














506. He was a “thoroughly reliable, upstanding senior NCO” [Brigadier Riddell
BMI 63/124/17]. He was a trusted member of the chain of command
[Fraser BMI 63/60/20]. Major Bruce (Major David Bruce, WO1 RSM of
1Blackwatch at the material time) ‘very much’ trusted in Gallacher’s
abilities [Gallacher BMI 61/6/12]. He was very competent and very

respectful [Gallacher BMI 62/6/13].

507. Gallacher had no background in intelligence. It was only in January 2003
that he undertook the PHTQ course at Chicksands [Gallacher BMI06879
para 13]. The course which he attended lasted two weeks [Gallacher
BMI06879 para 15]. It was Gallacher’'s evidence that he was hooded with
a hessian sandbag and placed in a stress position during that training
[Gallacher BMI 61/7/18]. It is of note that this occurred during a role play
exercise [Gallacher BMI 61/7/20]. In his evidence before the Inquiry
Gallacher gave evidence that this have been part of conduct after capture
training [Gallacher BMI 36/18/5]: “Q. “So when you were telling us a little
earlier on that as part of the role-play you were put in a stress position and
you had a bag put over your head, that was part of the conduct after

capture training, was it? A. Yes, | think so, yes.”[Gallacher BMI 61/17/16]

508. Whatever the purpose of this role play, Gallacher left the course with an
understanding that he would be expected to use these techniques
[Gallacher BMI 61/17/21]. Gallacher took away the specific understanding
from this course that there were techniques which were only to be applied

to high value detainees (“HVT”) [Gallacher BMI 61/50/13]. It would appear
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therefore that training may have been given some sort of operational

context.

509. There was a blurring of boundaries as between the PHTQ course and the
Conduct after Capture (CAC) course. Major Bruce (who undertook the
PHTQ course a few weeks prior to deployment and was not the same
course as Gallacher [Bruce BMI 61/50/23]) gave evidence that he did not
think that CAC was taught as part of the curriculum at Chicksands but
recalled that there were discussions about the tactics used by other
countries when British troops were captured [Bruce BMI 62/10/14]. He
also referred to discussions as involving the sort of techniques recounted

in books like Bravo 2 Zero and/ or SAS accounts. [Bruce BMI 62/11/13].

510. Williamson (Major Michael Williamson, Captain at the material time) was
on the same course as Gallacher and was surprised that Gallacher left the
course with the understanding that hooding and stress positions could be
used [Williamson BMI 62/96/11]. There is however no evidence as to how
this particular course was taught, the mechanics of the role plays and
whether students were together for all discussions, both formal and

informal.

511. Gallacher gave evidence that he cascaded training down to 1BW in
respect of prisoner handling [Gallacher BMI 61/18/20]. This incorporated
conduct after capture training. His evidence was that he told soldiers that

stress positions should not to be used, but told them that the hooding
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could and should be used [Gallacher BMI 61/20/9]. Later in his evidence
he clarified that he told those in the lecture that it was highly unlikely that
they would put in stress positions “because it's quite impossible to put
somebody in a stress position when they are in the back of a Warrior
vehicle” [Gallacher BMI 61/45/8]. He was making the point that, owing to
their role, soldiers would not be undertaking this sort of prisoner handling

[Gallacher BMI 61/45/12].

512. Witnesses have suggested that Gallacher is wrong in his recollection that
he cascaded down his training as to the use of stress positions [Bruce BMI
62/96/6]. Henderson’'s [Mr Thomas Henderson (retired) Company
Sergeant Major at the relevant time] recollection as to the training he
received accords with the evidence given by Gallacher [Henderson BMI
60/12/9] Likewise other witnesses did recollect training on how they might

be treated in taken prisoner [Williamson BMI 62/10/14].

513. During the war fighting period, Gallacher's involvement in prisoner
handling was restricted to the handing over of detainees to other units.
Gallacher reported to the RSM, the Operations officer Captain Percy,
Williamson (intelligence officer) or Colour Sergeant Penman [Gallacher
BMI 61/36/6]. Either Williamson or Penman would tell Gallacher that a
detainee was a ‘high value target’. “99%” of the time it would be Penman
who would tell him that an HVT was coming in and get them ready for
questioning [Gallacher BMI 61/26/11]. Penman has not given evidence to

the Inquiry so that this account could be corroborated.
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514. |If a detainee was “an HVT from Colour Penman” then Gallacher “assumed
to put him into the stress position and get him conditioned for questioning”
[Gallacher BMI 61/27/3]. Under his supervision this would have gone on

for 20 — 30 minutes. [Gallacher BMI 61/28/1].

Haseldine, A

515. In October 2000 Major Andrew Haseldine (rank of Captain at the material
time) was posted to the headquarters of 3(UK) Division in the role of the
staff officer grade 3 on the intelligence side. He was deployed on
Operation Telic 2 in that capacity at Basra Airport. He gave evidence
before the Inquiry as to training he had undergone and about his

deployment on Operation Telic 2.

516. At the end of 1998, Haseldine transferred to the Intelligence Corps and
was based at Chicksands for five months in order to undertake the
Intelligence Junior Officers Course. Within that course, Haseldine
undertook a Defence Interrogators course which lasted for two weeks

[Haseldine BMI 83/6/11].

517. Haseldine gave evidence as to the training he received in the use of the
“harsh” questioning technique [Haseldine BMI 83/7/14]. He gave evidence

that it was: “implicit that one could use the threat of violence, but no actual
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physical contact was to be made” [Haseldine BMI 83/7/21]. The threat did
not need to be a verbal one: “It's not a case of just what you can say, it's
what you can have the interrogatee think you may do through body
language, et cetera, et cetera. You could say anything which could be
seen as a threat; you can intimidate by standing over somebody; if need
be, you could have some kind of weapon in your hand to introduce a
threat. However, you could never actually make physical contact with the

interrogatee” [Haseldine BMI 83/8/1].

518. Haseldine explained that making threats of physical violence were not
advised because the failure to follow through a threat eventually meant
that the interrogator lost credibility [Haseldine BMI 83/8/13]. He disagreed
strongly with the proposition put to him that the training did not permit
threats of violence to be used: “Most definitely not” [Haseldine BMI
83/9/4]. He had a clear recollection of being taught, in 1998, that direct

threats of physical violence could be made [Haseldine BMI 83/9/5].

519. He also gave evidence that his training as regards the use of insults was
that “anything goes” [Haseldine BMI 83/10/4]. Students were not
instructed to use racist or homophobic language but were “never

castigated” for it [Haseldine BMI 83/10/13].

520. Haseldine also recalled that during the training phase on the movement of
detainees, they would have black canvas bags over their heads to prevent

sight [Haseldine BMI 83/11/3]. He was “100 per cent confident that sight
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was removed through the use of a cover and | am 90 per cent confident

that that cover was a black bag, not a blindfold” [Haseldine BMI 83/12/18].

521. Haseldine understood that the purpose of depriving prisoners of their sight
was twofold. First, it aided security and secondly it maintained the "shock
of capture" [Haseldine BMI 83/13/10]. He was not sure whether it was
taught that hooding could be used to maintain the shock of capture alone

[Haseldine BMI 83/14/1].

522. Haseldine confirmed that they did not use stress positions as part of that
training [Haseldine BMI 83/16/12] and explained that the individual being
interrogated on the training course was not held ‘prisoner’ outside the

interrogation [Haseldine BMI 83/16/18].

523. From his general training, Haseldine could not give a definite answer as to
whether stress positions could be used or not but it was generally
assumed that, within reason, they could be [Haseldine BMI 83/17/8].
Haseldine understood from his training that under the Geneva Convention
detainees could not be deprived of food, water, or sleep and that there
was a limit to how long an individual could be interrogated for in any 24-
hour period [Haseldine BMI 83/18/25]. Consideration about sleep
deprivation would not apply to TQing because of the shortness of the time
frame within which it ought to take place [Haseldine BMI 83/19/12].
Furthermore, nothing was said on this course about the Heath declaration

[page Haseldine BMI 8315/22].
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524. In terms of the conduct after capture element of the course, Haseldine
understood that its purpose was to prepare soldiers for capture by a
country which was not signatory to the Geneva Conventions [Haseldine

BMI 83/23/2].

525. On Operation Telic 2, Haseldine was based at Divisional HQ and only left
there on one occasion to visit Um Qasr [Haseldine BMI 83/27/2]. His role
was twofold, firstly to coordinate the administration for all of the J2 staff
within headquarters (of which there was over 60 people), and secondly to
produce intelligence from a variety of sources and produce the daily
written intelligence product [Haseldine BMI 83/27/2]. He had no role nor
any function in TQing or interrogation during Operation Telic 2 [Haseldine

BMI 83/28/16].

526. On deployment, Haseldine took over from Captain Galbraith. He had no
recollection of Captain Galbraith directly or indirectly drawing his attention
to FRAGO 152 during their handover [Haseldine, BMI04600 para 37], and
given his role, he was not surprised that this FRAGO was not covered
[Haseldine BMI 83/31/3]. Part of Haseldine’s role, along with the SO3
legal (Ellis—Davies [Major Sian Ellis-Davies, Captain at the material time]),
was to prepare files in respect of individual internees for the review of their
continued internment [Haseldine BMI 83/27/2]. He did not however have
any responsibilities within the prisoner handling process [Haseldine BMI

83/36/9]
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527. Haseldine did see detainees hooded on one occasion at Basra Airport by
the RAF regiment squadron who provided security [Haseldine BMI
83/page 37/14], however it would not have been his place to raise this.
The security of the airport was the responsibility of the RAF and they had
an officer senior to him in charge of those arrest operations [Haseldine

BMI 83/37/2].

528. Haseldine was strongly of the view that, as TQing and interrogation was a
HUMINT discipline, responsibility for drafting documents relating to this
ought to have rested with S015 [Haseldine BMI 83/45/23]. Haseldine
followed the orders he was given by Le Fevre and (along with a warrant
officer) prepared a draft policy [Haseldine BMI 83/46/8]. Specifically,
Haseldine drafted Annex G “Instruction for the handling and tactical

questioning of internees™.

529. As regards the requirement that TQing could only be carried out by
personnel who had undergone and passed a course of qualification in
TQing and/or interrogation, Haseldine confirmed that “anecdotally” there
was an awareness that some people were conducting interrogations who
were not qualified to do so [Haseldine BMI 83/48/23]. In particular, an
unqualified individual told him they had been involved in interrogation

[Haseldine BMI 83/49/11].

3 [MODO023123]
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530. The requirement for the internee to be examined by a suitably qualified
medic and for a ‘fit for detention and questioning form’ was there because
it was specified in training that all POWs should receive medical
assistance when required and they should be assessed as being capable
of being interrogated [Haseldine BMI 83/51/10]. Haseldine had never
been made aware of any MOD policy that Army doctors could not sign a
prisoner as being fit for questioning [Haseldine BMI 83/52/9]. Haseldine’s
contribution to this document was a reasonable contribution in the

circumstances.

Henderson, T

531. During Operation Telic 1, Henderson was the Company Sergeant Major of
C Company, 1BW. He resigned his commission from the British Army in
May 2007 after 24 years of service. He had been commissioned as an

officer and promoted to Captain.

532. He was successful in his appeal against his summary conviction for
negligently discharging a weapon and went on to serve on Operation Telic
5. His grievance about his summary conviction explained his decision to
write ‘Warrior'. Henderson received no money from the sale of this book
[Henderson BMI 60/7/15]. Henderson’s co-author John Hunt received
some money and royalties, which were “not great”, as did “Combat Stress”

(a charity) [Henderson BMI 60/7/15].
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533. Henderson cannot be fairly criticised for permitting hooding. Senior 1BW
officers who believed that hooding was permissible included: Brigadier
Riddell-Webster [Riddell-Webster, BMI03403 para 13]; Lt Colonel
Channer [Channer BMI 63/5/3]; Wiliamson (who believed that hooding
was definitely a SOP) [Wiliamson BMI 62/73/21; BMI 62/120/21;
BMI03214 para 34], Major Bruce (who stated that in training it would be
normal that a detainee would be hooded at the point of capture and that a

sandbag would be used) [Bruce BMI 62/7/23].

534. There can be no suggestion that Henderson ignored any order to cease
hooding. It is common ground before the Inquiry that the ban on hooding
was not communicated across the chain of command. Examples of other
soldiers in 1BW who were unaware of a specific ban on hooding, include,
Channer [Channer BMI 63/19/10]; Major Fraser [Fraser BMI 63/54/25; BMI
63/55/2];, Wiliamson, who had only a vague recollection that discussions
did come up about hooding towards the end of the tour [Williamson BMI
62/127/20] but could not recall any oral ban on hooding [Williamson BMI
62/131/8];, Major Bruce who had a vague memory of not hooding towards
the end of the tour [Bruce BMI 62/30/14]. Any criticism that Henderson did
not communicate that there was a ban on hooding to 1QLR is not

sustainable because he was not aware of any such ban.

535. Henderson’s evidence as to his pre-deployment training accorded with
that of Gallacher. “I was taught stress positions by way of verbal

presentations in pre-deployment for Iraqg...” [Henderson BMI 60/13/4,
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Gallacher BMI 61/21/4]. His recollection was that there was training
..... taught and delivered a formal lecture in Fallingbostal in front of the
command group who sat at the front by a qualified instructor who tells us
that stress positions were to be engaged, hooding was appropriate and

various other activities....” [Henderson BMI 60/16/17].

536. Henderson recalled that the training he received was given by OPTAG
and regimental instructors who had “recently been sent to Chicksands to
undergo the intelligence corps centre of excellence course in prisoner war
handling. These were guys that were qualified. Specific names | can't
honestly remember” [Henderson BMI 60/22/11]. This supports the
suggestion that Henderson may have been in one of the training sessions

given by Gallacher.

537. Henderson gave evidence that during training, the use of shock tactics to
disorientate and soften detainees up for interrogation, including hooding
prisoners with sandbags, running them through screaming gauntlets and
making detainees adopt stress positions (such as kneeling with their
hands behind their heads or stretching out against a wall) for long periods
were discussed. [Henderson BMI 60/20/13; Henderson BMI06448 para

48],

538. Henderson also recalled that the soldiers were asked to consider what the
enemy would do if they were captured and that they were told about the

experiences of British soldiers who had been captured [Henderson BMI

204

SUB000940



60/23/22; Henderson BMI06448 para 49]. Henderson was critical of how
this was communicated [Henderson BMI 60/24/13; Henderson BMI06449
para 49]. If the training conveyed did blur boundaries between acceptable
handling techniques and those which had been used on captured British

prisoners, then this was not the fault of either Henderson or Gallacher.

539. Henderson’s evidence further demonstrated there was further scope for
the inappropriate or the teaching of prisoner handling methods in an
inadequately controlled setting: “I would say that in Brecon the instructors
there, which is the school of excellence for infantry, some of them have
attended courses in tactical questioning. They are special forces
instructors that teach us as well that have been taught such issues. |
would say, having not attended a course, having heard it on more than
one occasion from different people, that it must be something that is
taught either at their school of excellence for the intelligence corps in
relation to tactical questioning. It's not something | can make up, but |
would suggest that, if memory serves me right, certainly we were taught
stress positions at Brecon because it was a very robust infantry course
and it was mentioned by tactical questioning instructors on pre-

deployment training” [Henderson BMI 60/83/11].

540. In relation to prisoner handling at Camp Stephen, the evidence shows

that:
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€)) Some detainees were hooded on arrival, but none of them were

kept hooded [Henderson BMI 60/34/8];

(b) Once they were in the tent, they could not see anything so the
security would not have been compromised [Henderson BMI

60/34/9];

(c) Stress positions were not used. Detainees might be made to sit or
kneel during documentation or medical checks [Henderson BMI

60/34/20];

(d)  Detainees were removed “pretty sharply” to BG HQ [Henderson

BMI 60/35/3].

(e) They were not kept for more than about two hours [Henderson BMI

60/41/17];

) Henderson implemented a ‘break clean’ policy whereby arresting

soldiers did not form the guard force [Henderson BMI 60/71/17].

541. Henderson could not remember C Company holding any prisoners at
Camp Stephen after the deaths in custody, which was well before FRAGO
63 was delivered [Henderson BMI 60/59/17]. He did not remember seeing
any detainee hooded after about mid May [Henderson BMI 60/66/18]. He
also pointed out that he had much on his mind around this time (relating to
the accidental discharge which took place on 24 March 2003 and the

summary proceedings which took place on 14 June 2003) [Henderson

206

SUB000942



BMI 60/66/19]. As a result of this he had very little to do with company

operations towards the end of May [Henderson BMI 60/66/20].

Kennedy-Smith, L

542. Luke Kennedy-Smith was deployed on Operation Telic 1 with the
Intelligence Corps as a member of the Field Security Section. Now retired,
he was an experienced soldier (having served for 17 years at the time of
his deployment). In addition to that role, he acted as a TQer as and when

he was required.

543. Smith undertook the PHTQ course in December 2002 [Kennedy-Smith
BMI 102/25/15]. The evidence he gave about that training was to the
effect that hooding was permissible and that a “spin off’ was that it
disorientated the detainee [Kennedy-Smith BMI 102/32/16]. He also
explained that he was trained “To get up close and personal and shout in
their face, use, as | said, before the props that were available, the
slamming of doors, throwing of chairs, moving chairs away from you,
making a noise...” [Kennedy-Smith BMI 102/39/13]. This evidence is
similar to that given by other witnesses. Smith gave evidence about
occasions when he saw hoods used [Kennedy-Smith BMI 102/47/9] and
saw detainees who were in control or stress positions [Kennedy-Smith
BMI 102/54/12]. The Inquiry has heard evidence, from other witnesses,

who observed similar treatment of detainees during Operation Telic 1.
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544. Smith gave evidence in relation to a conversation he overheard between
Robinson and another officer who may have been Royce [Kennedy-Smith
BMI 102/60/10]. He was sure in his evidence that Robinson advocated
hooding [Kennedy-Smith BMI 102/61/4]. This was not a conversation to
which he attached a great deal of importance to [Kennedy-Smith BMI 102/

62/6].

MISCELLANEOUS

Bellingham, M

545. Matthew Bellingham was a soldier in the Territorial Army (Lancastrian and
Cumbrian Volunteers) who was deployed on Op Telic 2 with 1 QLR

attached to A Company (G10B).

546. His statement recorded his peripheral involvement in Op Salerno
(Bellingham BMI06426 para 32). The only other issue of interest to the
Inquiry referred to in his statement is his recollection that prisoners were
openly held in stress positions at Camp Stephen (Bellingham BMI06422

para 17).

547. His statement was read. It is respectfully submitted that there are no

criticisms that can properly be made of this witness.

Fielder, S
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