

The Directorate of Intelligence, the analytical branch of the CIA, is 
responsible for the production and dissemination of timely, accurate, and 
objective intelligence analysis on foreign policy issues.  It focuses analysis on 
key foreign countries, regional conflicts, and issues such as terrorism and 
narcotics trafficking.   

The Directorate of Intelligence is primarily composed of analysts who 
concentrate on particular areas of expertise.  For example, intelligence analysts 
are assigned a particular geographic region to monitor the leadership, 
motivations, plans, and intentions of foreign governments in relation to U.S. 
national security interests.  Additionally, counterterrorism analysts stationed in 
the CTC produce a range of long-term intelligence products about terrorist 
organizations and provide tactical analytic support to intelligence operations.   
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c. Directorate of Science and Technology  

The Directorate of Science and Technology is responsible for creating 
and applying technology in support of the intelligence collection mission.  It 
employs a broad range of professionals, including computer programmers, 
engineers, scientists, and linguists.   

3. The CIA’s collection and internal dissemination of 
information  

Official internal communications between entities within the CIA are 
normally conducted by an electronic communication known as a “cable.”  
Cables are addressed to the stations, offices, or units within an office from 
which some action is expected.  Information acceptable for sharing with a 
foreign government service is put into a section of a cable called a “tear line.”   

4. Passing of intelligence information by the CIA to the FBI  

The CIA shares intelligence with the rest of the Intelligence Community 
through a communication known as a “TD” (“Telegraphic Dissemination”).  
TDs can be sent to other Intelligence Community agencies, including the FBI, 
and are available to the Intelligence Community through the Intelink system.   

Another type of intelligence report used by the CIA when conducting 
business with other agencies is a CIR, or “Central Intelligence Report.”  CIRs 
are used for disseminating information to a specific agency or group of 
agencies.  CIRs to the FBI normally concern something occurring in the United 
States, involving a U.S. person or an ongoing FBI investigation.   

In addition to formal methods of communicating by the CIA to the FBI, 
much information can be shared with the FBI informally.  CIA and FBI 
employees who have similar positions and expertise develop relationships and 
communicate informally while working together on related matters, either by 
secure telephones or in person.  In addition, meetings are sometimes held to 
discuss a matter or a piece of intelligence that is of value to both agencies.  
According to the CIA employees we interviewed, when the CIA passed 
intelligence information or other kinds of information verbally or by another 
informal mechanism to the FBI, the information exchange normally would be 
documented through a TD or a CIR.  However, they said that not every 
telephone call or conversation was documented.   
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C. FBI detailees to the CIA Counterterrorist Center  

In 1996, the FBI began detailing employees to work in the CIA’s CTC.  
During the time period relevant to this chapter of the report, five FBI 
employees were detailed to the CTC’s Usama Bin Laden Unit in four separate 
positions.  Two of the positions were filled by personnel from the FBI’s 
Washington Field Office, and one position each was filled from the FBI’s New 
York Field Office and FBI Headquarters.162   

1. FBI Headquarters detailees  

One of the FBI detailees assigned to Bin Laden Unit, who we call “Eric,” 
held a supervisory position as a deputy chief of the Bin Laden Unit.163  Eric, an 
FBI Headquarters supervisor in the Radical Fundamentalist Unit, was detailed 
to the CTC as a branch chief for a particular terrorist group in September 1997.  
In March 1999, FBI Headquarters transferred him from that part of the CTC to 
the deputy chief position in the Bin Laden Unit.  According to Eric, he was told 
by FBI Assistant Director Neil Gallagher that there were a lot of problems 
between the FBI’s New York Field Office and the Bin Laden Unit and that he 
needed to mend the relationship.164  Eric stated that although he acted as a 
liaison between the CIA and the FBI, his primary job was to perform 
substantive work related to the Bin Laden Unit’s mission.   

Eric left the Bin Laden Unit in January 2000 and was replaced in July 
2000 by an FBI employee who we call “Craig.”165  By this time, the Bin Laden 
Unit had been placed into a newly formed group, which was a much larger 

 
162 Other FBI employees were also detailed to the CIA during this time.  However, the 

FBI detailees to the CTC’s Bin Laden Unit were the only ones relevant to the issues in this 
review.   

163 A CIA employee was the other deputy chief in the Bin Laden Unit.  Both the FBI 
detailee and the CIA employee reported to the chief of the Bin Laden Unit, a CIA employee.   

164 Eric told the OIG that when he arrived at Bin Laden Unit, he “walked into a buzz 
saw” and there was a great deal of animus from CIA employees toward the FBI detailees.  
Eric said this experience was vastly different from his tenure in another CTC section, where 
he was readily accepted and integrated into the CIA’s operations.   

165 No one filled the deputy chief position between January 2000 and July 2000.   
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organization than the Bin Laden Unit.  Craig was designated as a deputy chief 
in the new, larger group.  He described his primary job as being a “referent” for 
law enforcement issues.  He explained this role as involving coordination 
between the FBI and CIA when they wanted to conduct joint interviews or 
when the CIA requested assistance with a law enforcement matter.   

Eric and Craig had access via computers on their desks to the CIA’s 
internal cables.  Eric said that while he was at the CIA, he attempted to read all 
incoming Bin Laden Unit cables.  However, he said that the amount of cable 
traffic was overwhelming and was too much for one individual to read 
consistently.  In contrast, Craig told the OIG that he did not believe his job was 
to read all the cable traffic and that he did not even attempt to do so.   

2. Washington Field Office detailees  
Another FBI employee detailed to the Bin Laden Unit, an Intelligence 

Operations Specialist (IOS) who we call “Mary,” was assigned to CIA 
Headquarters from the FBI’s Washington Field Office in April 1998.  Although 
she was assigned to work on issues of mutual interest to the FBI and the CIA, 
such as the East African embassy bombings,166 she also was assigned to work 
on unilateral CTC matters.  She said that as a desk officer, she read and 
responded to cable traffic that was pertinent to the matters she was assigned.  
She nominally reported to a supervisor in the FBI’s Washington Field Office, 
but her work was assigned by her CTC supervisors at the Bin Laden Unit.167   

The Washington Field Office also detailed to the CTC a special agent, 
who we call “Dwight.”  His performance evaluations were done by the 
Washington Field Office, but his assignments came from CTC managers.  He 
focused on the financial aspects of terrorism and obtained information through 
the CTC to help identify and investigate persons who were responsible for 

 
166 On August 7, 1998, nearly simultaneous vehicle bombs were detonated at the U.S. 

embassies in Nairobi, Kenya, and Dar es Salaam, Tanzania, killing over 200 people and 
injuring over 4,000.   

167 Her position was later transferred from the Washington Field Office to FBI 
Headquarters’ Usama Bin Laden Unit.    
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funding terrorism.  He had access to CIA cables and reviewed them for 
potential leads or other information related to terrorist financing.   

3. New York Field Office detailee  

An FBI New York Field Office agent from its Bin Laden squad, who we 
call “Malcolm,” was also detailed to the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit in early 1999 at 
the request of John O’Neill, the New York Field Office Special Agent in 
Charge for Counterterrorism at the time.  Malcolm replaced another New York 
Field Office Bin Laden squad agent who had left the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit in 
August 1998.  Malcolm told the OIG that he was not given instructions as to 
his specific duties at the CIA.  He said he understood his job there was to be 
the “eyes and ears” of the New York Field Office and “to monitor” New York 
Field Office cases.  He said his role was to “facilitate inquiries of mutual 
interest” and to act as a liaison for FBI offices around the country by following 
up on tracing requests and reporting on their status.  He stated that he also 
spent a significant amount of time coordinating with the CTC in preparation for 
and during the trials that arose out of the FBI’s investigations into the East 
African Embassy bombings.  He told the OIG that he did not review all cables; 
he reviewed only the cables that he thought were interesting, generally based 
solely on his review of the cable subject line.  He said he reported to an SSA in 
the New York Field Office, not to anyone at the CIA.   

III. Factual chronology regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar  
In this section of the report, we discuss in detail the five junctures before 

September 11, 2001, during which the FBI had an opportunity to obtain or 
develop information about Mihdhar and Hazmi but did not.  We describe in 
chronological order the sequence of events regarding these five opportunities, 
including the information that the FBI obtained or could have obtained about 
Hazmi and Mihdhar.   

Many of the witnesses told the OIG they did not have specific 
recollection of the events and conversations related to the Hazmi and Mihdhar 
matter.  In addition, we found few notes and documents relating to these events 
and conversations.  The following is our best reconstruction of the events based 
on the participants’ recollections and the existing documentary evidence.   
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We show a timeline of the Hazmi and Mihdhar events described in this 
chapter on the next two pages of the report.   

A. Identification in January 2000 of Hazmi and Mihdhar as al 
Qaeda operatives  

This section describes the initial development and dissemination of 
intelligence information concerning Hazmi and Mihdhar.  This intelligence was 
obtained by the NSA in late 1999 and early 2000.  The intelligence led to a 
surveillance operation in Malaysia in which it was discovered that Mihdhar had 
a valid multiple-entry U.S. visa and photographs of Mihdhar meeting with 
other al Qaeda operatives were taken.   

There were several ways the FBI could have acquired this information 
from the CIA – through a CIR from the CIA to the FBI, informally through 
conversations between a CIA employee and FBI Headquarters employees, and 
through the FBI employees detailed to the CIA reviewing the CIA cable traffic.  
We reviewed whether this information was in fact passed to the FBI by the 
CIA, and based on the evidence, concluded that while the CIA passed some of 
the information about Mihdhar to the FBI, it did not contemporaneously pass 
the information about Mihdhar’s U.S. visa to the FBI.  We concluded it was 
not disclosed by the CIA until late August 2001, shortly before the September 
11 terrorist attacks.  We also reviewed whether FBI detailees to the CIA 
contemporaneously acquired this information and what action, if any, they took 
with respect to this information.   
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passport and U.S. visa 

obtained . 1/8/2000 

Late 1999 
NSAobtains 
information 
involving persons 
named "Khalid" and 
"Nawaf." The Intelligence 
Community reported 
they were planning to 
to travel to Malaysia. 

Hazmi and Mihdhar 
depart Malaysia 
for Bangkok, 
Thailand. 

1/15/2000 
Hazmi and Mihdhar 
travel to Los Angeles. 

~ 

2/8/2000 
Hazmi and Mihdhar move 
to San Diego with assistance 
of Omar al Bayoumi. 
Hazmi and Mihdhar 
live in apartment complex 
near Bayoumi. 

--C 

3/5/2000 
CIA learns of Hazmi's 
travel to Los Angeles. 
CIA does not provide 
this information to the FBI. 

1/1/2000 2/1/2000 3/1/2000 

Late 1999 

1/5/2000 
Mihdhar meets with 
Hazmi and other 
UBL operatives 
in Malaysia. 
Surveillance photos 
taken. 

1/5/2000 
CIA advises FBI 
of Malaysian 
meetings 
but does not 
pass Mihdhar's 
passport or U.S. visa 

1/5/2000 information. 

FBI detailees at CTC 
read cables and 
draft CIR to FBI 
about Mihdhar's U.S. 
visa. CIR not sent 
per direction of CIA. 

4/1/2000 

4/30/2000 

~ 



9/
11

/2
00

1
H

az
m

i a
nd

 M
ih

dh
ar

 
an

d 
17

 o
th

er
 

te
rro

ris
ts

 
at

ta
ck

 th
e 

U
ni

te
d 

S
ta

te
s.

8/
29

/2
00

1
FB

I N
ew

 Y
or

k 
op

en
s 

an
 in

te
llig

en
ce

in
ve

st
ig

at
io

n
to

 lo
ca

te
 M

ih
dh

ar
.

8/
22

/2
00

1
C

IA
 p

er
so

nn
el

 in
fo

rm
FB

I H
Q

 a
na

ly
st

 
of

 M
ih

dh
ar

's
 U

.S
. v

is
a

an
d 

Ju
ly

 4
, 2

00
1,

en
try

 in
 N

ew
 Y

or
k.

6/
11

/2
00

1
FB

I H
Q

 a
na

ly
st

 m
ee

ts
 w

ith
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

FB
I a

ge
nt

s 
w

or
ki

ng
on

 th
e 

C
ol

e 
in

ve
st

ig
at

io
n.

  
C

IA
 p

er
so

nn
el

 a
ls

o 
at

te
nd

 th
e 

m
ee

tin
g.

  
N

ew
 Y

or
k 

ag
en

ts
 a

re
 n

ot
in

fo
rm

ed
 o

f i
de

nt
ifi

ca
tio

n
of

 K
ha

lla
d 

in
 p

ho
to

s.

5/
15

/2
00

1
So

m
e 

tim
e 

in
 M

ay
, 

C
IA

 p
er

so
nn

el
 a

dv
is

e
FB

I H
Q

 a
na

ly
st

 a
bo

ut
 th

e
M

al
ay

si
an

 m
ee

tin
gs

an
d 

pr
ov

id
e 

ph
ot

os
.  

FB
I n

ot
 in

fo
rm

ed
of

 M
ih

dh
ar

's
 U

.S
. v

is
a

or
 id

en
tif

ic
at

io
n 

of
 

Kh
al

la
d 

in
 th

e 
ph

ot
os

.

1/
4/

20
01

C
IA

 s
ho

w
s 

jo
in

t s
ou

rc
e

ph
ot

os
 fr

om
 K

ua
la

 L
um

pu
r.

So
ur

ce
 id

en
tif

ie
s 

Kh
al

la
d 

in
 p

ho
to

s.
FB

I A
LA

T 
is

 p
re

se
nt

 fo
r m

os
t

of
 m

ee
tin

g 
w

ith
 s

ou
rc

e 
bu

t d
oe

s 
no

t b
ec

om
e 

aw
ar

e 
of

 th
is

 id
en

tif
ic

at
io

n.

12
/1

6/
20

00
C

IA
 s

ho
w

s 
jo

in
t s

ou
rc

e
th

e 
Ye

m
en

i p
ho

to
 o

f K
ha

lla
d.

So
ur

ce
 id

en
tif

ie
s 

hi
m

as
 m

as
te

rm
in

d 
of

 C
ol

e 
at

ta
ck

.

10
/1

2/
20

00
U

.S
.S

. C
ol

e 
is

 a
tta

ck
ed

 
in

 A
de

n,
 Y

em
en

. S
ho

rtl
y 

th
er

ea
fte

r, 
Y

em
en

i o
ffi

ci
al

s 
pr

ov
id

e 
FB

I w
ith

 p
ho

to
 o

f 
"K

ha
lla

d,
" t

he
 p

ur
po

rte
d 

m
as

te
rm

in
d 

of
 th

e 
at

ta
ck

.

6/
10

/2
00

0
M

ih
dh

ar
 d

ep
ar

ts
th

e 
U

ni
te

d 
S

ta
te

s.

5/
31

/2
00

0
H

az
m

i a
nd

 M
ih

dh
ar

 
re

nt
 ro

om
s 

in
 th

e
re

si
de

nc
e 

of
 a

n 
FB

I a
ss

et
.

5/
1/

20
00

Be
gi

nn
in

g 
in

 m
id

-2
00

0,
 

C
IA

 a
nd

 F
B

I b
eg

in
de

br
ie

fin
g 

jo
in

t s
ou

rc
e.

So
ur

ce
 p

ro
vi

de
d

si
gn

ifi
ca

nt
 in

fo
rm

at
io

n
ab

ou
t B

in
 L

ad
en

 a
nd

Al
 Q

ae
da

.

5/
1/

20
00

9/
15

/2
00

1

7/
1/

20
00

10
/1

/2
00

0
1/

1/
20

01
4/

1/
20

01
7/

1/
20

01

 

H
az

m
i a

nd
 M

ih
dh

ar
 T

im
el

in
e 

– 
Pa

rt
 I

I 

236

 
 



 

237 

                                          

In addition, the CIA learned in March 2000 that Hazmi had boarded a 
United Airlines flight in Bangkok, Thailand, bound for Los Angeles, 
California, on January 15, 2000.168  We also reviewed whether the FBI was 
informed of this information, and concluded that it did not learn about this 
information until August 2001.   

1. Background  

In late 1999, the Intelligence Community developed significant 
intelligence information regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar.  At this time, the 
Intelligence Community was on high alert because of concerns involving 
possible terrorist activity planned in conjunction with the coming of the new 
Millennium.  In addition to concerns about attacks at New Year’s Eve 
celebrations, the Intelligence Community was concerned that a terrorist attack 
was planned for January 3, 2000, which in the Islamic calendar is considered a 
“night of destiny.”169  There were additional concerns about potential terrorist 
attacks coinciding with the end of Ramadan, around January 6, 2000.170   

Several of these planned attacks were uncovered in December 1999.  For 
example, on December 1, 1999, in Jordan, a plot to disrupt New Year activities 
with explosives designed to kill thousands of revelers, including U.S. citizens, 
was uncovered and thwarted with the arrest of 16 people.  On December 14, 
1999, Ahmad Ressam was stopped at the United States/Canadian border in 
Washington state as he attempted to enter the United States in a vehicle loaded 
with explosives.  It was determined later that he had intended to detonate the 
explosives at the Los Angeles airport.   

To be prepared for possible terrorist activity at the end of 1999, the FBI 
activated its Strategic Information Operations Center (SIOC).  The SIOC is 

 
168 Mihdhar was also on the same flight, but that fact apparently was not known within 

the Intelligence Community until much later, in August 2001.   
169 During the course of the Cole bombing investigation, it was learned that an attack 

also had been planned against the U.S.S. The Sullivans in Aden, Yemen, on the same date. 
That attack failed because the attack boat sank before reaching its target.   

170 Ramadan is the ninth month of the Islamic calendar. Ramadan begins when 
authorities in Saudi Arabia sight the new moon of the ninth month.    
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located in a secure area within FBI Headquarters and contains several meeting 
rooms, conferencing equipment, communications equipment, computers, and 
other operational equipment.  It allows the FBI to manage major investigations 
or other significant operations 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.   

During the Millennium period, the FBI operated its International 
Terrorism Operations Section from within the SIOC.  In addition, the FBI 
detailed field supervisors with counterterrorism experience and other 
counterterrorism personnel to the SIOC for around-the-clock monitoring and 
response to possible terrorist activities.   

At the CIA, additional personnel were called in to work at the CTC and 
planned leave was canceled.  In addition, personnel from the CIA and other 
Intelligence Community agencies were detailed to work in the FBI’s SIOC.   

During this period, personnel in the FBI’s SIOC prepared two daily 
briefings for the FBI Director and his executive staff, one at 7:30 a.m. and the 
other at 4:30 p.m.  The daily briefings contained summaries of significant 
terrorism investigations and the latest intelligence related to counterterrorism.  
Accompanying the briefings were daily threat updates prepared each afternoon 
for the Director and his executive staff.  The briefings and the threat updates 
were prepared by various people throughout the course of the day and night in 
the SIOC.   

2. NSA provides intelligence regarding planned travel by al 
Qaeda operatives to Malaysia  

In the midst of the Millennium period concerns in late 1999, the NSA 
analyzed communications associated with a suspected terrorist facility in the 
Middle East linked to Al Qaeda activities directed against U.S. interests.  The 
communications indicated that several members of an “operational cadre” were 
planning to travel to Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, in early January 2000.  Analysis 
of the communications revealed that persons named Nawaf, Khalid and Salem 
were involved.  In early 2000, the NSA analyzed what appeared to be related 
communications concerning a “Khalid.”171   

 

(continued) 

171 The NSA had additional information in its database further identifying “Nawaf” as 
Nawaf al-Hazmi, a friend of Khalid.  However, the NSA informed the OIG that it was not 
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The NSA’s reporting about these communications was sent, among other 
places, to FBI Headquarters, the FBI’s Washington and New York Field 
Offices, and the CIA’s CTC.  At the FBI, this information appeared in the daily 
threat update to the Director on January 4, 2000.   

3. Mihdhar’s travel and discovery of his U.S. visa  

A CIA desk officer working in the Bin Laden Unit who we call 
“Michelle” determined that there were links between these people and Al 
Qaeda as well as the 1998 East African embassy bombings.  In addition, the 
CIA identified “Khalid” as Khalid al-Mihdhar.   

Mihdhar arrived in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia, on January 5, 2000.  
Mihdhar was traveling on a Saudi passport.  This passport contained a valid 
U.S. visa.  Mihdhar’s passport was photocopied and sent to CIA Headquarters.   

Several CIA cables contemporaneously discussed Mihdhar’s travel and 
the discovery of his U.S. visa in his Saudi passport.  CIA records show that a 
CIA employee, who we call “James”172 and who was detailed to FBI 
Headquarters during the Millennium period, accessed one of these cables 
approximately two hours after it was disseminated in the morning, and he 
accessed another of the cables about eight hours after it was disseminated on 
the next morning.  James discussed some information about Mihdhar with two 
FBI Headquarters employees on the evening of January 5, which we detail in 
Section 7 below.  

4. CIR is drafted to pass Mihdhar’s visa information to the FBI  

Dwight, the special agent detailed to the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit from the 
FBI’s Washington Field Office, also read the cables discussing Mihdhar’s U.S. 
visa within hours of each cable being disseminated.  CIA records also show 

 
(continued) 
asked to conduct research on these individuals at that time, and it did not uncover that 
information on Hazmi.  It was thought at the time that Salem might be Hazmi’s younger 
brother, and this was later confirmed.    

172 The CIA has asked the OIG not to identify the true names of CIA employees for 
operational reasons.   
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that Dwight’s immediate supervisor in the Bin Laden Unit opened one of the 
cables soon after Dwight.   

Dwight opened one of the cables, which reported that Mihdhar’s visa 
application had been verified and that he had listed New York as his intended 
destination.   

Around 9:30 a.m. on the same morning, Dwight began drafting in the 
CIA’s computer system a CIR addressed to the UBL Unit Chief at FBI 
Headquarters and an SSA in the UBL Unit at FBI Headquarters who we call 
“Bob.”  Dwight’s CIR also was addressed to the FBI’s New York Field Office.  
The CIR first described the NSA information that had been received about 
Mihdhar, including the planned travel to Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia in early 
January.  The CIR also discussed the potential links between the suspected 
terrorist facility in the Middle East and the 1998 East Africa embassy 
bombings.  The CIR stated that photographs of Mihdhar had been obtained and 
would be sent to the FBI under separate cover.  The CIR detailed Mihdhar’s 
passport and visa information, including that Mihdhar had listed on his visa 
application his intended destination as New York and that he planned to stay 
three months.  Dwight also wrote that the CTC was requesting “feedback” on 
“any intelligence uncovered in FBI’s investigation” resulting from the 
information in the CIR.   

Michelle, the Bin Laden Unit desk officer who originally had taken 
notice of the information about Mihdhar and his connections to Al Qaeda, 
accessed Dwight’s draft CIR less than an hour after Dwight drafted it at 
approximately 9:30 a.m.  Around 4:00 p.m. on the same day, Michelle added a 
note to the CIR in the CIA’s computer system:  “pls hold off on CIR for now 
per [the CIA Deputy Chief of Bin Laden Unit].”   

CIA records show that the same morning, the CIA Deputy Chief of Bin 
Laden Unit, who we will call “John,” also had read the cable indicating that 
Mihdhar’s visa was valid and that New York had been listed as his intended 
destination.  Around 6:30 p.m. on the same day, John again accessed this cable 
and then another cable, the same two CIA cables about Hazmi and Mihdhar in 
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the CIA’s computer system that Dwight had used in drafting the CIR.  CIA 
records do not indicate that John accessed Dwight’s draft CIR.173   

CIA records show that the CIA employee detailed to FBI Headquarters 
who we call James and who discussed the Mihdhar information with two FBI 
Headquarters employees, also accessed the draft CIR on the day it was drafted.  
In addition, two other FBI detailees accessed the draft CIR:  Eric, the other 
Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit, accessed it two hours after Dwight began 
writing it, and Malcolm, the New York Field Office’s detailee to the Bin Laden 
Unit, accessed it two days later.   

CIA records show that as of eight days later the CIR had not been 
disseminated to the FBI.  In an e-mail to John in mid-January, Dwight had 
attached the draft CIR and wrote, “Is this a no go or should I remake it in some 
way.”  The CIA was unable to locate any response to this e-mail.   

By mid-February, the CIR had not been sent to the FBI and was still in 
draft form in the CIA’s computer system.  CIA records show that Dwight e-
mailed a CIA contractor who handled computer matters and asked him to 
delete several draft cables in the computer system unrelated to this matter, but 
to save the draft CIR concerning Mihdhar.  The contractor accessed the draft 
cable in the system the next day.   

When we interviewed all of the individuals involved with the CIR, they 
asserted that they recalled nothing about it.  Dwight told the OIG that he did 
not recall being aware of the information about Mihdhar, did not recall drafting 
the CIR, did not recall whether he drafted the CIR on his own initiative or at 
the direction of his supervisor, and did not recall any discussions about the 
reasons for delaying completion and dissemination of the CIR.  Malcolm said 
he did not recall reviewing any of the cable traffic or any information regarding 
Hazmi and Mihdhar.  Eric told the OIG that he did not recall the CIR.   

The CIA employees also stated that they did not recall the CIR.  
Although James, the CIA employee detailed to FBI Headquarters, declined to 

 
173 According to John, once CIRs were drafted the CIA’s standard operating procedure 

was for the drafter to “coordinate” the CIR in the computer system, which notified the 
persons designated by the drafter that there was a CIR that required their attention.  He said 
that it was not standard operating procedure to access CIRs in draft form.    
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be interviewed by us, he told the CIA OIG that he did not recall the CIR.  John 
(the Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit) and Michelle, the desk officer who 
was following this issue, also stated that they did not recall the CIR, any 
discussions about putting it on hold, or why it was not sent.   

5. Mihdhar in Dubai  

On the same day that Dwight was drafting the CIR, the CIA reported in 
an internal cable additional information about Mihdhar.  The cable stated that it 
appeared that, despite his multiple entry visa, Mihdhar had not yet traveled to 
the United States.  The cable then stated that it was up to the CTC as to 
whether anyone should inquire with the INS to verify whether Mihdhar had 
traveled to the United States.174   

The cable also reported additional information about Mihdhar while he 
was in Dubai.   

CIA records reveal that this cable also was read by FBI detailee Dwight.  
However, Dwight did not include in the draft CIR the additional information 
about the lack of any indication that Mihdhar had traveled to United States or 
the additional information about Mihdhar in Dubai.175   

6. CIA cable stating that Mihdhar’s visa and passport 
information had been passed to FBI  

Also on the same day that Dwight was preparing the CIR, Michelle, the 
Bin Laden Unit desk officer who was following the issue of Mihdhar, prepared 
a lengthy cable to several stations summarizing the information that had been 
collected at that point on Mihdhar and three other individuals who also were 
possibly traveling to Malaysia.  The cable began, “After following the various 
reports, some much more credible than others, regarding a possible [Bin 

 
174 We did not determine whether the CIA actually contacted the INS pursuant to this 

suggestion.  As we discuss below, we did determine INS records reflect that Mihdhar first 
entered the United States on January 15, 2000, and only entered again on July 4, 2001.   

175 This cable also was read by James, the CIA employee detailed to the FBI’s SIOC.  
As detailed below, he later discussed some of its contents with an FBI Headquarters 
employee.    
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Laden]-associated threat against U.S. interests in East Asia, we wish to note 
that there indeed appears to be a disturbing trend of [Bin Laden] associates 
traveling to Malaysia, perhaps not for benign reasons.”   

This cable then summarized the CIA’s information that indicated several 
individuals were planning to travel to Malaysia.  In the paragraph describing 
Mihdhar, Michelle stated that Mihdhar’s travel documents, including a 
multiple entry U.S. visa, had been copied and passed “to the FBI for further 
investigation.”   

This cable –the fifth CIA cable to discuss Mihdhar’s U.S. visa – did not 
state by whom or to whom Mihdhar’s travel documents were passed.  It also 
did not indicate how they had been passed, or provide any other reference to 
the passage of the documents.  Because this cable was an internal, operational 
cable, it was not forwarded to or copied to the FBI.   

This cable was disseminated to various CIA stations approximately three 
hours after Michelle had noted in the cable system that Dwight was directed to 
hold off on sending his draft CIR to the FBI “for now per [the CIA Deputy 
Chief of the Bin Laden Unit].”   

When we interviewed Michelle, she stated that she had no recollection of 
who told her that Mihdhar’s travel documents had been passed to the FBI or 
how they had been passed.  She said she would not have been the person 
responsible for passing the documents.  According to Michelle, the language in 
the cable stating “[the documents] had been passed” suggested to her that 
someone else told her that they had already been passed, but she did not know 
who it was.  The CIA Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit also said he had no 
recollection of this cable, and he did not know whether the information had 
been passed to the FBI.   

Neither we nor the CIA OIG was able to locate any other witness who 
said they remembered anything about Mihdhar’s travel documents being 
passed to the FBI, or any other documents that corroborated the statement that 
the documents were in fact passed to the FBI.   

7. The Malaysia meetings and surveillance of Mihdhar   

After he arrived in Malaysia, Mihdhar was followed and photographed in 
various locations meeting with several different people.  These events are 
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referred to as “the Malaysia meetings.”  CIA employees wrote several cables 
contemporaneously about the Malaysia meetings, which we discuss below.   

a. First cable regarding Mihdhar in Malaysia  

The CIA prepared an internal cable stating that Mihdhar had arrived in 
Kuala Lumpur on the evening of January 5.  The cable also described his 
activities with other Arabs who were unidentified at the time.  This cable, 
which we refer to as the “first Malaysia meetings cable,” did not contain any 
information regarding passports or visas.   

b. January 5 FBI threat update  

It appears that this first Malaysia meetings cable was provided to the FBI.  
Sometime before the daily FBI executive briefing that took place on January 6 
at 7:30 a.m., the January 5 threat update information concerning Mihdhar was 
edited in the FBI’s SIOC.   

This January 5 threat update reflected an almost verbatim recitation of 
portions of the CIA’s first Malaysia meetings cable, including the same 
spelling mistake in reference to a particular place in Malaysia, which indicates 
that the CIA provided a copy of the first Malaysia meetings cable to the FBI.  
However, we were not able to determine who in the FBI received this 
information from the CIA or who edited the January 5 threat update.  No one 
we interviewed at the FBI said they recalled handling information related to 
Mihdhar or the January 5 threat update.  The threat update contained no 
reference to Mihdhar’s passport information or his U.S. multiple-entry visitor’s 
visa.   

The January 5 threat update also was made part of the January 6 
7:30 a.m. executive briefing document.  This briefing did not contain any 
additional information about Mihdhar.  The January 5 threat update was the 
only official document from this period located by the FBI that referenced the 
Malaysia meetings that were discussed in the first CIA Malaysia meetings 
cable.   
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c. Discussion between CIA and FBI employees about 
Malaysia meetings   

As noted above, computer records show that James, the CTC employee 
detailed to the FBI’s SIOC, read the cables and the draft CIR indicating that 
Mihdhar had a U.S. visa.  Contemporaneous e-mails show that James discussed 
the Malaysia meetings with two FBI Headquarters employees in the SIOC in 
the early morning hours of January 6.  Below we detail the cables and the 
evidence about the discussions that took place between the CIA and FBI 
personnel in the SIOC about the Malaysia meetings.   

Contemporaneous e-mail messages among CIA employees show that 
during the night of January 5 James briefed the FBI SSA who we call Bob 
about Mihdhar’s travel.  At the time, Bob was an SSA in the UBL Unit in FBI 
Headquarters, which was operating out of the SIOC during this period.   

James wrote an e-mail to several CIA employees in which he stated that 
he was detailing “exactly what [he] briefed [the FBI] on” in the event the FBI 
later complained that they were not provided with all of the information about 
Mihdhar.176  This e-mail did not discuss Mihdhar’s passport or U.S. visa.   

As previously mentioned, James told the CIA OIG that he had no 
recollection of these events.  He declined to be interviewed by us.   

Bob told the OIG that he had no independent recollection of any briefing 
from a CIA employee regarding the Malaysia meetings.  However, he was able 
to locate a scant contemporaneous note that confirmed he had been briefed 
regarding Mihdhar and his trip to Malaysia.  This note contained no details as 
to the content of the briefing and no reference to Mihdhar’s U.S. visa.  

Bob told the OIG that he does not believe that he had been told in this 
conversation about Mihdhar’s U.S. visa.  Bob stated to us that the presence of a 

 
176 James wrote these e-mails in response to an e-mail from another CIA employee who 

was detailed to the FBI SIOC.  That employee reported on the morning of January 6 that he 
had been asked by an FBI employee for the latest on Mihdhar.  James responded in a series 
of e-mails that he had already briefed the FBI.  The final e-mail by James sets forth the 
details of his briefings.    
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U.S. visa in Mihdhar’s passport would have been extremely important and 
would have triggered a more significant response than his minimal notes.   

Bob also told the OIG that he did not know why James chose to brief him 
about Mihdhar.  Bob said that he was not a designated point of contact for the 
CIA while the SIOC was activated, although he also said that he did not know 
whether there was a designated point of contact in the SIOC.  Bob said that he 
knew James because James had previously been detailed from the CTC to FBI 
Headquarters and had worked in ITOS with Bob.   

d. Second cable regarding Mihdhar and the Malaysia 
meetings  

The day after the CIA employee discussed the Malaysia meetings with 
the two FBI SIOC employees, the CIA sent another internal cable providing 
new information about the activities of Mihdhar.  This cable, “the second 
Malaysia meetings cable,” provided information about Mihdhar’s activities 
once he left the Kuala Lumpur airport and his meetings with various 
individuals.   

e. Discussion between CTC officer and FBI employee 
about Malaysia meetings  

Shortly after 7:30 a.m. on January 6, James briefed another FBI SSA – 
who we call “Ted” – who was detailed to the SIOC from an FBI field office, 
about information contained in the second Malaysia meetings cable.  Ted told 
the OIG he was working in the SIOC as an “assistant” to the day shift 
commander and the UBL Unit Chief, but that he had no specific duties.  
Because Bob had left FBI Headquarters on a trip to New York by this time, 
James briefed Ted to ensure that someone at FBI Headquarters had the latest 
information on Mihdhar.   

In the same e-mail in which he had detailed what he told Bob, James 
provided specifics of what he told Ted.    The e-mail also stated that the CIA 
would “continue to run this down and keep the FBI in the loop.”  The e-mail 
did not contain any reference to Mihdhar’s passport or U.S. visa.   

Based on this briefing by James, Ted prepared an update for the January 
6 afternoon FBI executive briefing.  Ted e-mailed the update to the ITOS 
Assistant Section Chief at 8:40 a.m.  This update reflected the details of the 
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information Ted had received from James.  It did not contain any reference to 
Mihdhar’s passport or U.S. visa.   

Like Bob, Ted told the OIG that he had no recollection of being briefed 
regarding the Malaysia meetings.  Although he said he did not recall these 
events, Ted asserted he did not believe that he had received Mihdhar’s passport 
or U.S. visa information because if he had he would have unquestionably 
recognized their significance and documented such information in the update 
for the executive briefing.   

Ted told the OIG that he did not know why James briefed him about the 
Mihdhar information.  Like Bob, Ted stated he was not a designated point of 
contact for the CIA while the SIOC was activated.  Ted also knew James 
because of James’ previous detail to ITOS in FBI Headquarters when Ted 
served as an SSA in the RFU.   

f. Cables updating the Malaysia meetings information, 
including Mihdhar’s travel to Bangkok  

On January 8, the CIA reported in another internal cable that a new 
individual had joined Mihdhar and the others, and that additional surveillance 
photographs were taken.  The cable did not state how many photographs were 
taken or what would be done with the photos.   

In another cable sent five hours later, the CIA reported in an internal 
cable that Mihdhar and two of the unidentified men – one of whom turned out 
to be Hazmi – departed Malaysia from Kuala Lumpur airport en route to 
Bangkok, Thailand.   

g. Cables regarding Hazmi’s travel to the United States  
On January 9, the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit prepared a cable asking that 

Mihdhar and his associates be identified while in Thailand.  CIA records show 
that on January 13, the CIA was attempting to locate Mihdhar and his traveling 
companions.  In addition, Mihdhar had been watchlisted at the airport in the 
event that he attempted to leave Thailand.   

Several weeks later, CIA officers in Kuala Lumpur followed up with 
their Bangkok counterparts for additional information about Mihdhar and his 
traveling companions. Approximately two weeks later, Bangkok reported that 
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there was a delay in responding due to difficulties in obtaining the requested 
information.   

In early March 2000, officials in Bangkok reported internally that it had 
identified one of Mihdhar’s traveling companions as Nawaf al-Hazmi.  The 
cable reported that Hazmi had traveled to Bangkok on January 8 and had 
subsequently traveled on a United Airlines flight to Los Angeles, California on 
January 15.  The cable also stated that Mihdhar had arrived in Bangkok on 
January 8 but that it was unknown if and when he had departed.177  In addition, 
the cable identified the third traveler as Salah Saeed Mohammed Bin Yousaf.178   

CIA records show that none of the FBI detailees accessed this early 
March cable.  The OIG found no documents or witnesses indicating that the 
information that Hazmi had traveled to Los Angeles on January 15, 2000, was 
shared with the FBI at this time.  Rather, as we discuss below, this fact was not 
shared with the FBI until August 2001.   

We found no indication that CTC personnel took any action with regard 
to the important information that Hazmi had traveled to the United States.  For 
example, he was not placed on any U.S. watchlists.  The day after Bangkok 
Station reported about Hazmi’s travel to Los Angeles, one office that received 
the Bangkok cable sent a cable to the CTC stating the Bangkok cable regarding 
Hazmi’s travel had been read “with interest.”  Yet, despite this effort to flag the 
significance of this information, the cable was not shared with the FBI and did 
not result in any specific action by the CIA.   

As we discuss below, it was not until August 2001 that FBI Headquarters 
personnel learned that on January 15, 2000, both Mihdhar and Hazmi had left 
Thailand and traveled to Los Angeles, California, where they were both 

 
177 In fact, Mihdhar had traveled to the U.S. with Hazmi on January 15, 2000.  This fact 

was not discovered by anyone in the Intelligence Community until August 2001.   
178 Yousaf left Bangkok on January 20 for Karachi, Pakistan.  Some time after 

September 11, Yousaf was determined to be Tawfiq Muhammad Salih Bin Rashid al Atash, 
a/k/a Khallad, the purported mastermind of the Cole attack.  We discuss the FBI’s discovery 
of information about Khallad and the Cole attack, and the FBI’s opportunities to connect 
Khallad to the Malaysia meetings, in Section III, C below.   
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admitted into the United States on non-immigrant visas and authorized to 
remain until July 14, 2000.   

8. OIG findings regarding FBI’s knowledge about Mihdhar 
and the Malaysia meetings  

We discuss here our findings regarding the FBI’s knowledge of 
information about Mihdhar and the January 2000 Malaysia meetings, including 
whether the intelligence information concerning Mihdhar’s valid multiple entry 
U.S. visa and Hazmi’s travel to the United States in January 2000 was passed 
to the FBI.  Several witnesses told the OIG that Mihdhar’s possession of a U.S. 
visa provided a clear domestic nexus that should have triggered the passing of 
this information from the CIA to the FBI.   

At the outset, we note that the CIA has acknowledged that it obtained 
information that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa and that Hazmi had traveled to the 
United States, and that the CIA should have placed their names on U.S. 
watchlists, but that this did not occur.179  The CIA OIG is reviewing this matter 
to determine why this failure occurred and who is responsible for it.   

a. Formal passage of information from the CIA to the FBI  

As noted above, the formal method of communicating intelligence 
information between the CIA and the FBI was an intelligence report called a 
CIR.  CIA records show that between July 1999 and September 10, 2001, the 
Bin Laden Unit disseminated over 1,000 CIRs, most of which were sent to the 
FBI.  CTC employees as well as FBI detailees to Bin Laden Unit had authority 
to draft CIRs, and the detailees collectively drafted over 150 CIRs to the FBI 
during this period.  However, CIRs could only be disseminated by persons with 
authority to “release” the CIRs.180  In the Bin Laden Unit, only supervisors, 

 
179 Mihdhar and Hazmi were placed on watchlists by other countries, including 

Thailand.   
180 Once a supervisor approved a CIR for release, it was electronically disseminated by 

a unit in the CIA known as the Policy Community Action Staff.   
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including John and Eric as the deputy chiefs of the station, had authority to 
release CIRs.181   

Dwight drafted a CIR in which he summarized the information that had 
been disseminated by the NSA about Mihdhar.  He also provided detailed 
information about Mihdhar’s passport, visa, and visa application indicating that 
New York had been his intended destination.  According to CIA records, this 
CIR never was disseminated to the FBI.  A desk officer’s note on the draft CIR 
indicated that the Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit, John, had instructed the 
draft CIR be put on hold, and Dwight contacted him through an e-mail about 
the disposition of the CIR a week later.  Despite this e-mail, the evidence 
clearly shows that the CIR never was disseminated to the FBI.   

The evidence shows, however, that Dwight acted in accordance with the 
system that was in place at the time by drafting the CIR to formally pass the 
visa information to the FBI.  In accordance with Bin Laden Unit policy, 
Dwight was not permitted to pass the CIR to the FBI without permission.   

All of the witnesses stated, however, that they did not recall the CIR or 
any communications about it.  Other than the note written by the desk officer, 
we found no documentary evidence about why the CIR was not disseminated.  
Thus, we were unable to determine why it was not sent.   

The information in the CIR, which was documented in the appropriate 
format for passage to the FBI, was potentially significant to the FBI and should 
have been passed to the FBI.  We believe it was a significant failure for the 
CIR not to be sent to the FBI.   

b. Informal passage of information from CIA to FBI  

We also considered what information that James, a CIA detailee to the 
FBI, informally passed to FBI Headquarters and whether he informed anyone 
of the visa information about Mihdhar.  Based on the contemporaneous e-mails 
in which James documented in detail what he told FBI SSAs Bob and Ted, we 
concluded that he reported to the FBI the information regarding Mihdhar’s 

 
181 CIA records show that Eric released five CIRs during his tenure at the Bin Laden 

Unit.   
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transit through Dubai, his arrival in Kuala Lumpur, his activities after his 
arrival, and his meeting with other suspected al Qaeda operatives.  It is far less 
clear, however, whether he provided Mihdhar’s passport and U.S. visa 
information to the FBI.   

We do not believe that James briefed either Bob or Ted on Mihdhar’s 
passport or U.S. visa information.  First, nothing in Bob’s contemporaneous 
notes or Ted’s e-mail or briefing update referred to Mihdhar’s passport or visa 
information.  Bob and Ted also stated forcefully and credibly to us that they 
would have recognized the significance of a U.S. visa in the hands of a 
suspected al Qaeda operative and at a minimum would have included such 
information in their notes or reports.   

Moreover, James wrote a detailed e-mail to document the contents of his 
conversations with Bob and Ted.  Since the stated purpose of James’ e-mail 
was to prevent the FBI from later claiming he had failed to brief them on some 
important details, he had every incentive to include all relevant details in that e-
mail.  At the time he wrote this e-mail, he had read three of the CIA cables 
indicating that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa, as well as the draft CIR.  Yet, James’ 
e-mail contained no mention of Mihdhar’s passport or visa.   

We found only one piece of evidence suggesting that the FBI was made 
aware in January 2000 of Mihdhar’s U.S. visa – the early January cable by the 
desk officer who we call Michelle which stated that Mihdhar’s travel 
documents, including a multiple entry U.S. visa, had been copied and passed 
“to the FBI for further investigation.”  We could not, however, find any 
evidence to corroborate that this information actually had been passed to the 
FBI.   

This cable did not state by whom or to whom the documents were passed 
or make any other reference to the passage of the documents.  The cable was an 
internal cable, which means it would not have been forwarded to or accessible 
to the FBI.  In addition, Michelle, the CIA desk officer who wrote the cable, 
had no recollection of who told her that the documents had been passed or how 
they had been passed.  She said that she would not have been responsible for 
passing the information but instead would have been told by someone else that 
the documents had been passed.   

We were unable to locate any witness who said they remembered 
anything about the documents being passed to the FBI, as Michelle’s cable 
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asserted.  Even if her cable was accurate, and she had been told by someone 
that the documents had been passed to the FBI, there is no evidence that such 
information was correct.  The CIA and FBI witnesses we interviewed described 
this period as very hectic and said they were flooded with information.  Several 
witnesses suggested that these hectic circumstances could have created an 
environment where unintentional misunderstandings might have occurred 
about whether information was actually passed to other Intelligence 
Community agencies.   

We also searched ACS for any FBI record of the travel documents having 
been provided to the FBI, since this cable indicated that a physical copy of the 
documents, not merely information about the documents, was passed.  We 
found no reference to the documents.   

Aside from this cable, we found no other evidence that the information or 
documents about Mihdhar’s passport or visa information was in fact provided 
to the FBI during this time period.   

c. FBI detailees’ handling of information on Mihdhar  
As discussed above, five FBI employees were detailed to the CTC to 

work on Bin Laden matters during 2000 and 2001, and all had access at their 
desks to CIA internal cable traffic.  Four of those employees – the supervisor 
who we call Eric, the IOS who we call Mary, and the agents who we call 
Dwight and Malcolm – were at the Bin Laden Unit in January 2000 when the 
Malaysia meetings occurred.182  We considered how each handled the 
intelligence information concerning Mihdhar during this period.   

After reading two of the cables indicating that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa, 
Dwight prepared a draft CIR to officially notify the FBI about that information, 
since the U.S. visa presented a nexus between Mihdhar and the United States.  
But the CIR was not provided to the FBI.  However, we also examined whether 
any of the detailees took any other action to notify FBI Headquarters or, in 
Malcolm’s case, the New York Field Office, about the information concerning 
Mihdhar.   

 
182 The fifth detailee – the manager who we call Craig – did not arrive at the CTC until 

July 2000.    
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The evidence shows that each FBI detailee reviewed some of the cables 
about Mihdhar’s U.S. visa.  Dwight accessed several of the cables that 
indicated Mihdhar had a U.S. visa, such as the cables stating that Mihdhar had 
transited through Dubai and had a U.S. visa, the cable stating that Mihdhar’s 
visa application listed New York as his intended destination in May 1999, and 
the cable stating that based on a review of Mihdhar’s visa, it did not appear that 
he had actually traveled to the United States.   

Malcolm also accessed the cable stating that Mihdhar’s visa application 
listed New York as his intended destination in May 1999, and the cable stating 
that it did not appear that Mihdhar had actually traveled to the United States.  
Malcolm also accessed the two cables stating that Mihdhar had arrived in 
Kuala Lumpur and that surveillance photos showed him meeting with others in 
Malaysia.  Malcolm also accessed Dwight’s draft CIR indicating passage of the 
visa information to the FBI, including the New York Field Office.   

Mary accessed the January cable stating that Mihdhar’s travel documents, 
including a multiple-entry U.S. visa, had been passed to the FBI, but she did 
not access the previous cables reflecting the visa information or Dwight’s CIR.  
She also accessed the two cables stating that Mihdhar had arrived in Kuala 
Lumpur and that surveillance photos showed him meeting with others in 
Malaysia.   

Eric did not access these cables, but he accessed Dwight’s draft CIR 
which detailed Mihdhar’s visa information and which summarized the NSA 
information.   

However, Dwight, Malcolm, Mary, and Eric all told the OIG that they 
did not recall anyone from the CIA bringing to their attention the fact that 
Mihdhar had a U.S. visa.  In addition, despite the records of their access to the 
cable traffic or the CIR, they all told the OIG that they did not recall 
discovering at the time – such as by reading a cable – that Mihdhar had a U.S. 
visa.183  As discussed above, Dwight told the OIG that he did not even recall 

 
183 The detailees also told the OIG that they did not necessarily read all of the cables 

they accessed.  They explained that they often skimmed cables to determine if any action 
was required on their part or to find specific information in connection with a particular 
assignment or issue.   
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writing the CIR or even being aware of the Malaysia meetings or of the fact 
that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa.  Eric told the OIG that his CIA counterpart – 
John, the CIA Bin Laden Unit Deputy Chief – mentioned the Malaysia 
meetings and that surveillance photos had been taken, but Eric did not recall 
ever hearing anything about Mihdhar having a U.S. visa.  Mary told the OIG 
that she did not recall even being contemporaneously aware of the Malaysia 
meetings.184  Mary explained that she did not have reason to be made aware of 
the Malaysia meetings at the time because the matter had been assigned to 
another CIA desk officer – Michelle (the one who wrote the cable indicating 
that Mihdhar’s travel documents had been passed to the FBI).   

Malcolm said he was not aware of the fact that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa 
until after September 11.  He stated that he recalled being shown the Kuala 
Lumpur photos, but he could not remember whether that was before or after 
September 11.  He said that it was not until he was shown the Kuala Lumpur 
photos that he became aware of the Malaysia meetings.   

Yet, the evidence shows that all had accessed contemporaneously cables 
indicating that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa, which was important intelligence 
information that was never provided to FBI Headquarters.  They did not violate 
any specific policy or procedure in their handling of the information, and they 
did not have the authority to unilaterally pass CTC information to the FBI 
without permission.  This restriction included any informal passage of the 
information, such as by telephone call or in-person discussions.  However, 
none of them, particularly Dwight, ensured that the information was provided 
to the FBI.  Dwight drafted a CIR that would have provided the FBI with the 
important information about Mihdhar, but the CIR was not released by the 
CIA.  Although Dwight followed up a few days later to ask whether the cable 
was going to be sent or whether he should remake it in some other way, there is 
no record of a response to his request, and no one could explain why the cable 
was not sent.  We believe it was critical that the information be sent.  We found 
no indication that this ever happened.   

 
184 When we showed Mary copies of an e-mail written by the CTC officer who had 

briefed SSA Bob and Ted, which indicated that she was copied on the e-mail, she said that 
she did not recall having read the e-mail.   
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This failure to send the information to the FBI, in our view, was also 
attributable to problems in how the detailees were instructed and supervised, 
and that these problems significantly impeded the flow of information between 
the CIA and the FBI.  We discuss these systemic problems in detail in our 
analysis section later in this chapter.   

d. OIG conclusion  

In sum, the evidence shows that in January and March 2000, the CIA 
uncovered important intelligence information about Mihdhar and Hazmi: 

• They were al Qaeda operatives who had traveled to Malaysia, where 
they were photographed meeting with other suspected al Qaeda 
operatives;   

• They traveled to Bangkok with a third person;   

• Mihdhar had a valid, multiple-entry U.S. visa; and   

• Hazmi had traveled to Los Angeles in January 2000.   

Yet, we found that the CIA did not share significant pieces of this 
information with the FBI – that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa and that Hazmi had 
traveled to Los Angeles.  An FBI detailee at the CIA drafted a CIR to share this 
information with the FBI, but that information was not released by the CIA to 
the FBI.  We were unable to determine why this did not occur.  No one we 
interviewed said they remembered the CIR or why it was not sent to the FBI.  
We consider it a significant failure for this CIR not to be sent to the FBI.   

In addition, the evidence shows that the limited information that was 
provided to FBI Headquarters – that Mihdhar traveled to Malaysia and met 
with other suspected al Qaeda operatives – was never documented by the FBI 
in any system that was retrievable or searchable, thus limiting the usefulness of 
the information that was shared.  The FBI’s only official record of having 
received this information was in the hard copies of the January 5 threat update, 
which was attached to the January 6 executive briefing, and Ted’s e-mail 
summarizing information from his discussion with the CIA employee.  We 
discuss this and other systemic problems in our analysis section below.   
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B. Hazmi and Mihdhar in San Diego  

1. Introduction  

The second set of events that may have led the FBI to discover Mihdhar 
and Hazmi’s presence in the United States related to their stay in San Diego.  
As noted above, on January 15, 2000, Mihdhar and Hazmi boarded a flight in 
Bangkok, Thailand, for Los Angeles.  They were admitted to the United States 
on non-immigrant visitor visas and authorized to remain in the U.S. until 
July 14, 2000.  Shortly after arriving in Los Angeles, they traveled to San 
Diego, California, where they were aided in finding a place to stay by Omar 
al-Bayoumi.  Bayoumi had been the subject of an FBI preliminary intelligence 
investigation that had been closed.   

In late May 2000, Hazmi and Mihdhar rented a room in the residence of 
an FBI asset.185  Mihdhar remained in San Diego until June 10, 2000, when he 
left the United States.186  Hazmi remained in the San Diego area until 
approximately December 2000, when he moved to the Phoenix, Arizona area.  
In Phoenix, Hazmi lived for approximately three months with another 
September 11 hijacker, Hani Hanjour.  In April 2001, Hazmi and Hanjour 
moved to New Jersey and remained on the East Coast until September 11.   

While residing in San Diego in 2000, Mihdhar and Hazmi did not act in 
an unusual manner that would draw attention, but they did not attempt to hide 
their identities.  Using the same names contained in their travel documents and 
known to at least some in the Intelligence Community, they rented an 
apartment, obtained driver’s licenses from the state of California Department 
of Motor Vehicles, opened bank accounts and received bank credit cards, 
purchased a used vehicle and automotive insurance, took flying lessons at a 
local flying school, and obtained local phone service that included Hazmi’s 
listing in the local telephone directory.   

 
185 This kind of individual is often referred to as an “informant” - the common 

vernacular for an individual providing information to an investigative agency.  Within the 
FBI’s foreign intelligence program, they are known as assets.   

186 Mihdhar departed from Los Angeles on Lufthansa Airlines.   
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Although Hazmi and Mihdhar were in San Diego for a significant period 
of time, the FBI did not learn of their presence there until after September 11, 
2001.  After September 11, much would be learned about Hazmi and 
Mihdhar’s time in San Diego and the Intelligence Community’s missed 
opportunities to find and investigate them before the terrorist attacks in which 
they participated.  In this section, we describe the facts surrounding Hazmi and 
Mihdhar’s residence in San Diego, including their associations with two 
persons known to the FBI.   

2. Hazmi and Mihdhar’s association with Bayoumi  

Omar al-Bayoumi is a Saudi Arabian national who came to the United 
States in 1993.  In early 2000 he had been living with his wife and four 
children in San Diego for at least four years.  Although he described himself to 
others in San Diego as a graduate student in business administration, he took 
classes intermittently and was not enrolled in a program of study.  He did not 
work in the United States and received a monthly stipend of $4,000 plus “other 
allowances,” ranging from $465 to $3,800 each month, from Dallah/Avco, a 
Saudi contractor to the Presidency of Civil Aviation.187  Bayoumi was active in 
the San Diego Muslim community and was involved in the establishment of 
several mosques in the United States.   

In September 1998, the FBI’s San Diego Field Office opened a 
preliminary inquiry on Bayoumi based on allegations raised by the manager in 
the apartment complex where he was living at the time.  The manager alleged 
that Bayoumi had received a suspicious package from the Middle East, and the 
maintenance worker for the apartment complex had noted strange wires in 
Bayoumi’s bathroom.  In addition, the manager reported frequent gatherings of 
young Middle Eastern males at Bayoumi’s apartment on weekend nights.   

The FBI case agent conducted a limited investigation of Bayoumi, but the 
preliminary inquiry was closed in June 1999 and was not converted to a full 

 
187 Bayoumi was employed by the Saudi Presidency of Civil Aviation from 1975 until 

1995 and became a contractor for the organization beginning in 1995.   
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field investigation.188  As a result, the FBI was no longer investigating 
Bayoumi at the time that Hazmi and Mihdhar met Bayoumi in February 2000.  
However, the following paragraphs describe what was later learned about 
Bayoumi’s interactions with Hazmi and Mihdhar.   

On February 1, 2000, Bayoumi traveled by car from San Diego to Los 
Angeles, to resolve a visa issue at the Saudi consulate.  Bayoumi invited an 
associate, Isamu Dyson, to accompany him.189  Dyson provided the following 
account to the FBI of the trip with Bayoumi.190   

Dyson said that at the time of the invitation, Bayoumi mentioned a Los 
Angeles restaurant serving halal food where they could eat lunch after 
Bayoumi’s meeting at the consulate.191  After Bayoumi spent approximately 
one hour at the Saudi consulate, he and Dyson went to the restaurant but 
discovered it had been converted to a butcher shop.  The butcher shop 
employees recommended another nearby halal restaurant, the “Mediterranean 
Gourmet.”  Bayoumi and Dyson walked to that restaurant.  While they were 
eating there, Hazmi and Mihdhar entered the restaurant and the four talked in 
Arabic.  Although Dyson had limited Arabic language skills, he said that 
Bayoumi kept him apprised of the content of the conversation.  Hazmi and 
Mihdhar told Bayoumi that they were in the United States to study English, but 
they did not like living in Los Angeles.  Bayoumi invited the men to visit San 
Diego and offered to assist them.  Bayoumi provided the men with his phone 
number.  Bayoumi and Dyson left the restaurant, and after stopping at a nearby 
mosque for sunset prayers, returned to San Diego.  Dyson asserted that the 
encounter with Hazmi and Mihdhar seemed to be a coincidental meeting.   

Within several days of the meeting, Hazmi and Mihdhar accepted 
Bayoumi’s invitation and traveled to San Diego.  In San Diego, Bayoumi 

 
188 In Section IV B 1 of this chapter, we examine the investigative steps taken by the 

FBI in this preliminary inquiry and assess the appropriateness of the decision to close the 
inquiry.   

189 Dyson is an American Caucasian who converted to Islam.  He has since changed his 
name to Caysan Bin Don.    

190 Dyson provided the information to the FBI in an interview after September 11.        
191 Halal is an Arabic word meaning “lawful” or “permitted.”    
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arranged for Hazmi and Mihdhar to rent an apartment on Mount Ada road in 
the same apartment complex where Bayoumi lived.  Bayoumi also co-signed 
their lease.  Shortly after Hazmi and Mihdhar moved into the apartment, 
Bayoumi hosted a party to introduce them to the local Muslim community.   

Within a few weeks of moving into the apartment, Hazmi and Mihdhar 
filed a 30-day notice to vacate the apartment, apparently to move to another 
apartment.  However, they later rescinded the vacate notice and continued to 
lease the apartment until June 2, 2000.192   

The apartment manager told the FBI that Bayoumi paid Hazmi and 
Mihdhar’s first month’s rent and security deposit because they had not yet 
established a local bank account and the apartment complex would not accept 
cash.  A review of Bayoumi and Mihdhar’s financial records after September 
11, 2001, indicate that Bayoumi was reimbursed for this expense on the same 
day it was paid.193   

3. Hazmi and Mihdhar’s communications  

On March 20, 2000, a long distance telephone call was placed from 
Mihdhar and Hazmi’s Mount Ada apartment to a suspected terrorist facility in 
the Middle East linked to al Qaeda activities.  (See section III, A, 2 above.)  A 
record of the call was captured in the toll records.  After the September 11 
attacks, the call was identified through a record check.   

 
192 Bayoumi left the United States for some of the time Hazmi and Mihdhar lived in the 

apartment.  INS records do not indicate when Bayoumi left the country, but the records 
indicate that he obtained a United States visa in Jeddah on May 10, 2000, and returned to the 
United States on May 31, 2000.  Bayoumi left the United States permanently in July 2001 
and was living in England on September 11, 2001.    

193 Bayoumi’s bank records show a cash deposit in the exact amount of the rent and 
security deposit ($1,558).  Mihdhar’s financial records also indicate that he opened an 
account with a deposit of $9,900 in cash within seven minutes of Bayoumi’s cash deposit, 
which suggests that they were in the bank together.       
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4. Hazmi and Mihdhar’s association with an FBI asset 
beginning in May 2000  

Sometime in May 2000, Hazmi and Mihdhar moved out of the apartment 
Bayoumi had found for them on Mount Ada Road and moved as boarders into 
the home of an asset of the FBI’s San Diego Field Office.194  Hazmi and 
Mihdhar met the asset at the mosque they attended.195  Mihdhar stayed at the 
asset’s residence until June 10, 2000, when he left the United States.  Hazmi 
resided in the asset’s house until December 10, 2000, when he moved to 
Arizona.   

a. Background on the FBI asset  

In 1994, the asset was recruited by San Diego FBI Special Agent who we 
call “Stan.”  The FBI had interviewed the asset in connection with a bombing 
investigation several years before.  Stan remained the asset’s handling agent – 
or “control agent” – until Stan retired in February 2002.196   

The asset was opened as an asset on May 14, 1994.197  He worked as an 
informational source, providing to the FBI information acquired in his normal 
daily routine.  He normally was questioned about specific individuals who 
were under investigation by the FBI, although he occasionally volunteered 
information that he thought might be relevant.  According to Stan, during some 

 
194 The OIG was not able to interview the asset.  The Joint Intelligence Committee 

Inquiry had attempted to interview the asset without success.  The Committee then 
submitted interrogatories that the asset declined to answer, asserting his Fifth Amendment 
privilege.  The asset indicated through his attorney that if subpoenaed by the Committee, he 
would not testify without a grant of immunity.   

195 There is some dispute about whether Hazmi and Mihdhar actually responded to an 
advertisement for boarders posted by the asset or whether they were introduced to the asset.  
The OIG did not have access to the witnesses who could address this issue.   

196 Stan was interviewed twice by the JICI staff, and he testified before the Joint 
Intelligence Committee.  After his retirement from the FBI, Stan declined repeated requests 
for an OIG interview.  The OIG does not have authority to subpoena individuals and cannot 
compel former Department of Justice employees to submit to an interview.   

197 Initially the asset was not paid.  In July 2003, the asset was given a $100,000 
payment and closed as an asset.   
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periods, he would talk to the asset several times per day, but there were periods 
in which he did not talk to him for several weeks or months.  Stan said that 
many of their conversations were about family matters, the informational 
asset’s health, and other non-substantive issues.   

In 1996, the asset began renting out rooms in his home.  Prior to 
September 11, 2001, he had 14 different boarders in his house, including 
Hazmi and Mihdhar.  When Hazmi and Mihdhar rented rooms from the asset in 
2000, two other persons also were renting rooms there.   

b. Information from asset on Hazmi and Mihdhar  
It is not clear what information the asset provided to the FBI about 

Hazmi and Mihdhar before the September 11 attacks.   

After the September 11 attacks, the FBI interviewed the asset and asked 
about the conduct and activities of Hazmi and Mihdhar while they were living 
with the asset.  In those interviews, the asset described them as quiet tenants 
who paid their rent.  He said they were good Muslims who regularly prayed at 
the mosque.    The asset said that Hazmi and Mihdhar often would go outside 
when using their cellular telephones.  The asset insisted that he noted no 
indicators of nefarious activity by Hazmi or Mihdhar that should have resulted 
in his reporting their identities to the FBI.198   

The asset was asked what information he provided to Stan about Hazmi 
and Mihdhar before September 11.  In these interviews, the asset provided 
conflicting accounts regarding the information on Hazmi and Mihdhar that he 
had disclosed to Stan.  The agent who interviewed the asset -  this agent had 
taken over as the asset’s control agent after Stan’s retirement from the FBI - 
told us that the asset said he told Stan about his boarders in general terms, 
although he had not fully identified Hazmi and Mihdhar.  The control agent 
said that the asset later said that he had not told Stan about the boarders at all.   

 
198 The FBI opened an investigation after September 11 to determine whether the asset 

was involved in the attack.  The asset has consistently maintained after September 11 that he 
had no suspicions about Hazmi and Mihdhar.  The results of a polygraph examination on his 
potential role were inconclusive.  Based on its investigation, however, the San Diego FBI 
concluded that the informational asset had not been complicit in plotting the attacks.    
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Although Stan declined to be interviewed by the OIG, after 
September 11, his FBI supervisors had interviewed him about the asset.  Stan 
also had discussed the asset with co-workers and was interviewed by, and 
subsequently testified in, a closed session before the Joint Intelligence 
Committee.199  Stan reported that the asset had told him contemporaneously 
that two Saudi national visitors were residing in a room at his residence.  Stan 
said that the asset merely provided the first names of the boarders, Nawaf and 
Khalid.  Stan contended that he had asked the asset for the boarders’ last names 
but never received them and did not follow up.  He said that the asset told him 
that his boarders were in the U.S. on valid visitors’ visas, and they planned to 
visit and to study while they were in the country.  In addition, Stan said that the 
asset told him that he believed that the two boarders were good Muslims 
because of the amount of time that they spent at the mosque.  Stan stated that 
he did not recall the asset ever telling him that either of the boarders had 
moved out.  According to Stan, the asset did not describe his boarders as 
suspicious or otherwise worthy of further scrutiny.  Stan reported that he never 
obtained Hazmi and Mihdhar’s full identities from the asset and that he did not 
conduct any investigation of them.   

5. OIG conclusion  

In sum, the FBI did not obtain information about Mihdhar’s and Hazmi’s 
time in San Diego, either as a result of the Bayoumi preliminary inquiry or 
from the asset.  In the analysis section of this chapter, we evaluate Stan’s 
actions with regard to Hazmi and Mihdhar and whether he should have pursued 
additional information about who was living with one of his assets.   

C. Mihdhar’s association with Khallad, the purported mastermind 
of the Cole attack  

The third potential opportunity for the FBI to acquire information about 
Hazmi and Mihdhar occurred in January 2001, when a joint FBI/CIA source 
identified an al Qaeda operative in photographs of the January 2000 Malaysia 
meetings that Hazmi and Mihdhar had attended.  However, the FBI has 

 
199 The OIG was permitted to review the transcripts of Stan’s testimony before the Joint 

Intelligence Committee’s Inquiry.   
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asserted that it did not learn of the source’s identification of the al Qaeda 
operative at the Malaysia meetings until much later in 2001, just before the 
September 11 attacks.  This section of the report describes the events 
surrounding this third opportunity for the FBI to focus on Hazmi and Mihdhar.  

1. Background  

In 2000, the CIA and the FBI began debriefing a source who provided 
significant information on operatives and operations related to Usama Bin 
Laden.  The source gave the CIA and the FBI information about an al Qaeda 
operative known as “Khallad” and described him as being involved with the 
East African embassy bombings in August 1998.  Shortly after the U.S.S. Cole 
was attacked in October 2000, the CIA and the FBI received a photograph and 
information that a man named “Khallad” was the purported mastermind behind 
the attack on the Cole.  In December 2000, the CIA and the FBI showed the 
source the photograph of Khallad, and the source identified the person in the 
photograph as the same Khallad he had described as involved with the East 
African bombings.  As part of the Cole investigation, the FBI sought to find 
Khallad.   

In January 2001, the source was shown photographs from the Malaysia 
meetings in an effort to determine whether Khallad was in the photographs.  
The source identified Khallad in one of the photographs, thus connecting the 
purported mastermind of the attack on the Cole with the Malaysia meetings 
known to have been attended by Mihdhar and others.200  

FBI officials told the OIG, however, that the FBI was not aware of the 
identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  The FBI officials 
said that if they had known that Khallad – the purported mastermind of the 
Cole attack who they were seeking to find – was identified in the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs, they would have aggressively pursued information on the 
circumstances of the Malaysia meetings and the other participants, including 
Mihdhar.  As a result, they said, they may have uncovered earlier the CIA’s 

 
200 Information developed after September 11, 2001, revealed this was a 

misidentification, and the person identified as Khallad was actually Hazmi.  We discuss this 
misidentification in detail below.     
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information about Mihdhar and Hazmi and found them in the United States 
well before the summer of 2001.   

On the other hand, the CIA has contended the FBI in fact was aware in 
January 2001 of the source’s identification of Khallad from the Kuala Lumpur 
surveillance photographs.  For example, on September 26, 2002, Cofer Black, 
who served as Director of the CIA’s CTC from 1999 until May 2002, testified 
before the Joint Intelligence Committee:   

FBI agents and analysts had full access to information [the 
CIA] acquired about the Cole attack.  For example, we ran a 
joint operation with the FBI to determine if a Cole suspect was 
in a Kuala Lumpur surveillance photo.  I want to repeat – it was 
a joint operation.  The FBI had access to that information from 
the beginning.  More specifically, our records establish that the 
Special Agents from the FBI’s New York Field Office who were 
investigating the USS Cole attack reviewed the information 
about the Kuala Lumpur photo in late January 2001.   

We therefore examine in detail the evidence relating to whether the FBI 
was aware of the identification of Khallad in the photographs of the Malaysia 
meetings.   

2. Source’s identification of Khallad  

a. The source  

In mid-2000, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) personnel 
arranged for FBI Legal Attaché (Legat) Office personnel overseas to meet a 
source who had substantial information on Bin Laden and his operatives and 
operations.  This particular FBI Legat office was staffed by the Legal Attaché 
(the “Legat”) and the Assistant Legal Attaché (the ALAT), who were FBI 
Special Agents.201   

 

(continued) 

201 The primary mission of FBI Legat Offices is to establish liaison with foreign law 
enforcement agencies to support the FBI’s investigative activities overseas. While Legat 
staff may become involved in specific investigations, they have no law enforcement 
authority in foreign countries.  For a description of the role and responsibilities of FBI 
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Because of the FBI Legat personnel’s inability to converse in any of the 
source’s languages, limits on the FBI’s authority to conduct unilateral 
intelligence activities overseas, and the source’s potential value as a source of 
intelligence information relevant to the CIA, the FBI contacted the CIA for 
assistance with the source.  The source was subsequently handled as a joint 
FBI/CIA source.  Even though the FBI ALAT – who we call “Max” – was 
unable to directly communicate with the source due to the lack of a common 
language, he was designated as the FBI control agent for the source.   

Because the source had significant information about Bin Laden and his 
operatives and operations, the FBI New York Field Office – the office that was 
leading the investigations on the East African embassy bombings, the Cole 
attack, and other Bin Laden-related investigations – also became involved with 
the source.  This joint handling of the source created concerns within the CIA.  
The CIA’s most significant concern was the FBI’s desire to use the source for 
the criminal investigations involving Bin Laden conducted by the FBI’s New 
York Field Office.  The CIA believed that the source should not face possible 
exposure in criminal proceedings.   

CIA Headquarters was asked to work with FBI Headquarters to convert 
the source to purely an intelligence role, solely under CIA control.  According 
to CIA documents, the CIA and the Legat had discussed the FBI’s “wall” 
whereby separate but concurrent intelligence and criminal investigations were 
conducted within the FBI, but the CIA expressed concerns about the CIA’s 
ability to continue clandestine handling of the source if the FBI was involved.  
Although the CIA acknowledged that the source had value to the FBI’s 
criminal case, the CIA argued that the source’s potential as an intelligence 
asset was more important then his potential assistance in the criminal case.  
Despite the CIA’s concerns, the source remained a joint FBI/CIA asset.   

b. Debriefings of the source  

Beginning in 2000, the CIA and FBI began to debrief the source on a 
regular basis.  Over the course of several months, the source frequently was 

 
(continued) 
Legats, see the OIG report entitled, “Federal Bureau of Investigation Legal Attaché 
Program” (March 2004).   
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shown photographs and asked to identify people in them. Although Max was 
the source’s designated control agent, a CIA officer who spoke one of the 
source’s languages conducted the debriefings.  Max was present for some of 
these debriefings, but not all.  Some of the debriefings were unilateral CIA 
interviews.  The time spent with the source was kept short because of issues of 
travel and security.   

According to Max, during the debriefings the CIA officer usually did not 
immediately translate the source’s statements for the benefit of Max.  He said 
that the CIA case officer would only immediately translate something when 
Max had specific questions for the CIA officer to ask the source.  The CIA case 
officer told the OIG he recalled translating for Max things that the source said, 
but he did this only when he recognized the significance of the information to 
Max or an FBI operation.   

In an effort not to duplicate the reporting of information received from 
the source, the CIA and the FBI agreed that the CIA would be responsible for 
reporting the information from the debriefings.  However, in instances where 
the source was solely being shown FBI photographs or questioned based on an 
FBI lead, Max would document the source’s information, either in an EC or an 
FBI FD-302 form, and the CIA would not document the same information.   

After the debriefings, the CIA officer would write internal cables 
covering the debriefings and forward them to the CTC and other appropriate 
offices.  These cables were internal CIA communications and were not 
provided to or shared with Max or other FBI personnel.202  Instead, Max and 
FBI Headquarters would be informed of the debriefings when the information 
was reported by the CIA in a TD.  As previously discussed, TDs were prepared 
by CIA reports officers who reviewed the internal cables and determined what 
information needed to be disseminated and to which agencies.  Based on our 
review of internal cables reporting the source’s debriefings and the TD 
reporting of the same interviews, it is clear the TDs often contained only a part 
of the information obtained during the source debriefings.  As a result, either 

 
202 As discussed above, FBI detailees to the CTC had access to these CIA cables, but the 

review and dissemination of source information to the FBI was not considered their 
responsibility.   
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through direct knowledge or through the TDs, Max had access to only some of 
the information obtained from the source during the debriefings.   

In addition to the debriefings of the source by the CIA case officer, FBI 
agents from the New York Field Office working Bin Laden-related criminal 
investigations also interviewed the source with the CIA case officer present.  
Max occasionally was present for these interviews.  After each of these 
interviews, the New York agents documented the source’s information in detail 
in an FD-302 that was entered into ACS and retrievable by all FBI personnel 
working on the Bin Laden cases.203  These FD-302s were routinely shared with 
CIA personnel in the field and at the CTC.   

c. Source identifies Khallad from Yemeni-provided 
photograph  

Over a 3-month period in 2000, FBI New York Field Office personnel 
interviewed the source overseas four times.  During one of these interviews, the 
source described an individual known as “Khallad” as a trusted senior Bin 
Laden operative with potential connections to the East African embassy 
bombings.   

As noted above, on October 12, 2000, two terrorists in a boat laden with 
explosives committed a suicide attack on the U.S.S. Cole, a U.S. naval 
destroyer, during its brief refueling stop in the port in Aden, Yemen.  The 
FBI’s investigation into the attack was led by the FBI’s New York Field 
Office.   

After the attack on October 12, the Yemenis provided the FBI and the 
CIA with information on the Bin Laden operative known as “Khallad.”  
According to this information, Khallad had been described as the purported 
mastermind of the Cole attack.  U.S. intelligence agencies had already 

 
203 When a witness is interviewed as part of a criminal investigation, the FBI prepares 

an FD-302 to document what was said in the interview.  When information is being obtained 
as part of an intelligence investigation, the FBI documents the information in an EC.  There 
was often a significant lag time between the interview and the completion of the 
documentation due to a variety of factors, including the intensity of investigative activity, 
the agents’ extensive travel, and the required review of the documentation by FBI 
supervisors before dissemination.   



 

268 

                                          

connected Khallad to the East African embassy bombings.  The Yemenis also 
identified “Khallad” as Tawfiq Muhammad Salih Bin Rashid al Atash.  On 
November 22, 2000, the Yeminis provided the FBI with a photograph of 
Khallad (“the Yemeni-provided photograph”).  Around this same time, the 
Yemenis provided the FBI with several photographs of other Cole suspects.   

The New York FBI agents investigating the Cole bombing wanted to 
determine whether the Khallad identified by the Yemenis was the same 
Khallad who had been previously described by the source.  At the same time, a 
CIA internal cable to was sent to several CIA offices suggesting that the 
photographs of the Cole suspects that the FBI had obtained from the Yemenis, 
including the Khallad photograph, be shown to the source.  Because the FBI 
did not have the technological capability to easily transmit the Khallad 
photograph from Yemen to the ALAT who was handling the source and who 
we call Max, the photograph was forwarded through CIA channels to the 
nearby CIA office in order to show the photograph to the source.204   

CIA documents show that on December 16, 2000, the CIA officer 
conducted a debriefing of the source.  Max was present for the debriefing. 205  
During the debriefing, the CIA case officer showed the source many photos of 
Cole bombing suspects and other suspected Arab terrorists, including the 
Yemeni-provided photograph of Khallad.  The source immediately identified 
the individual in the Yemeni-provided photograph as the same Khallad he had 
previously described as a trusted senior Bin Laden operative with potential 
connections to the East African embassy bombings.   

The CIA officer prepared a cable documenting the debriefing, which was 
addressed to several CIA offices.  The CIA officer wrote in the cable that the 
source was shown the many photographs and “quickly” identified Khallad in 

 
204 Max told the OIG that at the time he and the CIA case officer believed that this 

photograph had come from the FBI’s New York Field Office.  Max added that it was not 
uncommon for him not to know the source of photographs that were shown to the source 
and that the source was shown hundreds of photographs.    

205 Although FBI agents from New York had traveled overseas several times in 2000 to 
interview the source, in December 2000 the agents with the appropriate language abilities 
were tied up in Yemen after the Cole attack and were unable to travel to debrief the source.  
Therefore, the FBI relied on the CIA to conduct this debriefing.   
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the Yemeni-provided photograph.  Notably, the CIA cable stated that the CIA 
officer had the source repeat the identification specifically for the benefit of 
Max.  In addition, the cable stated that before the debriefing ended, the CIA 
officer again showed the photographs to the source and asked the source to 
verify the Khallad identification.   

Max acknowledged to the OIG that he was contemporaneously aware of 
the identification of Khallad in the Yemeni-provided photograph by the source 
on December 16.  Max stated that he recalled specific circumstances of the 
debriefing and recounted them to us.  Max told us that he recalled the source 
immediately identifying Khallad in the photograph.   

d. CIA suspects that Khallad may be Mihdhar in Kuala 
Lumpur surveillance photographs  

Around this same time, CIA personnel were beginning to connect 
Khallad with Mihdhar and the January 2000 Malaysia meetings.  In a 
December 2000 cable, CIA personnel overseas asked for copies of the January 
2000 Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs of Mihdhar.  The cable noted 
that further connections had been made between Mihdhar and Al Qaeda.  As a 
result of these further connections, the CIA believed there might be a 
connection between Mihdhar and the Cole perpetrators.   

The CIA office reported in the December 2000 cable that the it had 
learned that Fahd al Quso, who was in Yemeni custody for his participation in 
the Cole attack, had received $7,000 from someone named Ibrahim, which 
Quso had taken to Bangkok, Thailand, on January 6, 2000, to deliver to 
“Khallad,” a friend of Ibrahim’s.  It was noted in the cable that because 
Mihdhar had departed Kuala Lumpur around that same time to travel to 
Bangkok, the CIA suspected that the “Khallad” mentioned by Quso could 
actually be Khalid al Mihdhar or one of his associates.206  It was noted further 
that this information had “added significance” because Khallad had been 

 
206 As previously discussed, the CIA had reported previously in an internal March 2000 

cable that Mihdhar, Hazmi, and another individual had left Malaysia on January 8, 2000, 
and traveled together to Bangkok.   
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identified as a “key operative likely serving as an intermediary between Usama 
Bin Laden and the [Cole] perpetrators.”   

In another December 2000, cable the CTC concurred with the overseas 
CIA office’s theory and forwarded a Kuala Lumpur surveillance photo of 
Mihdhar to the CIA case officer to show to the source.  According to the cable, 
the purpose was “to confirm/rule out this particular Khalid [Mihdhar] as a 
match for [Khallad].”207  The next day, the CIA officer received permission to 
show the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs to the source.   

Max told the OIG, however, that he was not aware of the CIA cables or 
the theory that Khallad was actually Mihdhar.  We found no other evidence 
that Max knew about the information that Mihdhar was at the Malaysia 
meetings, or the CIA’s theory that Khallad was actually Mihdhar.208   

e. Source identifies Khallad from Kuala Lumpur 
photograph  

The CIA case officer debriefed the source again in early January 2001.  
At some point, the CIA case officer showed the source photographs, including 
two of the surveillance photographs taken during the January 2000 Malaysia 
meetings.  One of the photographs from the Malaysia meetings, which we call 

 
207 The CIA cable referred to its forwarding of only one Kuala Lumpur surveillance 

photograph, although subsequent cables showed that the receiving office received two Kuala 
Lumpur photographs to show the source.  It is unclear why the sending office sent only two 
of the photographs instead of all three of the Kuala Lumpur photographs it had.   

208 In fact, CIA cables suggest this information was not shared with the FBI.  We saw 
several CIA cables during this time that discussed working with the FBI in relation to the 
FBI’s investigation of the Cole attack.  For example, we saw a December 2000 cable stating 
that the FBI had provided an update on its investigation of the location associated with 
telephone numbers the CIA had provided to the FBI in connection with an investigation, and 
the office that drafted the cable asked to be advised of whether the two offices to whom the 
cable was addressed were aware of additional information that could assist the FBI.  
However, we saw another December 2000 cable, which discusses Khallad and other 
information not related to Khallad, which specifically instructed two CIA offices to share 
with the FBI the other information in the cable that was not related to Khallad, but it did not 
instruct the offices to share the information regarding the possible connection of the 
Malaysia meetings and Khallad.   
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“Photo No. 1” included an unknown subject.  The source identified one of the 
individuals in this photograph as Khallad.  According to a January 2001, cable 
written by the CIA case officer, the source was asked if he was sure, and he 
replied that he was “ninety percent” certain.209   

The second photograph from the Malaysia meetings, which we call 
“Photo No. 2,” contained a picture of the person the CIA knew to be Mihdhar.  
The source could not identify the person in the photograph.210   

However, the source’s identification of Khallad in the first photograph 
was significant.  First, the source previously provided information that Khallad 
was a Bin Laden operative who was connected to the Cole attack and the East 
African embassy bombings.  Second, as a result of the identification, it was 
suspected that Khallad was at the Malaysia meetings along with other 
suspected al Qaeda operatives.  From other information, it also was known that 
Mihdhar was at the meetings, and it was suspected that Hazmi was there also.  
Thus, the source’s identification of Khallad at the Malaysia meetings raised the 
question whether Mihdhar and Hazmi also were linked to the Cole attack.   

We tried to determine if the FBI’s ALAT learned of the source’s 
identification of Khallad in the photograph.  Max told the OIG that he did not 
specifically recall the early January 2001 debriefing of the source.  He stated he 
also did not recall being aware of any early January 2001 identification of 
Khallad from the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs.  In addition, Max 
asserted he was not aware of the Malaysia meetings and the photographs until 
he was questioned about them by the JICI staff on June 27, 2002.   

The CIA case officer told the OIG that he had no independent 
recollection of any particular meeting with the source, including the meeting in 
early January 2001.   

 
209 As noted above, information developed after September 11, 2001, revealed this was 

a misidentification, and the person identified as Khallad was actually Hazmi.    
210 This failure to identify Khallad in the photograph known to be of Mihdhar should 

have ended the theory that Mihdhar and Khallad were the same person.   
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f. Documentation regarding the source’s identification of 
Khallad in the early January 2001 debriefing  

(1) CIA cables  

To examine whether the FBI learned of the source’s identification of 
Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs, we reviewed the CIA 
documentation concerning the meeting with the source in early January 2001.  
In an internal cable written the day after the debriefing, the CIA case officer 
reported that the source had identified Khallad in one of the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs with a “ninety percent” certainty.  However, unlike in the 
December 2000 CIA cable, which stated that the CIA officer had the source 
repeat the identification of Khallad in the Yemeni-provided photograph to 
Max, the January 2001 cable did not suggest the identification was repeated for 
Max or was brought to the attention of Max.  The January 2001 cable did not 
provide any other details about the debriefing, such as where the meeting took 
place, when exactly during the debriefing the photographs were shown to the 
source, who was present when the photographs were shown to the source, or 
what other topics were discussed with the source.   

We also reviewed a detailed January 2001 CIA TD to the Intelligence 
Community regarding the early January 2001 debriefing.  The TD reported 
specifics about what the source discussed and that he had provided a stack of 
documents to his CIA and FBI handlers.   The TD made no mention of any 
photographs being shown to the source or any identification of Khallad.211   

A few days later, the CIA case officer wrote another cable describing the 
logistics of the early January 2001 meeting with the source.  In addition, the 
cable summarized what was discussed during the meeting.  This cable also did 
not mention the photographs being shown to or discussed with the source, but 
the CIA case officer told the OIG that these kinds of cables were not always 
comprehensive with respect to the information obtained from the source.   

 
211  Although no witness can recall the details of this particular debriefing, it is possible 

that Max, who lacked the appropriate language skills for a debriefing, either photocopied or 
hand wrote the information from the documents thus explaining his absence at the time that 
the photographs were shown to the source.   
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(2) FBI documents  

We also reviewed FBI documents from this period relating to the source.  
On January 9, 2001, a New York FBI agent who was the FBI’s lead case agent 
on the Cole investigation sent Max an e-mail stating that he and his co-case 
agent wanted to meet with the source to talk about some of the Cole suspects, 
including Khallad.    The New York agent wrote that he was “specially [sic] 
interested in all [the source] knows about Khallad and his associates.”  The 
agent noted that the source previously had given the agents important 
information regarding Khallad and the Cole attack.   

In a January 10 e-mail response, Max referred to the December 16 
meeting with the source in which the source had been shown many 
photographs and had immediately identified the Yemeni-provided photograph 
as Khallad.  Max also mentioned the early January 2001 meeting, summarizing 
specific information provided by the source in the debriefing.  Max wrote that, 
due to the lack of technological capabilities in the Legat Office, he promised to 
make the CIA TD numbers relating to the source available to the case agent 
within a few days so the agent could read them before his trip to interview the 
source.  However, Max made no mention of any identification of photographs 
by the source in the early January 2001 debriefing.   

Around the same time as this e-mail exchange, Max was criticized by the 
head of the FBI’s UBL Unit at Headquarters for insufficient reporting 
regarding the source’s information.  The UBL Unit chief wanted to know from 
Max what information the source was providing.  She also was concerned 
because Max was not producing any reports regarding the source.   

In response, on January 16, 2001, Max wrote a 34-page EC summarizing 
the source’s debriefings and other information obtained from the source since 
mid-2000, most of which was based on the information that had been 
disseminated in the TDs by the CIA.  Max explained in the EC that he merely 
was repeating what the CIA had previously reported in TDs, which had already 
been forwarded to FBI Headquarters.  He noted the agreement with the CIA 
that there would not be duplicative reporting on the source’s information.  He 
explained the CIA was doing the primary reporting on the source debriefings 
Max noted that the interview was conducted in the foreign language, and he 
would read the CIA’s report of the interview (the TD) once it was completed.  
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Max then listed all of the CIA’s TDs that summarized what the source had 
said.   

On page 29 of this January 16 EC, Max summarized the CIA’s reporting 
of what had occurred at the December 16, 2000, meeting with the source.  The 
EC stated the source was handed a stack of many photographs and immediately 
identified the top photograph as a photograph of Khallad, the person the source 
had previously implicated in the attack on the Cole.  The EC stated, “At that 
time it was the clear impression of [the Legat] and [the CIA officer] that both 
FBIHQ CTD and NYO were receiving all of the reporting above from CIA 
liaison in the U.S., as soon as it was being filed.”   

In the next paragraph of the EC, Max summarized what the CIA had 
reported in the TD about the early January 2001 debriefing of the source.  This 
summary is contained on pages 29 through 33 of the EC.  Max reported at 
length about the source’s information, and the EC provided a lengthy 
description of the documents provided by the source.    Again, there was no 
mention of any photographs from the Malaysia meetings or the identification 
of Khallad.   

Max discussed with the CIA case officer the complaint from FBI 
Headquarters about Max’s reporting on the source.  As a result, the CIA case 
officer provided Max with a report of the next debriefing of the source in late 
January 2001.  The day after this debriefing, Max prepared a lengthy EC 
summarizing this debriefing.  He noted in the EC that the report was based on 
the CIA’s report of an interview conducted by a CIA officer and, although Max 
was present for the debriefing, he only became aware of what was said after the 
CIA officer provided the report.212   

 
212 Around the same time, the CIA officer sent a cable to CIA Headquarters that 

described the FBI’s need for reporting directly through FBI channels, as opposed to CIA 
channels.  The CIA office then asked permission to provide electronic copies of TDs to Max 
so that Max could send the same reporting through FBI channels.      
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g. New York FBI agents’ interview of source on February 
1, 2001  

Around the same time, Max was preparing for the arrival of the Cole case 
agent from the FBI’s New York Field Office.  The Cole case agent was 
traveling to interview the source about Khallad, along with another FBI agent 
who spoke one of the languages of the source and was going to assist in the 
preparation of the FD-302 for the criminal investigation.  Max had received a 
January 17 e-mail from one of the Cole agents stating that the information 
being provided by the source was very important to the FBI’s criminal 
investigation of the Cole attack and discussing the arrangements for the 
upcoming interview of the source by the Cole agents.   

The New York Cole agents also asked Max to prepare an FD-302 
documenting Max’s personal knowledge of the source’s identification of 
Khallad from the Yemeni-provided photograph on December 16.  On January 
24, 2001, Max sent an EC to the New York Field Office and FBI Headquarters 
with an attached FD-302 regarding the source’s December 16, 2000, 
identification of Khallad.   

On February 1, 2001, the New York Cole case agent and another agent 
who spoke one of the source’s languages interviewed the source overseas.213  
The CIA case officer who had shown the Kuala Lumpur photographs to the 
source in early January was also present at the interview.  During the interview, 
they showed the source the Yemeni-provided photograph of Khallad, which 
previously had been shown to the source by the CIA officer on December 16, 
2000.  The source again identified Khallad in the photograph.  

As discussed above, the agents had received information indicating that 
Quso, who was in custody for his participation in the Cole attack, had traveled 
to Bangkok and met Khallad in January 2000.  The New York agents were 
investigating the circumstances of that trip.  The agents knew that Quso 
previously had claimed that he had intended to meet Khallad in Malaysia.  The 

 
213 In anticipation of the Cole agents’ interview of the source, the CIA case officer had 

sent a cable asking the Bin Laden Unit to touch base with FBI Headquarters regarding the 
case status and the planned trip of the New York FBI agents.  The CIA case officer noted 
that the source was “currently of very high interest to our [FBI] colleagues.”    
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agents were concerned about Quso’s veracity and whether Quso, as well as 
Khallad, had actually traveled to Malaysia.  Therefore, an identification of 
Khallad in Malaysia during this period would have been very significant to the 
agents.   

Both FBI agents who participated in the February 1 debriefing of the 
source told the OIG that they were not informed about surveillance 
photographs of the Malaysia meetings, that they did not know such 
photographs existed, and that they did not show any such Kuala Lumpur 
photographs to the source.  They stated that they were not told that the source 
had identified Khallad from a Kuala Lumpur surveillance photograph in early 
January.  They added that if they had been aware of any such identification of 
Khallad, they would have wanted to have the source repeat the identification 
for them since Khallad was a subject in the Cole criminal investigation.214  
However, they stated that they were never informed of such an identification.   

3. OIG conclusions regarding whether the FBI was aware of 
the source’s identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur 
photograph  

We concluded that the evidence shows that the FBI was not made aware 
that during the early January 2001 debriefing the source identified Khallad in 
the photographs of the Malaysia meetings.  Max insisted in his interviews with 
us that he was unaware of this identification of Khallad and that he was not 
even aware of the existence of the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs 
until after the September 11 attacks.  Neither Max nor the CIA case officer 
specifically recalled the early January debriefing, but the documentary 
evidence supports this conclusion.  In numerous CIA and FBI documents 
discussing the source and the early January debriefing, other important 
information from the source is described, but the source’s identification of 
Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photograph is never mentioned.  Given the 
importance of that identification and the other details reported in the 

 
214 The CIA’s Review Group has also asserted that the FBI may have received the 

Kuala Lumpur photographs from another source.  The CIA did not refer to any witnesses for 
this claim but instead referred to a series of CIA cables and FBI documents.  Our review of 
the cables and other documentary evidence did not support this claim.  
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documents, we believe such information would have been included had the FBI 
been made aware of the identification.  

For example, as described above, in the CIA case officer’s cable 
reporting the December 16 debriefing of the source during which the source 
had identified Khallad in the Yemeni photograph, the CIA officer specifically 
noted that ALAT heard the identification and that the identification was 
repeated for the benefit of him.  Max said he recalled this debriefing and the 
identification of Khallad being brought to his attention by the CIA case officer.   

By contrast, in his cable reporting the early January source debriefing, 
the CIA case officer did not state that he brought to the attention of Max the 
identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  Likewise in his 
cable describing the logistics of the debriefing, the CIA case officer provided a 
description of what was discussed with the source and stated that Max was 
present for a significant portion of the meeting with the source, but did not 
mention any Kuala Lumpur photographs or that the CIA case officer had 
brought the identification of Khallad to the attention of Max.   

The documents prepared at the time by Max about the early January 
debriefing also suggest that Max was not aware of the identification of Khallad 
in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  For example, in response to the Cole case 
agent’s January 9 e-mail specifically requesting “all [the source] knows about 
Khallad,” Max did not include any information about the Khallad identification 
from the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  This was shortly after the early January 
debriefing, and the case agent had specifically indicated his interest in any 
information about Khallad.   

Max’s January 16 EC to FBI Headquarters in which he described at 
length what the source had reported in the early January meeting also did not 
mention the identification of Khallad or that any Kuala Lumpur photographs 
were shown to the source.  In addition, Max prepared an FD-302 to document 
the source’s identification of Khallad from the Yemeni photograph to provide 
documentation for the criminal investigation.  We believe that if Max had 
known of the source’s identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photos, 
he likely would have prepared a similar FD-302 of that identification as well.   

We also found that the New York Field Office agents who interviewed 
the source overseas in February 2001 were not made aware of the early January 
identification of Khallad.  The agents insisted that they were completely 
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unaware that any Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs had been shown to 
the source or that the source had identified Khallad in any photographs other 
than the Yemeni-provided photograph.  In addition, we found no documentary 
evidence that the New York FBI agents were even aware of the Malaysia 
meetings or the resulting surveillance photographs at the time they interviewed 
the source.  Because the agents were keenly interested in Khallad and had 
asked the source to confirm his identification of Khallad from the Yemeni 
photograph, we believe the agents would have noted, remembered, and acted 
upon any information regarding another Khallad identification.  We also 
believe that had the FBI known about the identification of Khallad in the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs, they would likely have sought information about the 
other participants in the meeting, including Mihdhar and Hazmi, which could 
have increased the FBI’s chances of locating them before the September 11 
attacks.   

Due to the OIG’s lack of complete access to CIA employees and 
documents, we were unable to fully examine why the CIA did not inform Max 
or the New York agents that the source had identified Khallad in the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs at the early January debriefing.  We believe the FBI 
should have been made aware that the joint FBI/CIA source had provided such 
significant information about the person purported to be the mastermind behind 
the Cole attack.  This failure demonstrated significant problems in 
communication between the FBI and the CIA.  However, the FBI employees’ 
inaccurate belief that CIA reporting in TDs was comprehensive contributed to 
the FBI’s failure to obtain this critical piece of information.  We discuss this 
and other systemic problems that this case revealed in the analysis section of 
this chapter.   

D. FBI and CIA discussions about the Cole investigation in May and 
June 2001  

The fourth opportunity for the FBI to have acquired intelligence 
information about Hazmi and Mihdhar – including Mihdhar’s possession of a 
U.S. visa, Hazmi’s travel to the United States, and the source’s identification of 
Khallad from the Kuala Lumpur photographs – occurred in May and June 2001 
when the CIA and FBI Headquarters discussed the status of their information 
concerning the Cole attack.  Once again, these discussions could have caused 
the FBI and the CIA to focus on the other persons attending the Malaysia 
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meetings with Khallad, and thereby led the FBI to search for Mihdhar and 
Hazmi earlier than it did.  But, as we describe below, the FBI did not obtain the 
critical information about the identification of Khallad at the Malaysia 
meetings, despite several interactions in May and June 2001 between the FBI 
and the CIA about Khallad.   

1. Background  

a. The Cole investigation  
As discussed above, the FBI’s investigation on the Cole attack was led by 

the FBI’s New York Field Office.215  One of the case agents investigating the 
Cole attack was an agent who we call “Scott,” and who was assigned to the 
New York FBI’s counterterrorism squad that handled only al Qaeda 
investigations (the “Bin Laden squad”).216  After serving eight years in the U.S. 
Navy as a fighter pilot, in April 1996 Scott became a special agent in the FBI’s 
New York Office.  In July 1996 he was assigned to the TWA Flight 800 
investigation because of his experience as a military pilot.  Shortly after the 
East African embassy bombings in August 1998, he was transferred to the New 
York’s Bin Laden squad to assist with the embassy bombings investigation, 
and then was assigned as one of the case agents on the investigation the Cole 
attack.   

The New York FBI was assisted on the Cole investigation by several 
Intelligence Operations Specialists (IOS) assigned to the UBL Unit and the 
Radical Fundamentalist Unit (RFU) at FBI Headquarters.   

One of the primary IOSs who worked on the Cole investigation was an 
IOS who we call “Donna.”  She had joined the FBI in 1988 as a clerk while she 
completed her college education.  After graduating from college in 1995, she 
entered the FBI’s language training program and became a Russian language 

 
215 Through their work on the 1993 attack on the World Trade Center and the 

subsequent discovery of the terrorist plot to attack New York landmarks, the New York FBI 
became the primary office for the investigation of al Qaeda, eventually leading to the 
indictment of Bin Laden in the Southern District of New York in November 1998.   

216 The other primary case agent on the Cole investigation was out of the country during 
the events discussed in this section of the report.   
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specialist working on foreign counterintelligence matters.  In November 1997, 
she became an Intelligence Research Specialist (IRS), and a year later was 
assigned to assist the RFU on the East African embassy bombings 
investigation.  In 2000 she was permanently assigned as an IOS in the UBL 
Unit and was assigned to work on the Cole investigation in October 2000.   

With regard to Donna’s work on the Cole investigation, she stated that 
she and the other UBL Unit IOSs conducted the investigation as directed by the 
New York Field Office, sent out requests for information to other law 
enforcement and intelligence agencies, obtained budget enhancements to 
support the investigation, and performed other duties in support of the 
investigation.  She and the other UBL IOSs often traveled to New York where 
they met with the Cole agents and worked on the investigation.   

b. The wall and the caveat on NSA information  

The information relevant to this section of the report includes NSA 
information disseminated about Mihdhar in late 1999 and early 2000.  As noted 
in Chapter Two, by the summer of 2001 NSA counterterrorism intelligence 
information could not be disseminated within the FBI without adhering to 
certain procedures and protocols.  At this time, the FBI was required by the 
Department and the FISA Court to keep criminal investigations separate from 
intelligence investigations, a policy which was commonly referred to as “the 
wall.”  Information obtained from FISA intercepts and search warrants had to 
be screened by someone not involved in the criminal investigation and then 
“passed over the wall” from the intelligence investigation to the criminal 
investigation.  The FISA Court became the screening mechanism for FISA 
information obtained from al Qaeda intelligence investigations that the FBI 
wanted to pass to criminal investigators.   

As described in Chapter Two, in response to notification that there had 
been many errors in FISA applications approved by the FISA Court, the Court 
imposed additional restrictions before information could be shared.  First, 
based on the FISA Court’s concerns about the errors in the FISA applications, 
the FBI directed that only intelligence agents were permitted to review FISA 
intercepts and materials seized pursuant to a FISA warrant (called “FISA-
obtained material”) or any CIA and NSA intelligence provided to the FBI 
based on information obtained through FISA search or intercept (called “FISA-
derived” material) without further Court approval.  The Court required anyone 
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who reviewed the FISA-obtained or FISA-derived intelligence to sign a 
certification acknowledging that the Court’s approval was required for 
dissemination to criminal investigators.   

Because FISA-obtained information often was passed from the FBI to the 
NSA and the CIA, the question was raised to the FISA Court whether the FBI 
was required to obtain certifications from all NSA or CIA employees who 
reviewed the FISA-obtained material.  The Court exempted the NSA and CIA 
from the certification but required that the two agencies note on any 
intelligence shared with the FBI if it was FISA-derived.  This was referred to 
as “a caveat.”   

When made aware of this requirement, the NSA reported to the 
Department of Justice that for the NSA to determine in real-time which 
counterterrorism intelligence that it had acquired was FISA-derived would 
delay dissemination of the information.  As a result, the NSA decided to 
indicate on all its counterterrorism intelligence provided to the FBI as being 
FISA-derived so that it could not be disseminated to criminal agents or 
prosecutors without approval from the NSA.217  Therefore, when the FBI 
wanted to pass this NSA intelligence to criminal investigators, it had to contact 
the NSA General Counsel’s Office to determine whether the information was 
in fact FISA-derived before it could be passed.218   

2. Discussions in May 2001  

In May 2001, the potential connection of Khallad to the Malaysia 
meetings was again discussed by CIA personnel.  FBI personnel also discussed 
Khallad in reference to his nexus to the Cole attack.  There were also 

 
217 According to the NSA, its average response time to FBI requests for approval to pass 

information to criminal investigators was one to five business days.   
218 The NSA information concerning Hazmi and Mihdhar was from late 1999 and early 

2000, and contained the initial caveat stating that information could not be disseminated to 
law enforcement officials without approval from OIPR.  By the time FBI Headquarters was 
dealing with this information in the summer of 2001, the new caveat was being placed on 
NSA reporting, and FBI Headquarters was operating under the understanding that the NSA 
General Counsel had to approve dissemination of NSA counterterrorism information to 
criminal investigators.   
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discussions between the CIA and FBI in reference to the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs.  But, as described below, the identification of Khallad in the 
Kuala Lumpur photographs and Khallad’s connection to other suspects, such as 
Hazmi and Mihdhar, were not addressed during these May discussions between 
the FBI and the CIA.   

a. John’s inquiries about Khallad  

Between the early January 2001 debriefing of the source and May 2001, 
the CIA’s focus on whether Khallad, the suspected mastermind behind the Cole 
attack, had attended the Malaysia meetings appears to have subsided.  In May 
2001, John, a former Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit, who by that time 
was detailed to ITOS in FBI Headquarters, had continuing concerns about the 
Malaysia meetings, especially whether they had any nexus to the Cole 
attack.219  John also noted to the OIG that during this period there were 
heightened concerns in the Intelligence Community about the threat of an 
imminent terrorist attack in Southeast Asia.   

CIA records show that on May 15, 2001, John accessed the March 2000 
cable stating that Mihdhar, Hazmi, and another person had traveled to Bangkok 
from Malaysia on January 8, 2000.  The cable also stated that Hazmi had left 
Bangkok on January 15, 2000, flying from Bangkok to Hong Kong and then to 
Los Angeles.   

Around this same time in May, John began inquiring about the Malaysia 
meetings with a CTC analyst, who we call “Peter,” at CIA Headquarters.  John 
said he knew that Peter had been “down in the weeds” and knew the “nuts and 
bolts” of the Cole investigation because Peter had been assigned to prepare a 
CTC report on who was responsible for the Cole attack.   

Peter told the OIG that his area of expertise and focus since August 1999 
was the Arabian Peninsula.  He said that because the Cole attack took place in 
Yemen, he was assigned to develop an intelligence report on who was 

 
219 John told the OIG that in this detail to the FBI he acted as the CIA’s chief 

intelligence representative to ITOS Section Chief Michael Rolince.  John stated that he did 
not have line authority over anyone at the FBI and that his primary role was to assist the FBI 
in exploiting information for intelligence purposes.   
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responsible for the Cole attack.  He completed his report in January 2001, 
finding that UBL/al Qaeda was circumstantially tied to the attack.220  Peter 
stated that while working on the Cole report he regularly interacted with the 
IOSs in the FBI’s UBL Unit.  By the spring 2001, he was no longer working 
directly on the Cole attack, and had moved on to potential threats in Saudi 
Arabia and Yemen.  However, Peter said he had a continued interest in the 
Cole information and continued to gather information on an ad hoc basis.   

According to John, he and Peter discussed the Malaysia meetings, and 
Peter provided him with a copy of the timeline of events related to the Cole 
investigation that Peter had compiled as part of his work on the Cole attack.221  
In addition, John said they discussed Quso, a Cole perpetrator in Yemeni 
custody, and any connections Quso may have had with the individuals in 
Malaysia.  John and Peter were aware that Quso had stated that he was 
supposed to take money to a person named “Khallad” in Malaysia but had met 
him in Bangkok instead in January 2000.  John told the OIG that Peter had 
posited that perhaps Quso had gone to Malaysia and met with the others who 
had been observed there in January 2000, and therefore Quso might have been 
in one of the Kuala Lumpur photographs.   

In an e-mail to Peter in mid-May 2001, John noted that Mihdhar had 
arranged his travel to Malaysia and was associated with “[another terrorist 
organization] courier travel at the same time.”  John also noted in the e-mail 
that Quso, who was believed to be a courier since he had stated he had traveled 
to take money to Khallad, had traveled a few days earlier than Mihdhar.222  In 
addition, John wrote that he was interested because Mihdhar was traveling with 
two “companions” who had left Malaysia and gone to Bangkok, Los Angeles, 
and Hong Kong and “also were couriers of a sort.”  John noted in the e-mail 

 
220 The report did not mention Mihdhar’s visa, Hazmi’s travel to the United States or the 

Khallad identification from the Kuala Lumpur photographs.     
221 The timeline did not mention the Kuala Lumpur photographs, Mihdhar’s U.S. visa, 

or Hazmi’s subsequent travel to the United States.    
222 As previously discussed, after Quso was detained in Yemen, he acknowledged that 

he had received $7,000 from someone named Ibrahim, which Quso asserted he took to 
Bangkok, Thailand on January 6, 2000, to deliver to “Khallad,” a friend of Ibrahim’s.  
Mihdhar had traveled to Bangkok on January 8.     
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that “something bad was definitely up.”  Peter replied in an e-mail dated May 
18, “My head is spinning over this East Asia travel.  Do you know if anyone in 
[the CIA’s Bin Laden Unit] or FBI mapped this?”   

b. Discussions among FBI and CIA employees  
Around this same time, FBI IOS Donna and other FBI IOSs working on 

the Cole investigation were focusing on Quso’s connection to Bangkok and his 
trip to deliver money to Khallad.  The FBI, like the CIA, was aware that in 
January 2000 Quso had planned to travel to Malaysia to take money to 
Khallad.  According to an FBI document drafted by Donna in May 2001, Quso 
had claimed that on January 6, 2000, he and Ibrahim Al-Nibras went to 
Bangkok first but were unable to travel on to Kuala Lumpur because of 
problems with their travel documents, and Khallad had traveled to Bangkok to 
meet them there instead.  The FBI began researching telephone numbers that 
appeared to be connected to Quso’s trip and requested that several Legat 
Offices contact local law enforcement authorities to obtain subscriber 
information.   

Donna told the OIG that she and others were tracking the information 
related to the telephone numbers associated with Quso in an attempt to 
determine the truth of his statements.  In addition, she said that she was focused 
on the identity and whereabouts of Khallad, since he was the purported 
mastermind of the Cole attack.   

At some point before the end of May 2001, John discussed with Donna 
the East Asian travel of Quso.  In response to Peter’s May 18 e-mail that asked 
whether anyone had “mapped” the East Asia travel, John replied in an undated 
e-mail that “key travel still needs to be mapped” and stated “[Donna] sounds 
really interested in comparing notes in a small forum expert to expert so both 
sides can shake this thing and see what gaps are common.”   

In addition to reviewing the East Asia travel of several Bin Laden 
operatives in January 2000, John also began looking in CIA records for the 
Kuala Lumpur photographs.  John obtained three of them.  John told the OIG 
that he had not read the cable stating that the joint source had identified 
Khallad in the photographs, but he was aware that an identification of Khallad 
in the photographs had been made.  At the end of his e-mail to Peter, John 
stated that he had obtained three surveillance photographs of Mihdhar in 
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Malaysia, but he did not see “Khallad” in any of the photographs, and he 
believed he was “missing something” or “someone saw something that wasn’t 
there.”  John also questioned whether there was a cable somewhere that 
documented the identification of Khallad.223   

In response to John’s e-mail, Peter wrote in an e-mail dated May 24 that 
he had thought one of the Kuala Lumpur photos was of Khallad.  Peter added 
that Donna and another FBI IOS in the UBL Unit, who we call “Kathy,” were 
meeting with Peter on May 29 to discuss the Cole investigation.  Peter 
suggested that he could raise the issue of the Kuala Lumpur photographs and 
the possible identification of Khallad with the FBI IOSs.  Peter told the OIG 
that he had learned about the source’s identification of Khallad in the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs when it had occurred, but by May of 2001 it had been 
several months since he had worked on the Cole matter and he could not recall 
whether Khallad had been identified in the photographs.   

On May 24, Donna sent John an e-mail stating that a meeting with Peter 
and others was “tentatively scheduled” for May 29 for “an in depth discussion 
about the Cole.”   

We were unable to determine with certainty whether a meeting with 
Peter, Donna, and Kathy actually took place on May 29.  None of the witnesses 
had notes of any such meeting, nor were there any e-mails discussing the 
meeting after it would have taken place.  The witnesses told the OIG that they 
could not recall whether a meeting took place on May 29.  For example, when 
asked whether she knew Peter, Kathy told the OIG that his name sounded 
familiar and that she may have met him, but she did not recall a meeting on 
May 29, 2001, about the Cole investigation.  A May 29 e-mail from Peter to 
Mary indicates that he met with Mary earlier in the day, but it does not identify 
the other participants or what was discussed.   

 
223 As noted above, John was correct – Khallad was not in any of these three 

photographs.  After September 11 it was learned that the person the source had identified as 
Khallad was actually Hazmi.  It was also learned after September 11, however, that Khallad 
was in another Kuala Lumpur surveillance photograph that had not been shown to the 
source.   
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However, it is clear that at some point before the end of May 2001, 
Donna became aware of the existence of the Kuala Lumpur photographs in 
January 2000.  Donna told the OIG that she recalled John printing one of the 
CIA photographs on the printer in his office at FBI Headquarters, and Donna 
acknowledged that she obtained two other Kuala Lumpur photographs from 
him.  According to Donna, Peter had raised the photographs in a discussion 
with her prior to her obtaining the photographs from John, although she said 
that she did not recall the details of their discussion about the photographs.  
Donna said she did recall that, at the time, Peter had posited that one of the 
photographs could relate to Quso, which if true would contradict Quso’s 
statements about going only to Bangkok and not going to Malaysia.  According 
to Donna, the FBI was attempting to determine the veracity of Quso’s 
information, so the photographs potentially were connected to the Cole 
investigation.  She stated, however, that outside of this potential connection, 
the photographs were “another piece of a thousand things coming in” at the 
time.  She said that if Quso were determined to be in the photographs, then the 
photographs would have become significant to the Cole investigation.   

Donna also told the OIG that she did not recall a “substantive 
conversation” with John about the photographs or the Malaysia meetings.  
Donna told the OIG that she wrote on the back of the photographs what John 
told her about the photographs, which included that “Khalid Al-Midar” 
traveled from Sana, Yemen, via Dubai, to Kuala Lumpur on January 5, 2000, 
and he was in Kuala Lumpur between January 6 and 8.  She also wrote Khalid 
Mihdhar’s name on the back of the photograph in which he had been identified.   

According to Donna, neither John nor Peter discussed with her the fact 
that Khallad had been identified in these photographs.  Donna told the OIG that 
she believes she would have noted being told that Khallad was in the 
photographs because she was interested in identifying Khallad and because it 
would have meant that the photographs had a definite connection to the Cole 
investigation.  Donna also said that no one told her that Mihdhar had a U.S. 
visa or that Hazmi had traveled to the United States.   

John told the OIG that he did not recall anything about his discussion 
with Donna when he printed the Kuala Lumpur photographs for her.  John said 
he recalled that at the time the FBI was trying to “nail down Quso’s story.”   
He said that he did not recall ever discussing the Khallad identification from 
the Kuala Lumpur photographs with Donna or anyone else at the FBI.   
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John emphasized that the FBI was focused on the Cole investigation, not 
the Malaysia meetings.  He stated that while he had begun to theorize that 
Khallad had been in Malaysia, it was only “speculative” and he had not 
confirmed any of the information about a source identifying Khallad in the 
Kuala Lumpur photographs.  Therefore, according to John, he would not have 
discussed the identification of Khallad with Donna.  John emphasized that a 
significant impetus for the CIA’s interest in Khallad’s activities revolved 
around concerns that Khallad was planning a future terrorist operation in 
Malaysia.   

Peter told the OIG that he recalled talking to FBI IOSs, including Donna, 
about mapping the telephone number information based on information 
provided by Quso.  But he said that he did not recall discussions with Donna 
about the Kuala Lumpur photographs or the Khallad identification.   

3. June 11, 2001, meeting  

a. Planning for the meeting  

Around the same time that Donna was discussing Quso and the Cole 
investigation with Peter and John, she also was planning a meeting at the New 
York FBI Office to discuss the Cole investigation.  The planned participants 
for the New York meeting included personnel from FBI Headquarters, the 
CIA’s CTC, and the New York FBI agents working on the Cole investigation.  
FBI documents show that Donna began organizing the meeting as early as 
May 24.   

There was no record of an agenda for the meeting, and no supervisors 
were involved in the preparation for this meeting or were consulted regarding 
what should be accomplished at the meeting.  Donna told the OIG that she 
organized the meeting in an effort to consolidate information and determine 
what further action was warranted on the Cole investigation.  She stated that 
the purpose of the meeting at the New York FBI Office was to address 
unresolved issues and produce additional leads or other activities focusing on 
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the Cole investigation.  According to a May 24 e-mail by Donna, the meeting 
was “to discuss our direction, particularly as it relates to Nashiri.”224   

Donna stated that she planned to take the Kuala Lumpur photographs 
with her to New York to find out whether the New York FBI Cole agents, who 
had met and debriefed Quso, could identify him in the photographs.  She said 
that if Quso was in the photographs, the FBI would have reason to question 
Quso’s statement that he had not gone to Malaysia but had met Khallad in 
Bangkok instead.   

Sometime after obtaining the Kuala Lumpur photographs from John, 
Donna queried CTLink for the name Khalid al-Midhar [sic], which John had 
provided to her and which she had noted on the back of one of the 
photographs.225  In CTLink she discovered the NSA information from late 1999 
and early 2000 referencing Mihdhar’s planned travel to Malaysia and 
Mihdhar’s association with a suspected terrorist facility in the Middle East 
linked to al Qaeda activities.    She also queried ACS about Mihdhar but did 
not obtain any additional information about him.   

Mary, an FBI detailee to the Bin Laden Unit who worked as a CTC desk 
officer, also attended the June 11 meeting, as did Peter, the CTC analyst.  
According to Mary, Donna invited her to the meeting and told her the meeting 
was intended for information sharing and as a “brainstorming session” 
concerning the Cole investigation.  Mary told the OIG she had recently been 
given the assignment by CTC management of “getting up to speed” in her 
spare time on the Malaysia meetings and determining any potential connections 
between the Malaysia meetings and the Cole attack.  Mary said that she had not 
yet begun reviewing the Malaysia meetings at the time of Donna’s invitation.   

 
224 Abdul Rahim al-Nashiri was al Qaeda’s chief of operations in the Persian Gulf and 

was suspected to have been involved in the attack on the Cole.  According to Donna, at the 
time he was believed to be the “on-scene commander” for the Cole attack, and the IOSs had 
been assigned the task of trying to locate him based on the intelligence reporting on him.  He 
has since been arrested outside the United States.    

225 CTLink is a database administered by the CIA and used to disseminate information 
within the Intelligence Community.   
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According to Peter, the meeting was also described to him as an 
“information sharing and brainstorming session” to determine whether any 
further leads should be pursued.  Peter said that he heard about the meeting 
from Mary and contacted Donna about attending because he was interested in 
learning what the New York FBI agents had uncovered in their investigation of 
the Cole attack.   

According to FBI personnel in New York, Donna told them that FBI 
Headquarters and CIA personnel had indicated they had “information to share” 
regarding the Cole investigation.  The FBI New York personnel anticipated the 
meeting would be a mutual exchange of information.  Scott, one of the New 
York case agents on the Cole investigation, said he was told that the CIA 
representatives who would be attending the meeting wanted a briefing on the 
Cole investigation.  On his own initiative, Scott arranged for David Kelley, an 
AUSA from the SDNY who was assigned to the Cole matter, to discuss with 
the CIA representatives other issues related to the Cole investigation, one of 
which was the impact on the prosecution if some of the targets of the Cole 
investigation were captured or detained outside the United States.   

b. The June 11 meeting  
On June 11, the meeting was held in a conference room at the FBI’s New 

York Field Office.  We could not determine with certainty all the participants 
at the meeting.  There was no list of attendees, and the witnesses could not 
recall exactly who was there.  However, we confirmed that Donna, Mary, 
Peter, Scott, and another New York agent assigned to the Cole investigation 
who we call “Randall,” attended.  AUSA Kelley attended for part of the 
meeting.  Although it was unclear exactly how long the meeting lasted, the 
witnesses said it lasted between two and four hours.   

In interviews with the OIG, the attendees said they did not recall the 
specifics of what was discussed at the meeting.  The only contemporaneous 
notes from the meeting that we were able to obtain were Donna’s.  Her notes 
indicate that the latest developments in the Cole investigation were discussed.  
The second page of the notes is labeled “to do” and referenced several items.  

Randall said he recalled that at the beginning of the meeting, Scott gave 
an update of the results and status of the investigation.  Mary said she recalled 
that the attendees “brainstormed” various issues, but she did not recall any 
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significant ideas being developed during the meeting.  Peter said he recalled 
that the New York agents “railed” about the U.S. Ambassador to Yemen and 
the lack of cooperation they believed they were receiving from the Yemeni 
government.  At some point during the meeting, AUSA Kelley discussed the 
feasibility of prosecution in the Cole case.   

Toward the end of the meeting, Donna produced the three Kuala Lumpur 
surveillance photographs and asked the agents if they recognized Quso in any 
of the photographs.  Donna said she told the agents that the photographs had 
been taken in Malaysia around the Millennium.  Donna said she provided 
Khalid al Mihdhar’s name to at least some of the agents present.  A New York 
agent tentatively identified one of the pictured individuals as Quso, but he 
could not make a definitive identification.226  The witnesses’ accounts of what 
happened next differ.   

Scott told the OIG that after reviewing the Kuala Lumpur photographs, 
the FBI agents began to ask questions, such as whether there were additional 
photographs or information concerning the background on the photographs, 
including questions about Mihdhar, who was in the photographs.  According to 
Scott, he pressed Donna and Peter for details of the Malaysia meetings.  Scott 
told the OIG he was interested in the fact that the photographs were from 
Malaysia because from the Quso’s debriefings he knew that Khallad had 
planned to meet Quso in Malaysia, and any information linking Khallad to 
Malaysia was “directly related” to the Cole investigation.   

Scott contended that Donna “refused” to provide any further information 
about the photographs or the Malaysia meetings due to “the wall.”  Scott told 
the OIG that he previously had numerous conversations about the wall with 
Donna, which had been an issue between them.  He stated that during this June 
11 meeting, he disputed that the wall was applicable to the information at hand 
because the photographs had not been obtained as the result of a FISA Court 
order, and he continued to press Donna for more information.  Scott said the 
meeting degenerated into an argument about the wall.   

 
226 Only a limited number of New York agents had actually met Quso.  The others 

had only seen photographs of him.    
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In his initial OIG interview, Scott described the meeting as very 
contentious and combative.227  In a second OIG interview, although Scott did 
not characterize the meeting as having the same level of combativeness, he 
contended that he pressed Donna for more information but none was 
forthcoming.  Scott stated he had heated telephone conversations and e-mail 
exchanges with Donna over this issue after the June 11 meeting.   

Donna, Mary, and Peter described the showing of the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs as a sidebar to the main meeting and generally inconsequential.  
All three asserted that neither the display of the surveillance photographs nor 
the meeting overall was contentious.  Although Donna agreed that the FBI 
agents asked further questions regarding the origin of the photographs and 
asked for additional information regarding the Malaysia meetings, she 
contended that she responded simply by saying she did not know anything 
further.  She told the OIG that these questions made sense to her when they 
were asked, but she did not know the answers.  She stated that someone asked 
what kind of passport Mihdhar was traveling on, and Peter responded that it 
was a Saudi passport.228  According to Donna, she had not known this 
information prior to Peter stating it.  Donna told us that this was the only 
information volunteered by Peter, and she believed he would have provided 
additional information if he knew it.   

Peter told the OIG that he was not asked any questions at the June 11 
meeting, he had no formal role, and he did not brief anyone on anything at the 
June 11 meeting.  Peter explained that it is not within his purview or authority 
as an analyst to share CIA information.  He said he did not recall the meeting 
becoming heated or contentious.  He said he did not recall any time during the 

 
227 When we asked Scott whether an intelligence-designated agent could have been 

provided the information outside the presence of the criminal agents, Scott agreed that could 
have been done, but he did not think of it at the time and no one else suggested it.  During 
his subsequent testimony before the Joint Intelligence Committee, however, Scott said that 
the wall must not have been at issue because the criminal agents could have just left the 
room and any information could have been related to an intelligence agent.     

228 Donna’s contemporaneous notes reflect this information.  It appears as the last entry 
on the notes, indicating that this was discussed at the end of the meeting.   
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meeting where Donna said, “I can’t answer that question” or directly refused to 
answer a question.229   

Mary stated that she had not been “up to speed” on the case at this time, 
so she was not in a position to provide information at the meeting.  She stated 
that she and Peter were not asked any questions during the meeting.  She said 
that she did not recall any serious disagreements arising during the meeting.  

According to Donna, she remained in New York after the meeting, 
without Peter and Mary, and she continued the discussions with the New York 
agents regarding the photographs after the meeting.  She said that these 
subsequent conversations became fairly “heated,” as the agents pressed her 
with questions such as whether there were additional photographs and any 
documentation about the photographs.230   

Donna told the OIG she had provided to the agents all the information 
she had received from the CIA regarding the photographs.  She told us that all 
she knew was that these three photographs were taken in Malaysia around the 
Millennium, and one of the persons in the photographs was someone named 
Khalid al Mihdhar.  Donna stated she advised the agents of this and told them 
that efforts would be made to obtain the requested information.  She said she 
was not aware that there would have been additional information to provide.  
She added that she recalled having the impression that the agents did not 
believe her when she said that she did not have the information about the 
photographs that the agents were requesting.   

As discussed earlier, however, Donna had additional NSA information 
about Mihdhar that she had discovered through her CTLink query.   The 
information related to the planned travel to Malaysia of several members of an 
“operational cadre” and Mihdhar’s association with a suspected terrorist 
facility in the Middle East linked to al Qaeda activities.  Donna told us that she 

 
229 As described earlier, Peter and John had exchanged several e-mails about the 

Malaysia meetings and the photographs.  However, it is unclear based upon the information 
available to us exactly what Peter knew at this point.  He said he was unable to remember 
exactly what additional information he had on June 11, 2001.   

230 We believe it likely that the agents were confusing the post-meeting discussions with 
the showing of the photographs at the meeting.   
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could not provide this information directly to the agents working the Cole 
criminal investigation due to the caveat, which prevented all NSA 
counterterrorism-related intelligence information from being provided to FBI 
criminal agents without approval from the NSA.231   

Donna told us that the New York FBI primarily worked criminal 
terrorism investigations and the sharing of intelligence information with the 
criminal agents was often an issue.  She said that some of the New York agents 
had become “overly sensitive” about a perceived lack of information sharing.  
Donna emphasized that any information could be shared but often a process 
had to be followed before certain intelligence information could be shared with 
agents working criminal investigations.  She added that it was not her job to 
keep information from the agents but instead to ensure they had the tools 
necessary to do their job.   

According to Donna, the only issue regarding the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs would have been obtaining permission from the CIA to allow 
individuals outside of the FBI to see the photographs in furtherance of the Cole 
investigation, such as in interviews conducted in Yemen.232  Donna said at 
some point while she was in New York, she and the agents discussed providing 
the photographs to the agents working in Yemen in order to get a positive 
identification of Quso in the photographs and to conduct further 
investigation.233  She stated that she told the agents that she would attempt to 
obtain the requisite permission to provide the photographs to the agents 
working the Cole investigation in Yemen.   

 
231 It is important to note, however, that this NSA information originally had been 

routed not only to FBI Headquarters but also to the New York FBI Office in late 1999 and 
early 2000.   

232 A policy in the Intelligence Community, which is designed to protect intelligence 
sources and methods, is that the originator of intelligence information controls the further 
dissemination of the information.  This policy is described as originator controlled, or 
“ORCON.”  Dissemination of ORCON information requires permission from the originating 
agency to further disseminate the information outside the receiving agency.    

233 Apparently unbeknownst to the involved FBI and CIA personnel, the Yemeni 
authorities already had been given the photographs on January 3, 2001, six months before 
anyone at the FBI received the photographs.    
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Although she had no explicit discussion with John regarding the use of 
the photographs, Donna stated she understood that the photographs were “not 
formally passed” to the FBI when John gave them to her, but only provided for 
limited use in the meeting.  Therefore, Donna said she did not believe that she 
could leave the photographs with the New York agents until the requisite 
permission to show the photographs outside of the FBI had been obtained.   

However, John told the OIG that that since the photographs had been 
given to Donna, an FBI employee, they could be further distributed within the 
FBI.  John agreed that the photographs could not be used by the FBI in any 
manner where they would be disclosed to a foreign government.  For example, 
he said that without approval from the CIA, the FBI agents could not keep the 
photographs and show them to Quso, who was in Yemeni custody, because 
Yemeni officials also would see the photographs.   

c. Follow-up after the June 11 meeting  

We looked for evidence as to whether Donna or the New York agents 
conducted any follow-up efforts about the Kuala Lumpur photographs or 
obtaining permission from the NSA to pass the intelligence information to the 
New York agents.  Donna said that she “probably” had follow-up 
conversations with John, Peter, and Mary about the photographs, but she did 
not specifically recall the conversations or obtaining additional information.  
Mary told the OIG that she recalled conversations with Donna about obtaining 
permission for the FBI to use the photographs of the Malaysia meetings in their 
investigation.   

Donna stated she was not contacted by Scott after the meeting, although 
she was working with another agent on the squad, who we call “Glenn,” in 
connection with tracking telephone toll records.  Those records related to the 
Cole participants, the travel of Quso to Bangkok, and Quso’s potential travel to 
Malaysia.   

According to Scott, over the course of the summer, he had several more 
conversations with FBI Headquarters asking about any additional information 
on the Kuala Lumpur photographs, but he was not provided any additional 
information.  He stated that he did not seek assistance from any supervisor in 
obtaining additional information.  He told us that he and the rest of the New 
York Field Office had been fighting a battle with FBI Headquarters over 
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information sharing for months, and he was “dumbfounded” that he could not 
obtain the information about the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  He stated that in 
hindsight he probably should have sought the intervention of a supervisor.   

Documentary evidence shows that, as a result of the June 11 meeting, 
Donna and the New York agents discussed the Kuala Lumpur photographs in 
several follow-up conversations.  In an e-mail dated August 22 from Donna to 
Glenn, she wrote that there were additional photographs of the Malaysia 
meetings and that the reason that Mihdhar was of interest at the time was 
because of some threat information that led to the CIA looking at all persons 
named “Khalid.”  In addition, she wrote that she had received assurances that 
the FBI would be able to use the Kuala Lumpur photographs outside the FBI.  
We discuss this e-mail in further detail in the next section.   

Documents also show that on August 27 Donna requested permission 
from the NSA to provide the intelligence information about Mihdhar to the 
New York Cole criminal agents.  However, this request came after the FBI had 
discovered on August 22 that Mihdhar might be in the United States and had 
opened an investigation to determine whether he was in the country.  We 
discuss the events that led to that investigation and the investigative efforts of 
the FBI in the next section of the report.   

4. OIG conclusions on May and June discussions  

While there were several interactions between FBI and CIA personnel in 
May and June 2001 that could have resulted in the FBI learning more about the 
Kuala Lumpur photographs and Mihdhar, the FBI personnel did not become 
aware of significant intelligence information about Mihdhar and Mihdhar’s 
connections to Khallad.  The fact that Mihdhar had possessed a United States 
visa was not disclosed at this time by the CIA to Donna or the FBI.  The fact 
that Hazmi had been at the Malaysia meeting and then traveled to Los Angeles 
also was not disclosed by the CIA.  In addition, the fact that the source had 
identified Khallad, the purported mastermind of the Cole bombing, from the 
Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs was not disclosed during these 
interactions.   

Although Donna knew about the Kuala Lumpur surveillance 
photographs, we do not believe that she was informed that Mihdhar had a U.S. 
visa or that Khallad had been identified in the photographs.  Donna’s 
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contemporaneous notes on the back of the Kuala Lumpur photographs reflect 
the limited information that she had obtained about the photographs and the 
Malaysia meetings.  The notes do not mention anything about Mihdhar’s 
possession of a U.S. visa.  In addition, Donna stated that she was aware of the 
significance of Khallad to the Cole investigation, but the notes on the 
photographs also do not mention Khallad.  Moreover, John, who provided the 
photographs to Donna, told the OIG he did not recall discussing the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs with her, and he did not believe that he would have 
discussed with Donna that Khallad had been identified in the photographs, 
because at the time he was not sure that this was true and he thought the 
information was “speculative.”  Although an e-mail message indicated that 
Peter was planning to discuss the Khallad identification with Donna in a 
meeting on May 29, we were unable to determine that this meeting actually 
occurred.   

It was impossible for us to determine exactly what happened at the 
June 11 meeting with respect to the Kuala Lumpur photographs because the 
witnesses cannot recall the specifics of the discussions and there is little 
documentary evidence.  It is clear, however, that the information regarding 
Mihdhar’s U.S. visa and the fact that Khallad had been identified in the Kuala 
Lumpur photographs was not discussed at the June 11 meeting.   

Donna told the agents about the photographs and provided them limited 
information that she had obtained from the CIA about the photographs.  Most 
of the questioning about the photographs took place after the meeting, when 
Peter and Mary had left.  We believe those interactions after the meeting 
became very contentious, with the New York FBI wanting more information.  
Donna did not provide the New York agents with the NSA intelligence 
information about the Mihdhar’s association with a suspected terrorist facility 
in the Middle East linked with al Qaeda activities, which she obtained through 
her research.  She said she did not because of the restrictions placed on sharing 
such NSA information.  As we discuss further in the next section, Donna 
subsequently contacted the NSA in reference to having the NSA information 
passed to the agents, but this did not occur until much later, on August 27, 
2001.   

We found little attempt by either the FBI agents or Donna after June 11 
to follow up on the information about the photographs that was discussed at the 
meeting.  There is little evidence of follow-up until some time in August 2001, 
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when, as we discuss in the next section, the FBI learned that Mihdhar had 
recently entered the United States, and the FBI opened an investigation to 
locate him.   

The interaction between the CIA and the FBI in May and June 2001 was 
another failed opportunity for the FBI to obtain the critical information about 
Mihdhar and Khallad.  The failure of the FBI to learn about Mihdhar, his 
connection to Khallad, and his travel to the United States at that time 
demonstrated significant problems in the flow of information between the CIA 
and the FBI.  We discuss these deficiencies in the analysis section of this 
chapter.   

E. The FBI’s efforts to locate Mihdhar in August and September 
2001  

The fifth and final opportunity for the FBI to locate Mihdhar and Hazmi 
occurred in late August 2001, when it was informed that Mihdhar and Hazmi 
had traveled to the United States.  The FBI learned in August 2001 that 
Mihdhar had entered the United States in July 2001 and that Mihdhar and 
Hazmi had previously traveled together to the United States in January 2000.  
On August 29, the FBI began an investigation to locate Mihdhar, but it did not 
assign great urgency or priority to the investigation.  The New York FBI 
criminal agents who wanted to participate in the investigation were specifically 
prohibited from doing so because of concerns about the wall and the 
procedures to keep criminal and intelligence investigations separate.  The FBI 
did not locate Mihdhar before the September 11 attacks.   

We review the facts surrounding the FBI’s discovery of this information 
about Mihdhar and Hazmi and what the FBI did with this information in 
August.  We also examine the FBI’s unsuccessful efforts to locate Mihdhar 
before the September 11 attacks.   

1. Continuing review of the Malaysia meetings in July and 
August 2001  

As discussed above, John, the CIA Bin Laden Unit Deputy Chief, was 
detailed to the FBI’s ITOS in May 2001.  Shortly before assuming his duties at 
the FBI, John had asked CTC management to assign a CTC desk officer with 
“getting up to speed” on the Malaysia meetings and determining any potential 
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connections between the Malaysia meetings and the Cole attack.  This 
assignment was given to Mary.  She told the OIG that “getting up to speed” 
meant she would have to research and read the pertinent cable traffic as her 
schedule permitted.  She emphasized that her priority assignment during this 
period was the credible threats of an imminent attack on U.S. personnel in 
Yemen, and she said that she worked the Malaysia meetings connections to the 
Cole attack whenever she had an opportunity.   

In early July 2001, based on recent intelligence information, the CIA had 
concerns about the possibility of a terrorist attack in Southeast Asia.  On July 5, 
2001, John sent an e-mail to managers at the CTC’s Bin Laden Unit noting 
“how bad things look in Malaysia.”  He wrote that there was a potential 
connection between the recent threat information and information developed 
about the Malaysia meetings in January 2000.  In addition, he noted that in 
January 2000 when Mihdhar was traveling to Malaysia, key figures in the 
failed attack against the U.S.S. The Sullivans and the subsequent successful 
attack against the U.S.S. Cole also were attempting to meet in Malaysia, and 
that one or more of these persons could have been in Malaysia at that time.  
Therefore, he recommended that the Cole and Malaysia meetings be re-
examined for potential connections to the current threat information involving 
Malaysia.  He wrote, “I know your resources are strained, but if we can prevent 
something in SE Asia, this would seem to be a productive place to start.”  He 
ended the e-mail by stating that “all the indicators are of a massively bad 
infrastructure being readily completed with just one purpose in mind.”   

On July 13, John wrote another e-mail to CTC managers stating that he 
had discovered the CIA cable relating to the source’s identification of 
“Khallad” from the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs in early January 
2001.  John began the e-mail by announcing “OK. This is important.”  He then 
described Khallad as a “major league killer who orchestrated the Cole attack 
and possibly the Africa bombings.”  The e-mail recommended revisiting the 
Malaysia meetings, especially in relation to any potential information on 
Khallad.  Significantly, John ended the e-mail asking, “can this [information] 
be sent via CIR to [the FBI]?”   

Despite John’s recommendation that this information be forwarded to the 
FBI in a CIR, we found no evidence indicating that the CIA provided this 
information to the FBI until August 30, 2001, which, as we describe below, 
was after the FBI learned about Mihdhar’s presence in the United States.   
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In a response e-mail dated July 13, 2001, a CTC Bin Laden Unit 
supervisor stated that Mary had been assigned to handle the request for 
additional information on the Malaysia meetings.  In addition, the e-mail stated 
that another FBI detailee to the CTC, Dwight, who was out of the office at the 
time, would be assigned to assist Mary upon his return.   

Later in July, Mary drafted a cable to another CIA office requesting 
follow-up information about the Malaysia meetings.  The cable included a 
reference to the source’s identification of Khallad in one of the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs and that Khallad and Mihdhar had been in Malaysia at the same 
time, possibly together.  A week later, the CTC supervisor forwarded the cable 
to John for his review prior to release, and the cable was sent to the office to 
which it was addressed three days after that.   

On the same day she drafted the cable referencing the source’s 
identification of Khallad, Mary located one of the CIA cables referencing 
Mihdhar’s possession of a U.S. visa.  On the same date, Mary also reviewed 
the CIA cable that stated this visa information had been passed to the FBI in 
January 2000.234   

In early August, Mary and Donna continued to discuss the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs.  In an e-mail on August 7 from Donna to Mary, Donna requested 
a copy of the flight manifest for Mihdhar’s January 2000 trip to Malaysia in 
order to determine whether Quso had traveled with Mihdhar.  She also asked, 
“if we could get the pictures cleared to show Al-Quso.” 235  She continued, “the 
reasoning behind this would be that first, we do not have a concensous [sic] 
that the individual with Midhar [sic] is in fact Al-Quso . . . [second] to 
determine if Al-Quso can identify Midher by an other [sic] name.”  Donna then 
discussed her continuing efforts to track telephone number information 
developed in the investigation.  At the close of the e-mail, Donna wrote, “I plan 
to write something up, but perhaps we should schedule another sit down to 
compare notes on both sides.  Let me know.”   

 
234 As discussed above, we found no evidence that this information had, in fact, been 

provided to the FBI.   
235 Apparently the desk officer was unaware that clearance had been received and that 

the photographs had been shared with Yemeni officials.   
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In a response e-mail on the same date, Mary wrote, “okay, all sounds 
good.”  Mary also wrote that she thought Donna had Mihdhar’s flight manifest 
because John had mentioned it, but Mary indicated she would find the 
manifest.  She wrote, “I think we will be able to clear the pictures, they are for 
passage to Quso, right?”  Mary also asked whether the FBI would be able to 
meet with Quso again.  Mary ended the e-mail, “I think a sit down again would 
be great” and mentioned the potential logistics of arranging the meeting.   

In another e-mail exchange on August 7, Donna thanked Mary and 
advised her that the FBI would again have access to Quso.  Donna continued 
by stating that the Kuala Lumpur photographs also would be passed to a 
foreign government because Quso was currently in its custody.  She stated that 
John could call if he had any questions.  Donna tentatively scheduled a meeting 
with Mary at FBI Headquarters on August 15, 2001.  However, it appears that 
the meeting did not take place.236   

2. Discovery of Mihdhar’s entry into the United States  
On August 21, Mary located the CIA cables referencing Hazmi’s travel 

to the United States on January 15, 2000.237  Mary checked with a U.S. 
Customs Service representative to the CTC about Hazmi’s and Mihdhar’s 
travel.  She discovered that Mihdhar had entered the United States on July 4, 
2001, and had not departed.  In addition, she confirmed that Hazmi had 
traveled to the United States in January 2000.   

Mary immediately relayed to Donna in a voicemail message on 
August 21 that Mary had something important to discuss with her.  Donna was 
on annual leave on August 21.  Mary told the OIG she did not have an 

 
236 Mary told the OIG that she took a week of annual leave during August, which she 

thought was during that week, and she thought that the meeting therefore had not occurred.  
Although the e-mail references a meeting, Mary and Donna both told us that they had no 
recollection of any meeting on August 15 or any one prior to August 22.   

237 Mary was copied on an e-mail from John to Peter in mid-May, 2001, in which John 
discussed the travel of Mihdhar and others who appeared to be “couriers on a sort.”  In this 
e-mail John stated, among other things, that “Nawaf” [Hazmi] had traveled with someone 
from Bangkok to Los Angeles to Hong Kong.   Mary stated to the OIG that she received this 
e-mail before she was “up to speed” on the Malaysia meetings.   
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opportunity to focus on the Malaysia meetings until August, but upon 
discovering on August 21 that Hazmi had traveled to the United States “it [the 
importance of the information] all clicks for me.”   

On August 22, Mary met with Donna at FBI Headquarters and informed 
her of Mihdhar’s July 4 entry and Hazmi’s travel to the United States in March 
2000.238  Donna verified in INS indices Mihdhar’s recent entry.  She also 
learned that both Mihdhar and Hazmi had entered the United States on January 
15, 2000, and that they were allegedly destined for the Sheraton Hotel in Los 
Angeles, California.  The INS records showed Mihdhar had departed the 
United States from Los Angeles on June 10, 2000, on Lufthansa Airlines.  No 
departure record could be located for Hazmi.  An INS representative advised 
Donna that departure information often was not captured in INS indices.239  
Therefore, she incorrectly surmised Hazmi had also departed on June 10, 
2000.240   

Further INS indices checks confirmed Mihdhar had re-entered the U.S. 
on July 4, 2001, at the JFK Airport in New York, allegedly destined for the 
“Marriott hotel” in New York City.  By the terms of his entry, Mihdhar was 
authorized to remain in the United States until October 3, 2001.  The INS had 
no record indicating Mihdhar had departed the United States as of August 22, 
2001.   

Mary and Donna met with John on August 22 in his office at FBI 
Headquarters to discuss their discovery that Mihdhar recently had entered the 
United States and there was no record of his departure.  All of them said they 
could not recall the specifics of the conversation, but all agreed that they 

 
238 There is some discrepancy in witness statements on whether this meeting occurred 

on August 22 or August 23.  Although it is unclear on which date this meeting occurred, we 
believe the meeting occurred on August 22, 2001.    

239 The problem of INS departure records not being complete or accurate is described in 
an August 2001 OIG report entitled “The Immigration and Naturalization Service’s 
Automated I-94 System.”    

240 Investigation conducted after September 11 found that Hazmi had remained in the 
United States.   
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realized it was important to initiate an investigation to determine whether 
Mihdhar was still in the United States and locate him if he was.   

On August 22, 2001, Donna sent an e-mail to the New York FBI Special 
Agent who we call “Glenn.”  He was one of the agents assigned to the Cole 
investigation.  In the e-mail, Donna advised Glenn that she had obtained 
Mihdhar’s flight manifest.  Donna also wrote, “the reason they [the intelligence 
community] were looking at Midhar [sic] is relatively general – basically they 
were looking at all individuals using the name Khalid because of some threat 
information.”  Significantly, the e-mail also advised that the CIA had 
additional surveillance photographs beyond those she had taken to New York, 
and the source had identified one of the individuals in these additional 
photographs as Khallad.  Donna said that she was “requesting the details on 
that [Khallad’s identification].”  Donna also stated in her e-mail that the 
clearance to show the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs to Quso should 
not be a problem.241   

This e-mail was the first reference we identified that the FBI had been 
informed of additional Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs in the CIA’s 
possession.  It is also the first reference in any FBI document to the 
identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.   

After her meeting with Donna on August 22, 2001, Mary asked another 
CTC officer to draft a CIR to the State Department, INS, U.S. Customs 
Service, and FBI requesting the placement of Mihdhar and his travel 
companions, Hazmi and Salah Saeed Muhammed bin Yousaf, on U.S. 
watchlists.242  The CIR briefly outlined Mihdhar’s attendance at the Malaysia 
meetings and his subsequent travel to the U.S. in January 2000 and July 2001.  
On August 24, the State Department placed Mihdhar and his travel companions 

 
241 Donna was unable to recall how she first discovered the information on the Khallad 

identification.  We were unable to find any documents or other evidence clarifying this 
issue.   

242 At this time, several agencies maintained separate watchlists.  The State Department 
watchlist was the VISA/VIPER system.  Within VISA/VIPER, the TIPOFF system focused 
on suspected terrorists.  The INS maintained the LOOKOUT system, which was also 
available to the Customs Service through TECS.   
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on its terrorism watchlist.  This is the first record of the placement of Mihdhar 
or Hazmi on any U.S. watchlist.   

On August 23, 2001, Donna contacted the State Department and 
requested a copy of Mihdhar’s most recent visa application from the U.S. 
Consulate in Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.   

3. The FBI’s intelligence investigation on Mihdhar  

a. Steps to open the investigation  
On August 23, Donna contacted her supervisor, an SSA who we call 

“Rob,” regarding the information about Mihdhar’s travel to the United States.  
As discussed in Chapter Three, Rob was the acting Unit Chief of the UBLU at 
the time.243   

After reviewing the information, Rob concurred with Donna that the 
appropriate course of action would be to open an intelligence investigation in 
New York, Mihdhar’s last known destination in the United States, to locate 
Mihdhar.   

To expedite the investigative process and provide a “heads up [alert]” to 
the New York Field Office that the information was coming, on August 23 
Donna telephoned an agent on the Bin Laden squad in the New York Field 
Office who we call “Chad.”  To comply with the wall, the New York Field 
Office had designated agents as either “criminal” or “intelligence,” and Chad 
was an intelligence agent.  Donna discussed with Chad Mihdhar’s most recent 
entry into the United States and FBI Headquarters’ request for the New York 
office to open a full field intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar.  Donna 
told the OIG that she did not normally telephonically contact the field on these 
types of issues, but there was some urgency to her request because the FBI did 
not want to lose the opportunity to locate Mihdhar before he left the United 
States.  She told us, however, that Mihdhar’s significance continued to be his 
potential connection to Khallad and the Cole attack – not that he was 
operational in the U.S.   

 
243 He was the acting Unit Chief of the UBL from June 28, 2001, until September 10, 

2001.   
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Chad told the OIG that although he routinely worked with Donna, this 
was the first time that Donna had relayed a need for urgency in an intelligence 
investigation.  Chad told us, however, that he questioned both the urgency and 
the need for a separate intelligence investigation.  Chad explained that the 
attempt to locate Mihdhar seemed to relate to the criminal investigation of the 
Cole attack, and efforts to locate an individual normally would be handled 
through a sub-file to the main investigation and not as a separate full field 
investigation.  Nevertheless, he told Donna that New York would open an 
intelligence investigation.   

On August 23, Donna sent an e-mail to John concerning her telephone 
conversation with Chad.  She advised in the e-mail that “[Chad] will open an 
intel[ligence] case.”  In the e-mail she also discussed a connection that had 
been made between Mihdhar in Malaysia to another suspect in the Cole attack.  
She wrote, “I am still looking at intel, but I think we have more of a definitive 
connection to the Cole here than we thought.”  She ended by stating that she 
was working on the EC requesting a full field investigation, but doubted that it 
would be completed that day.   

On August 27, Donna requested permission through the NSA 
representative to the FBI to pass to the FBI agents working on the Cole 
investigation the information associating Mihdhar with a suspected terrorist 
facility in the Middle East linked to al Qaeda activities.  Donna told the OIG 
that she thought that the NSA information on Mihdhar could be useful to the 
Cole criminal investigators, even if the Mihdhar search remained an 
intelligence investigation.   

On the morning of August 28, Donna sent Chad a draft copy of an EC 
requesting the intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar.  In the cover e-
mail, Donna stated, “here is a draft” and that the EC had not been uploaded due 
to some tear line information that was not yet approved for passage.244  She 
concluded, “I do want to get this going as soon as possible.”   

The EC, entitled “Khalid M. Al-Mihdhar” with various aliases, stated in 
the synopsis, “Request to open an intelligence investigation.”  The EC outlined 
Mihdhar’s travel to the United States in July 2001, his previous travel to the 

 
244 According to the NSA, the request was approved later that same day.   
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United States with Hazmi in January 2000, the background on and his 
attendance at the Malaysia meetings, his association with a suspected terrorist 
facility in the Middle East linked to al Qaeda activities, and similarities 
between Mihdhar’s travel and that of Cole suspects Quso, Ibrahim Nibras, and 
Khallad.  As to the identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs 
by the source, Donna told the OIG that she did not include this information 
because it had not yet been officially passed to the FBI, although she had 
requested the passage from a CTC Representative to the FBI.245   

While Donna had relayed urgency to opening the investigation in her 
telephone conversation with Chad and in her cover e-mail, she designated the 
EC precedence as “routine,” the lowest precedence level.246  She explained this 
by saying this case was “no bigger” than any other intelligence case.  She also 
told us, however, that there was a time consideration because Mihdhar could be 
leaving the United States at any time and that is why she had personally 
contacted Chad.   

b. The FBI opens the intelligence investigation  

On August 28, Chad forwarded Donna’s draft EC to his immediate 
supervisor, a Supervisory Special Agent who we call “Jason.”  Jason became a 
supervisor on the JTTF in the New York Field Office in 1996.  He had been on 
the New York JTTF since 1985.   

At approximately 2:00 p.m. on August 28, Jason forwarded the EC to 
various agents on the Bin Laden squad, including the Cole criminal case agent 
who we call “Scott.”  In the cover e-mail, Jason directed the Relief Supervisor, 
who we call “Jay,” to open an intelligence investigation and assign it to a 
Special Agent who we call “Richard.”  Jason also directed another agent to 

 
245 This information officially was passed to the FBI in a CIR on August 30, 2001.    
246 As discussed in Chapter Three, ECs are marked with a precedence level based on an 

escalating scale beginning at “routine;” “priority,” connoting some urgency; and 
“immediate,” connoting the highest level of urgency.   
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check on an investigative lead related to Mihdhar while the agent was in 
Malaysia.247   

Scott received the EC on August 28.  Scott, who had been at the June 11 
meeting and had discussions with Donna about the Kuala Lumpur photographs, 
contacted Donna to discuss the appropriateness of opening an intelligence 
investigation as opposed to a criminal investigation.  Donna told the OIG that 
when she realized that the EC had been disseminated to Scott, she asked Scott 
to delete it because it contained NSA information and therefore required 
approval for review by criminal agents.  Scott told the OIG that he deleted the 
EC as she requested.   

Shortly thereafter, Scott, Donna, and Rob engaged in a conference call to 
discuss whether the case should be opened as a criminal instead of an 
intelligence investigation.  Scott told the OIG that he argued that the 
investigation should be opened as a criminal investigation due to the nexus to 
the Cole investigation and the greater investigative resources that could be 
brought to bear in a criminal investigation.  Scott explained that more agents 
could be assigned to a criminal investigation due to the squad designations.  He 
also asserted that criminal investigation tools, such as grand jury subpoenas, 
were far quicker and easier to obtain than the tools available in an intelligence 
investigation, such as a national security letter.   

Donna told the OIG that the information on Mihdhar was received 
through intelligence channels and, because of restrictions on using intelligence 
information, could not be provided directly to the criminal agents working the 
Cole investigation.  The only information that could be provided directly to 
them was the limited INS information.  She stated that without the intelligence 
information on Mihdhar, there would have been no potential nexus to the Cole 
investigation and no basis for a criminal investigation.  Rob told the OIG he 
had concurred with Donna’s assessment that the matter should be an 
intelligence investigation.  He added that there was also a process through 

 
247 Jason told the OIG that he did not specifically recall this e-mail.  He said he was out 

of the office the majority of the time from June until September 11, 2001, due to a serious 
medical condition, and he did not return to work full-time until September 11, 2001.    
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which the information could potentially be shared with the criminal agents in 
the future.248   

Scott was not satisfied with that response, and he asked for a legal 
opinion from the FBI’s National Security Law Unit (NSLU) whether the 
investigation should be opened as a criminal matter relating to the Cole 
criminal investigation.  Additionally, Scott wanted a legal opinion on whether a 
criminal agent could accompany an intelligence agent to interview Mihdhar if 
he was located.   

According to Donna, she subsequently contacted the NSLU attorney who 
we call “Susan” on August 28, and she and Rob discussed the issue with Susan.  
It is unclear how she presented the matter to Susan because there were no 
documents about the conversation and she and Susan had little or no 
recollection of the specific conversation.  Donna told the OIG that she provided 
the EC to Susan.  According to Donna, Susan agreed with her that the matter 
should be opened as an intelligence investigation.  Donna said Susan also 
advised that a criminal agent should not be present for an interview of Mihdhar 
if he was located.  During an OIG interview, Susan said she could not 
specifically recall this matter or the advice she gave.  Rob told the OIG that he 
did not recall the specifics of this consultation, but he stated that the NSLU 
opinion was supportive of FBI Headquarters’ determination that the case 
should be opened as an intelligence investigation.   

At approximately 7:30 a.m. on August 29, Donna sent an e-mail to Jason, 
which stated: 

I think I might have caused some unnecessary confusion.  I sent 
the EC on Al-Midhar [sic] to [Chad] via email marking it as 
DRAFT so he could read it before he went on vacation.  There is 
material in the EC…which is not cleared for criminal 
investigators.  [Scott] called and  [Rob] and I spoke with him 
and tried to explain why this case had to stay on the intel. side of 
the house…In order to be confident…for this case to be a 199, 

 
248 Rob told the OIG that the squad’s Supervisory Special Agent acted as “the wall” 

between intelligence and criminal investigations during this period, and Jason could 
subsequently open a criminal investigation if warranted.    
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and to answer some questions that [Scott] had, [Rob] and I 
spoke with the NSLU yesterday afternoon249…The opinion is as 
follows: Al-Mihdar [sic] can be opened directly as a FFI [Full 
Field Investigation]…The EC is still not cleared for criminal 
investigators…Per NSLU, if Al-Mihdar [sic] is located the 
interview must be conducted by an intel agent. A criminal agent 
CAN NOT be present at the interview.  This case, in its entirety, 
is based on intel.  If…information is developed indicating the 
existence of a substantial federal crime, that information will be 
passed over the wall according to the proper procedures and 
turned over for follow-up criminal investigation.250   

Approximately 15 minutes after sending the e-mail to Jason, Donna sent 
an e-mail to Scott with the same language advising that the NSLU agreed the 
investigation should be an intelligence investigation and a criminal agent could 
not attend the interview if Mihdhar was located.  That same morning, Scott 
responded in an e-mail to Donna stating: 

…where is the wall defined?  Isn’t it dealing with FISA 
information?  I think everyone is still confusing this 
issue…someday someone will die – and wall or not – the public 
will not understand why we were not more effective and 
throwing every resource we had at certain ‘problems.’  Let’s 
hope the National Security Law Unit will stand by their 
decisions then, especially since the biggest threat to us now, 
UBL, is getting the most ‘protection’.   

Later that morning, Donna replied in an e-mail: 

I don’t think you understand that we (FBIHQ) are all frustrated 
with this issue.  I don’t know what to tell you.  I don’t know 
how many other ways I can tell this to you.  These are the rules.  

 
249 Rob told the OIG that he could not recall whether he had talked to anyone from the 

NSLU about this issue.    
250 Rob told the OIG that the New York Field Office technically could have ignored 

Headquarters’ recommendation and opened a criminal investigation.  However as a practical 
matter, the field would not normally ignore Headquarters’ decision.   
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NSLU does not make them up and neither does UBLU.  They 
are in the MIOG251 and ordered by the [FISA] Court and every 
office of the FBI is required to follow them including FBINY…  

4. The New York Field Office’s investigation   
On August 29, 2001, the FBI’s New York Field Office opened a full field 

intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar.  The investigation was assigned to 
a Special Agent who we call “Richard.”   Richard was a relatively 
inexperienced agent, who had recently been transferred to the Bin Laden 
squad.252  This was Richard’s first intelligence investigation.   

On August 29, Donna received Mihdhar’s visa application from the U.S. 
Consulate in Jeddah.  The application indicated that Mihdhar planned to travel 
as a tourist to the United States on July 1, 2001, for a purported month long 
stay.  On the application, Mihdhar falsely claimed that he had not previously 
applied for a U.S. non-immigrant visa or been in the United States.253   

On August 30, 2001, Donna sent an e-mail to Richard.  After a paragraph 
introducing herself, Donna advised she was attaching Mihdhar’s visa 
application form, which included Mihdhar’s photograph, and that she would be 
faxing the remaining documents.  Donna stated she would send a couple of 
pages from the Attorney General Guidelines “which apply to your case” and 
then she would mail the documents.   

Richard told the OIG that on August 30, he received a telephone call 
from Donna in reference to the investigation.  He said that Donna said the goal 
of the intelligence investigation was to locate and identify Mihdhar for a 

 
251 The MIOG is the FBI operational manual - Manual of Investigative Operations and 

Guidelines.  Donna asserted this reference actually related to the Attorney General’s FCI 
Guidelines that are contained in the MIOG.    

252 Richard began working in the New York Field Office after graduating from the FBI 
Academy in June 2000.  After serving briefly on an applicant squad, a drug squad, and a 
surveillance squad, Richard was assigned to the UBL squad in July 2001.    

253 Donna said she did not notice this discrepancy.  As we discuss below, neither did the 
New York FBI.   
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potential interview.  According to Richard, Donna did not indicate the 
investigation was an emergency or identify any other exigent circumstance.   

On August 30, 2001, the CIA sent a CIR to the FBI outlining the 
identification of “Khallad” from one of the Kuala Lumpur surveillance 
photographs in January 2001 by the source.  The first line of the text stated the 
information should be passed to Rob.  The CIA cable stated the FBI should 
advise the CIA if the FBI did not have the Kuala Lumpur photographs so they 
may be provided.  This is the first record documenting that the source’s 
identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs was provided by 
the CIA to the FBI.   

Richard told the OIG that he began to work on locating Mihdhar on 
September 4.  He stated that he had received the assignment on Thursday, 
August 30, but he worked all weekend and Monday on another exigent 
investigative matter involving a Canadian hijacking.  As a result, he said he did 
not have the opportunity to begin work on the Mihdhar investigation until 
Tuesday, September 4.   

On September 4, Richard completed a lookout request for the INS, 
identifying Mihdhar as a potential witness in a terrorist investigation.  Due to 
his unfamiliarity with completing the lookout form, Richard contacted an INS 
Special Agent who was assigned to the FBI’s JTTF in New York.  We call this 
Special Agent “Patrick.”  The INS lookout form has a box indicating whether 
the individual was wanted for “security/terrorism” reasons.  Richard did not 
check this box.  He said that he thought Patrick told him to identify the subject 
on the form as a witness, not a potential terrorist, to prevent overzealous 
immigration officials from overreacting.  By contrast, Patrick, who was 
assigned to the JTTF since September 1996, told us that he did not provide this 
advice to Richard and he always checked the security/terrorism box whenever 
he completed the lookout form for a potential witness in a terrorism 
investigation.   

However, Richard asked Patrick to review the lookout request form for 
completeness, and Patrick sent the form to INS Inspections for inclusion in the 
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INS lookout system, without making any changes.254  During his initial 
interview with the OIG, Richard asserted that he also asked Patrick to review 
and explain Mihdhar’s travel documents, including the INS indices printouts 
and the visa application.  In a follow-up interview, Richard said he could not 
definitively recall whether he had actually provided the predicating materials to 
Patrick or whether he merely had Patrick review the INS lookout request form.   

Patrick told the OIG that he recalled this request because it was the first 
one from Richard and because of Mihdhar’s subsequent involvement in the 
September 11 attacks.  Patrick stated that he had not reviewed the predicating 
materials, but had only checked the request form for completeness.  He added 
that if he had been shown any of the predicating materials on Mihdhar’s travel, 
the review would only have been cursory.  Patrick and Richard both 
acknowledged that they did not notice the false statements on Mihdhar’s visa 
application.   

Richard also contacted a U.S. Customs Service representative assigned to 
the JTTF and verified that a TECS lookout was in place for Mihdhar.  Richard 
conducted other administrative tasks such as uploading the initial information 
about Mihdhar into ACS.   

On September 4, Richard requested a local criminal history check on 
Mihdhar through the New York City Police Department.  Richard told the OIG 
that he initially focused on Mihdhar, since he was captioned as the subject of 
the investigation in the predicating EC.  After reviewing the EC several times, 
Richard noted the connection to Hazmi, so he conducted the same record 
checks on Hazmi as he had on Mihdhar.  On September 5, Richard requested 
an NCIC criminal history check, credit checks, and motor vehicle records be 
searched in reference to Mihdhar and Hazmi.   

On September 5, Richard and another JTTF agent contacted the loss 
prevention personnel for the New York area Marriott hotels, since Mihdhar had 
indicated when he entered the United States in July 2001 that his destination 

 
254 Patrick explained that agents often provided just the information and he completed 

the lookout form, but “new” agents often completed the form themselves.  Patrick estimated 
he received approximately 10 lookout requests each month.     
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was the Marriott hotel in New York.  Richard learned that Mihdhar had not 
registered as a guest at six New York City Marriotts.   

Richard stated he also conducted Choicepoint™ searches on Hazmi and 
Mihdhar.255  Richard said he recalled he had another JTTF officer assist him 
with the searches because he was not familiar with the system.  Richard did not 
locate any records on either Hazmi or Mihdhar in Choicepoint™.256  Richard 
told the OIG that it was not uncommon not to find a record because of 
variations in spelling of names or other identifying information.   

Hazmi and Mihdhar had traveled to Los Angeles, California on January 
1, 2000, via United Airlines, and INS records indicated that they claimed to be 
destined for a “Sheraton hotel” in Los Angeles.  Therefore, on September 10, 
2001, Richard drafted an investigative lead for the FBI Los Angeles Field 
Office.  He asked that office to request a search of the Sheraton hotel records 
concerning any stays by Mihdhar and Hazmi in early 2000.  He also requested 
that the Los Angeles office check United Airlines and Lufthansa Airlines 
records for any payment or other information concerning Mihdhar and Hazmi.  
However, the lead was not transmitted to Los Angeles until the next day, 
September 11, 2001.   

By the morning of September 11, when the American Airlines flight 77 
that Mihdhar and Hazmi hijacked and crashed into the Pentagon, Richard had 
not uncovered any information regarding Mihdhar’s or Hazmi’s location in the 
United States.   

5. OIG conclusions on the intelligence investigation   

Although FBI and CIA personnel had many discussions throughout July 
and August 2001 about the Cole attacks and the Malaysia meetings, the CIA 

 
255 Choicepoint™ is a commercial service that mines information such as names, 

addresses, phone numbers, and other identifying information from public sources (such as 
telephone directories, local taxing authorities, and court records), as well as purchase 
information from merchants or other companies.  The information is then consolidated into a 
large database and is accessible to law enforcement and other subscribers for a fee.   

256 After September 11, however, the FBI located records on Hazmi in this commercial 
database.   
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did not provide and the FBI did not become aware of the significant 
intelligence information about Mihdhar’s U.S. visa, the Malaysian matter, and 
the identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs until August 22, 
2001.  In May 2001, one detailee to the CTC was assigned to “get up to speed” 
on the Malaysian matter in her spare time but said she had been unable to focus 
on the matter until August 2001.  On July 13, even after John had suggested in 
an e-mail to the CTC that the Khallad identification from the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs be passed to the FBI via CIR, this was not done for several weeks.  
The CIR was not sent to the FBI until August 30, after the FBI learned of 
Mihdhar’s presence in the United States.   

The CIA also did not provide to the FBI the information about Hazmi’s 
travel to the United States in January 2000 until August 22.  Donna stated that 
she did not receive this information until August 22, and her actions upon 
receipt of the information clearly indicate that she understood the significance 
of this information when she received it.  She took immediate steps to open an 
intelligence investigation when she learned of this information.   

On August 22, once the FBI was aware of the intelligence information 
about Mihdhar and that he was in the United States, the FBI took steps to open 
an intelligence investigation to locate him.  Yet, the FBI did not pursue this as 
an urgent matter or assign many resources to it.  It was given to a single, 
inexperienced agent without any particular priority.  Moreover, the dispute 
within the FBI about whether to allow a criminal investigation to be opened 
again demonstrated the problems with the wall between criminal and 
intelligence investigations.  The FBI was not close to locating Mihdhar or 
Hazmi when they participated in the terrorist attacks on September 11, 2001.  
In the analysis section of this chapter, we address in more detail the FBI’s 
decision to open the matter as an intelligence investigation instead of a criminal 
investigation, and the inadequacy of the FBI’s efforts to investigate Mihdhar in 
late August and early September 2001.   

F. Summary of the five opportunities for the FBI to learn about 
Mihdhar and Hazmi  

In summary, there were at least five opportunities for the FBI to have 
learned about Mihdhar and Hazmi, including their connection to the purported 
mastermind of the Cole attack and their presence in the United States, well 
before the September 11 attacks.  First, in early 2000, the FBI received the 
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NSA information about Mihdhar’s planned travel to Malaysia.  Although the 
CIA informed the FBI of the Malaysia meetings in January 2000, the existence 
of Mihdhar’s U.S. visa and the surveillance photographs was not disclosed to 
the FBI.  FBI detailees at the CTC read the pertinent CIA cable traffic with this 
information and drafted a CIR to pass this information to the FBI.  But the CIR 
was not released to the FBI, purportedly at the direction of a CIA supervisor, 
and the FBI did not learn of this critical information until August 2001.  In 
addition, in March 2000 a CIA office discovered that Hazmi had traveled to the 
United States in January 2000, but no one from the CIA shared this information 
with the FBI.   

Second, in February 2000, Mihdhar and Hazmi moved to San Diego, 
where they were aided in finding a place to live by the former subject of an FBI 
preliminary inquiry.  In May 2000, Hazmi and Mihdhar moved in with an FBI 
asset in San Diego, California.  However, the FBI did not learn of this 
information until after the September 11 attacks.   

Third, in early January 2001, the CIA showed the Kuala Lumpur 
surveillance photographs to a joint CIA/FBI source, and the source stated that 
“Khallad” was in one of the photographs.  This identification could have led 
the FBI to focus on who else was at the Malaysia meetings with Khallad, the 
purported mastermind of the Cole attacks, which could have led the FBI to 
identify and locate Mihdhar.  However, we concluded that, despite the CIA’s 
assertions, the source’s identification of Khallad in these photographs was not 
known by the FBI.   

Fourth, in May and June 2001, due to concerns about possible terrorist 
activities, CIA employees were again examining the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs, Hazmi’s and Mihdhar’s travel (including Hazmi’s travel to Los 
Angeles), and the identification of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  
At the same time, these CIA employees were discussing with FBI employees 
the Cole investigation and the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  Yet, despite these 
interactions between the two agencies on the telephone, in e-mails, and in a 
June 11 meeting in New York, the FBI never was informed of the critical 
intelligence information that Khallad was identified in the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs with Mihdhar, and that Hazmi had traveled to the United States.  
Again, this information could have led the FBI to initiate a search for Hazmi 
and Mihdhar earlier than it eventually did.   
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Fifth, in July 2001 a former Bin Laden Unit Deputy Chief who was 
working in ITOS in FBI Headquarters confirmed that Khallad had been 
identified in the Kuala Lumpur photographs and wrote in an e-mail to CTC 
managers that this information needed to be sent in a CIR to the FBI.  
However, this information was not sent in a CIR to the FBI until several weeks 
later.  On August 22, an FBI employee detailed to the CTC notified the FBI 
that Mihdhar had entered the United States on July 4, 2001.  The FBI began an 
intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar and Hazmi.  However, the FBI 
assigned few resources to the investigation and little urgency was given to the 
investigation.  The FBI was not close to locating Mihdhar and Hazmi before 
they participated in the September 11 attacks.   

IV. OIG’s analysis of the FBI’s handling of the intelligence information 
concerning Hazmi and Mihdhar  

We found systemic and individual failings in the FBI’s handling of the 
Hazmi and Mihdhar matter.  As a result of these failings, there were at least 
five opportunities for the FBI to connect information that could have led to an 
earlier investigation of Hazmi and Mihdhar and their activities in the United 
States.   

In this analysis section, we first discuss the systemic problems involving 
the breakdowns in the gathering or passing of information about Hazmi and 
Mihdhar between the FBI and CIA.  We then turn to the problems in handling 
intelligence information within the FBI.  Finally, we discuss the actions of 
individual FBI employees in handling information about Hazmi and Mihdhar 
information.   

In this section, we do not make recommendations regarding the actions of 
the CIA and its employees.  We believe the CIA shares a significant 
responsibility for the breakdowns in the Hazmi and Mihdhar case, and that 
several of its employees did not provide the intelligence information to the FBI 
as they should have.  We leave it to the CIA OIG, the entity with oversight 
jurisdiction over the CIA and its employees, to reach conclusions and make 
recommendations on the actions of the CIA and its employees.   
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A. Systemic impediments that hindered the sharing of information 
between the CIA and the FBI  

The most critical breakdown in the Hazmi and Mihdhar case was the 
failure of the FBI to learn from the CIA critical information about them; their 
travel to the United States; and their association with Khallad, the purported 
mastermind of the Cole attack.  These breakdowns reflected serious problems 
in the process before the September 11 attacks for sharing information between 
the FBI and the CIA.   

The FBI failed to receive from the CIA three critical pieces of 
intelligence about Mihdhar and Hazmi in a timely manner: 

• Mihdhar’s possession of a valid, multiple-entry U.S. visa; 

• Hazmi’s travel to the United States; and 

• The identification of Khallad in a surveillance photograph of the 
Malaysia meetings attended by Hazmi and Mihdhar and other al Qaeda 
operatives in January 2000.   

The CIA became aware of these three pieces of intelligence in January 
2000, March 2000, and January 2001.  Despite claims to the contrary, we 
found that none of this information was passed from the CIA to the FBI until 
August 2001.  Although the CIA failed to timely pass this information to the 
FBI, there were several opportunities for the FBI to have obtained this 
information in other ways.  But significant systemic problems, which we 
describe below, hindered the flow of information between the CIA and the FBI.   

1. Use of detailees  
One of the most significant opportunities for the FBI to have obtained the 

intelligence information relating to Hazmi and Mihdhar was through the FBI 
detailees at the CTC.  As discussed above, the FBI detailees to the CTC had 
access to CIA cable traffic and could read the cables that discussed Mihdhar’s 
U.S. visa, the surveillance of the meetings of al Qaeda operatives in Malaysia, 
Hazmi’s subsequent travel to the United States, and the Khallad identification 
from the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  Several of the FBI detailees accessed 
and read some of these cables.  Significantly, in January 2000, one detailee, 
Dwight, prepared a draft CIR to pass to the FBI the information about 
Mihdhar’s visa, his al Qaeda connections, and his travel to Malaysia.  The FBI 
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should have been informed of this information because of its clear domestic 
nexus.   

However, the CIR was never sent to the FBI.  According to a note on the 
CIR, John, a Deputy Chief of the Bin Laden Unit, directed that the CIR be 
placed on hold, and FBI detailees did not have authority to disseminate CTC 
information without approval from the CIA.  Eight days later, Dwight inquired 
about the disposition of the CIR through an e-mail to John asking whether 
anything needed to be changed on the cable.  However, this e-mail failed to 
prompt further action on this CIR.  The witnesses we interviewed had no 
recollection of the CIR and why it was not sent.  We found no further record 
that anything was done with regard to the CIR.   

In our view, the CIA should have sent the CIR to the FBI because of the 
important information it contained, and the FBI detailee should have followed 
up to ensure that it was sent.  While we found evidence that Dwight inquired 
about its status at least once, there is no evidence that he took any other action 
to ensure that the information was sent to the FBI, including inquiring with 
other CTC supervisors about the need to send the cable to the FBI.   

In reviewing the actions of the detailees, we found that the FBI lacked 
clear guidance on the role and responsibilities of FBI detailees to the CTC’s 
Bin Laden Unit.  This led to inconsistent expectations about what they were 
supposed to be doing at the CTC.  Our review of the documents and interviews 
with the five FBI detailees to the CTC’s Bin Laden Unit found that none of 
them had defined duties that were clearly understood, either by them or FBI 
managers.  Nor were there any memoranda of understanding (MOU) between 
the FBI and the CIA setting out the job duties and responsibilities of any of the 
detailees.257   

Moreover, we asked the FBI for the performance appraisals for all five of 
the detailees to the Bin Laden Unit during this period, and we received 

 
257 We asked both the FBI and the CIA for any memoranda of understanding between 

the agencies specifying the job duties of any of the detailees.  The only MOUs we received, 
which were provided by the CIA, related to the administrative nature of the details, such as 
time and attendance reports, travel and training expenses, security clearances, and medical 
coverage.  The MOUs did not address their substantive duties or responsibilities.   



 

318 

                                          

appraisals for three of them.  They revealed that the FBI detailees were 
evaluated based on the elements for their positions at the FBI, not based on 
whatever they were supposed to be doing while working at the CTC.258  The 
FBI was unable to provide any other documents defining or outlining the roles 
or responsibilities of these detailees.   

We also interviewed the detailees about their understanding of their roles 
and responsibilities at the CTC.  They stated that they were not given any 
specific instructions about their job duties.  They described their details at the 
CTC as ill-defined and with little direction.  As a result, each detailee defined 
the job at the CIA as he or she determined it to be, and there was significant 
variation in their conceptions of the job.   

For example, Dwight told the OIG that he focused on leads that were 
related to financial components of terrorism, which he developed from various 
sources, such as from reviewing cable traffic, from his supervisors at the CTC, 
and from referrals from CIA officers at the CTC.  By contrast, Malcolm told 
the OIG that he thought he was the “eyes and ears” of the New York Field 
Office, and that his role was “to monitor” cases being worked jointly by the 
CIA and the New York Field Office, such as the East African embassy 
bombings investigation.  He said that he also would follow up on requests for 
information from the FBI to the CIA.  Moreover, Mary said she was not given 
any specific instructions about her role at the CIA, but she was eventually 
trained to be a CTC desk officer and that was how she operated – like other 
CTC desk officers with specific assignments or “accounts.”   

Eric, who was a Bin Laden Unit Deputy Chief, said that he was told “to 
fix” the relationship between the Bin Laden Unit and the FBI, but he was not 
given any specific instructions about how to go about accomplishing this 
objective.  He said that he assisted in the running of the Bin Laden Unit by 
directly overseeing CTC operations and that he also functioned in a liaison role 
between the CIA and the FBI.  He supervised the FBI detailees like he did 
other Bin Laden Unit employees.  He was not given any other supervisory 

 
258 For a fourth detailee, Mary, the FBI produced only a performance plan but no 

appraisal reports.  The performance plan was related to her duties as an FBI IOS.  Mary told 
the OIG that she was directed by CTC management based on her work as a CIA desk officer 
and was not evaluated by FBI personnel.    
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oversight particular to the detailees.  He said that on his own initiative he tried 
to stay abreast of matters that might be of interest to the FBI by reading the 
CTC cable traffic.  However, he explained that determining what might be of 
interest to the FBI was very subjective because there were no criteria defining 
what should be brought to the attention of the FBI.   

We also interviewed the highest-ranking FBI employee detailed to the 
CTC, who was a Deputy Chief of the CTC from 1999 through 2002.  We call 
him “Evan.”  Evan believed that one of the FBI detailees’ functions would 
have been to review CIA cable traffic for information of potential relevance to 
the FBI.  Yet, the detailees told the OIG that while reviewing CIA cable traffic 
was part of their jobs, it was not their function to review cable traffic for items 
of interest to the FBI, and they did not review all of the cable traffic on a daily 
basis.  They said they did not think they were acting as backstops to ensure that 
anything that might be relevant to the FBI was brought to the FBI’s 
attention.259  The detailees asserted emphatically that their function did not 
entail scouring CIA cable traffic for the FBI, and their efficacy would be 
limited if they were perceived by CIA personnel merely as moles for the 
FBI.260  They also explained that even if this had been their role, it would have 
been difficult to do because of the volume of cables, especially during the 
chaotic Millennium period.   

The two FBI employees who held similar supervisory positions – one as 
a deputy chief in the Bin Laden Unit and the other as a deputy chief in another 
unit that later housed the Bin Laden Unit – also had differing views on their 
responsibility for reviewing cable traffic.  Both agreed that their role was not 
merely to review cable traffic for items of interest to the FBI.  Eric told the 

 
259 We also interviewed the first FBI employee detailed in March 1996 to Bin Laden 

Unit soon after it was created.  This detailee was an agent from the FBI’s New York Field 
Office, and he remained at the CTC until August 1998.  He said that he did not attempt to 
review all of the cable traffic.  He indicated, however, that when he did locate information of 
interest to the FBI, he did not encounter problems obtaining the CIA’s permission to share 
this information with the FBI.    

260 Some CIA employees we interviewed stated that they, by contrast, believed that this 
was the function of the New York Field Office detailee.  We discuss this further in the next 
section.   
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OIG that while he tried to review the traffic in order to stay abreast of the 
information in the CTC, it was too much for one person to manage effectively.  
By contrast, Craig, who followed Eric as a manager detailed to the CTC, told 
the OIG that he did not even attempt to review the cable traffic but only 
focused on those cables that required action on his part.   

In addition to failing to clearly define the roles and responsibilities of the 
detailees, the FBI did not provide oversight of the detailees.  Eric acted as one 
of two deputy chiefs within the Bin Laden Unit.  After Eric left the CTC, Craig 
was a deputy chief in a much larger unit that included the Bin Laden Unit.  
Both said that they performed day-to-day supervision of the detailees in the 
same manner in which they supervised the other CTC employees assigned to 
their groups.261  According to Eric and Craig, they did not focus specifically on 
the role of FBI detailees.   

Evan told the OIG that he did not supervise any of the detailees, and he 
had no authority to oversee their duties or direct their activities, except by 
virtue of his position as a senior manager within the FBI.  He said that they 
were evaluated by their chain of command in the FBI office from which they 
had been assigned, which is supported by the limited documents we reviewed.  
We found that there was no oversight by the FBI of the detailees based on their 
function as detailees.   

The FBI’s failure to adequately oversee the detailees is illustrated by the 
role of Mary, the only FBI analyst detailed to the Bin Laden Unit.  She has 
been detailed to the CIA since 1998.  Mary had the opportunity to learn 
valuable analyst skills by working alongside CTC personnel and then use those 
skills at the FBI.  Additionally, the detail provided an opportunity to learn 
about the CIA infrastructure and establish liaison contacts at the CIA.   

Mary told us that she operated as a full-fledged CIA desk officer, and that 
she has worked with FBI personnel during her detail but from the position of a 
CIA employee, not an FBI employee.  We believe there needs to be a review of 
the duration of these details to ensure the value of these details is maximized.  

 
261 Eric left the CTC in mid-January 2000, and Craig did not arrive at the CTC until July 

2000.  Thus, between mid-January and July 2000 the FBI had no supervisory presence for 
the FBI employees detailed to work Bin Laden matters at the CTC.   
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At a time when the FBI is concerned about the shortage of qualified analysts to 
do the work it has, a 5-year detail of an FBI analyst working as a CTC 
employee warrants review by the FBI.262   

The same lack of oversight and direction was evident regarding the work 
of Malcolm, the FBI New York Field office detailee to the CTC.  He had been 
traveling to the CTC from New York on a weekly basis for four years, until 
January 2003.  On Mondays he traveled from New York to the CTC, stopping 
by FBI Headquarters.  On Fridays he stopped by FBI Headquarters on his way 
back to New York.  After the bombing of the Cole, he spent at least half of his 
days in Washington, D.C. at FBI Headquarters.  Thus, he was frequently away 
from the CTC and not in a position to maximize his potential for obtaining 
information at the CTC.  This also left the perception with other CTC 
employees that he was not fully integrated into the CTC.   

We found that that the FBI lacked a systematic approach to its use of 
detailees at CTC’s Bin Laden Unit.  The detailees could have functioned in one 
of three ways – as fully integrated members of the CTC working unilaterally 
on CTC matters, as backstops ensuring all pertinent CTC information was 
forwarded to the FBI, or in some combination thereof.  While there are 
potential benefits to using the detailees in any of these functions, the potential 
benefits were not maximized because there was no clear understanding of the 
detailees’ roles and no system to ensure that any objectives were met.  The lack 
of oversight over FBI detailees to the CTC resulted in squandering critical 
opportunities for information sharing between the CIA and FBI.   

We also found significant misunderstandings between employees of these 
two agencies regarding their respective responsibilities for information sharing.  
First, as noted above, we found that some CIA employees believed that FBI 
detailees had more responsibility for reviewing the CIA cable traffic than the 
FBI detailees believed that they had.  One CIA Bin Laden Unit employee told 
the OIG that the CIA was not going to “spoon feed” information to the FBI and 
that the FBI personnel at the Bin Laden Unit had access to all of the CIA cable 
traffic.  She stated that while the CTC provided to the FBI intelligence 

 
262 The OIG is in the process of completing a comprehensive review of FBI’s analyst 

program.   
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information that contained a domestic nexus, she did not believe it was the 
CIA’s responsibility to provide all of the predicating material, since the FBI 
detailees also had access to the same cables.  In addition, CIA personnel 
described FBI detailee Malcolm as a “mole” for the FBI’s New York Office, 
suggesting they thought he was reading CIA cables for the express purpose of 
reporting back to the New York Field Office on what he found.   

In addition, we found that a similar misunderstanding existed among FBI 
employees in New York with respect to the role of the CIA employee detailed 
to the FBI’s New York Field Office.  A CIA employee assigned to the JTTF in 
the New York Field Office had a desk in that office’s sensitive compartmented 
information facility (SCIF).263  FBI agents in the New York Field Office 
asserted to the OIG that this individual was knowledgeable regarding their 
investigations and that he was responsible for reviewing CIA traffic, finding 
items of interest to the FBI, and bringing this information to the attention of 
appropriate New York agents.   

The CIA employee, however, denied that this was his role.  He told the 
OIG that he had been sent to the New York Office to “improve the relationship 
between the CIA and the FBI” and that he provided the FBI with CIA 
intelligence that was designated for the FBI New York Field Office’s review.  
He stated, however, his job was not to “spoon feed” information but only to 
make it accessible to the agents in New York.  This meant that he would print 
information obtained from CIA databases that was of potential interest to the 
FBI New York Field Office and make that information available for review in 
the SCIF if FBI agents decided to come and review it.  But, apparently 
unknown to many New York FBI agents, he believed the onus was on FBI 
personnel to come into the SCIF and see if any new, relevant information had 
arrived, rather than to alert them to that information.  He also said that while he 
generally knows what the various FBI squads are investigating, the New York 
JTTF has over 300 members and he could not reasonably be expected to have 
knowledge of all their investigative interests.  He said that if he spent his time 

 
263 The FBI agents do not routinely work in a SCIF area.  The computers on which they 

access ACS do not contain sensitive compartmented information or materials classified 
above Secret.  Because a high percentage of CIA traffic contains this information, the CIA 
detailee must work in a separate area.   
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solely looking for information of interest to the FBI, he would never get any 
work done.   

As a result, FBI agents in New York believed they were receiving from 
this CIA employee assigned to the JTTF all of the CIA information of interest 
to the FBI, when in fact they were not.  Therefore, the New York agents could 
have received information on Hazmi and Mihdhar directly through their own 
CIA employee, but they misunderstood the process.   

2. FBI employees’ lack of understanding of CIA reporting 
process  

These gaps in the information sharing process were exacerbated by FBI 
personnel’s lack of understanding of the CIA’s reporting process.  This 
problem is clearly illustrated by the failure of the FBI to obtain the information 
on the identification in January 2001 of Khallad in the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs by the joint FBI/CIA joint source.   

As detailed above, we concluded that the FBI’s ALAT was not made 
aware of the source’s identification of Khallad in the Malaysia meetings 
photographs.  Although the ALAT attended the debriefing of the source, the 
ALAT did not immediately receive the information that the source had 
identified Khallad.  We were unable to ascertain the reasons for this significant 
omission.  However, our review found that there were later opportunities for 
the ALAT to have obtained information about the identification from CIA 
documents.  In addition, we found that the New York FBI agents working the 
Cole attack investigation did not learn of this significant information, despite 
interviewing the source on several occasions. We believe this was due in part 
to the fact that the FBI personnel were not familiar with the CIA’s process for 
reporting intelligence information.   

As discussed previously, the CIA primarily relies on cable traffic to share 
intelligence among its personnel who are stationed around the world.  None of 
these cables are available for FBI review, except by the limited number of FBI 
personnel with direct access to CIA computer systems, such as the detailees at 
the CTC.   

The CIA uses a certain type of cable called a TD to disseminate CIA 
information outside of the CIA to other U.S. government agencies.  These 
cables are created by CIA reports officers based on their review of the internal 
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CIA cable traffic.  The reports officers were described to us as “editors” who 
remove references to sources and methods contained in the cables and 
determine what information should be further disseminated in the TDs.  As a 
result, TDs did not necessarily include all the substantive information 
contained in the internal cable traffic.   

Our review found the ALAT did not understand that the TDs did not 
necessarily contain all of the intelligence gathered by the CIA from a particular 
source or on a particular event.  The ALAT had been keenly aware of the 
significance of Khallad to the FBI, and contemporaneous FBI documents 
outline his efforts in mid-January 2001 to try to ensure that all the information 
obtained from the joint source was provided to the UBL Unit at FBI 
Headquarters and the Bin Laden Squad in the New York Field Office.  
However, he relied on the TDs concerning the source’s reporting to ensure the 
completeness of the information that he had provided to his FBI colleagues.  
The ALAT erroneously believed he had obtained all the source reporting 
through the TDs.  This was not the case.  The January 2001 Khallad 
identification was only reported in an internal CIA cable and was never 
included in a TD.   

In addition to the ALAT, New York FBI agents working on the Cole 
investigation told us that when they read a TD regarding a particular subject 
(which they could access through CTLink), they mistakenly believed that it 
contained all relevant information from the source debriefings.  The primary 
Cole case agent told us that he believed that the CIA operational cables dealt 
with techniques and methods, but he did not know that these cables also 
contained the details of debriefings.  He said that he had “assumed” all the 
substantive reporting would be contained in the TDs, so he never asked the 
CIA to allow him to review the underlying cable traffic.   

If these FBI employees had a more thorough knowledge of the 
information flow within the CIA, they could have ensured that they received all 
the relevant information from the joint source.  This was especially significant 
in the case of Hazmi and Mihdhar because the CIA and FBI had decided the 
majority of the joint source’s reporting would be handled through CIA 
channels, and the ALAT did not independently report in FBI documents most 
of the source’s information.  For example, in this case, the FBI could have 
requested to review the CIA’s internal cables or asked the interviewing CIA 
officer to review the TDs and the FBI documentation to ensure all the 
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information had been captured.  However, the lack of understanding by FBI 
personnel of the CIA reporting process and its procedures for sharing 
intelligence contributed to the FBI not learning of significant information in 
CIA cables about Khallad – which would have tied an al Qaeda operative to the 
Malaysia meetings attended by Mihdhar and potentially resulted in the FBI 
focusing on Mihdhar much earlier.   

3. Inadequate procedures for documenting receipt of CIA 
information  

We also found that the FBI lacked consistent policies or procedures for 
the receipt and documentation of intelligence information received from the 
CIA.  In addition, structural impediments within the FBI undermined the 
appropriate documentation of information received from the CIA.   

As we detailed above, the information concerning the surveillance of 
suspected al Qaeda operatives at the Malaysia meetings, including Mihdhar, 
was verbally conveyed in January 2000 by a CIA officer to two FBI employees 
who were working in the FBI’s Strategic Information Operations Center 
(SIOC).  But this important information was not documented in any retrievable 
form at the FBI.   

The FBI was able to provide only three documents regarding the briefing 
on this information.  First, one FBI e-mail message was recovered through a 
painstaking review of messages on an FBI server that the FBI searched in 
connection with a request from the JICI.  Although this written record survived 
from that time, no analyst or agent would have had access to the information, 
learned of its existence, or been able to conduct the type of search that led to 
the discovery of this document.  Second, information regarding the briefing 
was also located in one of the FBI Director’s daily briefing documents 
prepared in response to the Millennium threats.  These briefing documents, 
however, were not electronically archived in a searchable database that 
analysts or agents in the field could access.  Third, a brief handwritten note 
about the information he received from the CIA was contained in the personal 
daily calendar of one of the FBI employees briefed by the CIA officer in the 
SIOC.   

We found there were no clear procedures for documenting intelligence 
communicated by the CIA to the FBI in an informal manner, such as the verbal 
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briefings on Mihdhar in the SIOC.  Although the SIOC had been activated 
during the Millennium for the express purpose of handling threat information 
from various sources, FBI personnel assigned to the SIOC during this period 
told us that there were no procedures for the receipt and handling of 
interagency information communicated informally unless it related to an 
ongoing FBI investigation.  Although one witness suggested that some type of 
log might have existed to record incoming physical information, such as 
documents, the FBI found no such log.  Moreover, FBI witnesses told us that 
the log would not have been used to document verbal briefings.  Therefore, any 
documentation of information received informally would have been at the 
discretion of the recipient.   

We are not suggesting that every informal communication from the CIA 
to the FBI should be documented.  We also recognize it is difficult to know the 
significance of any individual piece of information when it is received.  Yet, 
we believe that the FBI should attempt to establish criteria or guidance for 
determining what information from informal briefings should be documented, 
and how it should be documented.  The information received in the SIOC on 
Mihdhar was recorded only in a briefing provided to the Director and executive 
staff, which is not available to others throughout the FBI.  Clearly, the authors 
of the Director’s daily briefing believed there was some import to this 
information.  Because the Mihdhar information was never documented in an 
accessible format, only those individuals personally informed about the CIA’s 
information on the Malaysia meetings or those present for the Director’s 
briefings were made aware of the Mihdhar information.  In effect, it was lost to 
everyone else because no analysts or field agents would be able to search for or 
locate this information.  An effective analytical program requires that analysts 
have access to all available information, and that pertinent information is not 
contained solely in the personal memories of selected individuals.   

This was particularly significant because the information on Mihdhar 
initially did not appear to be important.  But it subsequently became very 
significant.  In the summer of 2001, FBI personnel eventually recognized the 
significance of the Malaysia meetings.  At this time, the e-mail and the 
information from the Director’s briefing in January 2000 were not available to 
the FBI personnel. Without mechanisms to maintain information in which the 
significance is not immediately apparent, the FBI will not be able to fully 
connect and analyze disparate pieces of information for their significance.   
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In addition, even if the agents who received the information in the SIOC 
had wanted to document it in a form that was available throughout the FBI, the 
FBI lacks an information technology system capable of adequately handling 
this type of information.  As discussed previously, the FBI’s primary electronic 
information storage system is the Automated Case Support (ACS) System.  
ACS is a case management system designed to capture information related to 
specific investigations and not for this type of general intelligence information.  
There was no FBI system that would allow this type of information to have 
been maintained so that it would be available for directed searches or other 
subsequent data mining.  It is also important to note that ACS is not approved 
for storage of information classified above the Secret level and is not approved 
for storage of any sensitive compartmented information.  Thus, it is not 
available for storage of the majority of the relevant Intelligence Community 
information, including the information on Hazmi and Mihdhar.   

In the absence of effective methods for recording and retrieving 
information obtained from other intelligence agencies, the benefits of increased 
information sharing among the agencies will remain of limited use.  Based on 
the system in effect during this period, the value of the information was 
minimal, unless the information was relayed to an individual who could 
immediately use the information or the information related to an ongoing FBI 
investigation.  When, as here, subsequent additional information increases the 
significance of the prior information, the absence of an effective information 
retrieval system effectively precludes any meaningful effort by the FBI to 
analyze the disparate pieces of information over time.   

In sum, despite the fact that some personnel at the FBI were aware in 
January 2000 that Mihdhar was possibly linked to al Qaeda operations and 
traveled to Malaysia to meet with other suspected al Qaeda operatives, this 
information was unavailable for further analysis or use once the SIOC closed 
down in late January or early February 2000.  Because no one was assigned to 
document, follow up, or track the information on Mihdhar, the FBI’s 
opportunity to discover Mihdhar’s valid U.S. visa during this period and 
therefore try to locate him was lost.   

4. Lack of appropriate infrastructure in FBI field offices  

Information sharing with the FBI also was impeded by the inadequate 
facilities for the handling of intelligence information in the two field offices 
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most directly involved in the Hazmi/Mihdhar matter.  Intelligence information 
from the CIA is often classified at a high level.  As a result, safeguards must be 
taken in handling the information, while still allowing appropriate FBI 
employees the ability to access and use the information.  Unfortunately, the 
FBI’s field offices generally lacked both the necessary physical infrastructure 
and information technology to readily use this type of information.  Without 
the appropriate physical infrastructure, the FBI will not be able to handle 
sensitive information in an effective manner.   

To handle SCI classified material, employees must store and review such 
information in a SCIF.  Access to the SCIF is limited to individuals with the 
appropriate clearance level and the need to know the information in the SCIF.  
Adequate security measures must be implemented to prevent unauthorized 
individuals from gaining access to the spaces containing such materials.  The 
type of equipment that may be brought into the space is also strictly limited.  
For example, cellular telephones, two-way pagers, and other unsecured 
communication devices are prohibited.  Telephones in SCIFs must be 
designated for secure transmissions.  Computer networks also must be secured 
for transmission of information.   

During our review, we observed the workspaces in the FBI New York 
and San Diego Field Offices and found that they were not set up to adequately 
handle the type of information involved in the Hazmi and Mihdhar cases.  
These workspaces were not adequately secured to permit FBI personnel to 
handle CIA and NSA information at their own desks, even if they had been 
given the information.  Nor were the SCIFs suitable to permit agents to 
regularly access or handle such information.  In the New York Field Office, for 
example, the SCIF we were shown was extremely small.  The CIA detailee to 
the JTTF worked in this SCIF, but there was little room for any other personnel 
to enter, let alone use it as a workspace.  In the San Diego Field Office, a small 
SCIF was used as a secure communications center for the entire office.  The 
San Diego office lacked a separate SCIF for the JTTF,264 including the CIA 

 
264 We were informed that a separate SCIF for the JTTF is under construction in the San 

Diego Field Office.  However, this SCIF will only be large enough to accommodate three or 
four employees at any one time.    
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representative assigned to the task force.  As a result, the San Diego agents 
were hampered in their ability to access CIA information.   

We also found that New York and San Diego FBI agents did not have 
sufficient access to secure telephones, known as Secure Telephone Unit third 
generation or STU III telephones.  The limited STU III phones available had to 
be shared among numerous agents.  Again, this made communications 
involving classified material within the FBI or with other members of the 
Intelligence Community more difficult.  An entire squad comprising as many 
as 25 individuals shared one or two STU III phones.   

In addition, as noted above, the FBI agents did not have access to 
computer systems that could store much of the information received from the 
CIA.  The computers at each agent’s desk in the New York and San Diego 
Field Offices only provided access to ACS.  This system does not permit 
storage or access to any information classified above the Secret level or any 
information deemed sensitive compartmented information.  Therefore, even if 
the FBI recipients of the CIA information regarding Hazmi and Mihdhar had 
wanted to document and store such information in a retrievable fashion, they 
could not have stored it on the system that FBI agents use.  The FBI had no 
internal system in New York and San Diego that allowed them to use the type 
of information involved in the Hazmi and Mihdhar case.   

In addition, most FBI agents in the field did not have direct access to 
CTLink, the shared Intelligence Community database that did contain some of 
the information on Hazmi and Mihdhar, such as the NSA information.  Field 
agents could not access, let alone conduct research, on this system.  As a result, 
even if the New York and San Diego agents wanted to search for relevant 
information about Hazmi and Mihdhar, any sensitive or highly classified 
information obtained from the NSA and CIA could not be stored in the one 
system that they used.   

In contrast, we observed that the CIA’s workspaces permitted their 
employees to access highly classified information on computers in their 
personal workstations.  Each CIA employee had their own secure computer on 
which they could receive and research highly classified material.  They had 
several secure telephones that could be used to discuss Top Secret information 
with others.  The difference in CIA and FBI workspaces was particularly stark 
in the FBI’s San Diego Field Office where, due to the lack of access to an 
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appropriate SCIF, the CIA employee co-located with the FBI’s San Diego 
Field Office could not access CIA systems.  To access CIA systems, he had to 
travel to a domestic CIA station.    

5. OIG conclusion on impediments to information sharing  
In sum, significant and systemic problems that were evident in the FBI’s 

handling of the Hazmi and Mihdhar case inhibited information sharing between 
the FBI and CIA.  The FBI failed to define the roles and responsibilities of the 
FBI detailees to the CTC’s Bin Laden Unit.  The FBI failed to ensure effective 
oversight of the detailees at the CTC.  The FBI and the CIA failed to develop a 
clear understanding of the function of detailees from each other’s agencies.  
The FBI failed to understand the CIA’s reporting process.  The FBI lacked an 
adequate computer system and appropriate infrastructure for handling 
intelligence information not directly related to a specific investigation.   

Although these systemic problems affected the flow of information 
between the FBI and CIA, we do not believe they fully explain the FBI’s 
failure to obtain the critical information on Hazmi and Mihdhar.  Employees at 
both the CIA and the FBI failed to provide or seek important information about 
Hazmi and Mihdhar, despite numerous interactions between them on issues 
related to Hazmi and Mihdhar from January 2000 through August 2001.  We 
found these interactions were substantive and that much of the information 
about Mihdhar and Hazmi was exchanged through these ongoing efforts.  
Unfortunately, the critical pieces of information relating to Hazmi and Mihdhar 
did not become known to the FBI until shortly prior to September 11.  As a 
former CTC Bin Laden Unit Deputy Chief aptly summarized it to us, 
“information that should have been shared was not, repeatedly.”   

B. The actions of the San Diego FBI  

In addition to issues that affected information sharing between the FBI 
and the CIA, the FBI had other opportunities to find information about Hazmi 
and Mihdhar before the September 11 attacks.  The time that Hazmi and 
Mihdhar spent in San Diego was an opportunity during which the FBI could 
have obtained information about them but did not.  As discussed above, Hazmi 
and Mihdhar entered the United States in January 2000 and moved to San 
Diego in February 2000, where they resided unbeknownst to the FBI.  While in 
San Diego, Hazmi and Mihdhar associated with Omar al-Bayoumi, a person 
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whom the FBI had previously investigated, and they also lived with an active, 
FBI informational asset.  Yet, the FBI did not become aware of their presence 
in San Diego until after September 11, 2001.   

Because Bayoumi spent a significant amount of time with Hazmi and 
Mihdhar in early 2000, it is possible that – had a full field investigation of 
Bayoumi been open at the time – the FBI could have discovered Mihdhar and 
Hazmi’s presence in San Diego and also uncovered the CIA information about 
their attendance at the Malaysia meetings.  Because Hazmi and Mihdhar lived 
with an FBI asset, it is also possible that if the FBI had documented their 
presence in San Diego, it would have provided additional investigative leads 
that could have aided the New York FBI in locating them in August 2001.  We 
therefore evaluated the San Diego FBI’s investigation of Bayoumi and the 
decision to close its preliminary inquiry on him in June 1999.  We also 
examined the San Diego FBI control agent’s decision not to obtain or 
document information from his information asset about Hazmi and Mihdhar, 
who were boarders in the asset’s house.   

In examining the San Diego Field Office’s handling of the Bayoumi 
investigation and the informational asset, we also found that, despite the fact 
that FBI Headquarters had established counterterrorism as a top priority of the 
FBI in 1998, the San Diego Field Office was continuing to pursue drug 
trafficking as its top priority in 2001.  While the FBI made counterterrorism its 
top priority on paper, the FBI took few steps to ensure that field offices 
complied with this directive.  We discuss this issue at the end of this section.  

1. The San Diego FBI’s preliminary investigation of Bayoumi  

As discussed above, Bayoumi is a Saudi national who in January 2000 
had been living in the United States for approximately six years, was well-paid 
by a Saudi company that contracted with the Saudi government, and was 
involved in setting up mosques in the San Diego area.  Hazmi and Mihdhar met 
Bayoumi in Los Angeles approximately two weeks after entering the United 
States in January 2000.  A few days later they moved to San Diego, where 
Bayoumi assisted them in obtaining an apartment in the complex where he 
lived.  They lived in this complex for four months.   

Bayoumi’s name had first surfaced at the FBI in 1995 in connection with 
other investigations.  Bayoumi’s name resurfaced at the FBI on August 31, 
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1998, when his apartment manager contacted the FBI to report her suspicions 
regarding Bayoumi’s activities.  The manager reported that she had been 
notified by the U.S. Postal Inspection Service in March 1998 that Bayoumi had 
been sent a “suspicious” package from the Middle East.  According to the 
manager, the package had broken open and had a number of wires protruding 
from it.  She reported further that the apartment complex maintenance man had 
noticed a number of wires protruding beneath the bathroom sink in Bayoumi’s 
master bedroom.  She reported that there had been large meetings of men, who 
based upon their dress appeared to be Middle Eastern, gathering in Bayoumi’s 
apartment on weekend evenings.  She also complained that several parking 
spots were being illegally used by the people gathering at Bayoumi’s 
apartment.   

On September 8, 1998, the San Diego FBI opened a preliminary inquiry 
on Bayoumi.265  The assigned agent checked FBI indices for further 
information regarding Bayoumi and conducted other investigative steps.   

The agent contacted the U.S. Postal Inspection Service in reference to the 
alleged “suspicious” package sent to Bayoumi.  A postal inspector advised the 
FBI agent that “suspicious” did not necessarily mean “nefarious,” and the vast 
majority of suspicious packages were benign.  The postal inspector reviewed 
the report relating to the Bayoumi package and told the agent that the package 
had been deemed “suspicious” because it had no customs papers or appropriate 
postage and originated in Saudi Arabia.  According to the report, there was no 
record of any wires protruding from the package, Bayoumi had retrieved the 
package, and it was no longer called a “suspect parcel.”   

According to the FBI agent, the apartment manager agreed to record the 
license plate numbers of the meeting participants.  However, the manager later 
advised the agent that meetings had dwindled to a few participants and then 
stopped all together.   

 
265 In accordance with the Attorney General’s Foreign Counterintelligence Guidelines, a 

preliminary inquiry could be opened when there was information or allegations indicating 
that an individual is or may have been an international terrorist or a recruitment target of an 
international terrorist organization.  Preliminary inquiries were permitted to remain open for 
120 days and had to be closed unless the FBI obtained sufficient evidence to open a full field 
investigation.   
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The agent asked fellow FBI agents to ask their “logical sources” for 
information regarding Bayoumi.  The sources related the following concerning 
Bayoumi: 

• Bayoumi was married with small children and had recently 
completed a master’s degree program and he was looking for a 
Ph. D. program, but his test scores were too low.  He was 
approximately 30 years old and unemployed.   

• Bayoumi was a Saudi who regularly attended the ICSD (Islamic 
Center of San Diego).  He was married with children and was 
working on a master’s or other advanced degree.   

• Bayoumi reportedly delivered $400,000 to the Islamic Kurdish 
community in El Cajon, California in order to build a mosque.  
Source opined Bayoumi “must be an agent of a foreign power or 
an agent of Saudi Arabia.”   

• Bayoumi was in the U.S. on a student visa but was applying for a 
green card.  Bayoumi claimed to have a master’s degree and was 
working on a Ph. D.  His father was sending him $3,000 a month 
for support while he was in school.   

The FBI agent also contacted the INS in reference to Bayoumi’s 
immigration status.  An INS special agent advised that Bayoumi was in the 
U.S. on an F-1 student visa, but his work visa had expired.  However, the INS 
reported that his visa could be renewed.   

The FBI agent received no further substantive information in response to 
various information checks.  According to the agent, the only remaining option 
was to conduct an interview of Bayoumi.  After her supervisor consulted with 
fellow FBI agents who were working on a large, sensitive counterterrorism 
investigation involving an alleged terrorist organization, the supervisor 
instructed the agent not to conduct the subject interview of Bayoumi.266  The 
agent told the OIG that she did not believe the decision was inappropriate 

 
266 The file indicates that the decision not to conduct an interview was due to an 

investigation that included a proposed proactive element.  The FBI believed that the benefits 
of interviewing Bayoumi did not justify the risk to the proposed operation.     
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based on the potential effect of such an interview on the other sensitive 
investigation.   

On June 7, 1999, the FBI closed its preliminary inquiry on Bayoumi, and 
he was no longer actively under investigation by the FBI.   

The FBI case agent told the OIG that she had no concrete information 
linking Bayoumi to any terrorist activities.  She stated that the allegations that 
gave rise to the preliminary investigation were not substantiated.  With respect 
to the source reporting that Bayoumi had received large sums of money from 
overseas, the case agent explained it was not unusual for foreign students, 
especially from Saudi Arabia, to regularly receive money, even large sums of 
money.  Therefore, the case agent did not consider this to be inherently 
suspicious.  The agent’s squad supervisor at the time and other agents on the 
squad also told the OIG that it was not unusual or suspicious for Saudi students 
to have received large sums of money from Saudi Arabia.   

As stated above, one source had provided unverified information that 
Bayoumi could potentially be a Saudi intelligence operative or source.  
According to the agent, Bayoumi was allegedly very involved and interested in 
Saudi affairs in San Diego, and this probably led to the suspicions about 
Bayoumi’s connection to the Saudi government.  However, the agent told the 
OIG that Saudi Arabia was not listed as a threat country and the Saudis were 
considered allies of the United States. 267  Therefore, Bayoumi’s potential 
involvement with the Saudi Arabian government would not have affected the 
FBI’s decision to close the preliminary inquiry.   

The squad supervisor at the time of our investigation, who had been an 
agent on the squad for several years, told the OIG that before September 11, 
the Saudi Arabian government was considered an ally of the United States and 
that a report of an individual being an agent of the Saudi government would not 
have been considered a priority.  Other agents on the squad also said that a 
source reporting that an individual was an agent of the Saudi government 

 
267 Country threats are defined by the FBI as foreign governments or entities whose 

intelligence activities are so hostile, or of such concern, to the national security of the United 
States that counterintelligence or monitoring activities directed against such countries are 
warranted.    
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would not have been cause for concern because the Saudi government was 
considered an ally of the United States.   

In addition, the case agent explained that more intrusive investigative 
techniques could not be conducted because of the restrictions of the Attorney 
General FCI Guidelines in effect at the time.  No meaningful surveillance 
could be conducted, no bank records or other financial records could be sought, 
and very little investigative activity beyond fully identifying the individual 
could be done.     

In sum, we do not believe that the FBI’s actions with regard to Bayoumi 
and its decision to close the preliminary inquiry were inappropriate.  The agent 
conducted logical investigative steps that were permitted under the Attorney 
General Guidelines in effect at the time, such as checking FBI records for 
information, asking other intelligence agencies for information about the 
subject, and asking agents to query their sources about the subject, but the 
agent did not uncover any information to support the allegations.  The 
Guidelines did not permit the case agent to engage in more intrusive 
investigative techniques, such as a clandestine search of Bayoumi’s property, 
obtaining his telephone or financial records, or secretly recording his 
conversations.   

Although the Attorney General Guidelines would have permitted a 
subject interview of Bayoumi prior to closing the preliminary inquiry, the 
decision not to conduct an interview appeared warranted, given its possible 
effect on an ongoing significant investigation.   

2. The FBI’s handling of the informational asset  
As described above, in May 2000 Hazmi and Mihdhar began renting a 

room in the home of an FBI informational asset.  An FBI San Diego Special 
Agent who we call “Stan” was the asset’s control agent since the asset was 
opened in 1994.  The asset had provided the FBI with significant information 
over the years and was considered a reliable source.  He was well known in the 
Muslim community.  He often rented rooms in his house to Muslim men in the 
community who needed temporary housing.  At the time that Hazmi and 
Mihdhar moved in with him, he had two other individuals renting rooms in his 
house.  Mihdhar lived with the asset until June 10, 2000, when he left the 
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United States, and Hazmi remained as a boarder at the asset’s home until 
December 2000.   

According to Stan, the asset told Stan that two young Saudis who had 
recently come to the United States to visit and study had moved in as boarders. 
The asset described them as good Muslims who often went to the mosque and 
prayed.  The asset provided Stan with their first names but little other 
identifying information.  Stan did not obtain any additional information from 
the asset about the boarders, such as their last names, and he did not conduct 
any investigation of them.   

Had Stan pursued information about Hazmi and Mihdhar, he might have 
uncovered the CIA information about them.  In addition, he might have created 
a record in FBI computer systems about Hazmi and Mihdhar’s presence in San 
Diego, which would have provided the FBI with additional information and 
avenues of investigation when it began to search for them in August 2001.  For 
these reasons, we examined Stan’s actions with regard to the asset.   

In interviews with the JICI staff and in congressional testimony, Stan 
stated that the informational asset primarily provided information about the 
activities and identities of persons in the Muslim community in San Diego who 
were the subjects of FBI preliminary inquiries or full field investigations. 268  
Stan said that the asset volunteered some information about other individuals 
as well.  He said he thought that the asset had good judgment about which 
individuals might pose a threat and that his reporting had been “consistent” 
over the years.  We reviewed the asset’s file and noted the asset provided 
information on a regular basis on a variety of different individuals and topics.  
Although we could not evaluate the asset’s judgment from the file, we consider 
Stan’s description of the asset’s reporting to be apt.   

Stan also stated that he was aware that the asset had boarders in his house 
over the years, and the fact that two new boarders had moved in with the asset 
did not arouse suspicion.  He noted that the asset volunteered that the two 
boarders were living with him soon after they moved in, but the asset provided 
the information about his boarders as part of a personal conversation and not 

 
268 As noted above, Stan has retired from the FBI and declined to be interviewed by the 

OIG.   
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because the asset believed that it had any significance.  Stan stated the 
information provided from the asset was that the two boarders were from Saudi 
Arabia, which, according to Stan, was not a country that the United States had 
placed on the list as a threat to national security.  Stan said that the asset did not 
describe his boarders as suspicious or otherwise worthy of further scrutiny.  He 
also asserted that he was prohibited from further pursuing the information 
about Hazmi and Mihdhar, including documenting the information that he had 
obtained, because of the Attorney General Guidelines in effect at the time.   

In examining Stan’s actions, we first considered whether the Attorney 
General’s FCI Guidelines were applicable to the situation involving Hazmi and 
Mihdhar.  As suggested by Stan, the Attorney General’s FCI Guidelines were 
designed to ensure that the FBI opened preliminary inquiries and conducted 
investigations only if the required predicating information was present.    
Because there were no allegations or information provided to Stan that Hazmi 
and Mihdhar were terrorists or agents of a foreign power, we agree that Stan 
did not have sufficient information to open a preliminary inquiry and actively 
investigate Hazmi and Mihdhar.   

We also considered whether, at a minimum, Stan could have attempted to 
obtain additional information about people who were living with his 
informational asset, such as their full names, and whether he was required to 
document the information on Hazmi and Mihdhar that he had received from his 
asset.  First, we reviewed FBI policies and procedures for handling assets.  
Those policies did not require Stan to obtain information from an informational 
asset about people living in the asset’s house or to conduct record checks to 
obtain this information.  In addition, the policies do not appear to require Stan 
to have documented information received from the asset about anyone living 
with him, or to even document their full identities if he had obtained that 
information.   

We also interviewed several FBI agents who were on Stan’s 
counterterrorism squad and asked them whether it would have been their 
practice to seek additional information about boarders living with an 
informational asset and what, if anything, they would have done with this 
information.  We found no consensus among them about whether information 
on boarders like Hazmi and Mihdhar who lived with an informational asset 
should have been obtained and documented.  Some agents stated that they 
would have pursued more information about boarders living with an 
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informational asset, while others stated that they would not have.  Some of the 
agents stated that they would have noted the fact of the informational asset 
having boarders in his file.  Some agents stated that they would have 
documented the identities of the roommates in an EC that would have been 
uploaded to ACS.  However, former San Diego Division Special Agent in 
Charge William Gore told the OIG that he “did not believe anything had been 
done wrong” in the handling of the informational asset and he did not fault 
Stan for not obtaining the information.   

While we recognize that no FBI policy addressed this issue and there was 
a lack of consensus on what should have been done in a situation like this, we 
believe that it would have been a better practice for Stan to have questioned the 
informational asset about his boarders and obtained their full identities.  Stan 
was aware that Hazmi and Mihdhar were relative strangers to the informational 
asset, and that they were not friends, family, or long-time associates of the 
asset.  Stan also was aware that the asset had no direct knowledge of Hazmi 
and Mihdhar’s backgrounds and could not vouch for their character.  
Moreover, the boarders in the asset’s home were in a position to put the asset 
and the information he supplied to the FBI in jeopardy.  Therefore, prudence 
and operational security would suggest that information about persons living 
with the asset should have been sought, at least to the extent of learning and 
documenting their names, and perhaps running a records check on them.   

If Stan had asked more questions about the asset’s boarders, he also may 
have acquired enough information to pursue further inquiry.  For example, the 
asset has stated after the September 11 attacks that Hazmi and Mihdhar did not 
make telephone calls from his house, and that in retrospect he found this 
behavior to be suspicious.  The asset also stated after September 11 that he had 
told Hazmi to stay away from Bayoumi because of his alleged association with 
the Saudi government.  Therefore, if Stan had asked the asset a few more 
questions about Hazmi and Mihdhar and acquired this kind of information, it 
may have led Stan to conduct further inquiries, particularly since Bayoumi had 
been the subject of an FBI investigation.   

Moreover, while no specific FBI policy required agents to obtain 
information about persons living in a house with an informational asset, FBI 
policies required control agents to continuously evaluate the credibility of their 
informational assets.  Before informational assets are approved, they are 
required to undergo a background investigation to assess their suitability, 
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credibility, and “bona fides.”269  Certain minimum checks were required, such 
as a check of FBI indices, local criminal checks, and CIA traces.  The policy 
provided that additional checks “may be deemed necessary,” such as querying 
other assets and running indices checks on immediate family members.  In 
addition, FBI policy provided that an asset’s bona fides “should be continually 
addressed,” even after the initial assessment was completed.   

More specifically, the FBI field office is required to conduct a yearly 
evaluation of each informational asset and provide the evaluation report to FBI 
Headquarters.  This report is required to contain, among other things, the FBI’s 
number of contacts with the informational asset during the reporting period, a 
summary of the most significant information furnished by the informational 
asset, the number of preliminary inquiries and full investigations that were 
opened based on information provided by the informational asset, and “steps 
that have been taken to establish asset bona fides since last evaluation.”  
Although Stan would not have been required to obtain additional information 
about his informational asset’s boarders to complete this report, the FBI’s 
policy of continually vetting the credibility of its assets permitted Stan to seek 
more information about Hazmi and Mihdhar and the other boarders from his 
asset and run indices checks on any persons living with his informational asset.   

We reviewed the informational asset’s file, Stan’s yearly evaluation of 
the asset, and Stan’s reporting on the bona fides checks conducted on the 
informational asset.  Based on our review, we were concerned by the lack of 
information included in the file in support of the bona fides checks conducted 
by Stan each year.  In each of the documents provided to FBI Headquarters 
about the informational asset that we reviewed, Stan wrote the following 
perfunctory paragraph:  “Asset bona fides have been established through 
independently received reliable asset reporting, [redacted] and physical 
surveillance.”   

Stan maintained no predicating information in the file on these bona fides 
checks.  The file did not disclose which checks or surveillance had been 

 
269 The FBI defines “bona fides” to mean that the asset or informational asset “is who 

he/she says he/she is;” that the asset “has the position or access the asset claims to have;” 
and that the asset “is not working for or reporting to a foreign intelligence service or 
international terrorist organization without the knowledge of the FBI.”    
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conducted, by whom, when, or the results.  Without that material, the 
informational asset’s bona fides were merely verified through the attestation of 
Stan.  It is possible that Stan conducted numerous indices checks and 
conducted an exhaustive bona fides check on the informational asset each year.  
It also is possible that he conducted minimal or no checks and merely attested 
to the informational asset’s credibility based on their personal history and 
relationship.  Because we were unable to interview Stan, we could not 
determine which was more likely.   

However, no FBI policy described the level of detail to be contained in 
an asset file.  We believe the policy should require an asset file to contain at 
least minimal information to allow a reviewer to independently verify that an 
adequate background check has been conducted.  This information is necessary 
to allow FBI managers to determine whether the control agent is continuing to 
assess each informational asset’s credibility.  This information would also help 
ensure that the control agent has not become too comfortable with the 
informational asset and thus vulnerable to being misled or failing to obtain 
adequate information about the asset.   

We also were concerned by the lack of policy or practice specifying what 
information from the asset must be documented.  The Hazmi and Mihdhar case 
clearly demonstrates that information must be documented to be useful.  Even 
if Stan had obtained the full names of Hazmi and Mihdhar from the 
informational asset, he would not have been required to document it in any 
retrievable format.  Without the requirement to document such information, the 
information would not have been accessible to other FBI personnel.  For 
information to be useful, it must be documented in a retrievable form and it 
must be available for consideration and analysis.   

In sum, we believe that Hazmi and Mihdhar’s presence in San Diego 
should have drawn some scrutiny from the FBI.  Although unknown at the 
time, documenting their presence in San Diego in a searchable and retrievable 
manner would have provided an opportunity for the FBI to connect information 
in the future.  If Hazmi and Mihdhar’s presence in San Diego in 2000 had been 
documented, an FBI indices record check in August 2001, when the FBI 
received information from the CIA that Hazmi and Mihdhar had entered the 
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United States, might have led the FBI to the San Diego information.  This 
connection would have provided substantive leads for the New York FBI’s 
effort to locate Mihdhar in August 2001.270   

3. San Diego FBI’s failure to prioritize counterterrorism 
investigations   

As discussed in Chapter Two, in 1998 the FBI adopted a 5-year strategic 
plan that established the FBI investigative priorities in a 3-tier system.  Tier I 
priorities were “foreign intelligence, terrorist, and criminal activities that 
directly threaten the National or Economic Security of the United States.”  
Tier II priorities were “crimes that affect the public safety or undermine the 
integrity of American society: drugs, organized crime, civil rights, and public 
corruption.”  Tier III priorities were “crimes that affect individuals and 
property such as violent crime, car theft, and telemarketing scams…”   

On March 15, 1999, shortly after Director of Central Intelligence George 
Tenet asserted the U.S. Intelligence Community was declaring war on Usama 
Bin Laden and al Qaeda, FBI Headquarters established national level priorities 
within its Counterterrorism Program.  Bin Laden and al Qaeda, along with the 
Bin Laden-allied Egyptian Islamic Jihad (EIJ) and al Gama’at al Islamiyya 
(IG), were designated as “priority group one” for the FBI’s counterterrorism 
efforts.   

Our review of the Hazmi/Mihdhar chronology revealed no appreciable 
shift in resources by the FBI’s San Diego Field Office in response to these 
changed priorities.  We found that prior to September 11, 2001, the actual 
investigative priority for the San Diego Field Office was drug trafficking.  
According to former San Diego Special Agent in Charge William Gore, the 
highest concentration of FBI agents and resources in San Diego was directed at 
combating drug trafficking based on the FBI’s process and procedures used 
each year to set priorities in its field offices.  He said that white-collar crime 
was the office’s second priority, and violent crime was its third priority.  

 
270 As noted, Mihdhar and Hazmi used their own names to open bank accounts, conduct 

financial transactions, obtain state identification cards, purchase a vehicle, obtain telephone 
service, take flying lessons, and rent an apartment while residing in San Diego.   
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Counterterrorism was only the fourth priority for the San Diego FBI office.  
The counterterrorism efforts in San Diego were directed primarily at another 
terrorist organization and related groups not connected to Al Qaeda, and the 
majority of San Diego’s counterterrorism investigations targeted activities 
related to the indirect support of terrorism conducted by those groups.   

We found that the San Diego FBI focused little to no investigative 
activity on al Qaeda prior to September 11.  San Diego FBI personnel stated to 
us that they had believed there was no significant al Qaeda activity in San 
Diego based on information from their sources and investigative activities.  
The former supervisor of the San Diego counterterrorism squad explained their 
job at the field office level was to “shake the tree and see what fell out” in 
relation to potential terrorism activities in their area.  Although San Diego 
agents assigned to counterterrorism conceded they had received little to no 
specific training concerning Bin Laden or al Qaeda, they asserted that al Qaeda 
did not have a significant presence in San Diego prior to September 11.   

Yet, al Qaeda was present in San Diego, unbeknownst to the FBI.  Hazmi 
and Mihdhar resided in San Diego.  Unfortunately, the San Diego agents were 
not focusing on al Qaeda.  Even though FBI Headquarters had designated al 
Qaeda as the number one counterterrorism priority, the San Diego FBI was not 
attempting to identify individuals that were associated with al Qaeda.   

Since September 11, many San Diego agents have been moved from 
other squads and assigned to counterterrorism.  Significantly, the San Diego 
office opened a large number of intelligence investigations on potential al 
Qaeda subjects immediately after September 11.  Obviously, the focus and 
priorities dramatically changed after September 11.  But there is no reason to 
believe the al Qaeda presence in San Diego began only after September 11.  If 
San Diego’s focus on counterterrorism and al Qaeda had occurred earlier in 
San Diego, there would have been a greater possibility, though no guarantee, 
that Hazmi’s and Mihdhar’s presence in San Diego may have come to the 
attention of the FBI before September 11.   

However, it is important to note that San Diego’s allocation of resources 
before September 11 and the lower priority it gave to the Counterterrorism 
Program were not atypical of FBI field offices before September 11.  In an 
OIG September 2002 audit report entitled “A Review of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation’s Counterterrorism Program: Threat Assessment, Strategic 
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Planning, and Resource Management,” we found that “Although the FBI has 
developed an elaborate, multi-layered strategic planning system over the past 
decade, the system has not adequately established priorities or effectively 
allocated resources to the Counterterrorism Program.”   

Furthermore, the OIG report found that resources were not allocated 
consistent with the FBI’s priorities – particularly at the field office level – 
because of the lack of “management controls” in the FBI’s “complicated and 
paper-intensive strategic planning process.”  Instead of allocating resources 
based on FBI priorities, field offices allocated resources primarily based on 
previous caseloads in the field office.  According to the report, prior to 
September 11, “the Bureau devoted significantly more special agent resources 
to traditional law enforcement activities such as white collar crime, organized 
crime, drug, and violent crime investigations than to domestic and international 
terrorism investigations.”  For example, in 2000 twice as many FBI agents 
were assigned to drug enforcement than to counterterrorism.  Thus, the San 
Diego’s office allocation of resources was not different from many other FBI 
field offices, despite the stated priorities of the FBI.   

C. Events in the spring and summer of 2001  
As described in the factual chronology, the FBI had several opportunities 

in the spring and summer of 2001 to obtain critical intelligence about Mihdhar 
and Hazmi.  Although the FBI and the CIA were discussing Mihdhar, Khallad, 
and the Cole investigation throughout the spring and summer of 2001, the FBI 
did not become aware of the critical intelligence involving Mihdhar’s U.S. visa 
and subsequent travel to the U.S. until late August 2001.  As we discussed 
above, we believe that systemic problems regarding information sharing 
between the two agencies contributed to the FBI’s failure to obtain this 
information earlier.  But restrictions within the FBI also contributed to the 
FBI’s failure to acquire critical information about Hazmi and Mihdhar before 
September 11.  In this section, we discuss those problems.   

1. Restrictions on the flow of information within the FBI  

By the summer of 2001, the effect of the various restrictions within the 
FBI on information sharing – commonly referred to as “the wall” – had 
resulted in a nearly complete separation of intelligence and criminal 
investigations within the FBI.  This separation greatly hampered the flow of 
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information between FBI personnel working criminal and intelligence 
investigations, including information concerning Hazmi and Mihdhar in the 
summer of 2001.   

As discussed in Chapter Two, in late 1999 the FISA Court had become 
the “wall” for purposes of passing FISA information on targets of a particular 
terrorist organization from FBI intelligence investigations to criminal 
investigations.  Any information that intelligence agents wanted to give to 
criminal agents had to be provided to the FBI’s NSLU, which then provided it 
to OIPR, which then provided it to the FISA Court, which then had to approve 
the passage of the information to criminal agents.  In addition, after the FISA 
Court was notified in the fall 2000 about errors in approximately 100 FISA 
applications, a significant portion of which related to the FBI’s representations 
about the “wall” procedures in al Qaeda cases, the FISA Court imposed new 
restrictions on the FBI’s handling of FISA information.  The FISA Court 
required a certification from all individuals who received FISA information 
stating that they understood this requirement.   

The FISA Court exempted CIA and NSA personnel, who often received 
FISA information from the FBI, from this certification requirement.  But the 
FISA Court required that the CIA and NSA indicate on the information they 
provided to the FBI whether the information had been obtained based on FISA 
information previously provided to them by the FBI (called “FISA-derived 
information”).  In response, the NSA decided that it was more efficient not to 
delay dissemination of intelligence while checking to see if it was derived from 
FISA, and it therefore placed a caveat on all NSA counterterrorism reports to 
the FBI stating that before information could be considered for dissemination 
to criminal personnel, the FBI had to check with the NSA General Counsel 
about whether the intelligence was FISA-derived.  Once the NSA determined 
whether the information was FISA-derived, the FBI had to comply with the 
wall procedures for passing FISA-derived information to criminal agents or 
prosecutors.  If the information was not FISA-derived, it could be passed 
directly.   

FBI Headquarters personnel became wary that any involvement of 
criminal agents in intelligence investigations could present problems for the 
FBI with the FISA Court.  A former ITOS unit chief described the FISA 
Court’s certification requirement as a “contempt letter” and said that it “shut 
down” the flow of information in the FBI.  He further stated that FBI 
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Headquarters employees became worried that any misstep in handling FISA 
information could result in harm to their careers because an FBI agent was 
banned from appearing before the FISA Court and OPR began an investigation 
on him.  These three factors – the Court had become the screener in al Qaeda 
cases, the certification requirement imposed by the FISA Court, and concerns 
about violating the Court’s rules – combined to stifle the flow of intelligence 
information within the FBI.  FBI employees described this to the OIG as the 
walls within the FBI becoming “higher” over time.  New York FBI agents told 
the OIG that the walls were viewed as a “maze” that no one really understood 
or could easily navigate.   

As we discuss below, these walls affected the FBI personnel’s 
discussions about the Mihdhar information at the June 11, 2001, meeting in 
New York and the FBI’s decision to open an investigation to locate Mihdhar in 
August 2001.   

2. Problems at the June 11 meeting  
At the June 11, 2001, meeting, FBI Headquarters and CIA CTC 

personnel discussed with New York FBI investigators issues relating to the 
Cole investigation.  At the time of this meeting, the FBI analyst who we call 
Donna had received information from the CIA concerning travel in January 
2000 of an al Qaeda operative named Khalid al-Mihdhar to Malaysia through 
Dubai.  Donna also had received surveillance photographs from the CIA 
showing Mihdhar meeting with other unidentified al Qaeda operatives in 
Malaysia.271   

After receiving the information from the CIA, Donna had conducted her 
own record check on Mihdhar in CTLink and discovered the NSA information 
from late 1999 and early 2000 associating Mihdhar with a suspected terrorist 
facility in the Middle East linked to al Qaeda activities and his plans to travel 
to Malaysia in January 2000.   

 
271 Although not shared with Donna or known to anyone else in the FBI, the CIA also 

knew in June 2001 that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa, that Mihdhar’s associate -- Hazmi -- had 
traveled to the United States in January 2000, and that the Cole mastermind Khallad had 
been identified in one of the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photographs.     
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This NSA intelligence about Mihdhar would have been important to the 
FBI agents conducting a criminal investigation of the Cole attacks.  However, 
Donna did not share this information with the criminal agents at the June 11 
meeting because of concerns about the wall.  By this time, the FBI was 
operating under the requirement that all NSA counterterrorism information had 
to be reviewed by the NSA’s General Counsel’s Office for a determination of 
whether it was FISA-derived before it could be considered for dissemination to 
criminal agents.  Because she had not yet asked the NSA whether the 
information could be passed, Donna did not provide the New York agents with 
any of the NSA information.  That information would have been important to 
the New York agents who were working the Cole investigation because they 
specialized in al Qaeda operations and at the June 11 meeting showed great 
interest in the Malaysia meetings and Mihdhar.  That information may also 
have provided the criminal agents with additional leads and could have led to 
the information that Mihdhar and Hazmi had traveled to the United States in 
January 2000.   

We recognize that the caveat on sharing any NSA counterterrorism 
information did not mean that the criminal agents were prohibited from ever 
obtaining access to the NSA information on Mihdhar.  But if the information 
was FISA-derived, the caveat created a delay in the criminal agents receiving 
the information because of the lengthy procedures that had to be followed to 
share the information with them.   

With respect to the information Donna had received from the CIA about 
the Malaysia meetings, Donna showed the photographs to New York agents 
and asked whether they could identify Cole participant Fahd al Quso in the 
photographs.  After one of the agents made a tentative identification, the agents 
asked questions about Mihdhar and the photographs.  The agents continued to 
ask Donna questions about Mihdhar, the Malaysia meetings, and the 
photographs on June 11 after the meeting.  As we discussed above, it is unclear 
how much questioning occurred during the actual meeting and how much 
occurred after the meeting.  Donna was unable to answer most of the agents’ 
questions because she had not obtained the information from the CIA.  This, in 
our view, was not because of the wall, but was because of Donna’s failure to 
plan the meeting adequately or ask sufficient questions from the CIA in 
advance of the meeting.   
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First, we believe the planning for the June 11 meeting was flawed.  
Although Donna and other IOSs frequently traveled to New York to work on 
the Cole investigation, she told the OIG that this was the first time that she had 
arranged for a meeting involving CTC personnel in New York.  Yet, according 
to what the meeting participants told the OIG, the purpose and the agenda of 
the meeting were not clear.  The participants agreed that they knew there was 
going to be a discussion of the investigative results on the Cole attack.  The 
New York agents believed that the CTC and FBI Headquarters had information 
to share with New York.  Donna and the CTC participants, however, described 
the meeting as a “brainstorming” session to determine what new leads could be 
pursued and what FBI Headquarters could do to assist New York.   

No agenda was prepared and no supervisors were consulted for their 
input about the meeting.  Even though Donna said that she called the meeting 
to explore further leads or avenues of investigation in the Cole case, she 
apparently did not ask the CTC participants to be prepared to present 
information or answer questions.  Mary and Peter told the OIG they were not in 
a position to discuss the Cole investigation.  Mary said she was not up to speed 
about the Cole investigation or the Malaysia meetings.  Peter told the OIG that 
as an analyst at the CIA, he did not have authority to discuss CIA information 
at the meeting and he was merely “tagging along.”   

Donna told the OIG that she considered Mary to be another FBI 
employee at the meeting, and for this reason did not provide her with any 
specific instructions in preparation for the meeting.  Donna also said that she 
had not invited Peter and because she was not in his chain of command, she did 
not ask him to be prepared.  However, the New York agents we interviewed 
told the OIG that they believed that CTC personnel were coming to the 
meeting in part to share information with them.  The fact that all the 
participants we interviewed described the meeting as unproductive and a 
“waste of time” highlighted that a more useful exchange of information could 
have occurred.   

With respect to the Kuala Lumpur photographs, Donna had obtained only 
limited information from CIA employee John about the photos when she 
received them.  She did not ask general background questions such as whether 
anyone else in the photographs had been identified, or what else was known 
from the Malaysia meetings.  Donna told the OIG that because she believed the 
CIA provided her with everything she was entitled to know, she did not have 
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an in-depth discussion about the photographs.  John said he did not recall 
anything about his discussions with Donna regarding the Kuala Lumpur 
photographs.   

Donna told the OIG that when the New York agents asked her questions 
about Mihdhar, the Malaysia meetings, and the photographs, she thought that 
they were reasonable questions, but she did not know the answers.  She stated 
that at the time she obtained the Kuala Lumpur photographs from the CIA, she 
believed that they were only potentially related to Quso and their significance 
to the Cole would hinge on whether Quso was in the photographs.   

We believe Donna should have asked the CIA additional questions about 
the photographs.  She had reason to believe Quso, a key individual in the Cole 
investigation, may have attended the Malaysia meetings.  Given her interest in 
whether Quso had attended the meetings, she should have wanted to ascertain, 
and asked the CIA, what, if anything, was known about the purpose of the 
Malaysia meetings, who were the other participants at the meetings, what was 
known about the participants, and any other available information.   

Donna also did not ask the CIA whether there were additional photos or 
documentation.  Donna told the OIG she was unaware that there could have 
been additional photographs or other relevant information available.  We 
believe that someone in her position should have known or at least asked for 
additional information about the subject of the photographs in preparation for 
the meeting.   

We also were troubled by Donna’s inadequate efforts to obtain additional 
information after the June 11 meeting, particularly information about the 
Malaysia meetings, since it had been the subject of a dispute between Donna 
and Scott.  Although Donna told the New York agents that she would check 
with the CIA about additional information regarding the photographs and the 
Malaysia meetings, Donna made little effort to obtain this information until 
two months later, in August 2001.  Donna told the OIG that she believes that 
she made some unsuccessful follow-up phone calls to Peter and John about the 
photographs.  It is not clear from the documentary evidence how much Donna 
did before August to obtain the information, but she did not provide additional 
information to the New York agents about the photographs for at least two 
months.  We recognize that FBI analysts were overwhelmed with assignments 
and had to juggle many responsibilities, however, given the possible 
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connections of this information to the Cole investigation, we believe Donna 
should have made more aggressive and timely efforts to obtain this information 
soon after the June 11 meeting and to keep the New York agents informed 
about what her follow-up efforts were.   

By the same token, Scott, the New York Cole case agent, did little to 
follow up after the June 11 meeting to obtain information he requested about 
the Malaysia meeting.  Scott told the OIG he “often” asked Donna about the 
status of the information, but he was not provided any such information.  
Donna contended that Scott did not follow up on his June 11 requests.  We 
found no evidence such as e-mails or other documents to support Scott’s claim 
that he raised the issue often with Donna.  We believe that neither Donna nor 
Scott made significant efforts after the meeting to obtain the information.   

3. The FBI’s investigation in August 2001 to find Mihdhar and 
Hazmi  

As discussed above, on August 22, 2001, the FBI learned that Mihdhar 
and Hazmi had entered the United States in January 2000, that Mihdhar had 
again flown to New York on July 4, 2001, and that there was no record of 
either of them leaving the country.  The FBI also learned that Khallad had been 
identified in the Kuala Lumpur photographs.  Upon discovery of this 
information, the FBI opened an intelligence investigation in New York in an 
effort to locate Mihdhar.   

Once again, however, the separation between intelligence and criminal 
information affected who could receive access to the information about Hazmi 
and Mihdhar.  This interpretation of the wall also hampered the ability of the 
FBI New York agents working on the Cole investigation to participate in the 
search for Hazmi and Mihdhar.  In addition, we found that the FBI’s efforts to 
locate Hazmi and Mihdhar were not extensive.  We do not fault the case agent 
assigned to locate them.  He was new and not instructed to give the case any 
priority.  Rather, we found that the FBI New York did not pursue this as an 
urgent matter or assign many resources to it.   
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a. The effect of the wall on the FBI’s attempts to locate 
Mihdhar  

As discussed above, Donna drafted an EC to the New York FBI 
requesting it open an investigation to locate Mihdhar.  She also called Chad, 
the FBI New York agent who primarily handled intelligence investigations for 
the Bin Laden squad, to give him a “heads up” about the matter, and she 
subsequently sent the EC to him.  She wrote in the e-mail that she wanted to 
get the intelligence investigation going and the EC could not be shared with 
any of the agents working the Cole criminal case.  Chad forwarded the EC to 
his squad supervisor, Jason, who nevertheless disseminated the EC via e-mail 
within the Bin Laden squad, including to the criminal agents assigned to the 
Cole investigation.   

Scott read the EC and contacted Donna regarding it.  Donna informed 
Scott that he was not supposed to have read the EC because it contained NSA 
information that had not been cleared to be passed to criminal agents.  Donna 
told Scott that he needed to destroy his copy.  Scott responded that the effort to 
locate Mihdhar should be part of the Cole criminal investigation, and he argued 
with Donna regarding the designation of the investigation as an intelligence 
matter.  Donna asserted that, because of the wall, criminal agents were not yet 
entitled to the underlying intelligence provided by the NSA, and without that 
predicating material, the FBI could not establish any connection between 
Mihdhar and the Cole criminal investigation.   

Scott, Donna, and acting UBL Unit Chief Rob then spoke via conference 
call.  Scott argued that the investigation should be opened as a criminal 
investigation and that more resources and agents could be assigned to a 
criminal investigation by New York.  He also argued that criminal investigative 
tools, such as grand jury subpoenas, were far quicker in obtaining information 
than the tools available in intelligence investigations.   

Donna consulted with an NSLU attorney, Susan.  According to Donna, 
Susan concurred that the matter should be handled as an intelligence 
investigation and that because of the wall, a criminal agent could not 
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participate in the search for or any interview of Mihdhar.272  When Donna 
advised Scott of Susan’s opinion in an e-mail message, Scott responded by e-
mail that he believed the wall was inapplicable.  Scott ended his message by 
suggesting that because of the NSLU’s position, people were going to die and 
that he hoped that NSLU would stand by its position then.   

The way that FBI Headquarters handled the Mihdhar information 
reflected its interpretation of the requirements of the wall prior to September 
11.  First, because the predication for the search for Mihdhar originated from 
the NSA reports, this information could not be immediately shared with 
criminal agents.  Instead, it first had to be cleared for dissemination by the 
NSA, which would determine whether the intelligence was based on FISA 
information.  If so, the information had to be cleared for passage to the criminal 
agents – the information had to be provided to the NSLU, which then provided 
the information to OIPR, which then provided it to the FISA Court, which then 
had to approve the passage of this information to criminal agents.  In fact, the 
limited INS information concerning Mihdhar’s and Hazmi’s entries into the 
United States was the only unrestricted information in the EC immediately 
available to the criminal investigators.   

As in the Moussaoui case, the decision to open an intelligence 
investigation resulted in certain restrictions.  FBI Headquarters employees 
understood that they needed to ensure that they avoided any activities that the 
FISA Court or OIPR could later deem “too criminal” and could use as a basis 
to deny a FISA application.  This included preventing a criminal agent from 
participating in a subject interview in an intelligence investigation.  While 
Scott was correct that the wall had been created to deal with the handling of 
only FISA information and that there was no legal barrier to a criminal agent 
being present for an interview with Mihdhar if it occurred in the intelligence 
investigation, FBI Headquarters and NSLU believed that the original wall had 
been extended by the FISA Court and OIPR to cover such an interview.   

Scott’s frustration over the wall was similar to Henry’s in the Moussaoui 
investigation, when Henry was told by Don that seeking prosecutor 

 
272 As discussed above, Susan told the OIG that she did not recall this discussion with 

Donna.   
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involvement prematurely could potentially harm any FISA request.  Scott, like 
Henry, wanted to pursue a criminal investigation and became frustrated when 
he was advised by FBI Headquarters that he could not proceed in the manner 
he deemed appropriate.  Scott’s perception was that FBI Headquarters had 
misconstrued “the wall” and the wall had been inappropriately expanded.  He 
told the OIG that he believed the wall should only relate to FISA or FISA-
derived information.  Like the Minneapolis FBI, Scott believed that he was 
being “handcuffed” in the performance of his job and that FBI Headquarters 
“erred on the side of caution” in its approach to intelligence information.   

FBI Headquarters, on the other hand, acted in accordance with its 
experience with OIPR and the FISA Court.  FBI Headquarters believed that 
OIPR and the FISA Court required strict adherence to the procedures for the 
passage of intelligence information to criminal investigations and required 
separating criminal and intelligence investigations.  Donna explained that the 
FISA Court’s mandates resulted in the need for the FBI to create a near 
complete separation between intelligence and criminal investigations in order 
to effectively use intelligence information.  Rob also told the OIG that there 
were “land mines” in dealing with intelligence versus criminal information, 
and it was difficult to appropriately straddle the two sides.   

Our review of this case showed that the wall had been expanded to create 
a system that was complex and had made it increasingly difficult to effectively 
use intelligence information within the FBI.  The wall – or “maze of walls” as 
one witness described it – significantly slowed the flow of intelligence 
information to criminal investigations.  The unintended consequence of the 
wall was to hamper the FBI’s ability to conduct effective counterterrorism 
investigations because the FBI’s efforts were sharply divided in two, and only 
one side had immediate and complete access to the available information.   

The wall was not, however, the only impediment in the FBI’s handling of 
the investigation to find Mihdhar and Hazmi.  We found there were also other 
problems in how the search for Mihdhar and Hazmi was handled.   

b. Allocation of investigative resources  

We found that prior to the September 11 attacks, the New York Field 
Office focused its al Qaeda counterterrorism efforts on criminal investigations, 
but it did not expend a similar effort on intelligence investigations or the 
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development of intelligence information.  New York agents told the OIG they 
believed that criminal prosecution was the most effective tool in combating 
terrorism.  They asserted that criminal investigations are also a preventive 
activity and the FBI had always focused on preventing terrorism, even before 
September 11.  They pointed to the TERRSTOP investigation in 1993, an 
investigation to uncover a terrorist plot to attack New York City landmarks, 
and the criminal investigation into the East African embassy bombings.   

Prosecutors also argued that criminal investigations and prosecutions are 
an effective preventive measure against terrorism.  Testifying before the Joint 
Intelligence Committee, Mary Jo White, the former U.S. Attorney for the 
Southern District of New York (SDNY), stated, “[W]e viewed the terrorist 
investigations and prosecutions we did from 1993-2002 as a prevention tool.”  
Patrick Fitzgerald, currently the U.S. Attorney for the Northern District of 
Illinois and formerly an Assistant U.S. Attorney in the SDNY, told us that it is 
a misconception that there has to be a difference between prosecution and 
gathering intelligence.  He added that the SDNY prosecutions produced a 
“treasure trove of [intelligence] information.”   

However, prosecutors also realized criminal investigation and 
prosecution were not the only means of countering terrorism.  White stated, 
“the counterterrorism strategy of our country in the 1990s was not, as I have 
read in the media, criminal prosecutions.”  She further stated, “none of us 
considered prosecutions to be the country’s counterterrorism strategy, or even a 
major part of it.”  As Fitzgerald told us, “in order to connect the dots, you need 
people to gather the dots.”   

Although we agree criminal investigations are a highly effective 
counterterrorism tool, intelligence investigations were not given nearly the 
same level of resources and attention in the FBI’s New York Field Office 
before September 11, 2001.  This criminal focus was clear in the assignment of 
personnel on the New York Bin Laden squad.  From October 2000 to June 
2001, only one agent on the Bin Laden squad was designated as the 
“intelligence” agent – the agent we call “Chad.”  The remainder were 
designated as “criminal” agents.273  Chad told us that he was inundated with 

 
273 One criminal agent worked on intelligence matters on a part-time basis.   
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intelligence investigations and information, and he rarely had enough time 
even to review all the incoming Bin Laden intelligence information, let alone 
to digest, analyze, or initiate the procedures to pass the information to the 
criminal agents where applicable.  Chad also told us that the “intelligence” 
agent designation was “not a desirable position” within the Bin Laden squad.  
He described himself as the “leper” on the squad due to “the wall.”  
Furthermore, Chad stated that the intelligence side of the squad received far 
less and lower quality resources.   

The handling of the investigation to locate Mihdhar provides a clear 
indication of the primacy of the criminal over intelligence investigations in the 
New York office.  On August 28, 2001, the New York Field Office opened an 
intelligence investigation to locate Mihdhar based upon Donna’s EC.  Donna 
told the OIG that she believed there was some urgency to the Mihdhar 
investigation, not because of any evidence that he was operational, but because 
he could leave the United States at any time and the opportunity to find out as 
much as possible about him would be lost.  She said she therefore called Chad 
about the EC in advance, which she did not normally do.   

However, when she sent the EC to New York, she assigned the matter 
“routine” precedence, the lowest precedence level.  When asked about this 
discrepancy, Donna told the OIG that the Mihdhar investigation was “no 
bigger” than any other intelligence investigation that the FBI was pursuing at 
the time.   

The New York Bin Laden squad relief supervisors, who we call “Jay” 
and “David,” told the OIG that they recognized that there was some urgency to 
the Mihdhar investigation.  Yet, the FBI in New York did not treat it like an 
urgent matter.  The investigation was given to an inexperienced agent – 
”Richard” – who had only recently been assigned to the Bin Laden squad.  This 
was his first intelligence investigation.  As one of the largest field offices in the 
FBI, with over 300 agents assigned to the JTTF, the New York Field Office 
could have assigned additional or more experienced agents who were not 
involved in the Cole criminal investigation to assist Richard.  However, the 
New York Field Office Bin Laden Squad was focused on criminal 
investigations.  As a result, the designation of the Mihdhar matter as an 
intelligence investigation, as opposed to a criminal investigation, undermined 
the priority of any effort to locate Mihdhar.   
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Finally, we also noted that there was a clear predicate for a criminal 
investigation that no one appeared to notice at the time.  In her EC, Donna 
noted that Mihdhar had previously traveled to the United States, according to 
information she had obtained from the INS.  After the FBI’s intelligence 
investigation was opened, she obtained and forwarded to Richard a copy of 
Mihdhar’s June 2001 visa application on which he stated that he had not 
previously been issued a visa and had never traveled to the United States.  
Thus, there was a clear basis to charge Mihdhar criminally with false 
statements or visa fraud.  Significantly, this information had been provided to 
the FBI without the restrictive caveats placed on NSA reports and other 
intelligence information.  As a result, if Mihdhar had been found, he could 
have been arrested and charged with a criminal violation based on the false 
statements on his visa application. However, the FBI did not seem to notice 
this when deciding whether to use criminal or intelligence resources to locate 
Mihdhar.   

D. Individual performance  

This section summarizes the performance of individual FBI employees in 
the Hazmi and Mihdhar matter.  While none of them committed misconduct, 
we believe that several FBI employees did not perform their duties as well as 
they could have and should have.  We address in turn the FBI employees 
involved in each of the five lost opportunities.   

In this section, we do not discuss the performance of individual CIA 
employees.  However, we believe that a significant cause of the failures in the 
sharing of information regarding the Hazmi and Mihdhar case is attributable to 
the actions of the CIA employees.  It is the responsibility of the CIA OIG to 
assess the accountability of the actions of CIA employees.   

1. Dwight  

In January 2000, intelligence information was developed about Hazmi, 
Mihdhar, and other al Qaeda operatives meeting in Malaysia.  Dwight, an FBI 
detailee to the CTC’s Bin Laden Unit, read the CIA cables about the Malaysia 
meeting.  The cables indicated that Mihdhar had a U.S. visa and that he listed 
New York on the visa application as his intended destination.  Dwight 
recognized the significance of this information to the FBI and drafted a CIR to 
pass this information to the FBI.   
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Unfortunately, his draft CIR was never sent.  A notation added to the CIR 
suggested that it was held at the request of the CIA’s Deputy Chief of the Bin 
Laden Unit.  Several FBI detailees accessed the CIR, and Dwight inquired 
about it again five days later, asking the Deputy Chief in an e-mail whether it 
was going to be sent or whether he needed to “remake” it in some way.  We 
found no response to his e-mail, and none of the participants, including Dwight 
and the Deputy Chief, said they remembered this CIR at all.   

We believe the primary responsibility for the failure to pass this 
information rests with the CIA.  The evidence indicates that the CIA did not 
provide permission for the CIR to be sent.274  However, we also believe that 
Dwight should have followed up as much as necessary to ensure that the 
information was sent to the FBI.  Although we found evidence that he inquired 
once about the disposition of the CIR, we found no additional evidence that he 
continued to follow up to ensure that the information was sent.  If Dwight was 
stymied in his attempt to learn about the disposition of the cable, or if the CIA 
gave no reasonable explanation for why the information was not being sent, he 
could have brought this issue to the attention of another supervisor in the CTC.  
In our view, Dwight took the commendable initiative to draft the CIR to share 
the information with the FBI, but did not follow through adequately to ensure 
that it was sent, and the information in the CIR was not provided to the FBI 
until shortly before the September 11 attacks.   

2. Malcolm  
Malcolm was a New York FBI agent detailed for several years to the 

CTC.  He told the OIG that he understood his role at the CTC was, among 
other things, to be the “eyes and ears” of the New York Field Office.  We do 
not believe that he performed this role sufficiently.  He acknowledged to the 
OIG that one of his duties was “to monitor” New York Field Office cases, but 
he said he read only the cables that he thought were “interesting,” generally 

 
274 The CIA has asserted that the information in the CIR was sent to the FBI through 

another cable, which may be why the CIR was not sent.  A CIA cable stated that Mihdhar’s 
travel documents, including a multiple entry U.S. visa, had been copied and passed “to the 
FBI for further investigation.”  As discussed above, however, we found no evidence that this 
cable was correct and that this information had actually been provided to the FBI.     
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based solely on his review of the cable subject line.  In addition, while he said 
his role was to “facilitate inquiries of mutual interest,” the only example he 
could provide was his acting as a liaison for FBI offices around the country by 
following up on tracing requests and reporting on their status.  This was not 
very onerous or substantive.  We believe that FBI management is primarily 
responsible for failing to provide the FBI detailees to the CTC, including 
Malcolm, with clear duties, direction, and supervision.  But we believe 
Malcolm should have done more and taken more initiative in performing his 
duties at the CTC.   

3. Stan  

For several months in 2000, Hazmi and Mihdhar lived as boarders in the 
house of an FBI informational asset.  The asset briefly mentioned the two 
boarders to his FBI control agent,  who we call “Stan.”  Stan did not document 
this information, seek to learn the boarders’ full identities, or conduct any 
checks on them.   

No FBI policy required Stan to seek or document this type of information 
from the asset, and we found differences among the other FBI agents who we 
interviewed about whether they would have sought such information from an 
asset.  While Stan did not violate any specific FBI policy, we believe it would 
have been a better and more prudent practice for him to have sought at least 
minimal information from his asset about the boarders living with him.  The 
asset knew little about the boarders, and the boarders could have compromised 
information provided by the asset to the FBI.   

Moreover, FBI policy required Stan to continually evaluate the asset’s 
credibility and provide a yearly evaluation report on the asset.  Stan’s yearly 
report on this asset was minimal, with a bare attestation of the asset’s bona 
fides.  It contained no indication of what evidence Stan had used to make these 
attestations.  While we do not suggest that Stan had to conduct extensive 
reviews of everyone living with the asset, Stan’s actions in following up on this 
information were not particularly thorough or aggressive.   

4. Max  

In January 2001, a joint FBI/CIA source identified Khallad in 
photographs of the Malaysia meetings.  Because the FBI ALAT who was 
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involved in the handling of the source, Max, was unable to speak any of the 
joint source’s languages, a CIA employee conducted the debriefings of the 
source, including the debriefing in which the source identified Khallad.  We 
concluded that Max was not informed of the source’s identification of Khallad 
from the Kuala Lumpur surveillance photograph, either at the time of the 
identification or afterwards.  Although CIA cables covering the debriefing 
described the identification of Khallad, these were not shared with Max.  
Instead, he saw CIA TDs that did not contain the information about the 
identification.   

CIA documents do not indicate that the ALAT was informed of the 
identification, and no other evidence indicates that the ALAT knew.  We found 
that the ALAT included detailed descriptions in his reports of other 
information from the source, which indicates he was not provided the 
information about the identification of Khallad.  We also found that the New 
York FBI agents who interviewed the source in February 2001 were not 
informed of the identification of Khallad.  In sum, we believe the ALAT did 
not learn about the source’s identification, not that he knew about identification 
but failed to share this information with others.   

We believe that, as the ALAT, Max should have been more familiar with 
the CIA’s reporting process.  He was not aware that the CIA’s TDs contained 
only a part of the information obtained during the source debriefings.  
Although our review revealed that many FBI employees operated with 
misunderstandings about the ways the CIA recorded and reported intelligence 
information, a significant function of the ALAT position is to interact with the 
CIA.  Had he recognized that he could not rely on TDs for full reporting about 
the source’s information, he could have asked his CIA counterpart directly for 
any additional information from the source, and the ALAT may have learned 
about the identification of Khallad.  In addition, given Max’s concern that he 
provide FBI Headquarters with all of the information reported by the source, it 
would have been prudent for him to consult with the CIA case officer and ask 
sufficient questions to ensure that he had received all of the information.  We 
found no indication that he did so.   

5. Donna  

Donna, the FBI analyst who worked on the investigation of the Cole 
attacks, planned a June 11, 2001, meeting with the Cole investigators and CIA 
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employees to discuss information relating to the Cole investigation.  She 
deserves credit for organizing this meeting and seeking to share intelligence 
information with the Cole investigators.  However, we fault her performance in 
two respects.  First, we found that the meeting was poorly planned, and Donna 
did not clearly communicate the purpose of the meeting to the participants.  
Donna also failed to obtain significant information prior to the meeting that 
could have been shared with the investigators about the Malaysia meetings.  
After the meeting, although Donna devoted a significant amount of time to the 
Cole investigations, she did little specific follow-up to provide answers to the 
investigators about their logical questions regarding the Malaysia meetings.  
We believe she did not do all she could have to acquire that information for the 
New York agents, even though she had said that she would as a result of their 
discussion at the June 11 meeting.  As a result, the FBI missed another 
opportunity to focus on Mihdhar and Hazmi earlier than it did.   

When Donna finally learned from Mary on August 22, 2001, that Hazmi 
and Mihdhar were in the United States, Donna quickly and appropriately took 
steps to have the FBI open an investigation to locate them.  She personally 
called the New York Bin Laden intelligence agent and told him about the 
matter.  This was an unusual step to call the agent directly, and it suggested 
that the investigation should be given some priority.  However, when she sent 
the EC to New York, she designated the EC as having a routine precedence.  
Donna’s actions indicated some urgency in the need for the investigation yet 
the subsequent EC did not convey any urgency.  The New York Field Office 
assigned the case immediately, and the agent began working on the case within 
two business days of the assignment.  If the EC had conveyed urgency, the FBI 
New York Field Office might have assigned additional or more experienced 
agents to locate Mihdhar and Hazmi and initiated the search sooner.   

6. Rob  
We believe that Rob, as Donna’s supervisor, is also responsible for 

Donna’s failures.  While the FBI at the time permitted IOSs to make significant 
decisions, often with little supervisory input, we believe that as a supervisor, he 
should have ensured that she was handling the June 11 meeting appropriately 
and, if necessary, become involved with the planning or execution of the 
meeting.  Although Donna often traveled to New York to work on the Cole 
investigation, the June 11 meeting involved the CIA and an AUSA, which 
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should have led to more supervisory involvement in the purpose, agenda, and 
outcome of the meeting.  But Rob had little supervisory involvement with it, 
either before or after the meeting.  In addition, although Donna drafted the EC 
requesting the investigation of Mihdhar, the EC was ultimately approved and 
sent by Rob.  Therefore, we believe he also bears some responsibility for 
failing to ensure that the appropriate precedence level was used on the EC.   

7. Richard  
We do not fault Richard for his limited investigation, which was still in 

the nascent stages by the time of the September 11 attacks.  As we described 
above, Richard took logical steps to try to locate Mihdhar and Hazmi, such as 
completing a lookout for Mihdhar with the INS, requesting local criminal 
history checks, checking with New York hotels about Hazmi and Mihdhar, and 
conducting commercial database checks on them.  However, there were many 
more investigative steps that could have been pursued, in New York and 
elsewhere, had the investigation been assigned greater priority and had the FBI 
provided more resources to this investigation.  The FBI was not close to 
locating Hazmi and Mihdhar when they participated in the September 11 
attacks.  We believe that the FBI in New York should have assigned the matter 
more priority than it did.   

8. Mary  
Mary was assigned by her CIA managers in May 2001 with finding and 

reviewing the CIA cables relating to the Malaysia meetings and their potential 
connection to the Cole attack.  Mary did not find the relevant CIA cable traffic 
until late July and mid-August 2001.  She told the OIG that she did not have 
time to focus on this assignment until then.  Upon discovering on August 21 
that Hazmi and Mihdhar had traveled to the United States, she immediately 
passed this information to the FBI.   

We recognize that the disparate pieces of information about the Malaysia 
meetings were not easy to connect and that the task of developing patterns 
from seemingly unrelated information was complex.  Yet we question the 
amount of time that elapsed between Mary’s assignment and her discovery of 
the important information.  As we discussed previously, however, Mary’s 
assignments were directed and controlled by her managers in the CTC.  We, 
therefore, leave this issue to the CIA OIG for its consideration.   
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V. OIG conclusions  

In sum, we found individual and systemic failings in the FBI’s handling 
of information regarding the Hazmi and Mihdhar matter.  The FBI had at least 
five opportunities to learn about their presence in the United States and to seek 
to find them before September 11, 2001.  Much of the cause for these lost 
opportunities involved systemic problems.  We found information sharing 
problems between the CIA and the FBI and systemic problems within the FBI 
related to counterterrorism investigations.  The systemic problems included 
inadequate oversight and guidance provided to FBI detailees at the CIA, the 
FBI employees’ lack of understanding of CIA procedures, the inconsistent 
documentation of intelligence information received informally by the FBI, the 
lack of priority given to counterterrorism investigations by the FBI before 
September 11, and the effect of the wall on FBI criminal investigations.   

Our review also found that the CIA did not provide information to the 
FBI about Hazmi and Mihdhar when it should have and we believe the CIA 
shares significant responsibility for the breakdown in the Hazmi and Mihdhar 
case.  However, the FBI also failed to fully exploit the information that was 
made available to them.  In addition, the FBI did not assign sufficient priority 
to the investigation when it learned in August 2001 that Hazmi and Mihdhar 
were in the in the United States.  While we do not know what would have 
happened had the FBI learned sooner or pursued its investigation more 
aggressively, the FBI lost several important opportunities to find Hazmi and 
Mihdhar before the September 11 attacks.   
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CHAPTER SIX 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS  

Our review found many deficiencies in the FBI’s handling of intelligence 
information related to the September 11 attacks.  In addition to individual 
failures, which we detail at the end of each chapter, we found significant 
systemic problems that undermined the FBI’s Counterterrorism Program.  For 
example, before the September 11 attacks the FBI lacked an effective 
analytical program, failed to use the FISA statute fully, and was inadequately 
organized to disseminate timely and sufficient information within the 
Intelligence Community.  As we detailed in this report, these systemic 
problems significantly affected the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix Electronic 
Communication (EC), the Moussaoui investigation, and the pursuit of 
intelligence information relating to Hazmi and Mihdhar, two of the September 
11 terrorists.   

Since September 11, 2001, the FBI has taken numerous steps to 
reorganize and strengthen its Counterterrorism Program.  In this report, we 
have not analyzed each of these changes, many of which are substantial, 
ongoing, and evolving.  The National Commission on Terrorist Attacks Upon 
the United States (9/11 Commission), as well as other OIG and GAO reviews, 
is assessing the impact of the changes in the FBI since September 11, 2001.   

In this chapter, we make broad systemic recommendations to address the 
specific problems examined in our review that we believe the FBI must address 
as it continues to change its Counterterrorism Program.  Our recommendations 
flow from the analysis of the deficiencies that we found in the way the FBI 
handled information related to the September 11 attacks.275   

 
275 Attached in the Appendix is the FBI’s response to this report and our 

recommendations.    
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I. Recommendations  

A. Recommendations related to the FBI’s analytical program  

Recommendation No. 1:  Improve the hiring, training, and 
retention of intelligence analysts.  

As discussed in Chapter Two, the FBI acknowledged shortly after the 
September 11 attacks that its analytical program was inadequate and in need of 
improvement.  Since then the FBI has made important changes to attempt to 
address this deficiency.  For example, the FBI has established the Office of 
Intelligence with separate management and career tracks for analysts.  In 
addition, the FBI has created an analytical branch in the Counterterrorism 
Division and has established the College of Analytical Studies at the FBI 
Academy in Quantico, Virginia, with a 6-week training program for all 
analysts.   

In addition to these important changes, the FBI must ensure that it hires, 
trains, and retains a sufficient number of skilled analysts.  Hiring sufficient 
numbers of qualified analysts is a challenging task.  As part of this effort, 
training for analysts must be improved.  For example, we found that training 
for analysts prior to September 11 was infrequent and often did not occur until 
months after they began working in their analyst positions.  While training for 
analysts has improved since September 11, the FBI needs to ensure that it 
provides comprehensive and timely training for all its analysts.276   

To retain analysts, the FBI must ensure that it creates an attractive career 
path for analysts, with sufficient benefits and stature within the FBI.  Analysts 
should have the opportunity to receive promotions to senior positions, such as 
assistant directors or deputy assistant directors, rather than being supervised 
solely by special agents who have risen to management positions within the 
FBI.  Prior to September 11, 2001, the FBI did not sufficiently value or support 
the critical work of its analysts.  The FBI must ensure that it elevates the 
importance of analysts and their work within the FBI.   

                                           
276 The OIG is currently conducting an audit examining the FBI’s efforts to hire and 

train intelligence analysts.   
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Recommendation No. 2:  Ensure effective management of 
analysts.  

Our review revealed problems in the management of analysts within the 
FBI, particularly the Intelligence Operations Specialists (IOSs) in the 
International Terrorism Operations Section (ITOS) at FBI Headquarters.  Our 
review revealed that supervisory special agents in FBI Headquarters failed to 
provide consistent oversight and supervision of these analysts.  Part of the 
problem was that the analysts were long-time FBI Headquarters employees 
with substantive expertise in terrorism matters, while their supervisors were 
agents who often lacked analytical expertise and rotated through FBI 
Headquarters on short assignments.   

Moreover, prior to September 11, 2001, ITOS worked in crisis mode, 
with insufficient resources to respond its many tasks. Consequently, 
overwhelmed analysts had to respond to the emergency of the moment.  They 
did not have sufficient time to conduct comprehensive, proactive analysis to 
assess the significance or the relationship of disparate pieces of intelligence 
information.  Supervisors also allowed the analysts to make critical decisions 
independently, without requiring any supervisory consultation even on 
significant matters.   

The FBI must ensure effective management of analysts.  It must identify 
the priorities for analysts and ensure that their workload is reasonable enough 
for them to adequately perform the tasks assigned to them.  The FBI should 
more clearly define supervisors’ responsibilities in managing its analytical 
programs.  On important decisions, including determination of the priority to 
assign analytical requests, analysts should be required to consult their 
supervisors.  In addition, analysts should not be able to close leads by simply 
reassigning them, which also occurred with regard to the Phoenix EC.   

We also believe that the analysts’ supervisors must have greater 
experience and broader knowledge of the activities under their area of 
supervision.  Moving supervisors rapidly through critical units dealing with 
counterterrorism undermines the management of the program and the FBI’s 
critical need for continuity and expertise in these important units.  Supervisory 
positions that oversee analysts should be filled by experienced and permanent 
personnel, not analysts in acting capacities or agents who rotate through the 
units for short periods of time.   
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Recommendation No. 3:  Require greater coordination and 
consultation between the operational and analytical units.  

Various FBI analysts and managers told us that, in the past, operational 
managers in the FBI frequently overruled the conclusions of analytical work 
products.  Before information could be disseminated to the field, ECs 
containing the analytical information had to be approved by the operational 
unit with responsibility for the area.  The witnesses stated that the job of 
operational personnel is to verify that the facts cited by analysts are correct, but 
that the expertise and judgment of analysts normally should be relied upon in 
deciding the conclusions to be drawn from those facts.   

We agree that operational personnel generally should not alter or veto the 
conclusions of an analyst in an analytical product.  At the same time, analytical 
products need the input and expertise of operational personnel.  The FBI 
therefore should take steps to institutionalize the operational components’ 
involvement in developing and reviewing analytical products and set up a 
process for ensuring that these products reflect the consensus of the FBI’s 
analytical and operational components.   

Because the FBI combines intelligence and law enforcement 
components, disputes inevitably will arise between the operational unit and the 
analytical unit over, among other things, whether certain information should be 
distributed to the field or should appear in a briefing document because of 
concerns that it could jeopardize a pending investigation or prosecution.  We 
believe that the FBI should establish a more defined and efficient process for 
handling these types of conflicts.  The process should involve discussions 
between the disagreeing components and the input of the FBI’s Office of 
General Counsel in appropriate circumstances, with a decision resting with 
upper-level FBI management.   

B. Recommendations related to the FISA process  

Recommendation No. 4:  Ensure adequate training of FBI 
employees involved in the FISA process and 
counterterrorism matters.  

We found that many FBI employees who were assigned to 
counterterrorism work – whether analysts, special agents in field offices, or 
FBI Headquarters supervisory special agents – received little formal training 
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about counterterrorism matters in general or FISA in particular.  Even in 
complicated matters, such as the intricacies of terrorist organizations such as al 
Qaeda, these FBI employees primarily received on-the-job training.   

We found, in particular, that FBI employees’ knowledge about FISA was 
limited and uneven.  FBI Headquarters employees we interviewed generally 
were not even familiar with the 1995 Procedures.  Although they were 
knowledgeable about basic steps required for obtaining a FISA warrant, they 
were not well versed in the requirements of the FISA statute, particularly when 
the facts of the case did not fit within a standard pattern.  We also found that 
special agents in FBI field offices were not well informed about the FISA 
process, such as the steps needed to finalize a FISA request, or the types of 
information needed to meet the requirements for a FISA warrant.   

After the September 11 attacks, the 1995 Procedures and other 
restrictions regarding FISA and the dissemination of intelligence information 
have dramatically changed.  By many accounts, the FBI and the Office of 
Intelligence and Policy Review (OIPR) are now much more aggressive in their 
approach to obtaining FISA warrants than before September 11.  In addition, 
we were informed that in the spring and summer of 2003, many FISA training 
sessions were provided for FBI and OIPR employees, as well as employees 
from other Department of Justice components and intelligence agencies 
working on counterterrorism matters.  This type of training, in our view, should 
be expanded and provided regularly.   

In addition, the FBI must ensure that its employees understand the 
requirements for opening intelligence and criminal investigations that relate to 
counterterrorism and the tools available to them to conduct these 
investigations.  This training should include detailed information on FISA and 
how it can be used, even when the case does not fit a standard fact pattern.   

FBI agents also should receive training about the restrictions on the use 
of information acquired in intelligence investigations.  Formal training should 
be provided at all levels in FBI Headquarters and for all field office employees 
who are involved with counterterrorism investigations, including the Chief 
Division Counsels (CDC) in the field.  Widespread and continual training on 
FISA and other counterterrorism issues is especially important given the 
increase in the number of FBI employees who, since September 11, 2001, have 
been reassigned to counterterrorism matters from other programs.   
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Recommendation No. 5:  FBI attorneys should be better 
integrated into counterterrorism investigations.  

Our review found that the FBI lacked an effective system for ensuring 
that FBI lawyers were sufficiently integrated into the FISA process or other 
legal issues arising in counterterrorism investigations.  For example, the FBI 
Headquarters supervisor most involved with the Moussaoui case had to consult 
with four different National Security Law Unit (NSLU) attorneys about the 
Moussaoui FISA request because FISA requests were not assigned to a single 
NSLU attorney who was responsible for seeing it through the process.  In 
addition, none of the NSLU attorneys consulted with anyone from OIPR about 
the Moussaoui FISA request, despite its unusual nature, partly because one 
NSLU attorney never was completely responsible for the matter.   

We believe that one NSLU attorney normally should be assigned to 
handle a particular FISA request or other legal matter arising in a 
counterterrorism investigation.  This would ensure that an NSLU attorney is 
familiar with the facts and legal issues from beginning to end of the case, and it 
would give the attorney greater responsibility for a particular matter.  In 
addition, we believe that NSLU attorneys should have more contact with field 
agents in important cases.  None of the NSLU attorneys in the Moussaoui case 
spoke with the field agents, or even were provided the underlying documents 
drafted by the field agents.   

On the other hand, we found that the Minneapolis field agents in the 
Moussaoui case did not consult fully with their CDC about what was needed to 
support their FISA request, despite their frustration and disagreement with the 
advice they received from FBI Headquarters.  Field agents should be 
encouraged to consult with CDCs about FISA requests or other legal issues that 
arise out of counterterrorism investigations.  CDCs also should be more 
involved in the FISA process and better trained to be in a position to provide 
useful guidance to field agents and represent the field office on a particular 
FISA request.   

Recommendation No. 6:  Ensure closer consultation between 
the FBI and OIPR, particularly on important or unusual 
cases.  

In the Moussaoui case, the FBI never consulted OIPR about the 
possibility of obtaining a FISA warrant, despite the strong disagreements about 
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the case between FBI Headquarters and the field office.  The chief of the 
NSLU told us that he had never seen a supervisory special agent in 
Headquarters so adamant that a FISA warrant could not be obtained and at the 
same time a field office so adamant that it could.  We believe that in unusual 
cases, like in the Moussaoui case where the evidence did not fit a standard fact 
pattern for FISA and strong disagreement existed within the FBI about the 
strength of the evidence, FBI lawyers should consult with OIPR about the 
issues involved in the case.  OIPR is responsible for implementing FISA and is 
the Department’s expert on the requirements of the statute, and the FBI should 
discuss with it the important and contentious issues involved in such a FISA 
request.   

Since the September 11 attacks, much has changed about the 
requirements and use of FISA, including the legal framework and the way the 
Department uses the statute.  We also understand that OIPR and the FBI now 
consult more closely on the use of FISAs in particular cases, as well as on the 
requirements of the statute.  We recommend that this closer consultation be 
enhanced and promoted, and that the FBI be encouraged to seek assistance and 
advice from OIPR at early stages of investigations involving the use of FISA.  

C. Recommendations related to the FBI’s interactions with the 
Intelligence Community  

Recommendation No. 7:  Ensure effective management of 
FBI detailees.  

Our review found that the FBI detailees to the CIA’s Counterterrorist 
Center (CTC) lacked defined responsibilities.  The detailees told us they were 
not given specific instructions about their responsibilities and each detailee 
defined the job individually.  As a result, they, as well as the FBI and the CIA, 
had significant misperceptions and inconsistent expectations about their roles.  
For example, the detailees did not believe they were to act as “backstops” to 
ensure that CIA information was passed to the FBI, and they did not scour CIA 
cable traffic for this purpose.  Yet CIA employees believed that at least one of 
the FBI detailees had been assigned to the CTC specifically for this purpose.    

The FBI and the CIA did not have any memoranda of understanding 
describing the detailees’ functions.  Moreover, the detailees were not even 
evaluated based upon what they did at the CTC.  Instead, their performance 
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appraisals were based on what they did as FBI employees, not as detailees to 
the CTC.   

The FBI needs to formally describe the roles and responsibilities of 
detailees and communicate this to the detailees and to the CIA.  To avoid 
misunderstandings and ensure continuity in the program, the FBI should 
document these responsibilities in a formal memorandum of understanding 
with the CIA.  In addition, the performance work plan of each detailee should 
be revised to reflect the critical elements of the job being performed by the 
detailee at the CIA, and someone who oversees their daily work should 
evaluate them.   

Recommendation No. 8:  Ensure FBI employees who 
interact with other intelligence agencies better understand 
their reporting processes.  

As we discussed in Chapter Five of this report on the Hazmi and Mihdhar 
matter, FBI employees we interviewed did not fully understand the CIA’s 
system for reporting intelligence information.  For example, the FBI’s 
Assistant Legal Attaché (ALAT) who dealt with the source mistakenly 
believed that the CIA’s TDs he received contained all source reporting that was 
available from the CIA.  In fact, other operational cables contained significant 
CIA information about the source, including that the source had identified 
Mihdhar in the Malaysian meeting photographs.  We found that other 
experienced FBI agents who interacted frequently with the CIA also were 
unaware of CIA procedures and important ways to obtain additional 
intelligence information from the CIA.   

We believe that FBI employees who interact with the CIA should be 
more familiar with CIA and other intelligence agencies’ processes for reporting 
intelligence information.  Even if FBI employees do not have full access to the 
reports of other intelligence agencies or the systems from which these 
intelligence reports are produced, the FBI employees should be aware of the 
processes and reporting by other intelligence agencies to avoid the 
misunderstandings that occurred in the Mihdhar matter.   

Recommendation No. 9:  Provide guidance for how and 
when to document intelligence information received from 
informal briefings by other intelligence agencies.  
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The FBI lacked clear policies and procedures for how and when to 
document intelligence information received from the CIA, particularly 
intelligence communicated in an informal manner.  For example, FBI 
employees received verbal briefings on Mihdhar from CIA employees in the 
FBI’s Strategic Information Operations Center (SIOC) around the time of the 
Millennium threat.  One of the reasons the SIOC was activated during this 
period was to obtain and coordinate the response to threat information from 
various sources.  Yet, the information the FBI received about Mihdhar in the 
SIOC was never documented in a way that was accessible to other FBI 
employees.   

We are not suggesting that every informal communication from the CIA 
to the FBI must be documented.  However, the FBI should establish better 
guidance for its employees as to how and when such information from such 
informal briefings should be documented.   

Recommendation No. 10:  Ensure that the FBI’s information 
technology systems allow FBI employees to more readily 
receive, use, and disseminate highly classified information.  

The FBI has acknowledged for several years that its information 
technology systems are not adequate.  The FBI is in the process of 
implementing widespread changes to its systems, and the upgrading of its 
information technology systems is one of the highest priorities of the FBI.  The 
OIG and others have monitored and reported extensively on the progress of the 
upgrade to the FBI’s systems, particularly the FBI’s Trilogy project.277   

In this review, we found many examples of how the FBI’s poor 
information technology systems hindered the handling and use of intelligence 
information.  For example, most of the persons listed on the attention line of 
the Phoenix EC never saw it.  Unless a lead is “set” for a specific person in the 

                                           
277 The Trilogy project is the largest FBI information technology project, and has been 

recognized as essential to upgrading the FBI’s archaic and inadequate computer systems.  
Trilogy’s three main components involve upgrading the FBI’s hardware and software; 
upgrading the FBI’s communications networks; and upgrading the FBI’s most important 
investigative applications, including its Automated Case Support (ACS) system and the 
introduction of the Virtual Case File system.   
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FBI’s ACS system, the system does not notify the person that a document is 
addressed to them.  While it was possible for the addressees to access the 
document in ACS by searching for documents containing their names, the 
system was so cumbersome that FBI employees usually did not do this.   

As the FBI moves forward in upgrading its information technology 
systems, it must ensure that it is able to disseminate electronically throughout 
the FBI intelligence information, regardless of the classification level.  Agents 
and analysts at FBI Headquarters and in the field should be able to access 
intelligence information readily to enable them to adequately perform their 
jobs.  They should also be able to communicate electronically with their 
counterparts at other intelligence agencies.  The FBI’s upgrade of information 
technology must take into account the needs for access and use of highly 
classified information.   

Recommendation No. 11:  Ensure appropriate physical 
infrastructure in FBI field offices to handle highly classified 
information.  

In our review, we found that the FBI’s field offices generally lacked the 
necessary physical infrastructure to readily use highly classified intelligence 
information from the CIA and NSA.  For example, the workspaces in the FBI’s 
New York and San Diego Field Offices did not permit FBI personnel to handle 
SCI information at their desks.  In addition, the FBI’s sensitive compartmented 
information facilities (SCIFs) in those offices were not large enough or 
adequate enough to permit agents to regularly access or handle highly 
classified information.  In addition, many field agents did not have sufficient 
access to secure telephones.  For example, in the New York Field Office, the 
office most responsible for counterterrorism investigations before the 
September 11 attacks, an entire squad with as many as 25 individuals shared 
one secure phone.  In order to successfully carry out its counterterrorism 
functions, the FBI must provide its personnel with adequate infrastructure to 
handle highly classified information.   

Recommendation No. 12:  Improve dissemination of threat 
information.  

Prior to September 11, 2001, the FBI provided little guidance to its 
employees about what information constituted a “threat” and what threat 
information should be disseminated in the FBI, to the Intelligence Community, 
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or more widely.  FBI employees told us that it was left to the judgment of the 
supervisory special agent or analyst in FBI Headquarters to decide what 
constituted threat information and what should be disseminated.  For example, 
in the Moussaoui case the Minneapolis special agent drafted a detailed 
memorandum providing the facts of the Moussaoui case and an assessment of 
the threat the agent believed Moussaoui posed, including that his actions were 
“consistent with facilitating the violent takeover of a commercial aircraft.”  
One of the purposes of the memorandum was to ensure that other agencies, 
such as the Federal Aviation Administration, were made aware of concerns 
about Moussaoui.  However, the FBI Headquarters supervisory special agent 
who prepared a teletype to the Intelligence Community about Moussaoui did 
not include any assessment of whether he posed a threat, and the teletype 
omitted significant facts about the Moussaoui case.  The teletype was not 
distributed to all FBI field offices or even to all Intelligence Community 
agencies.   

We recognize that threat assessments require judgments, and not every 
piece of information suggesting some kind of harm should be disseminated 
throughout the FBI and the Intelligence Community.  By necessity, FBI 
employees must exercise discretion in evaluating potential threat information.  
However, we believe the FBI should issue clear guidance for evaluating what 
type of threat information should be disseminated, within and outside the FBI, 
and how it should be disseminated.   

D. Other recommendations  

Recommendation No. 13:  Evaluate the effectiveness of the 
rapid rotation of supervisory special agents through the FBI 
Headquarters’ Counterterrorism Program.  

Many FBI supervisory special agents rotate through important FBI 
Headquarters supervisory positions for a short time, often two years or less.  
Because of the rapid turnover, the supervisory positions can remain unfilled for 
months at a time.  We believe this turnover of managers in the FBI 
Counterterrorism Program can harm the operation and management of the 
program.  For example, we found that analysts, often long-time FBI 
Headquarters employees, were more knowledgeable than their supervisors 
about the operation of the unit and the substantive subject matter.  Brief stints 
at FBI Headquarters can make it difficult for managers to become fully 
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conversant with the subject matter and procedures in the Counterterrorism 
Program at FBI Headquarters before they are sent to a new assignment.   

Part of the job of a manager is to understand the context with respect to a 
particular terrorist organization or part of the world, and to use this knowledge 
when advising field offices about their various investigations.  The rotation of 
special agents through supervisory positions in FBI Headquarters is so frequent 
and rapid that managers often do not have the time, ability, or incentive to 
acquire the expert knowledge related to their functions.  As a result, we believe 
the FBI should evaluate the effectiveness of rotating supervisory special agents 
and unit chiefs so rapidly through FBI Headquarters.  

Recommendation No. 14:  Provide guidance on the type of 
information that agents should obtain for evaluating assets 
and for documenting the yearly check on assets.  

In assessing the FBI’s handling of an asset in San Diego with whom 
Hazmi and Mihdhar lived in 2000, we determined that the FBI control agent 
who handled the asset did not inquire about the individuals who the asset said 
was living with him.  The asset told the control agent that two young men who 
recently came to the United States had moved in with him as boarders but the 
FBI agent did not obtain any additional information about the boarders, other 
than their first names.  Had the control agent pursued information about the 
asset’s boarders, he might have learned about the CIA information regarding 
Hazmi and Mihdhar and documented their presence in the United States.   

We found little FBI guidance about what information the control agent 
should have obtained from an asset in circumstances such as this.  We also 
found no consensus among the FBI agents we interviewed as to whether they 
would have requested additional information from an asset in these 
circumstances.   

The FBI’s policy at the time was that the FBI agent was required to 
“continually address” the asset’s “bona fides” and provide a yearly evaluation 
report to FBI Headquarters.  However, the policy did not specify how to assess 
the bona fides of the asset or what information should be contained in the 
yearly evaluation.  The control agent’s report on the San Diego asset used the 
same boilerplate language each year, with no substantive information provided 
about the asset or the checks done on the asset.   
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We believe the FBI should evaluate its policies regarding evaluation of 
assets and determine if agents are collecting and documenting sufficient 
information about its assets.  For example, the FBI should consider the 
circumstances when FBI employees should seek information about persons 
living with or otherwise closely associating with an FBI asset.  In addition, the 
FBI should consider detailing the minimum information an asset file must 
contain to verify that an adequate background check has been conducted.  This 
information is necessary to allow the FBI to determine whether the control 
agent is continuing to assess each informational asset’s credibility, as required.  
Moreover, information from an asset is only accessible and useful if 
documented.  The FBI should evaluate its asset policies and consider what 
information it should require control agents to obtain and document about 
assets.   

Recommendation No. 15:  Improve the flow of intelligence 
information within the FBI and the dissemination of 
intelligence information to other intelligence agencies.  

Prior to the September 11 attacks, sharing of intelligence information 
within and outside the FBI was piecemeal and ad hoc rather than systematic.  
The FBI’s normal process for disseminating intelligence information was to 
route it primarily to analysts, who then used their judgment and experience to 
decide what needed to be disseminated further, and to whom.  However, the 
analysts were overwhelmed and had to address crises and emergencies as they 
arose, with little time to conduct systemic evaluations or carefully consider 
what information should be provided throughout the FBI.  As a result, 
information that did not demand immediate attention, such as the Phoenix EC, 
was not addressed thoroughly or timely.   

Moreover, the FBI lacked clear priorities or requirements for the 
dissemination of information once it was collected.  There was little guidance 
regarding the types of information that had to be disseminated or included in 
reports to other intelligence agencies.  In addition, FBI procedures for 
disseminating intelligence information were cumbersome, requiring many 
levels of review just to distribute information, even within the FBI.   
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Since September 11, the FBI has made significant changes as to how 
intelligence is routed and shared, both within and outside the FBI, and we have 
not examined in detail each of these changes.278  But the FBI’s evolution is a 
difficult and ongoing process.  We believe that, as part of this process, the FBI 
should continue to examine its policies to ensure that it has clear guidance for 
its employees to identify what kind of intelligence information must be shared 
and how it must be shared, both within and outside the FBI.  

Recommendation No. 16:  Ensure that field offices allocate 
resources consistent with FBI priorities.  

In 1998, the FBI elevated counterterrorism to a top agency priority.  
However, the FBI failed to ensure that resources in field offices were 
redirected to counterterrorism to reflect this change in priority.  For example, in 
our review of the Hazmi and Mihdhar matter, we found that the San Diego 
Field Office did not shift its resources in response to changed priorities.  As a 
result, the San Diego Field Office focused little attention on counterterrorism in 
general and al Qaeda in particular.  The relatively low priority the San Diego 
FBI gave to the Counterterrorism Program was not atypical of FBI field offices 
before September 11.   

After September 11, the FBI refocused its traditional crime-fighting 
orientation and placed its highest priority on terrorism prevention, dramatically 
shifting resources to the Counterterrorism Program.  We believe the FBI must 
ensure that it systematically evaluates the allocation of resources by field 
offices to ensure that each field office directs its resources in accord with the 
FBI’s priorities.279   

II. Conclusions  

Our review found significant deficiencies in the FBI’s handling of 
intelligence information relating to the September 11 attacks.  Shortly after the 
                                           

278 For example, see the OIG report entitled “The Federal Bureau of Investigation’s 
Efforts to Improve the Sharing of Intelligence and Other Information” (December 2003).   

279 For an evaluation of the changes that the FBI has made in the allocation of its 
investigation resources, see the OIG report entitled “Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Casework and Human Resource Allocation” (September 2003).   
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attacks, the FBI indicated that it did not have any information warning of the 
attacks.  However, information was soon discovered that had been in the 
possession of the FBI and the Intelligence Community before September 11 
that related to the hijacking of airplanes by extremists or that involved the 
terrorists who committed the September 11 attacks.   

At the request of the FBI Director, we examined what the FBI knew 
before September 11 that was potentially related to the terrorist attacks.  We 
focused on the FBI’s handling of the Phoenix EC, the Moussaoui case, and the 
information about Hazmi and Mihdhar, two of the September 11 terrorists.   

Our review found that the FBI had failed to fully evaluate, investigate, 
exploit, and disseminate information related to the Phoenix EC, the Moussaoui 
case, and the Hazmi and Mihdhar matter.  The causes for these failures were 
widespread and varied, ranging from poor individual performance to more 
substantial systemic deficiencies that undermined the FBI’s efforts to detect 
and prevent terrorism.   

By describing the action and inaction of individual FBI employees in this 
report, particularly the lower-level employees whose conduct we discuss in 
detail, we do not suggest that they committed intentional misconduct.  Nor do 
we think that they are responsible individually for the FBI’s deficiencies in 
handling the information related to the September 11 attacks.  We believe it 
would be unfair to blame these individuals, who often worked with insufficient 
resources and with overwhelming impediments.  Many pursued their duties in 
good faith, making difficult judgments about where to focus their efforts.  
Some performed aggressively and well.  Others did not do all they could have 
and should have to respond to the information they received.  While the FBI 
should examine the performance of the individuals who we describe in this 
report, we do not believe they are personally responsible for not preventing the 
attacks or should be blamed for the tragedy that occurred.   

Rather, we believe that widespread and long-standing deficiencies in the 
FBI’s operations and Counterterrorism Program caused the problems we 
described in this report.  For example, the FBI did not handle the Phoenix EC 
appropriately or give it the attention it deserved.  The FBI did little with the 
Phoenix EC before the September 11 attacks because of the FBI’s inadequate 
analytical program, insufficient supervision of analysts in the program, the 
focus on operational priorities at the expense of strategic analysis, the failure to 
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adequately share intelligence information, and the lack of adequate tools to 
facilitate information sharing within and outside the FBI.   

With regard to the Moussaoui case, the Minneapolis FBI agents deserve 
credit for their tenacity and instincts regarding Moussaoui’s suspicious actions.  
These agents did not receive adequate support, either from field office 
managers or from FBI Headquarters.  Although it is not clear that even if the 
FBI had pursued the case more aggressively it would have succeeded in 
obtaining a warrant to search Moussaoui’s possessions before the September 
11 attacks, the handling of this case illustrated systemic deficiencies in how the 
FBI handled intelligence cases.  These deficiencies included a narrow and 
conservative interpretation of FISA, inadequate analysis of whether to proceed 
as a criminal or intelligence investigation, adversarial relations between the 
field and FBI Headquarters, and a disjointed and inadequate review of potential 
FISA requests by FBI attorneys.   

With regard to Hazmi and Mihdhar, the FBI had at least five 
opportunities to uncover information that could have informed the FBI about 
these two terrorists’ presence in the United States and led the FBI to seek to 
find them before September 11, 2001.  But the FBI did not uncover this 
information until shortly before the September 11 attacks.  The FBI’s 
investigation then was conducted without much urgency or priority, and the 
FBI failed to locate Hazmi and Mihdhar before they participated in the attacks.  
Our examination of the five lost opportunities found significant systemic 
problems with information sharing between the CIA and the FBI, and systemic 
problems within the FBI related to its Counterterrorism Program.  These 
problems included inadequate oversight and guidance provided to FBI 
detailees at the CIA, FBI employees’ lack of understanding of CIA procedures, 
inconsistent documentation of intelligence information received informally by 
the FBI, the lack of priority given to counterterrorism investigations by the FBI 
before September 11, and the impact of the “wall” between criminal and 
intelligence investigations.   

In evaluating the FBI’s actions in the three matters examined in this 
report, we cannot say whether the FBI would have prevented the attacks had 
they handled these matters differently.  Such a judgment would be speculative 
and beyond the scope of our inquiry.  But while we cannot say what would 
have happened had the FBI handled the information differently or if the FBI 
had pursued these investigations more aggressively, the way the FBI handled 



these matters was a significant failure that hindered the FBI' s chances of being 
able to detect and prevent the September 11 attacks. 

In this chapter, we make 16 recommendations to the FBI to addr1ess the 
problems we found in our review. In providing these recommendations~ we 
recognize that the FBI has made significant changes since the September 11 
attacks, and it is already aqdressing many of the niatters that we describe in this 
report. But we believe that the FBI should know 1exactly what happene~ w.ith 
regard to· the Phoenix EC, the Moussaoui case, and the Hazmi and Mihdhar 
matter to ensure that it fµlly addresses the systemic failures we found in these 
matters. We believe that our detailed descriptions of the FBI's actions, 
together with our recommendations, can help the FBI improve its 
counterterrorism operations as it transforms itself to better address the threat of 
terrorism. 

Glenn A. Fine 
Inspector General 
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UpPD . ...... Mu1·11~. ei~ . - .d 't'1~~ '~l.'2:d·." ~nc.:l'\)~in9: , _•l~ms·-J.n _i,t.h :~ USA · Uld. '.111 
Britl.an 'to .ccnlEro:nt· ~ a1·1 n1e.1111rc111'kbe,t:tter· Vdbally·, financ·la,llyJ 
:poll t ,lQal IY c~ . J. l i 't.111.·1 l 'r t.he ·u. S .. .:,ia,nd,.;r:f't:i*b -~•arel'ltriii ' ind ao 
'tb•-1 r :r•~ -- :U.: .~u,ty· !n ol :i evtng the,.-. t~q:l, .pe:apl, .. ff OP. '.. tbe · _unj,ut:t 
aanc t 1,oni-~,-~ _. , 
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Tieu Cou,n~ro,iu !boeni" 
Re: - - " 011/10/20

1

01 

. . ' . . . . . . 
41 r•~ &;IIOC1 • t iohl 
- · -. · ·U .• S,, -prl<>-r · 

a . ; 
_.,,-~ -ba:s. not_ ,i!Je~•l~cf .-any .. l~~,oru! . ?1. 1 · ~ : _119 -'., _e. 
wltb_ tie ·o~ ,subj.ect& refertJ1eed·- 1h tni• ·1COlllDVll1~-ation. 

- • • . I """'•• I • ~ ::J > • - • • 

· ~: ·: .. ' at Pb~enu bel i-.vu theit 1:t la more than a coi'npldence 
th!9,t'. '· ~tJb,ec:T• wbo an=.= s•Jppo:J"t.ei:~ . o,f . OIL ac:e att.,n4~nt civil ivlat_lqn 
1iH11-ve~•i t -i~•lc:ol'~egea, in the st.ate of Arl:zona. ur r ,ece1vl•h9 ,offices 
are ~~v·a.re, Phoenix ba& had s l •iinlf'i~n.t (li-ot •~uoclot.es/oper11'ti~es 
l i vi ng· l ll the S'ta te o:lf Ari :ZO:JUI and cdncf 1,1,ct.lng act 1 V 1' ty in support Of 
UBL. WADrR EL·ffAGE. a ~ OBI:. l i •utenant recently conv.5.,cted .fo:r- bi:s role 
in· the 1,,1 bomblnt• c:,f ·u.s • . ~s,aes .In Africa, llv.ed tn rucsoa. 
Arizona for •everal ye• r-r, .. 4ur1ncj the: liBO.s. .• ES:SAH -~L··RIDJ., a peraonai 
pi lot for UBL, trave·Jed ~ he.son,. trizona dur inq 199,J · '"- the . 
dire~tiori ·of At.•..:HAGS . · · , . · ' -1,, 1 - • • - - - · • . • Lt · 

arsOl'la 

Phoenix bel.J.·e._,es -that it. 1s 
es a 1 a h.ed: suppo :rt .,-,.et:worllt .ill pla,ce 1:n Ar 1 z,ona. 
tnO.s 't llke1ly establfi,shed dlrrin9 the 1time period 
Arizona. 

bi 

000388 



To: C
1

~ . uni 
Re: 'IJ 

F:tc-ln: f·b-0-1:n i X 
.. Oi /10./20'Dl! 

.. '1 h 1 :1 :I. n f ormai t j on i :s be lru~ prcv l, de d to race iv :iri9 
off ices for inf·o:rrnation ~ .ana ll'Sis and comments . 
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To1 
Re :r 

, .. · ~n~rClffl: Fhoenix - I 0.7/101/21001 

L2AD (•); 
I 

Set Lead ,li 

OOUNT'ERTEBJl10RlSM 

. Acl QSHI WON I pc; 

·• The It FU /UBW i ·s re,ques t ed to consider iJTrpl elflen t i09 
the suggeste,d ac-'tion.s put Tor th by Phoenix at the beginning of t:h·i s 
communication . -

· Se~ Leac! 2, 

•.• 
•:•· - ' 

' . 

AT Hffl XC,8 K • Hffl )"QB I 

- R@ad and Clear 

,,. 

.r 
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The Hononhte 1Cllmm. J.. Fine 
Oflicoofdio~Genenl 
Unitod Sara, DciplllCDum of 111itiie 
&oom43,21 ' 
950 Pamlylvaia A~ N.W. 
-Wuhinp,n. D,,c. 2().130 

· Dear Mr. Pini: 

Bctm scsponding to the mdividoal ~ the OIG and 1he 
American pub& need to be ~awam olfhepmpeu mau by the J\'edaraJ B~w of 
fnvmtipdoa(PBI)· nnce lho hmdt1c aUiCb of.~ 11.1001. Ifwe,only 
l'ClpCllJdcd to tho~ in Cho r:cpm. rmdcn would~ Ill incomplete, . 
plC1Ufe offb.e progrea1 we have m,ade ~ pem.ap1 ha~ 1-d.tf&ult time piocmg teratb-ar 

o I 



-
Im infonnalion mutm-slxtmJ. ~ reaommeadldou,, Director Mueller ha 
implemeated a c:ompreheuivo plan that Amdlmmtall,y trwfoniui die PBI to eohDti 
O\ll'ability m pndlct and ·pmvmt .ftmnm of terrodlD1. Wolla,vo,uvmlwJlt,d"OUI' 
~ o,«dom, expadod our imlligmmo ,capabilltia, ~ our 
~iufnen ·pradicol Ind technology, and hgprorved ~ with our partnm. (U) 

l)kcctor Mu.ell« rep!accd A priority lytlem which aflowed iUpClrVUOII a lfClt 
~ offlmhmty with a• ,of' ~O priotitiM Dat .viedy ~ the allooatitm ofpcnmmel 
-4 ~ im. ev«y FBI ptQpm1 flld fialcl office_.~ ii J»W Che 
ov-.:.1: .. .,. ~.., ..... ..11 Mnlrl'V ............:i- , ,_ ..... . _,.,.; __ ........ . . - jf 't _..;...... . ~-. 
_ 'lji!l~r--L'"';11' ..w: -~-., l~!l\,N.IIIIU: ~JI ~li'Vt lln"CII. I: • ""':&IHA'MI .UIV11:1111J'UD 

or~ hm odJc:r priority_. (U) 

· Te implclliad 1hosouw prioriliae, we UKll'OIRd tho 11-..-of Special Agfm 
•llipod to kmmm m&Ctcn.ad lmd addilioaal ~ IIW)'ltl lDII IIBDtlMon. 
We ,mo emblilbocl • IUJIDbs of opa&:iaal 11Di.tl ml mlitim ·Chal p:rvYidD uw or 
improycd~,to .. Chcmmtttlntt 1'bctoincludodio241'/ . 
C&~ Waidl (Cl' Wldeli) md cbc Nltioul Joint Tomnilm Tllk Porco 
(NJ'.ITF) to 111-.·am1 dme dnatin~on; the Tflmliam Pmmcing Optaticm 
Section ('l'FOS), CD ~ oflDt1a to~ Utroritt finlnm\8; doc.-m1wot/media 
~ , .-..... .-.. to MTiloi, mauriid found lloCh cklumlti"'-n.:. and - for ffl ....... - - !!llil- --r . ......,,- 9Vl!nilllll . 
JnUlrlipnoe ,,.J'iiO; dc;lo)111ble ~ T~ •'-' ~ -arpcdUIO wlcnver lt 
fl,JIOOdod; tho "i"~.s~t101 ~ (lSC) ~ ,.Tcaorilt~ Tul 
.Pomc (FTl1'.'Y) to bcfp :idmdfy ~ ,md bep 1hcmoul 1of Cbc1Jaitcd Stlta~ dul 

- ._. . D--,. --' D ,w,.L .-. C!I......:. .,_,diMP,jli....._ im:a1--.:.,..--11 .... ...t 
&'Cll'URllll .... '¥1¥¥11- ..... .!P>¥0f.llU:~ ~oa- ---~ •·u -----,~ . 

· ~ bJ, the IDlelliglDc(,_ O,mnmoky-.,_,n4;1be~•· .....,_~to 
~coamc:t tm·..-, IDd lllleildld mdicaton of~ e,:timy pmd +be U.S. &om, a 
~ pa&pMh,o. (U} ,· . . . 

We ~ ,snanapmfflttl of om~ Pmgram-1t-:Hlllilquamn to 
liul ~ of'iniunmdoa. to ~ -couillwy, ofcaunlmtcrmrilm priotitim 
and 11:rategy acrou 1hc ,orpnimio, to adcgra1o oountertcnorimn operations ha 1114 
OVCl'ICIU,, .. improve ooordinatioa wi1ho1hcr~-a p~ ud toUllb 

· • · --=---...:.•-"-• · c...- t11e - 111 "'--'--t am1 - r IC:DIOI" rnlDIICII ~o ,WI o,.~ _, .. ...,_..- ,PICICCIIS o oar 
~ emnti. (TJ} 

, Tho P'Blil b1li14i:P& 11a ~wido ~ program ·tut bu 
~ impmvcdour ,liJililyto ---callyditeat our·bdelligmoodoaoo IDd to 
£use, IDliyze. IDd ~Mnmioefc var tmonlm~ -~ .After PIIIIIC ofthl 
USA PATRIOT AC\ NII.bid Attomq Om.flll ~ md tho fDIDIII opinion by 11119! 
PorciJD llilcUipoc.e SW¥ei0ance Court ofltmew ~ die lmder·to ~ 
m.fotmati.onbclweco inteUipncc md (lrimina) iDftltisali~,, n quickly impkmmlcd 1 

plan to intepe all our ,capabiliUJ to ~prcvadtcim:m,t ,ltflob. OiroctarMucllcr 
clovatcd imJHpore to ~-hvfil·rtatm. putlmg in pluo a fomw mumure, an4 
eonoeptl otopamona to 10wm FBl--widf ~ ~ lild Ollablid,qaa: fioJd 

. ~ Grovp1 (PIGI), in every lo1d o.flk:e. (U) 
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~ effim 1are maJr:inl' ~ hllrNilmefmore dloimt -.t. ~ 
-~ -m~~ .. We~o.u,·ippzo .. ·to. ... _-c- laiJnthg1 iil4m 
·mfotuxd our RCIUling and 1ming to, lluaotm ~ _ - ·wft& .. critical to OU 
---menmism md.imelli - - ._-, !lldmom. We bw ii~,_. liunore·-.--,. · -__ 
Yl,!!W,q - - - - - - - - gmn - .... T.....,.,..,.... --~CIIAVCl 
fnmmgprognm Ind -~tcd new Jcadmhip bdtlllivm:mbcpour·~e fhauole. 
We IN mMfflllqlq llKi sb.Hqc, 1114 DVD~ of Pill liCCOml1. Wo alao, built. and 
00:lllimll to mipm~ m -. , IOCUM)-lffl)gnm ,n)h ~ ~ 
pmftuiana1 IOCllrify:pcnci~ m'Ol'CilBORml ~~~-and improved I . : ly 
~ -llld ·trarnin,g. M 

1la9 impm . han produced- - _ ·and ; le: Rllll1tL We 
miJmScmt11 mcrcwd : ·, · :here~; - - - lmJiiCC&:,mdd:ilclmOllllt ot~ 
cci.-..to mpport. _ . _ · : •· ~ ,cflhr111 ;We dbfthpo4ml:relmd • .pmcaa fer 
bdofqddly thmtt~~ • -~~ tho,nmnbcr 1DfJIBI 
~rcpomprod .- cd · -- ~ri n1p1mo1t~ftill~ ,dncoS~ 
11. 200il{i wa 'b9Yif; pm:ticlpmd in I~ dozma oftaromt .. , . ODii 'l,y dwel~ 
~ intelD~ md,bdlfl'coommaliqom~ -~ dm!. M 

. -
Pricn h> S~ 111 200l1. 1lhe BUNIU had. no cmlllliHd 11ructve-for the 

mtkmd rn1111.gc1J.1n ofita ~ fro~_ md ~ cum wen routinely 
m..anapd out: ,ofindirid.wd fi~. ofBcc:a An IMl:1:'ib. C88Ct for. m:wmp·lo,, might ha . 'l)Geo 
nm,,wt ,of libeNew-Ymk!Wd Oftloe; a DAMAS cuemlghthll ·.booamwgtd·t,y·dlo. 
WMbinpm Pi.md OlmOi. ''lbil ;~ lmc110Gcd · · - ml j,roductd •-~ 
ofmpwiw flN!laCCutioml. 10mc ~ bDCmu our ~.Ufin. ~....:+.:. . . .r~-- - - - ..,,.o;iµ~ p,cw,11n1, 

3 
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. On'NoV1!111:1ba' 18, 2002 btPoraip.~ lmvei.DmCourt·o(llmew 

iauo.t ID cpmiob IPJ)toYiQ lho ImelJlseBOe 8'hadq ~ Gunby ,iulbmidnafhe 
PIH 1o .. idmnation. iacludmg PIS-A-dmived idmnatioa, betwetm our Clindn-1 m4 
intclBpmoe, m~. Wi1II 1bit. cphdoo. WC Wa'O limUy &bl.o to conduct am 
termiimlinYflltiptiaal • tbc Nil u.o md ooordmatioa.ofour ,crimmal and 
~moll and prml. ,(U) 

' 
To, :formdr.c:i 1IU1 morscir of'mceDipm:o 111d on urinal o,rntiou. we have 

lhlmd.omdthe acpmto cuo ,clusific.llioq for '"-lrnlod* a:da1lltionoJ 1l!mldm 
~ (wilb dlD olumirdoa.numlMr 265) md ~am,c" hdemMfrm! 
tmoram~,c1umflo11icmDIIIDbcr 1991, m:tuvo ~ tlfliilmto. 
lta,leclulUlclt1oD for •1utmpatiomltmomm• (ot,w ~1mak 315).·nu. 
""Jauil-1an o&lcldly ·ckieigut,I • ~ tmomm-hmllti:J:llltian • .. Chit 
Clll «J"tp1oy intetDpnce toola U ell • c:rindml pmollW .-cl~·•· fq 1aly.20m,, 
we. fomillimd llb.il_awmach in. our Modct.Comd:Cl1emldmn Iavcadplive StnCogy 
(MCISJ, wtdch WIii iauod to d.lclclofllos&ad bu bocin.ihl, nojectof atenlnro iokl 
.nlrq: (lJ) - -

With 11ledl..,.....oftba hp1 ~•~of.oaraimi:nd ad 
~ ptnOllllelatl,apa:lliom,. we rmv bavo6o lldilbdoto1motdbiate_ • · · 
~ad aimimlilt~ad tow dJe.fWlnqe.ofipv"ali,ptin .... 
....... peataHsmdA On a.~pnoe-we~ooaddd mmdllamcrontfie 
wpec'°4 cmiorilt'8 hiam alKndhil IIIOVanmtl·mt idinrity~~ lftl 

· Cll!I oliwD P1SA lldborilym m«mitorhm ,oon.-th,1111i •m.11,o: wo ou. tppi'otcb ad 
.... ., oullivatohim••---••·C!fmtia.MJ.llaaL(hilu!J,a:im.iJMd lld'o. we haw 
lllouplicR of~ug ldm ~ mat; dateatloa; ml~" We &cida1 

1ma1,1·1hele. ,optiOIII.· · ·t,yctdm10111lfbe"8ofnlllcc,pportudtyib. dev.elopintelh .... 
apilllt1bi9,med·toappmbmd&oapect··-.pmiailrim,hm omyfngom·hif1envtfd 
plaa. Tim ·inteJrltod appoacfl hM ldided our-0p&idi\JIIB nl wo b/e .~Jly 
.foiW immd,t,nW opamadi mf diiH1ptod -ociU. mJIID Sdo, Wuhfn,gtoa. tG ~ 
'Micblpn. to Lactawmma; Now YOik. (U) . ·. 

Al1hou,gb wo m now lbto eo-~ouriDtoJlis~~ Ind 
erimfflll taw mfon1cmmt~ ffll!CIEOtdy~ QQI' fbll potmdll u• 
tamdlm-pn,vmtioa' qmgyl,y ~the~ Blnwlun, cepabDt.tit:I, 1114 
proceaae1;ta d:frmt: thote opcntiom. W'tfhollt ID offocUvti ~)6pica,oapdy, 'R 

camot expect fQ defeat a :qldstic:amd ml oppommiatie ,advenmy lib d,.Qa'i~ (U} 

.,_ varillillv .-.i-11-1~ ... -•1 :--liM"tlid · Im Bmean ......... not . .a-....11-....1 "'-=- :..,..11;__:. ........ 
ll'VJ. I '__,..., UJil, IIIIM'NI~ ·•-t -~ - ~ 'l/iill'~ !IILLIII Ill~ 

,capacity prior to :Scptcmbar 11. Wm1c 1fie, FBI bu. alft)!I bcai one of the wmld'l beet 
,DtJlcdor"Of ~ ~ DffOf ~ .!bed the ~io exploit 1flat 
infomwion ftdly fbrita ~ v~· IDdiYidD&I FBI.-bvtt llwayl .aodyzed 
thcawidaaoc in Mptftioularciuee.. ,andtheil uod illlt alym lO guido1heir 
imatiptinn,. The, Pin .. a~ 1towtMr. bad not eJIMted 11m aw)'tbd 
~ ibov,thcl iodl~ Qa,e OI' m.Wllllpdon to m~ellffll) ~ 
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011 cummt taroriJm thrella, In additioil, 'CIA aad DHS pcnonnel alleDd the Direclor'e 
inmoal tenori1111 bdef!Daa fNtlt'/ weekday mornlrla and .,__,,,. (U) 

TbePBtla DOW~-~ l)'llema.!o dlmminale cluoilied intelligoDM 
,epo,11 md oaalytlool prodi:1,11 to Ibo ~ Owm•mlty IDd otber fedenl ageoclee. 
'rbe FBI hoG aweb liio Oil the Top.S«:!1t JnteljnJcn'IUI! World-Wide llllelliplco 
'Commumty S)'ita:n (JWICS), a lbllY.-etlCl)l1ted IYlfml 1ihet ooaneota·more Iba 100 
Depa1mellt ofDetm,e; CIA, ind otb« lnlellipllO" Cimmnoity citet. Wo allo boot• 
weli lile 011 SIPRNBT, • mailer syet,m Uled by DOD Im lhann, in!omllli011 clauiljed 
at Ibo Secrel leveL In lld4ltloe, t uw ~ qetwod<_boMi • "SCION" ie b~ 
piloted In ~ 11o14 offioot, SCION, wilf '1')illi,OOI PB7-lleodqimt,n aaa lleld·ol!lceo lo · 
the CIA and other lllami!"' iif tllo ltlleJlip~,C',,jnmlioity; aad·wlll Jnra-

,, 

oppot!Ullitl .. ~ 11m..,ency co~ (U) 
• • • r ,, . . . . 

. lmpnmng Ibo cciaipatibll!ty ot lnbriwdoo "clmoloJY.~ tltroqboui a,., 
TntJilU""""° <'.tmilllilllty, will ~ -Clio .,ed and 0!111C of i,tf'QDNtl,., o1mina md· 

- eolllbontlon. ~ tho FBr I ilifoimattan lecbnQI - bM wocbd cl0oel 
wltk 111o Cblef ~~•.Offlcen:(CIO.) ofDHS.lild 0:.: Inloll~ ~ 
...-i,e, 1o develop 01tt rec<ini'~9Ql0m, ~l"IYII!'..-Thia coordlnilloo bu 
aft'ect,d'Ollf decli!ooa OD a:even)by techooJosy up~ (U) · 

- . -

DHS pla:r.s a critical n,Je in 111,am, 1114 ~ wh\Clnbillllel ia our 
Dlliqml ln1l:ulNclal-e 1111d 11toor ~ 1114 Ir. o,u-.. ourN!IP(lblo c,pablliiiea. Wo 
baw womd cloiolywiib DHS_ lo""8in 11111 '!ii hffl the mlegl:llioo aad compn,bonaive 
illl\lniulloo wrina~·-~ lhal' are'fitaltolbo ,_ or .... milsiooa. 
TboFBl inilDHS abate dabibloe ICCCll at me, in 1boNllioNJ JTI1' Ill FBI : -
H<aclquarlal, to ibc Ftl"l'l' ltld the TSC, aad In 1'1cai ri-:ll'i 'in our field oftl. ... an>Ulld 
tbe country. Wo womd clolel'ytogelborto get lhenirw Tettoru11 Sc,m,dng <'.aa up 
aad tWlling We holil we,cJy bdol!ngs in which our CID IIIAlyaCB bdof 11,mt DHS 
OOlliltuparll on CUttenl tomJrism ~-We coordinlllo all FBI wmnlnp with 
DBS, and weoow coo«dinlllejo,int 1'IINJlp tbroqh tllliHomolapd Socurity Advieory 
Syn,m lo 14drtu' om: -en• COIICCIIIII about multiple aaddupliclllivo wmnlnp. Wo 
doilgnated an eipuienccd exoeulive llom the .Tnmponat\on Seomity·Admlnlllrlllioc lo 
nm Ibo TSC ml ctetallod a ...,;or DHS ~eculive to Ibo FBI', Oflioe ofhmil!iguioe to 
en,ure COOldlnati.on IDd tran,paroncy betweu1 Ibo agencies. (U) 

On t,{ucl14, 2003, the Alu,m,oy Oencnl, ~ S-,tary ofRomolmd Security, 
aad1hoDhector ufCelllral Jnte!l!gu,ca ,rip,d I comprm,ri'l' Momormdum of 
Ulldentan4ini (MOU) eital>liabin& po!loi. .. IDd pn,ooct,,m, lbr iotbrmati011 abaring, 
handling, ood ...., __ Punumt lo 1bit MOU, lnfunnatlon telilod lo tmoriat ~ and 
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wlncnbllidea, la provided to DHS aulorml!C4lly wllboul DHS ha~to reci- it 
Qai.tmf with tho prolecl!O<l of oemlliwlOUl'OOI mdmolhocls 111d tho protection of 
privacy riabta, wo DOW 111m u • Nie. l!ld dbi!)d hy CIJ[cq>tion. (U) 

. Wflh tenori,i, traveling, communlcalln& IDd plannina &Ullcb all ll'OUDCI tlie 
world, coonli!lldon with om fi>rel811 pertnora bu become moro critlcoJ dwi ov« bof'olo . 
Wo ba,:e lteldlly inaeued oor ownou proooooc, md oow routinely cl,ploy ~ti 111d 
cdalo ao=o experts to uslsl in d1.e in\'Oltiplion of O'llanleu Ibach, lllcll u ~M&y 
2003 bombinp·in Saud!Anbla mdMmocco. AJ of l'-.y7, 2004,'4(3 FBlpenonnel 
..,... uaipod ,,_, o-200 ofwllomceptmDIOO!llly wiped, Tliolr ollbrt,, and. 
Ille rolaliorwflq,. Wat g,ow ftom them, bave played a crilical ro!o Jn Uli, eueceuM 
inlcm&ti"'lll opondom we bml COllduclea QVer lho pul 31 mor!tl!a (U) . . : 

·: Bun,eu pedOIIDOI ba.., participated m DlllDIION invutipllODI oftorrarill 
attw in fompoo~oo ovorlheput 33 mombs. Our appmecll to lb0IO ~CIII 

di1Jon fi'lll!),lho "l'l'JOl0h we lrld>'tiomllybave.llk<n,l'ri«to Septomher ·1 Ith, our 
DY<llml. inveitl,-tioi,, priDsllyworo fi>oal04 on bollldta, - tor pOIOCGli,,. in 1bo 
U.S. Today, our focul bu t,,o.Ae,,ed to pcO'rido our lbroi.p paitnen_ .,.ilh ~ · 
~•• mlqtil,,r typm of aupport w!ili,11 mh_., oar join! el'!br11 to ~ -and.disrupt 
tem,ri,t lttJc'o. Oar patnen have emhnoocl tbia _....,i,. .a it ii tJ«YUII di.w.mdi 
wicti sre-=iprocll coop«mOll IDd moro effoctMljoinlinwstiplion&. (U) 

. 
'Ibo l<Mmdalion o( a•COldralizod md elfecti"" ~ operation ii Che 

oapability to 111,mblo, ... lrnl]m, Uld dt-••111Nt lnvoollptlve 111d op«alJoml 
· ~-in!mi•lly a wiih Collow illlelliga,oe &ild l&w ~ ....,c1~. 
Thia ~ility roqulita lnfonnalioCl teclmology(IT) tbatmakoo in1\i,m&tion ...Uy . . 
--.1111>1o 111d c;able by all penonnel while'P">'«'ina tho security oflbat iD!omlatiou. 
(U) • . . . . 

P!jor to ~ 11th, 1bo :s_,,. infollDlli.ou_ toclmo'logy wu inadcquatb to 
SIJ!'POlt ill.ooaitAlrtalrori mlakm. In prmoua yean. MJbstantioJ inve&tmcall....., 
made 1o upplc 1eclmologico that dlrocdy iuppor1ecl ilM!lelptioaa, ljich ais IAffllilJance 
cqulpment.llld """11ic ~ lik• lhoialepled'AUl«t1ilecl Plng,,rpdnl 14eo1i.ficillon 
Sy&Um. lnsu.fllcieol attenlion wu.i,aid, Jiowo,,,;r, to techoology relldod to lho moro 
11m4am..,1,11 ,aw ofrocords ....iioo, aialnfC11anco, "1,ae,:ablallon, md romonl.1112001, 
.omy amplp)'Oei still u80d viDla&e 1987 386 d..tk,p ~lilett. Some raddml agcoci01 •• 
cowd oaJy accees data in 1boir l!old ol!loc via a •low dlal-q, collllOCllon. Many BUl'Olll · 
propam, woro udng oompu1or llystem, that ope1atecl'i11dependa1Uy 111d did 11111 . 
~ with l}'llam in olher y.rognm, or other pw oflho BUl'Olll: (U) 

The-PB! WO had a defici«ll infonnati.,.. DWJ&tOlllOlll 8)'ltem. Tho PBr, legacy 
inveetiplivo information .,.,..,,, tho All1omaled C.e Support (ACS~ WU DOI very 
effective in idenlifylng bib:malion or ,uppor1ing invOllipt!ODS. u..,,. navipted with lho 
fim<tion koya instead of.Ibo "point 111d elicit'' melhod c:ommoo to web-buod oppllealiolll. · 
Simplo 1alb, ~ u atorioe &11 oleolloaic vnon of a document, roqu!red a ....-1o . 
pd,rm 12 IClpl<ile ftmcdona in• •groon·acroen" cnviromnmL Aleo,.lhe ayltem lilctod 
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,apncie111 IUPh liDRS. Tltr~pnm4M.pbync'.J-1 ~ ,ckeaand .00.ucnto 
weu Bud dm witflom nNWlfns to knowUa phymoal. Loctlr:O. OJ foan&I~ 'lho dlta iQ ibt 
mw ii • thci SCl!lla level,, md tbe ~ofTS/SOI lffll detail in tile~ ..... 
(U) . . 

ute.r tble year, weplm tt' eolw'tc81he mw by adcting additional data~ 
sum II SutpjGioui, Activiq,~m_ ltld by makingiteuier IO ilOltOh. WhmdYl! lDW ii 
eompto. lg(dlta ,and anatym mina new analytical toolt will be, abJo• to~ ,apidly rm 
ph:tuiel ofbown terroriltl aft ma1J$ or~ lbe~ctutee wifleda ~4u:atl m 
11U11ulcl rdlei thin~ 'fliey will bo a&le to e'(IDCt ~• a&bea• phmaomllllH'I, 
1Ad·o1her data ir !P'QR!da, lll&et than nardnng for it manufly. "ibey'will bw tho IWlty 
to idantify mWion&mJ)• acmu cuea. Thcyw.lD be Ihle lo llDINh upm 100 milllODPIPII 
or intenwiooa1 ~ docum.oidl m ICICODdl. M -

_ Ultimately. we, p]aa·Co twn. h IDW :iafo • NNts D,ia, Wan,houe (MDW) 11W 
wiD aludc dlo ~ clatan,quirod by tho PBI ~ mmapim bdcmal bulinoa 
~ in.dilid~m dle~ daa_MDW~t:,~..,,.•ll,-~,· 
~ .daSalbnpktlDllboccnao·lllol)'llbof . · :b • .UPBlolccttmle,filel.(11) 

.we ue ~ ldVanced IDll)'ticd moll to.beJp111mab1mmmtot~ 
~.\.-. ' daU~.ln.~ IDW. "l'hele tooll allowJIB_tagaa(I_IDdllW)'llll to loot laoaJ muliplo 

· · ,caaea md.muJtiplodataaoUIOCI toidm:lily~1 mdmm,piecea.ofinfilrn•~ 
.a:....j. . __... ~ .a:t· . Hlill'blei hllfnlll' Older IIDW -'-• 'l'l'.'I,._,. fno1•· 1) __ ,-._ .a..1...~-= lllill"'WIIIIOu.,J~Y' ., . ---o . rP-4•:J•-• 11.·~ _i.,.. 1

--...~ 

- twdwaimp8.oallll.affectivo. 2) giw aalJl(I mw VUDIJ~ ~iq.,&ik-dmt 
~-aad~o,plhilidai; .S 3) lllow,~ to~~ apclaa 
to •• .--,mmita wheGIVfl'~ movmt 48 ia downloade4 into the~ ('U) 

A, the ln:t part of QUI' rr modemiation efmtta BOID' compSodon,., FBI ~ 
anal)Dw aiul mppolt~:m alrca4yeqjoying·ncw cepabill11a 1114, applying1ko.m 
,caplbillbl to tbdi·Q01111icdcmmsm miHiotl .,-~ o,p-1D-daro ~ futaad 
IOOl!R ~vity1 a uw-&i--yinler&e CO aie·Acs CUf!i ~~ ~ Qac 
amity to 8CCO&I md:Kllnb rmiolldllcd taro~ dltl, and 1lCW ·capabiJitiM for 
ahulq-iafon'na1ionmsidc em outaidc·tbo,~ lU) 

While tbm, illllilf ~ucb tobe done., IIMllM dForb m ltuim,s kl dolmr ._; . 
teckio]ogy w m,odw, ilay alad of evoMQg threaa.. ~ our teQJmoJo1i will 
rmuiia au FBI piibrity fat the ~le lidure. and om new IT m.aaapmc:at wiU 
fllllR dJat WO~ Co· Wlfl(IJ'\tiii Outtyltemi. tu) . 

Wilh 1h.e leCCIDt dirClctivoe implomealmg lac intctligc:aec qmt career net ad 
Ilic ldminiJtntM, n,~ relltocl.to buildiug ID i:ntolligmoe ~~have In place 
tho caCJrtial ltruchnl elancn:11 ot111 imctlipcc-cfrivm ~mm ,opcalion. The 
cballaip now ii to. rcfbro uul QOllWDJO to develop that opcr.ration - an eftitrt 1hat will · 
requite additional ta0UMC1w continued ltladioll by PBI ~ 11i11 ~ tnmmg 
of FBI~ in mtellipnoepmcMllel"ad ~bjoodvd. M1 
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·• ·aur.b:llpllqd•.~ 10A~Jmmlnielel~~ 
.iepotliog on~~ We :bin:~ om t'lllomg PfQIPDi. om 
,petAC,biid Pl1ul'ik,n ~ ~ -OUl' opnlional prioiitli ,Jo bma. OU aomcer 
~ ~-- · .· . topjlV'ldl!~ we _ . . ·llm4r11CD ,&marbd 
lncNw !In .. numbar·olhuman ' ' lill:Ul'OOI : -~Pro:gram. 
Bdwtlca .. AlQUI so. 2001. md Sc:paabar 30. 1003i, 'fix mmda oflUWCCJI mJmd ·' 
hdan&timu] tmorllmim:rcalcdbymarctbm 16D~.milflc,•IIIIIIDll'of101EC1 
nlatod. lo~ tmrmim ~ -1,y mom ·fban 39 · -(U), 
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'to updato eur ~ nloln& 1Doludiq dio lnlnllfpnoo Aml,-tBule Cow 
uthcCollepof ~ Smdfet~ dle~oa rs~ eour.,111 t1m 
Nltimal ~. ~ IICliiU)Di ~ TClmrilm lndlcaton n1 Ofllom Satmym eu1 
dT ~"i'""" -!-In ....... _ laulffed vemlon .Jibe 1...-A-..L ·II . . A:r-....t... • ...i • . 
11.&.!A ~ I l!,laUI ~I, 'I.IUl7 \IQQ. . . . __ _ _ VI , _ ~ __ BOlJI' fflLq--,mu U. 
raft:rmco In tho DI llbrar,y lad i;. ICICOaiblo to tll llo ftlJdciaf, 11 tho ArJtiJ,my. It 1110 !a 
'i:obhJdcd ill Cho~ IDIIDW CI)..lwaJ dimibute4 ,u pat of SLA1T' 1rliniag (U) 

One Wffq·IDWIIN of our impnmd ~ -apmadom hi 1be · 
~ofom_c~to~--daUy temrdd thrai ~ Tho 
~or-.cepaldlityrdectlthemabJdna&fovzcelldnUr.ai~ 
Plopam. (D) . 

· ~-~ .lUb. a..'.FS~~tbe ~fOJl'&Vida •~ 
d1Df~hieliq-eo •mnble1be cmnot threat inlwln~ co ,~-W. . _,.wwn ...... 1mato addna •tbNlf,,mtlipt(IIGDta,oloarpiQblnlttf'eadl·ilrc.t 
mdthl;!Bviterm~lelpOCie,to dlltdumtto,tbe~ •. ttdor,.,.,.,.,,..dleAUGl:lmy· 
Geili!nt mi1 o6n m ~ ~ • l;Dlb opcntioaal mt,oBcy dccWonl. 
Wlell •~ J11Vpa:m ~ lfhiob imtitiptionl -~nm t,;illdivida1 fio14oi!lcoa, 
Ibo Bww ilnm lwUo ~-• ~df Pd l1dl1. Wilb. ttJ.e need-fol ceab'afilOd · IDIIIIPIII-. ~tit-~ lil imperdw,. (U) 

In Ibo da:imdl t)flhc hlmlnll&Ua~ W11'WID1K~tu,_..,.:IOD4Jng.to llo-' 
\VlllteiHOUN is1$~dlily.1epaa. · . . · fA!tlds. We ~no 
"'9dvili~1fm p)&OO (Gr ~1Jeoliq tbat m5ldmlion,. IO· P,1! ..... (l(lbonipoN wu1 

· faitlaDJ ht;phirev,- Doriq die! pul J3, ~~rMli,twe,Of.~1 l'om b,1 ·• 
lntali~ o-rimmrityj we~~ tbe ~~the, eadie of' 
pm&,,9'ouJ,; toptaduco oflicli:vo dlil,J~ 111d ti) rlUR'bdofins matcdaf•iqcn 
wldcly ~ .Jbe.~unau.d will our p(!dncQ. (U) 

' . 

. '.&11002 .;_ 0-.Usbod., ~ SuppoitOmui,1'iddacbe 
C,oun1utarodmn DiVil'iGDi to prcpl'O dlilykictig-llllhllills, In dlO mnnrncr ot.2003. ·fidl 
,poll)~ rmm;a.cd dlO ~ ~ ~ tD4 m°""-totbo OflM of'mtelligmco. 
._Plfna-laA'Q&Ult 2Nl. tM Stnte&io Ad)'IU Wt bellfl ~tho~•· 
ft.lltuD.........., lltll)'D'\ 4.a~ :...__,ft:--~-tlm ·mc1o,lq1, hi£;m;ati 1 

~~'"~-~· -.,~~ - . JfflQD 
tlCMlll~o,cntiolll, k1mrimn lhimbr.* lnfmmllkmtelib!dto .U -.mu o:CFBI 
m~dvity. ((J) · . . . 

'To ptO(IUce die DDR; Jbo Stntogic Analym Unilt OODIO~ IDd ref1ncl, 
imi:xmdionprovidod. ia,, ~ fonnathyinte.tlipncepcnmme1 ineao& dmtim. 
Bicbinomina. ~lboutoew-lbrem i8 added, ID4infonmlion•tboul:dnlltl 11111 
ha¥e 6cm ~ vetted during dJo niibi ii~ 'lhe DDll is: -diml1nd:od CG 
1~ocud.veaind llBI opl!litlliional. 1dMliom.. 1bcDinctorU11:11·dJc DDRto brief the 
,Pnlukat DOIEty 1,roey ·woekday momtng The PBI all_o-pmducCII die~ · 
lnltllllp,u:,,~ 1 ftniml!d PBI~,iodllOt-Qffllfq IOpiol of~ 
lnteleltcr,,&eP.rmildemt. Ind uDPtalDirli«.mn;~ •Tl'IC mdatFBl 
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HClldqui,tc,n contrlbule lo tbe formulation of.the daily Pral<unl '1 TIITOrlit '11nal 
Report. (U) . · ' 

. . 
Director Muoller bolda tbreol briollnp twioo a day: ., lDloll4ence brleflna in 

thomoming and a cuo-oriontod btioflna In Ibo evonillg. Al thooo brieflnp, • btiofor 111d 
tbe~onal. oxoculivo ~ provi!lo • 1111DDWY·•ftbo cummt dnata and our · 
opcnliona. With CIA and DHS r.,.colllivee in allmdmco, th-meetinp lllo ocm, 
lo ""8uie that all threal Ul!omjalion i, appropriltoly paeaod 10 thoeo l)Ollolea. (U) 

. 
'Ibo devolopmenl oftblt claily briollDJ operation ill a llllgl"blemeumoof Ille 

pn>-wo ba"" mado linoolbo dr,ywllep lorr0ri1111 iaveetlpliom"""' nl!' by 
illdl'Yi~ dold olllcee ml liltle e5,ct - made to oenlrlll'y dlnol or ooordlilllo tban 
lhi-oiipouUl,o 8-and wilh 1fio oth« .....,_ illvolvod in pcotectiDa the U.S oplall · 
tem,ri,m. (U) . . 

. · . Tho.Bureau hillori..ily ~ it» p,rformmoo, 1o a Jm:ae ..-, by'tho 
mnilb« of ,:nmja,J• ii ........i. While -1111 fm lndi1klaal law eatbroou>eat, whore Ibo · 
~ objec1i,,e i.t meet aad pc.-..ti01>. tbil OlaDdard ii Wldor-iaclllaive lo applied to 
COllll<rltmlriJ wbori, tho pdmorJ objootive "' to neutralizo tarromt Ila-. It CIC1ly 
c'.iqxmt6 lbd~ ofltnorilt lbroall lhatare·noutraU,.edby....iiQattnoristl end 
proioQuliq 11uoa with ebatp of crimln-J "'1odom. JI 00. to oopan 1llo teaorlll dRIII 
-IIOlllralir.e tbroup. m-oChor dian mqnal lorrodmi ~-IRIChu 

., - deporColioi,, ddmlio!i. ""'°' oa~.-geo, ocmnofflaar,c/lli Ulela; aad lhc 
aharlni.oflnfunriolioa wid>. lixeign .,.,_ for.thoir aooin taldoga.,tian apimt 

.• , l«!!>ri ... willwi - bordA OJ) 
., . ' 

.,;, . A~~~ it 0110 we bave.uaec! inorpai:md erimo caoa- tho 
number of clitzupliooa_llllil.dlllllaallomall 1blo mC81uie- every time we - either 
by ounolvca or with our pamen'in the Jaw ¢~ ind iDlolllg,once QOGIDlwlilieo -
comact m operalioa which diublce, pn,va,.11, or Qllcmlp\11 tc,m,ri,t-fbodnisiD& 
recrultili& lnfaina, oropaatiooal pl~. Since S/iplcmborll, 2001, tho FBI bu 
!1weipaled !ti dOVN of such opciitiuiil, ~ a wido 'Ylrioty of domeotio and · 
,,.,.ati-i lenodat undorlakingl: (U) . 

While tho number of ~.,.,;;'1, elgoiliciii~ Ibo mott telllag moauro of our 
proJr018 ii tho.manner'ill which WO bavo ooodu<tod individual 0p!lnliooo cooalaeol with 
ourpreveolion mlaica. Tho..-·orourtnmmrmalion is lll!lllclem,,1-irltbo 
lpplcecb we take wlMio ¢afi:oatiua ipecific tozrcrill tbrN\11, ()qr approocb to tbceo 
<,p<UtiOIU'demoaitratoo the extml lO which co<irdination and ~OIWOD through tho 
dev,/lopcneal of eotiooable intellip>co bave'bocomc our guiding cpcntiaaal priociploa. 
(U)' . . 

. Tho September 11, 2001, la10riat attacb aw",kmod ell ofu, to tho ~y lhreat 
of modem t«rorum. 111d to 1ho noed for bold action. Wo in the FBI ba'l'O Ulldortw,n lhat 

. bold IICtloa over tho_p ... 33 monlht. Whilo there it 11111 much WOii: to bo doDO, we havo 
madoliFifloaat progrca. w~ d;c. ol!brU, md'with tbe 11DWaVcrins,uppcd ofdle 
Amoricm people, wo arc oonlldmt tb11 we will prevail in cur - agalut lemJrism. (U) 
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• 26-t FBl~bave,~ ·rromo.i,1Collep', · =-~Buie ~ 
~ •Cotinci- - · ,., - - :.... --....i..i!I' ......... ...... - M· - · 

· · lllai lliWlillllJIIIIIIIURlk I , . . . . - ,· 

• fi~ HU hlllDCI ~Anal-bwutended~~· a 
fttiMJ ,of~,udiqaal)dal~ · .. -_- ial~ C;[l)i 

-~ FBI.ioldwl~.~(~ !W!Agcm)igyo .ll(mdcd 
ap,i,jdi:md ~~~in~ , --, . widi CIA.lfmwnity~ 
(D) . 

11, AOB8. It Tho : .' .c ·, · ma .~O:mmccummilyolT«cd. b, -- · 1c.u.·•·-
beiqg~ ~comp - ', .of , . ,cfbt~.~ will be~ 
~Oa4re.BdumoJISIN.b!gyl(ACIS I} 11 oudmodinthe.ffimimT~ 
~ •'fhaJ.J..-- ·; I ,ccumcwiDIDootpomo ··-ooco·cUmmta · · ·~ 1 

minin,gfuruw .. - llldnmv·mdym Addidoadlybnnrccn1• 
~ tcachia advace.4.md;dc lndc ma Ind~ dtfntins . -
~ -. ~ HIOUIICCl, aiMI • ·, 4 allk·IAa in.tamcdia mmae f.ldliled .. ACES D· 
ii imimpated in 1hc ftnma fbat woold t&get 'IJ!liOOOI ~ ,_ -;- ~· (lJ) 
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l-i.· -i.·i;· 11
1 J.! lf-~-1.-. .i. l I 11 · ~,--i!-liJi1i·.•t•·••
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Thc:F.Bi", Oflivc,or~ adDffef~ in,~ ~lb.tho 
10ouolcdntdlpuc1blritloil; ~:~ •ndbNathmal ~ Law 
~ tm1B~ Of&oe~dle ~ Onuuel (CJGCt . , Pftl'lttd, w ·,dJ-nrnmd 
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• 

~:wide a PJ!MC>Nir J'ntelJjpoc,eH",nm,..intaUig,,nce/Co~_- . 
~-~ 1-ning l'logram~ tbr N.,. Apr.a ond 111 olber PBl p<tlomlel 
•eilpdPCVIT~1'IHllee..Tbe-·t.CIJlfded"1'1SAond~SMrfna: 
Their ImplCI 011 Inveotlgadolll' 11111 COVIii tho lbllo,ring topico: Handltng r.t.aai4ed 
l'nfimnalion; Sbariq Jnv'!llfptivo lnftmn,don with tho ~ Omm"llity; PISA 
~ mdProc .. ; and~ lalelll,enoe,wl!h~ ui,erCbeMaroh 6, 
2002 ~~, 1ho C9lll1e pmvidoo Cho _with alinDda1ioa on:iDlbc'madoa ahirjng 
ond ill iillplCI OIi ~ ti,,, MldUna""' ..... nllnaof clllllilaed nwslal, 111d 
tho~ .~:V-P-.• .•All• 111<1 ~ woddlia<ii> coanre.,.oorum., 
w11UMb1tp(Jl&~.iii•.NlipliC?!lll_ ~ :nquiNcl-!I> lab 1111.1 dlat,m,,A leirnb,a ud\ne. 11 la 
aecellm1>Je I!> ,in anployw 11Dt>ugl> Cbe Vti1ual Atimtl,j, lho'-PBI't l_Mii,tb; ' . 
Ma• . . mi $yat,m. 11\o cm IDd Cbe'Oflioo ofTnmina int~ have lllo 
~ bJ'Bl'l.\l.l,nulJAeldCllll)'program to.doveJoViln oaluie"oom!nt · '' 
a;ddl•l11ii fl>.e i'•.triof~-{U) · · ·: · · ' : , : . 

. · 1n lddi11901o't11e~timuina.,;,,..IO/.ecb'of0ie'6 a~-d!,~~,;,i· · 
~..i 2-day,, pf~• PISA ~ ,Jqllraolionll _,.., appoilt1ed by llio 

,...,.izant ~Speoial·AppliDOwp(ASAC)"""cm•-nfaoAuut81!1U,;,itec! 
S-}lltomtsy(AVSA), tbo.CldofDivlaiOllc-t(CDC), al[qllail~, *Oda 
c,p,,,1 lmelJi&a:,oo~(CIA)-• ,...,_,,,,,~J)C)Oiibi...~.or~· 
Polleyliod.~e1Y,,(OIP.B.,).~of1utice(DOJ}llidl'BIH~pell()IIMI 
-~ CboiDllnlclloml 18mm. The~omricalanrw,• eil °"'eidile F'lSA 
.,_ mclncliiis' ~ iuitiatioo,_ of PISA~ inlriiminili<m.pocedunio; and it,,, 
1...-.t i-en: ThoM trafoiag ,-Iona 1lopn ID. July, 2003, *Cd 00DliDuea lhtouib' 
No:,anber 2000.{iJ) , . · · · : · 

Add!lionllly, NSUI Mignoil~ Jaw,... 1o fllAIClt tho·Co~ 
Di.Won•• Nlllm,al ~ Progrmm Openlieaal 'lnm>1o& Uliit (OTU) •ftllo PB! 
Acadenly, <Yl'U bu axpaixloil Ill Now Agoaltniniag lo include Foceip · 
~ce ond_Coualertarroril instruction. TbJII lnining ui provided by OTU 
andNSLBper,ooru,el.(U) · .· 

. NSLB allo co.aducta jo~ wilh o~ D01; ki' ~ a~ diviaiom 11 
IClll ODOO amoalh. Jn ldditiOll lo lix-balnof ~ imlrucd.on, IOnlrlJ,cla~'·oio 
epent revlowln,g cumnt llld,cloaoil l'lSA:cueo with 1ilo usigned nafe ~ ind Choir' 
tupOMIOII, (U) , , 

NSIB fttt1llor ~video ESA inllrocllalt lbr Ill Foreign . . 
Counlerintelliptco (Cl)l'ntemllionll Tomniam (IT) m&mco •~ condllCled II lhe· 
PBl Academy. tbia trainiag la cooducted for more oxperi,,ooed FBI p«IOJIDOl'(IDCluding, 
ASAC., OdofDiv!Jloo Couniol, -Spocilll~ !ntelH&ln!'O Oponliooa Spocilllista, 
~ Research Spocialista aid other-support plQOQDel) who are now uaignod 
FCI/CI/ITmattm, ind for peraom,el who are 1ranallioning to lh0M wrignm-. {U) . , 

.. NSLB allo pn!videa>PISA i.llalruo,tico. to·.n.FBUIQ openliolial unlta u 'idditionlll FCI/ClI/IT,_,.,...,.. llclane<t ?fSLB J?81 ,a nowly-<:rmled Natl.,. Soouril), Polley 
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'NSW 1110 -- --< ,-ridoil mtoWpome. lawmmili& . ~ ,lpOUOted hy ~ 
~tateaodam Sl!Clim. (0) . · ·. • -

'I 

mm ·- opmvideinlAninlng. -pidmo.em1pciiodic~· 
di,lem,inetotUo ill~- , _, ~ : 0,1-.•. NSLI pl.be - ~ . ~ •~ ~ 
Pmocidarm fi)r Paffllli . - _ .. -- --,mdPoniJu~l~,Javmllptiou-
Ccmduofld by ' :mr ' . I 'WU diamnl'Dltn4,to ,1ltfjcl:d divimoal in N~ 2002. 
(U) . - . 

· NILi ··. . · audffllQUI the 00C lotrmct(~, m 'BQ aud Ill lfkt ~ · 
a..-~~-, .~-~-gnM~·0n, __ · · :- lhmn1 -ne·NSLB· 
·wehtteaWotqatunaa~~ _,downJnadaW ·•.~•·mtifhdHflo' .·DQ. :l&ta ' -
PISA?' '-? - . . 

' .- ti I • 

.. 
~ -~dellp~b·QlaBulct. ··. ~ -tor:.Apb,Anal)WJ ~ · JrlF 
Oflken lndud'e 00 -
·. •· ~ T~Buie~- ,appmttm-eo bmeii M 

• ·1mmettone1 Tii!im:JmmSbume.'D~ ... ~300 ~(D) 
• ~Wit A, Slrmqic ad Tl6,J ~ ..,,.u;lmamlY ~HO phll 501 

·hlrtru.cCom. 1lamod!. (1[0 . . ' 
•!I -~ .Tmonm,.:~ --Jim•W,-39.~ {U) 
e 'a_ r.; -: .iii ·.n-. • ~:-::,- ,t"!,,.h-o..-.mff Ai _U 1,n.( _ ,....,.1:..,..,. .- -- · (U). ··. 
~ ...... ~,__ ... ,, ~QI/Q'~~ y< _ ~ ~ '' ' 

• Cf~ , ~qforSfae · ILocllLa'W . ' - . - .-130Agariltnincdu 
inltnlcmn, for 26_8&0 Jaw~ ~ (tl) 

•i "ffl! Colop of Andytitlf Stw.Jim G:fln & KRDI .. Of QRll"NI for -analysll IIJM; 
. ,iQJ,pOd .. _ ·CT :mluio , - ;appmdmam1y2~ ~ r(tl) , . . 

Comte, dolip~ for 1M mr-ueMam 1anl imhldl: CU) 
,. rr 1Diei,1ow . .md :mmmplioa- naw ~ -ammo tor nllllbor 20N-·· 40 
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• SpcicialtytopiCI inthlding oovnet 0G tho Anl,im Paml81111.amt~--
1pp,nh:owtely 100 -- (0) 

, , CrD wmb in ,oolllbontion 'Wilh tbl,CIA Uidvmmtyo~ ,pecialty COUt101 
maimyfoomed on WMD bmN-= lppft'•imtrtew 22 ,lnini,4 (;U) · 

1, Digital n4 ~ Bvt&mce Blplol~mt-app,1l,1iMMly 80 UaiDcd. {U) 
• ltdci'llet a BmalJ CMJmuaJe;adrmi ~ - ,approJirn~y 40 niMd. (U) 
• SvioWo8omber Atnteneu nainma- llppl'l)dmaee!y 320 ~ (U) 

Qnmu «-fpl tord.e adVID!Hd 11¥elinclww. (U) 
• lnt'CMn md Jnta:roptkm ~ -l19· 1gmt11 lrlincd • Ile advanced level la 

IlruL(U) . . . 
·• Dc,volopmmt .md 'Htodtingofilllm.ic Bmanitt ~ - 3!> qcma trained at 

'lho ldvlDOOll lovel tt1) 

. . 
The-followiag clial1 depicts ll!, 1~ DiviakG~Joctcd tnuaiog for. FVlOOS: 
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I 

I 

·. --· 
OOH T. LEVD. DtJIU,.'l'IOft ~NBIDI m A.DDIDt."S 

I 

I 

~c.llln AJlApa., BASIC 3-tHolllll ··,••t.mcb OdDe ~ffl'F I ~ldd~ . MJrnbn lil'OI 
tlM • IIDMl filr OllliM . 

' 

rra- 501 BMZC' : . ..,,.., . ...._. . 
Oplndalll ...... MOlllb- ~ n.=-.._ - ADp~ 

Sd&w . ., 

rrnr...-i. 35 ·s.mc . o..Mm6 b: . Ca::dmJrw,_VptD . 
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RplDR!tP4t4ftpp Ne I:' .fnmde pWun fol IIW nad dm 19 docu••· 
fak11fpaff'lltomi1CIOI ,_,._..ftGm. 11,tlnnil t,fltllD IJ· oller hlltllf__. 
.aeact..(IO,. -

. 

Rppgp111 TliePBlhu ~- tbil ~tklll ~~~-in, b 
,.........a::,,. .. J...,.J-~ ... t-..-", .... ,~ .... ,11- Ucfm --,11 - ....,......n.- W•1 o•• L...... . ..., 
WH~ ¥VIwQINlrClh YI ~ P6-p0 . . . au\l Pl.....-...i'IA!JWI, 'Ii' ff _-. IIVWC-\'a'1 !1.!1111 

M the; lime oftl!e Wlbl111dclinp by the CIA on Mihclha7 •round die mn.c. oftbe 
miltmnium du:ut. PBl.p,Ucia1-to ..,.1hi• imbmllliondid aitL . 'llcJ.prnnitteddlll 
reeonflna or·lhil mtbnnallcm by 1be FBhmpJorec(I) In Iii fflednmki ~mmunic,dou 
(EC), clwifiod ~r,. _. dbMOII to fberetmm ·me(,). (V) . 

B~ Np, 10: lll1untlat tt, PU'1 lato~.&• W.oloa Qtfl• 
. 1Uow 1911..,.,,.. IG IIIOIN .-IIJ ~ntt-"dllNm1'M•tl il&W,·clmm.t 
~formadoe., (U) . 

' . ' 

SCION • CUQeuU)' avaiW)Jt to over JOOQ ~ It FBI R~, ad-1ho PIH 
bat ~ a.pilot 4.eplo)'mm. ~ to tbe followins 'Pldd Oftlca: New :VOit, .B01t0n, 
11nd. Klimu City. The plm ii tO, ,dctiw:t S.ClON lo Ill FBJ FoeDd. Oftkct1 ,11 fua.ding -
bccoma 1Tlillh1C. Umikd ICCell to Intetink bin ,other Pfekt Ofllca ii avdah1o 
thmugh lhc oW FBI ln&JUpnce lnlbJinatkm S)'llcm Netwom (IISNBT). Most ofthl! 
field Office1 tar,e two w~ which, h&'ff • ~ u, FB1 lu:adq11utm. Thac 
~ -R JJudcqu11ad difficult to~ and tbly' ale tocttcdm,anan Socmo 
Compadlnenied·In&tbi--- F.Uitia (Sent)._ mnot fn dle.._or wl)'Sl wort 
.-. AD impediment to lefd apannm of SCION' ii ·lie 1-ck of'SCIP lplOO for ilo Fitld 
ln~1ipm:110rovpl (PIOl)1ancl the Joml ~ TutPorcaa (.J:l:TPI) ~ ,(U) 

· J: l 
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pioclucdon ofmtemgenc• ~- '11id_J!B11i applying XM'Ldala ~ d mo 
dale llging 19 ftlc1lllalo the erclwnp nfbdmmuioo wl1h 11,o ioldllpnl:4 •-<X11111111111y. 
lboPBI i.s ai., applying..,,. 1ecmitylecllao,lo,:y to ~Joy a l'roliOCdoD Lovol 3 Olla 
Mlit capabiUtywl1b cli.oreiioiwyooc• oon1ro1,1 llldN>J!c Ker~ . . . 
cmtiflcllel In BIIJ>POII of clolOd CommDuliy oflnleiol)a wblch will pennit.i«Nr,, ,i,artna 
of our IIIOll lllllitiw dll8 wi1h 1nillecl m,mbon of other aa-•· Tho FBI 11 aJao . 
invelliplingthe U10 of lOCUl'O one .,..y -,.,. to mcve mfilrmalion belwom~ 
domalm IDd to 'permit Ill•""""" lnlolllpaco enalyll.s, Tbo 1iie of-~ 
,.,..,i•••tty Higll AAanm>o Oa•iile i, beina pliAmed to provide for 1be ~· Wfy11wfm 
°" cd1loel1Dteltipnco belw~ IOOUlily dcimaine Secure wirel• ~ mt 
Virtual PrivlloNetwvtb,ri allc>btq liio'ked 1110 provide~- to . 
inu!HgOIIOCI to deployod ptnonnel. Tllo FBI i, alao ata,1inJto III0 0n'lme, deetlop 

·oollabonlion toola 8UCh '!" Imo Wodt Si>-wbidi ia 1hc.lnmula!im • the lilliellil"""" 
C,.111@1il7 CollabontiOD Podll lo in«eoN lnlolllg,:ioco ,oollJborailoo. (U) 

. r 

Tb, PBI p1- to UIO adilltkmlll)'lleGII u 1hc fbadation fi>r.addjti~ infom1atjoo 
•Oboring wltli tho IC, l'oclonl Sillo ml locll oniltl ... (U) _'. 

., 
.The CJISN~ Dlla U.cbmp (NDBx) bu plw ri,., developing asyslanl 

.,., . qoach to Ibo openlioo, IDd mlit,t,nMw, of -era1 inl<:nlon•octecl rr 111d -1iDJ 
1&-m11nicmol,,~inolodlnal.aw.~Oq-lple(IJ!0)_-1'C11SWAN. 

.,. 'lboNDBx ilto b<> a repoato,yofllOlionll inilicca ml ajlolim,r syillemfor ' 
· ~"1 llld 1Dt.,.g,ma2!11C11111_1aw enforc:a:DCIII ,eali.tieo. 'JbeNDBx will a!,o 

. be.a ftislon poiDI tar tho' oom,lalloo of •uiODil!y-h•-oil crimlna1 juiitice lnfonnalioli with 
. ~mtiooaloocurity_~ (li) .· , . . 

' 

::. Law l!afurccmcnt On-Line provideo wcb-bued C<IIDDIUDicatio to 1hc law 
onfo"""'!ClltOOIIIIIIUllity to «cblage illflmnadon, oonducl 00.:llno ~ pn,srama. Ind 
~ ill p,ofc8sloQIJ opec:W inimot IDd ~ Ii>~ c!Wog. Tlio l)l\f<Ulhaa hem 
op«111loo1111Dc<> 1995 andpreecntly~abo,,t30,000um. LBObu lOCID . 

~ty to tho R.egloiiol il!li>rmlliot\ Shlilng Syst,ma uOIWoi\,(danot). 1boPBI 
hlldl!a,,ooe produoll ""di11M11in•'«I weekly via LBO to o-17,000 In ailiJrcemeot 
aga,c1ee ml to l50 tl,chnl qmoiol, mlpn,viding ~Ollaboul teaorim>,criminelaod 
'O)bor 1hroolB ID palrol o~ llldo11Hr local law d:nccmmit ~ wbo bavo dt,.,.t 
daily.,._ wi1b Ibo e-nJ pllblic. 1bo PBI plw lo mhaiico LBO lbr robos1, biy,
owl!eNtity opantlon. 1bo PBI will ue tho enb•mcecl I.BO u the primary che•ne! for 
l«mtin, but'IDIO!usifled oommuniCllioDI wilb.o'dler ~ -•- ~ !ooal aa-iOI. Ll!O 
1111d th• Dc,portmc,o.1 ofHomcl.lad Socuritieo Joint Rogloai.! lDfoimllioo Bxchange S)'MII 
(JRIBS) will bo inleroperlblt. (U) • ' . 

Th• Invoa!igui~ Date WWl<JIIIC (IDW) la follo•iina a mulliplo,pbased approach lo 
q11ickly provide IUPJ)Ort to FBI in...tigalon, and Tait Focce moinbcn in Ibo form of a 
lpilllly-den,lopod bperlliuDel pn,totype l)'llem, tbo . .1«:iaw ~ Opm,liqn,,/ 
ProlotyJH ~ (SCOPB). Tho cntapriao lyatom which ballda upoD SCOPB i.s the 
1,DW.8)'1tom; ~ lftll1 deploymmt oCIDWil acbeduled for Deoembor 2004. 1bo IDW will 

35 
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HGeJa&omhy, lheHllkmal lnhllmctute ~~. ml~aaeacfetof 
Im 1JSfC wtio n ,eetiqg _,,~._ 't111mnblllty. A1lo. hi 200!,. oVfll 2001 

OMii.·~ fhlNt~ wcnnbmitud by'TMU-to TDC lorpuf,ti~ mehec 
PBVCcaml lntctllpnae1~11in11Mrmm. 1b11 dna iDbm11mn wu .. 
'ditlrlbutedl to Iii Pnllidmt·u well• malllplt fcdcnJ qrn:i• TMU mo~ 
nqDUtli for, Uld condacled, more6m twmty apccillize4 thmltdatabue~ for 
Diija evcrm (i.e., ,Stptbowl, ·world Strim)• m4 for .lipi1lcant datal: imch ae1 .,,_, 
~ with nllgi.oua ~ . (U)1 • 

~Wald 

All TDC penoimil-ac:cGll eQ '~ mkmalMDID bav9been~pnuy 
~ So m._.cr .Wltche-mail fbldlrmt thc·C't Wllcb Dailyl.og. Manyaew 
.__ ,ind updatm amrepodad eo crwt.y CMDIIJ. AD dalll ~ ,~relephone 
.i11,rm,.eetetypaao-mii11•~•dtaiL•tboDlllyte1-~ 
til aoJlrritta\ ffll1..timo:1GOC11tto bolll 1hci·omil DI~ dlid.mnltkm RJpOltcd to Cr 
Wlloliu a11o available to me. Pmt1mdmn, a crw tlWJlt •~ umpal to 
me wbele'lhey ll9fVe ma liaiao.n.mloi, aMUfflll infbrm.atioD ii mlfflf bctnm,dm .Mn 
m4 mc. ~ crw:.pamt,aJ,ohffl ICOC!llto me Onliilo whcn;ffle 
nco,:u aU ~ bat infnnauina IDll P")'ridel, updatm m ~e;n.t m'Nltipdom. 
1n: 1m ~ wwwmner to -,,an et20CM-.. crw wm be,mt~to • ·cntlNIJdiq mt• 
~willbephJsiaaily~withT11C.~1 , ~ 

lp(onu11op Slwfllc# 1k Tm:otl(lScnplll1 Cgter -. . 

UpoaKCC!pt attho telq,honic J10lit1caticm fi'om fhoTS¼ --.i analyst hm dlc · 
. CIW win1mew Ill idemifying.idxmidi.oa ~ dtepom"\loemoritt mbjod,lild · 
. comlrm mydaillbw·wrchm afN:adymndudcd ~tb,:TSC. mch uNllioaat Criminal 
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