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I, Jason E. Carter, Associate Director, Office of International Affairs, Criminal Divi_sion,
United States Department of Justice, United States of America, do hereby certify that attached -
hereto is the original affidavit, with attachments, of Kellen S. Dwyer Assistant United Stat
Attorney for the Eastern District of Virginia, wh1ch was sworn to before Maglstrate Judge Ivan
D. Dav1s, Umted States Dlstnct Court for the Eastem District of Vlrglma, on June 4, 2019,_ and
which is offered in support of the request for extradition of Julian Paul Assange, from the United
Kingdom. True copies of these documents are rﬁaintajned .in the official files of the U.S.

Department of Justice in Washington, D.C.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Alexandria Division
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
Criminal No. 1:18cr111

V.

JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE,

N N e N N N N

Defendant.

DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST
FOR EXTRADITION OF JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE

I, Gordon D. Kromberg, being duly sworn, depose and state:

1. I am a citizen of the United States.

2. I am an Assistant United States Attorney in the Eastern District of Virginia, and
have been so employed since 1991. | received my Bachelor’s degree from Princeton University
in 1979, and a Juris Doctor degree from New York University School of Law in 1982. Before
joining the United States Attorney’s Office, | served as a trial attorney in the United States
Department of Justice, and as a defense attorney in the United States Army’s Judge Advocate
General’s Corps.

3. My duties as an Assistant United States Attorney include the prosecution of
persons charged with violations of the criminal laws of the United States, including laws
prohibiting computer intrusion and mishandling of national security information. For my work
as an Assistant United States Attorney, | have received various awards, including the Attorney
General’s Award for Excellence in Furthering the Interests of U.S. National Security, and, on

three separate occasions, the FBI Director’s Award for Outstanding Counterterrorism
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Investigation. Based on my training and experience, | am an expert in the criminal laws and
procedures of the United States.

4. In the course of my duties as an Assistant United States Attorney, | have become
familiar with the evidence and charges in the case of United States v. Julian Paul Assange, Case
Number 1:18-CR-111, pending in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Virginia. | make this declaration for the limited purpose of providing additional information
relevant to several objections that Assange has made to the request of the United States for his
extradition. The statements in this declaration are based on my experience, training, and
research, as well as information provided to me by other members of the U.S. government,
including members of the United States Department of Justice, the FBI, and other federal
agencies.

5. This declaration does not respond to every assertion or allegation made in the
defense case. | understand that a number of these can be answered by reference to matters which
have already been decided as a matter of English extradition law. If I have not addressed a
matter in this declaration, my failure to do so should not be regarded as an acceptance of the
accuracy of such matter.

I. Assange’s Challenges to the Superseding Indictment Lack Merit

A.  The Charges in the Superseding Indictment
Are Based on the Evidence and Rule of Law

6. Based on the evidence and applicable law, a grand jury found probable cause to
charge Julian Paul Assange for violating United States law. An independent grand jury issued
these charges based on evidence of the following actions that Assange knowingly took, in

committing the charged criminal offenses:

097



e His complicity in illegal acts to obtain or receive voluminous databases of classified
information;

e His agreement and attempt to obtain classified information through computer
hacking; and

e His publishing certain classified documents that contained the un-redacted names of
innocent people who risked their safety and freedom to provide information to the
United States and its allies, including local Afghans and Iragis, journalists, religious
leaders, human rights advocates, and political dissidents from repressive regimes.

7. Contrary to the claims of Cary Shenkman and others, such acts are illegal and not
protected by the U.S. Constitution. There is a “well-established line of decisions holding that
generally applicable laws do not offend the First Amendment simply because their enforcement
against the press has incidental effects on its ability to gather and report the news.” Cohen v.
Cowles Media Co., 501 U.S. 663, 669 (1991). Regardless of whether one considers Assange to
be a journalist, it is well-settled that journalists do not have a First Amendment right to steal or
otherwise unlawfully obtain information. See Bartnicki v. Vopper, 532 U.S. 514, 532 n.19
(2001) (noting that the First Amendment does not protect those who “obtain[] ... information
unlawfully”); Cohen, 501 U.S. at 669 (“The press may not with impunity break and enter an
office or dwelling to gather news.”); Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S. 665, 691 (1972) (“It would
be frivolous to assert—and no one does in these cases—that the First Amendment, in the interest
of securing news or otherwise, confers a license on either the reporter or his news sources to
violate valid criminal laws. Although stealing documents or private wiretapping could provide
newsworthy information, neither reporter nor source is immune from conviction for such
conduct, whatever the impact on the flow of news.”); Zemel v. Rusk, 381 U.S. 1, 17 (1965)
(observing that the First Amendment “right to speak and publish does not carry with it the

unrestrained right to gather information,” for example, “the prohibition of unauthorized entry
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into the White House diminishes the citizen’s opportunities to gather information he might find
relevant to his opinion of the way the country is being run, but that does not make entry into the
White House a First Amendment right”). Like Assange, numerous people have been charged in
the United States for conspiracy to commit computer hacking even though they engaged in that
hacking purportedly to obtain newsworthy information or for political purposes. See, e.g.,
United States v. Liverman, 16-cr-313 (E.D. Va. 2016) (defendant sentenced to five years’
imprisonment for conspiring to hack the email account of a former CIA director and causing the
hacked materials to be distributed online, among other crimes); United States v. Hammond, 12-
cr-185 (S.D.N.Y. 2012) (defendant sentenced to ten years’ imprisonment for conspiring to hack
websites related to U.S. law enforcement and U.S. cybersecurity and intelligence contractors for
the stated purpose of exposing alleged corruption, among other crimes).

8. Distributing the names of individuals who provide intelligence to the United
States also is not protected speech under the First Amendment. In Haig v. Agee, 453 U.S. 280
(1981), the United States Supreme Court considered the validity of the U.S. State Department's
revocation of the passport of Phillip Agee, a former intelligence officer who engaged in a
campaign to identify and disclose the identities of CIA agents operating abroad. Id. at 283. The
U.S. Supreme Court acknowledged that the “revocation of Agee’s passport rests in part on the
content of his speech: specifically, his repeated disclosures of intelligence operations and names
of intelligence personnel.” Id. at 308. Still, the Supreme Court found that his speech was
“clearly not protected by the Constitution.” Id. For support, the Supreme Court quoted the well-

settled principle that “*[n]o one would question but that a government might prevent actual
obstruction to its recruiting service or the publication of the sailing dates of transports or the

number and location of troops.”” Id. (quoting Near v. Minnesota, 283 U.S. 697 (1931)). The
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Supreme Court added that “[t]he mere fact that Agee is also engaged in criticism of the
Government does not render his conduct beyond the reach of the law.” 1d. at 309.

9. More recently, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit upheld the
conviction of a former intelligence officer who willfully caused a reporter to publish information
about an intelligence source. See United States v. Sterling, 860 F.3d 233 (4th Cir. 2017).
Similarly, the U.S. Department of Justice’s Office of Legal Counsel, which issues authoritative
opinions on constitutional questions, has twice determined to be consistent with the First
Amendment proposed legislation (ultimately signed into law as the Intelligence Identities
Protection Act, Title 50, United States Code, Section 3121) criminalizing, in certain
circumstances, the intentional public disclosure of the names of intelligence agents and sources.
These opinions were issued in 1980 and 1981 during two different Presidential administrations,
from rival political parties. Although the Superseding Indictment does not charge Assange under
the Intelligence Identities Protection Act, the Office of Legal Counsel opinions on that act are
relevant here, because they show that the U.S. Department of Justice (along with the U.S.
Congress, and Presidents of the United States of both political parties) has long viewed the
intentional outing of intelligence sources as generally outside the protection of the First
Amendment.

10.  Assange also has alleged that the charges against him are politically motivated.
Defense Summary of Issues 11 7-9. Prosecutors from the U.S. Department of Justice (i.e.,
federal prosecutors), however, are required to act in a manner free from political bias or
motivation. This is true irrespective of any sentiments or statements made by politicians from

any political party.
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11.  The superseding indictment here reflects no such political bias or motivation.
Similar to what | understand to be The Code for Crown Prosecutors, the United States has
publicly promulgated policies and practices to guide prosecution decisions by federal
prosecutors, including whether to seek charges and what charges to seek. These so-called
“Principles of Federal Prosecution” serve two important purposes. See Justice Manual,
Principles of Federal Prosecution, available at https://www.justice.gov/jm/jm-9-27000-
principles-federal-prosecution (last visited Jan. 8, 2020). The first important purpose is to ensure
“the fair and effective exercise of prosecutorial discretion and responsibility.” 1d. § 9-27.001.
The second important purpose is to promote “confidence on the part of the public and individual
defendants that important prosecutorial decisions will be made rationally and objectively on the
merits of each case.” 1d. § 9-27.110.

12.  The Principles of Federal Prosecution set forth specific factors that federal
prosecutors may not consider “[i]n determining whether to commence or recommend
prosecution or take other action against a person.” Id. § 9-27.260. Among other impermissible
factors, federal prosecutors are forbidden from considering a person’s “political association,
activities or beliefs,” the prosecutor’s own personal feelings, or the possible effect on the
prosecutor's own personal or professional circumstances. Id.

13. My colleagues and | take these responsibilities seriously, and the superseding
indictment reflects these principles. As publicly stated by a U.S. Department of Justice official
in announcing the superseding indictment against Assange, “in making any prosecutorial
decision, the United States looks to the principles of federal prosecution, which provide that . . .
[a] determination to prosecute represents a policy judgment that the fundamental interests of

society require the application of federal criminal law to a particular set of circumstances.” See
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U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Remarks from the Briefing Announcing the Superseding Indictment of

Julian Assange, available at https://www.justice.qgov/opa/press-release/file/1165636/download

(last visited Jan. 16, 2020) (discussing that the superseding indictment is consistent with the
Justice Manual, Principles of Federal Prosecution, § 9-27.001).

14. My colleagues and | presented these charges and the evidence that supports them
to a federal grand jury, which found probable cause to proceed: at least 16 grand jurors must
have been present for the vote and at least 12 must have voted in favor.

15. In the United States, the grand jury, composed of independent citizens, is an
essential component required in the enforcement of its federal criminal laws. The federal
version, enshrined in the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, has its origins in English
common law and statutes. “There is every reason to believe that our constitutional grand jury
was intended to operate substantially like its English progenitor. The basic purpose of the
English grand jury was to provide a fair method for instituting criminal proceedings against
persons believed to have committed crimes.” Costello v. United States, 350 U.S. 359, 362
(1956).

16.  The grand jury serves “‘as a means, not only of bringing to trial persons accused
of public offences upon just grounds, but also as a means of protecting the citizen against
unfounded accusation, whether it comes from government, or be prompted by partisan passion or
private enmity.”” United States v. Dionisio, 410 U.S. 1, 17 n.15 (1973) (quoting Ex Parte Bain,
121 U.S. 1, 11 (1887), overruled on other grounds by United States v. Cotton, 535 U.S. 625
(2002)). Like federal prosecutors, grand jurors are bound to examine evidence objectively, and
they take an oath to that effect, one that “binds them to inquire diligently and objectively into all

federal crimes committed within the district about which they have or may obtain evidence, and
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to conduct such inquiry without malice, fear, ill will, or other emotion.” Administrative Office
of the United States Courts, Handbook for Federal Grand Jurors 7 (2012),
https://www.uscourts.gov/sites/default/files/grand-handbook.pdf.

17.  Inshort, the superseding indictment is based on the evidence and the rule of law,
not Assange’s political opinions. If Assange wishes to challenge this, he may do so in the United
States, as further discussed below, by asking an independent court to dismiss the superseding
indictment because of selective prosecution.?

18.  Assange also has alleged that the superseding indictment is part of some

“escalating public ‘war’” against journalists or publishers. Defense Summary of Issues | 8.
Indeed, Assange asserts that “[a]ll charges seek to criminalise the act of publishing leaked
information.” Defense Summary of Issues § 6. He further asserts that “criminalisation of
journalistic activities,” such as “the public interest in publication” of the “collateral murder
video,” and “conditions in Guantanamo Bay,” “strikes at the very essence of Article 10” of the
European Convention on Human Rights. Defense Summary of Issues  13. The grand jury,
however, did not charge Assange for passively obtaining or receiving classified information;
neither did it charge him for publishing in bulk hundreds of thousands of these stolen classified
documents.

19. Rather, the charges against Assange focus on his complicity in Manning’s theft

and unlawful disclosure of national defense information (Counts 1-4, 9-14), his knowing and

1 Assange would need to proceed with any such motion under the U.S. Constitution instead
of the Principles of Federal Prosecution because those principles, and internal office procedures
adopted pursuant to them, are intended solely for the guidance of attorneys for the government.
They are not intended to create a substantive or procedural right or benefit, enforceable at law, and
may not be relied upon by a party to litigation with the United States. See Principles of Federal
Prosecution, supra, § 9-27.150.
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intentional receipt of national defense information from Manning (Counts 6-8), his agreement
with Manning to engage in a conspiracy to commit computer hacking, and his attempt to crack a
password hash to a classified U.S. Department of Defendant account (Counts 5 and 18).

20.  The only instances in which the superseding indictment charges Assange with the
distribution of national security information to the public are explicitly limited to his distribution
of “documents classified up to the SECRET level containing the names of individuals in
Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere around the world, who risked their safety and freedom by
providing information to the United States and our allies to the public.” Superseding Indictment,
Count 1, 1B(4); see also id., Count 15 {C (“Specifically, . . . ASSANGE, having unauthorized
possession of significant activity reports, classified up to the SECRET level, from the
Afghanistan war containing the names of individuals, who risked their safety and freedom by
providing information to the United States and our allies, communicated the documents
containing names of those sources to all the world by publishing them on the Internet.”); id.,
Count 16 1C (“Specifically, . . . ASSANGE, having unauthorized possession of significant
activity reports, classified up to the SECRET level, from the Iraq war containing the names of
individuals, who risked their safety and freedom by providing information to the United States
and our allies, communicated the documents containing names of those sources to all the world
by publishing them on the Internet.”); id. Count 17 C (“Specifically, . . . ASSANGE, having
unauthorized possession of State Department cables, classified up to the SECRET level,
containing the names of individuals, who risked their safety and freedom by providing
information to the United States and our allies, communicated the documents containing names

of those sources to all the world by publishing them on the Internet.”).
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21, In short, Assange was charged for publishing specified classified documents that
contained the un-redacted names of innocent people who risked their safety and freedom to
provide information to the United States and its allies. He was not, for example, charged for
publishing the so-called “Collateral Murder” video that WikilLeaks disclosed in April 2010; in
addition, none of the charges alleges that Assange violated the law by obtaining and releasing
that video, and the superseding indictment does not even mention it.

22.  Aspublicly stated by another Department of Justice official in announcing the
superseding indictment, “[t]he Department takes seriously the role of journalists in our
democracy . . . and it is not and has never been the Department’s policy to target them for their
reporting. Julian Assange is no journalist. This [is] made plain by the totality of his conduct as
alleged in the indictment — i.e., his conspiring with and assisting a security clearance holder to
acquire classified information, and his publishing the names of human sources. Indeed, no
responsible actor — journalist or otherwise — would purposely publish the names of individuals he
or she knew to be confidential human sources in war zones, exposing them to the gravest of
danger.” See U.S. Dep’t of Justice, Remarks from the Briefing Announcing the Superseding

Indictment of Julian Assange, available at https://www.justice.gov/opa/press-

release/file/1165636/download (last visited Jan. 16, 2020). As summarized in the next section,

Assange placed these individuals in grave danger.

23.  Assange also has suggested that the addition of a number of new charges against
him in the Superseding Indictment somehow reflects an increased bias against him. That
suggestion is based on a misunderstanding of both the practice and policy of federal prosecutions
in the United States. First, it is quite common for a case to be initially charged with a single

crime, and then followed by one or more superseding indictments that add charges or defendants.
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This regular practice permits a case to be initiated with limited evidence, while the investigation
of more complex charges can be more fully investigated. In some cases involving national
security issues, declassification of necessary evidence can be a time-consuming and complex
process which prohibits all charges from being brought at the very outset of the case. Likewise,
once a defendant is charged, additional witnesses may be located or come forward, which
permits additional charges to be brought.

24, Moreover, the Principles of Federal Prosecution also call for prosecutors to
“charge and pursue the most serious, readily provable offenses.” Justice Manual at 9-27.300. As
additional evidence is gathered and declassified, the Principles counsel the addition of “readily
provable offenses.” While the United States will not waive its deliberative process privilege to
discuss the specific decision-making process in this case, | note that there are many reasons for
adding charges in a superseding indictment which are consistent with the exercise of independent
prosecutorial decision-making in line with the Principles of Federal Prosecution.

B.  Many Individuals Outed By Assange Were Placed
Placed at Grave Risk and Suffered Grave Harm

25.  The significant activity reports from the Afghanistan and Irag wars that
WikiLeaks published included the names of local Afghans and Iragis who had provided
information to U.S. and coalition forces. The State Department cables that WikiLeaks published
included the names of persons, throughout the world, who provided information to the U.S.
government in circumstances in which they could reasonably expect that their identities would
be kept confidential. These sources included journalists, religious leaders, human rights
advocates, and political dissidents living in repressive regimes, who, at great risk to their own
safety, reported to the United States the political conditions within their own countries and

abuses of their own governments.
11
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26. Based on information provided by people with expertise in military, intelligence,
and diplomatic matters, as well as individuals with expert knowledge of the political conditions
and governing regimes of the countries in which some of these sources were located, | know
that, by publishing these documents without redacting the human sources’ names or other
identifying information, Assange created a grave and imminent risk that the innocent people he
named would suffer serious physical harm and/or arbitrary detention.

1. The United States Identified And Attempted to Notify
Hundreds of People Whom Assange Endangered

27.  After WikiLeaks published the Afghanistan significant activity reports on or about
July 25, 2010, the U.S. Department of Defense (“DoD”) established an “Information Review
Task Force,” commonly known as the “IRTF.” The purpose of the IRTF was to conduct a DoD
review of the classified records published by WikiLeaks, as well as classified records obtained
but not yet published by WikiLeaks. Among other things, the IRTF was tasked with reviewing
the records to understand the risks that the disclosure of the records posed to sources named
within them. Over the course of its review, the IRTF identified hundreds of Afghans and Iraqgis
whom it assessed were potentially endangered by the publication of the significant activity
reports in unredacted form.

28. Similarly, upon learning of the compromise of the diplomatic cables described in
paragraph 25, the U.S. Department of State established a “WikiLeaks Persons at Risk Task
Force,” which identified hundreds more individuals who could be endangered if the cables were
published or otherwise disclosed to the governments and/or nonstate actors in the countries
where the individuals resided. The State Department defined “Persons at Risk” as those facing

“death, violence, or incarceration.”
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29. Both the U.S. Department of Defense and the U.S. Department of State engaged
in extensive efforts to notify sources who were put at risk by the WikiLeaks disclosures. Not all
sources, however, could be notified. Some people deemed at risk could not be located. Other at-
risk people were not warned because the United States assessed that the act of warning might
draw further attention to their relationship with the United States and, thus, put them in more
danger. Still other at-risk people were not notified because military officials determined that an
attempt to notify them could present an unacceptable risk of harm to U.S. forces in carrying out
the notification.

2. Individuals Named in Wikileaks Cables Have Been Harassed, Investigated,
Surveilled, Arrested, Disappeared, and/or Forced to Flee Their Homelands

30.  The State Department determined that well over 100 people were placed at risk
from the disclosures. In turn, approximately 50 people sought and received assistance from the
United States. For some of these individuals, the United States assessed that it was necessary
and advisable for them to flee their home countries. The United States assisted in moving some
of these individuals to the United States or to safe third countries. In some instances, the United
States also assisted in moving the spouses and/or families of these individuals to the United
States or to third countries.

31.  All of the individuals who had to flee their homelands because they were
identified by WikilLeaks in State Department cables suffered actual harm attributable to Assange.
Some of these harms are quantifiable, such as losing employment or having assets frozen by the
autocratic regimes from which they fled. Other harms suffered by sources forced to flee are not
easily quantifiable, but are, nonetheless, very real.

32.  The United States also is aware of individuals whose unredacted names and/or

other identifying information were contained in classified documents published by WikiLeaks,
13
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and who subsequently disappeared, although the United States cannot prove at this point that
their disappearance was the result of being outed by WikiLeaks.

33.  The United States also is aware of individuals who were investigated and/or
arrested because they were named in the State Department cables published by WikiLeaks. For
example, according to the Committee To Protect Journalists and media reports, an Ethiopian
journalist was forced to flee Ethiopia after he was interrogated and threatened by Ethiopian
authorities regarding the contents of a cable published by WikiLeaks. According to the
WikiLeaks cable, the Ethiopian journalist had told U.S. diplomats in 2009 that an Ethiopian
government source had told him of a plot to arrest the editors of an Ethiopian publication that
had been critical of the government. According to information the journalist reportedly told the
Committee to Protect Journalists and the BBC, Ethiopian police interrogated him after
WikiLeaks published this cable, and threatened to jail him if he did not reveal his government
source; rather than reveal his source or risk prison, the journalist reportedly fled his country.

34.  The United States also is aware of at least one instance where an individual
named in the State Department cables released by WikiLeaks was subsequently arrested and
detained. In that case, a news organization close to the arresting regime openly stated that the
arrest was based, at least in part, on information revealed by WikiLeaks showing the arrested
individual’s relationship with the State Department.

35.  People named by WikilLeaks as having provided information to the State
Department also reportedly faced threats and harassment by non-state actors. According to
Canada’s Globe and Mail, “[sJome of China’s top academics and human rights activists are
being attacked as ‘rats’ and ‘spies’ after their names were revealed as U.S. Embassy sources in

the unredacted WikiLeaks cables that have now been posted online.” Mark MacKinnon, Leaked
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Cables Spark Witch-Hunt for Chinese ‘Rats,” Globe and Mail (Sept. 14, 2011),
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/world/leaked-cables-spark-witch-hunt-for-chinese-
rats/article594194/. The Globe and Mail further reported that WikiLeaks’ “release of the
previously protected names has sparked an online witch-hunt by Chinese nationalist groups, with
some advocating violence against those now known to have met with U.S. Embassy staff. “‘When
the time comes, they should be arrested and killed,” reads one typical posting on a prominent
neo-Maoist website.” Id. One Chinese national who was named in the WikiLeaks cables and
consequently fled to the United States reported experiencing harassment from non-state actors.
3. Hostile Foreign Governments, Terrorist Groups, and

Criminal Organizations Have Exploited Wikileaks
Disclosures in Order to Gain Actionable Intelligence

36. Hostile foreign governments, terrorist groups, and criminal organizations have
exploited WikiLeaks disclosures in order to gain intelligence to be used against the United States
and to be used against foreign nationals who provided assistance to the United States. For
example, on May 2, 2011, United States armed forces raided the compound of Osama bin Laden
in Abbottabad, Pakistan. During the raid, they collected a number of items of digital media,
which included (1) a letter from bin Laden to another member of the terrorist organization al-
Qaeda in which bin Laden requested that the member gather the DoD material posted to
WikiLeaks, (2) a letter from that same member of al- Qaeda to Bin Laden with information from
the Afghanistan War Documents released by WikilLeaks, and (3) Department of State information
released by WikilLeaks.

37. On July 30, 2010, the New York Times published an article entitled “Taliban
Study WikiLeaks to Hunt Informants.” The article stated that, after the release of the Afghanistan

war significant activity reports, a member of the Taliban contacted the New York Times and
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stated, “We are studying the report. We knew about the spies and people who collaborate with
U.S. forces. We will investigate through our own secret service whether the people mentioned
are really spies working for the U.S. If they are U.S. spies, then we will know how to punish
them.”

38.  Inaddition, the Department of Justice and the FBI have conducted interviews
with several experts on Syria, Iran, and China. These experts uniformly reported that foreign
intelligence services would have read the WikiLeaks cables to gain actionable intelligence.

4. Assange Endangered Afghans and Iragis Who
Provided Information to U.S. and Coalition Forces

39.  The U.S. Department of Defense identified hundreds of Iragis and Afghans whose

lives and freedom were endangered by Assange’s publication of the unredacted significant
activity reports discussed above. The Superseding Indictment describes a sample of these

significant activity reports as follows:

a. Classified Document Cl was a 2007 threat report containing details of a planned

anti-coalition attack at a specific location in Afghanistan. Classified Document CI

named the local human source who reported the planned attack. Classified
Document Cl was classified at the SECRET level,

b. Classified Document C2 was a 2009 threat report identifying a person who

supplied weapons at a specific location in Afghanistan. Classified Document C2
named the local human source who reported information. Classified Document

C2 was classified at the SECRET level;

c. Classified Document DI was a 2009 report discussing an improvised explosive

device (IED) attack in Irag. Classified Document DI named local human sources

who provided information on the attack. Classified Document DI was classified at

the SECRET level; and

d. Classified Document D2 was a 2008 report that named a local person in Irag who

had turned in weapons to coalition forces and had been threatened afterward.
Classified Document D2 was classified at the SECRET level.
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40.  Assange placed in extreme danger the above-referenced individuals, along with
many other Iragis and Afghans whom Assange named as having provided information to U.S.
and coalition forces. According to experts with the U.S. Department of Defense, in and around
2010, the Taliban in Afghanistan and the insurgency in Iraq were known to take brutal measures
against Iragis and Afghans whom they believed (rightly or wrongly) to have collaborated with
U.S. and coalition forces.

41.  According to the State Department’s 2010 Human Rights Report on Afghanistan,
the Taliban continued its “politically-targeted Killings” in 2010 and killed numerous Afghan
civilians. On July 18, 2010, “Taliban leader Mullah Omar issued new rules of engagement,
calling on Taliban commanders to capture or Kill civilians working for foreign forces or the
government.” In addition, “[t]he media reported that the Taliban issued ‘night letters’ threatening
anyone who made peace with the government, a charge Taliban spokesmen denied,” and “[t]here
were numerous reports of summary justice by the Taliban resulting in extrajudicial executions.”
Moreover, “Media reports and firsthand accounts accused the Taliban of employing torture in
interrogations of persons they accused of supporting coalition forces and the central government.
The Taliban contacted newspapers and television stations in several such cases to claim
responsibility.” And “[i]n areas not under government control, the Taliban enforced a parallel
judicial system. The Taliban issued punishments including beatings, cutting off fingers,
beheadings, hangings, and stonings. On March 9 [2010], the Taliban killed a man for allegedly
spying.” https://2009-2017 .state.gov/documents/organization/160445.pdf.

42. Moreover, as noted above, the Taliban openly stated in July 2010 that it was

reviewing the WikiLeaks publications in order to identify “spies” whom they could “punish.”
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43.  According to the State Department’s 2010 Human Rights Report on Iraqg,
“[v]iolence against the civilian population perpetrated by terrorist groups remained a problem
during [2010], and bombings, executions, and killings were regular occurrences throughout all
regions and sectors of society.” In particular, in 2010 Irag saw “an increase in AQI [al-Qaida in
Iraq] attacks against Sunnis cooperating with the government.” For example, “[o]n April 20,
[2010], gunmen killed five family members, beheading three, of the local anti-AQI militia in
Tarmiyah.” Similarly, “[o]n July 18, [2010], a suicide bomber killed at least 45 anti-al Qaida
Sunni fighters waiting for their paychecks.”

5. Assange Endangered Many Iranians By Outing Them
As Having Provided Information to the United States

44.  The State Department’s persons-at-risk task force identified many individuals in
Iran whose lives and freedom were endangered by Assange’s publication of the unredacted State
Department cables described above. The Superseding Indictment describes two such cables as
follows:

a. Classified Document Al was a 2009 State Department cable discussing a political
situation in Iran. Classified Document A1 named a human source of information
located in Iran and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be protected.
Classified Document Al was classified at the SECRET level; and

b. Classified Document A2 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing political
dynamics in Iran. Classified Document A2 named a human source of information
who regularly traveled to Iran and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be
protected. Classified Document A2 was classified at the SECRET level.

45.  Assange placed in extreme danger the above-referenced individuals, along with
many other people located in Iran or who regularly travel to Iran, whom Assange named as
having provided information to U.S. diplomats. According to State Department personnel with

expertise in Iran, the Iranian regime in 2011 and continuing to the present, is repressive. lranians

who spoke to the United States without authorization faced reprisal.
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46.  According to the State Department’s 2011 Human Rights Report on Iran, “the
government increased its oppression of media and the arts, arresting and imprisoning dozens of
journalists, bloggers, poets, actors, filmmakers, and artists throughout [2011].” This “suppression
and intimidation of voices of opposition continued at a rapid pace at year’s end. The most
egregious human rights problems were the government’s severe limitations on citizens’ right to
peacefully change their government through free and fair elections, restrictions on civil liberties,
and disregard for the sanctity of life through the government's use of arbitrary detention, torture,
and deprivation of life without due process.” In particular, “[s]ecurity forces under the
government’s control committed acts of politically motivated violence and repression, including
torture, beatings, and rape. The government administered severe officially sanctioned
punishments, including amputation and flogging. Security forces arbitrarily arrested and detained
individuals, often holding them incommunicado.”

47.  The State Department further noted that “[t]he UN special rapporteur for human
rights in Iran noted in his October [2011] report that at least 83 persons, including three political
prisoners, were known to have been executed in January alone.” In addition, “[h]Juman rights
activists reported that the government executed an average of two persons a day during the first
six months of [2011]” and “exiles and human rights monitors alleged that many persons
supposedly executed for criminal offenses such as narcotics trafficking were actually political
dissidents.” Iranian “law criminalizes dissent and also applies the death penalty to offenses such
as ‘attempts against the security of the state,” ‘outrage against high-ranking officials,” ‘enmity
towards god,” and ‘insults against the memory of Imam Khomeini and against the supreme leader

of the Islamic Republic.””
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48.  The State Department further reported that in 2011 “[a]rbitrary arrest was a
common practice [in Iran] and was used by authorities to spread fear and deter activities deemed
against the regime.” The State Department relied on a study from International Campaign for
Human Rights in Iran (ICHRI), which concluded that “an estimated 500 persons were arbitrarily
detained [in Iran in 2011] for peaceful activities or the exercise of free expression, and another
500 prisoners of conscience had been sentenced to lengthy prison terms following unfair trials.”
The State Department Human rights report further noted that detainees in Iran face a high risk of
physical violence and abuse while incarcerated.

6. Assange Endangered Many Chinese Nationals by Outing
Them as Having Provided Information to the United States

49.  The State Department’s persons-at-risk task force identified many individuals in
China whose lives and freedom were endangered by Assange’s publication of the unredacted
State Department cables. The Superseding Indictment describes one of those cables as follows:
Classified Document A3 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing issues
related to ethnic conflict in China. Classified Document A3 named a human source
of information located in China and indicated that the source’s identity needed to
be protected. Classified Document A3 was classified at the SECRET level.
50.  Assange placed in extreme danger the above-referenced individual, along with
many other people in China whom Assange named as having provided information to U.S.
diplomats. According to State Department personnel with expertise in China, the Chinese
regime in 2011 and continuing to the present, is repressive. In addition, the Chinese intelligence
services are vast, well-resourced, and focused on internal dissent, especially dissent from ethnic

and religious minorities in the western provinces. Chinese nationals who spoke to the United

States without authorization faced reprisal.
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51.  According to the State Department's 2011 Human Rights report on China, 2011
saw confirmed “[d]eterioration in key aspects of the country’s human rights situation” where
“[r]epression and coercion, particularly against organizations and individuals involved in rights
advocacy and public interest issues, were routine.” “Efforts to silence political activists and
public interest lawyers were stepped up, and, increasingly, authorities resorted to extralegal
measures including enforced disappearance, ‘soft detention,” and strict house arrest, including
house arrest of family members, to prevent the public voicing of independent opinions.”
Moreover, “[t]he authorities continued severe cultural and religious repression of ethnic
minorities in Xinjiang Uighur Autonomous Region (XUAR) and Tibetan areas.” The country
also saw “extrajudicial killings, including executions without due process; enforced
disappearance and incommunicado detention, including prolonged illegal detentions at unofficial
holding facilities known as “black jails’; torture and coerced confessions of prisoners; detention
and harassment of lawyers, journalists, writers, [and] dissidents.” In particular, the 201l State
Department Human Rights Report on China specified that “[d]uring the year security forces
reportedly committed arbitrary or unlawful killings.”

52.  The State Department further reported that as of 2011, “[t]ens of thousands of
political prisoners remained incarcerated [in China], some in prisons and others in RTL
[Reeducation Through Labor] camps or administrative detention” and that in 2011 “[a]uthorities
arrested persons on allegations of revealing state secrets, subversion, and other crimes as a means
to suppress political dissent and public advocacy.” NGOs estimated that in China in 2011 alone
“approximately 50 human rights activists and lawyers were formally arrested or placed under
extralegal detention, up to 200 people were placed under house arrest, and 15 were charged with

‘inciting subversion of state power.”” The Committee to Protect Journalists reported in 2011 that
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there were at least “27 known journalists imprisoned in [China], 10 were Tibetan and six were
Uighur.” Moreover, “[t]here were widespread reports of activists and petitioners being
committed to mental health facilities and involuntarily subjected to psychiatric treatment for
political reasons.”

53.  The State Department reported that religious and ethnic minority were particularly
vulnerable in China. In 2011, “[t]he government continued to repress Uighurs expressing
peaceful political dissent and independent Muslim religious leaders” and “Uighurs continued to
be sentenced to long prison terms, and in some cases executed without due process, on charges
of separatism and endangering state security.”

54.  The 2011 State Department Human Rights Report on China further noted that
detained political prisoners were at increased risk of violence: “Although ordinary prisoners were
subjects of abuse, political and religious dissidents were singled out for particularly harsh
treatment. In some instances close relatives of dissidents were singled out for abuse”
and “[c]onditions in penal institutions for both political prisoners and criminal offenders were
generally harsh and often degrading.” Indeed, “[b]eating deaths occurred in administrative
detention and RTL facilities” and “[d]etainees reported beatings, sexual assaults, lack of proper
food, and no access to medical care.”

7. Assange Endangered Many Syrians by Outing
Them as Having Provided Information to the United States

55.  The State Department’s persons-at-risk task force identified many individuals in
Syria whose lives and freedom were endangered by Assange’s publication of the unredacted
State Department cables described above. The Superseding Indictment describes two such cables

as follows:
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a. Classified Document A4 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing relations
between Iran and Syria. Classified Document A4 named human sources of
information located in Syria and indicated that the sources’ identities needed to be
protected. Classified Document A4 was classified at the SECRET level; and

b. Classified Document A5 was a 2010 State Department cable discussing human
rights issues in Syria. Classified Document A5 named a human source of
information located in Syria and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be
protected. Classified Document A5 was classified at the SECRET level.

56.  Assange placed in extreme danger the above-referenced individuals, along with
the other Syrians whom Assange named as having provided information to U.S. diplomats.
According to State Department diplomats with expertise in Syria, the Syrian regime in 2011 and
continuing to the present, is repressive. Syrians who spoke to the United States without
authorization faced reprisal.

57.  According to the State Department’s 2011 human rights report on Syria, the
regime used “massive attacks and strategic use of citizen killings as a means of intimidation and
control” over the population. Indeed, in 2011 alone, “there were thousands of reports of arbitrary
or unlawful deprivation of life, many as a result of government actions against peaceful
prodemocracy protesters.” “The vast majority of disappearances reported by activists, human
rights observers, and international NGOs appeared to be politically motivated” as “[t]he regime
targeted critics and antigovernment protesters.”

58.  Those detained in Syria remained in serious physical risk as “[t]he government
also reportedly tortured detainees to death.” In particular, “[a]n August 31 [2011] Amnesty
International (Al) report detailed extrajudicial killings in detention facilities,” and “not[ed] at
least 88 deaths were reported to Al between April 1 and 15 and that there was evidence that

torture caused or contributed to death in at least 52 cases.” In sum, the State Department’s 2011

Human Rights Report for Syria concluded that “[h]arsh and life-threatening prison conditions
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were common, especially after arrests stemming from the protests caused a substantial increase
in the prison and detention center population.”

59.  The State Department 2011 Human Rights Report on Syria further concluded that,
“[o]ther serious problems included disappearances; torture and abuse; poor prison and detention
center conditions; arbitrary arrest and detention; denial of fair public trial; arbitrary interference
with privacy; and lack of press, Internet, and academic freedom.” And, “[a]s in previous years,
government forces [in 2011] detained, arrested, and harassed journalists and other writers for
works deemed critical of the state.”

8.  Assange Endangered Foreign Police and Military Who Received
Counter-Narcotics and Counter-Terrorism Training from the United States

60.  The State Department cables that Assange published in unredacted form contained
hundreds of “Leahy Vetting Requests.” The term “Leahy law” refers to two U.S. statutory
provisions prohibiting the U.S. Government from using funds for assistance to units of foreign
security forces where there is credible information implicating that unit in the commission of
gross violations of human rights. One statutory provision applies to the State Department and
the other applies to the Department of Defense. The State Department Leahy law was made
permanent under section 620M of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 22 U.S.C. § 2378d, see
https://www.state.gov/leahy-fact-sheet/.

61. In cases where an entire unit is designated to receive assistance, the State
Department vets the unit and the unit’s commander. When an individual security force member is
nominated for U.S. assistance, the State Department vets that individual as well as that
individual's unit. Vetting begins in the unit’s home country, where the U.S. embassy conducts
consular, political, and other security and human rights checks. Frequently, an additional review

is conducted by analysts at the State Department in Washington, D.C. The State Department
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evaluates and assesses available information about the human rights records of the unit and the
individual, reviewing a full spectrum of open source and classified records. See
https://www.state.gov/leahy-fact-sheet/.

62.  As part of the Leahy vetting process, the embassies frequently send cables called
“Leahy Vetting Request” to the State Department in Washington, D.C. WikiLeaks published
many of these “Leahy Vetting Requests” without redaction. Often, these requests were less than
a page and simply provided the full name and personal identifying information of the person
being vetted, including date of birth; gender; military identification number, if applicable; place
of birth; position; and organization. The cables would then note something to the effect that “Post
possesses no credible evidence of gross violations of human rights by the individuals listed
below and requests that the department conduct Leahy vetting check.”

63. By publishing the names and personal identifying information of particular
individuals who received counter-terrorism and/or counter-narcotics training from the United
States, Assange put those individuals at grave risk.

64.  Indeed, based on information provided to the United States government, the
United States assessed that violent non-state groups have attempted to use WikiLeaks disclosures
to identify and target military and/or police in their country who were engaged in
counter-terrorism and/or counter-narcotics operations.

9. Assange’s Disclosures Caused Harm to the State
Department’s Ability To Report On Human Rights Abuses

65. At the Manning court martial, Ambassador Michael Kozak, who led the State
Department’s WikiLeaks Person at Risk Task Force, testified that the WikiLeaks disclosures had
caused, and would continue to cause, a chilling effect on dissidents and human rights activists

around the world, making them afraid to report human rights abuses to U.S. embassies.
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Ambassador Kozak reported that WikiLeaks caused incredible harm to “the credibility of the
United States.” He described U.S. diplomats seeking to report on human rights abuses as “in the
same position as newspaper reporters” in that “if you go out and reveal all your sources every
time, not too many people will talk to you.” Ambassador Kozak further testified that the
WikiLeaks disclosures have “meant that some people, some activists in a democracy and human
rights field ... are no longer active. So that’s had an obvious effect on those particular countries
where those individuals came from, that you just lost some leaders in that field.” Ambassador
Kozak added that some human rights activists living under repressive regimes have told him
personally that WikilLeaks has made them “nervous” about reporting human rights abuses to the
U.S. embassy in the future. Other State Department personnel similarly reported that the
WikilLeaks disclosures caused a reduced willingness of dissidents and human rights activists in
repressive regimes to report abuses and other valuable information to the United States.

C. If Assange is Extradited, He Can Challenge the Superseding
Indictment Before Independent Federal Judges and a Jury

66.  The United States established three equal and independent branches of
government to provide a system of checks and balances against unjust decision-making. In the
United States, federal judges (the judicial branch) are nominated by the president (the executive
branch) and confirmed by the Senate (the legislative branch). The Constitution guarantees that
federal judges who have been nominated by the president and confirmed by the Senate “shall
hold their offices during good behavior.” U.S. Const. Art. Ill, Sec. 1. In practice, this guarantee
provides federal judges with life-tenure, and insulates them from political interference. See
Federalist Paper, No. 78 (A. Hamilton) (“The standard of good behavior for the continuance in
office of the judicial magistracy, is certainly one of the most valuable of the modern

improvements in the practice of government. In a monarchy it is an excellent barrier to the
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despotism of the prince; in a republic it is a no less excellent barrier to the encroachments and
oppressions of the representative body. And it is the best expedient which can be devised in any
government, to secure a steady, upright, and impartial administration of the laws.”). Indeed,
courts in the United States have a long history of independent and impartial decision-making,
dating back to the Supreme Court’s decision in Marbury v. Madison in 1803.

67. If Assange is extradited, he will have an opportunity to challenge the charges in
the superseding indictment. Any such challenge would be decided by independent federal judges
— first at the trial level, and then upon appeal. Assange would have one appeal as of right, and
other discretionary appeals up to the United States Supreme Court. See Title 28, United Section
Code, Section 1291; U.S. Supreme Court Rule 10.

68. For example, Assange could file a pre-trial motion to challenge the superseding
indictment on the basis of selective prosecution. To succeed on such a motion, Assange would
have to demonstrate that “the prosecution had a discriminatory effect and that it was motivated
by a discriminatory purpose.” Wayte v. United States, 470 U.S. 598, 608 (1985). Meeting this
heavy burden requires the defendant to establish both (1) that “he has been singled out while
others similarly situated have not been prosecuted; and (2) that the decision to prosecute was
invidious or in bad faith, i.e., based upon such impermissible considerations as race, religion, or
the desire to exercise his constitutional rights.” United States v. Greenwood, 796 F.2d 49, 52 (4th
Cir. 1986).

69.  Assange also would have the opportunity to challenge the superseding indictment
on the basis that his conduct was protected by the free speech provisions of the First Amendment
to the U.S Constitution. Similarly, to the extent Assange believes that Title 18, United States

Code, Sections 793 or 1030 is unconstitutionally vague, as the Shenkman Affidavit appears to
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assert, see Shenkman Aff. 11 29, 35, 41, he could challenge those laws and their application to
him as “void-for-vagueness” under the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. A statute is
unconstitutionally vague if it fails to provide a person of ordinary intelligence fair notice of what
is prohibited, or is so standardless that it authorizes or encourages seriously discriminatory
enforcement.

70.  Assange could assert the above-mentioned arguments in a number of ways. He
could file pre-trial motions with the trial judge, motions following closure of the government’s
direct case at trial, and again following the closure of all evidence in his case. If convicted, he
would have a right to appeal these rulings once as of right to an appellate court as well as
discretionary appeals up to the United States Supreme Court.

71.  To be clear, the United States has arguments against these potential challenges to
the superseding indictment, and does not believe that they would have any merit; otherwise, it
would not have proceeded with the charges. Without binding the United States to any position
here, however, we could advance a number of arguments in response to those challenges. For
example, concerning selective prosecution, the United States could argue that because of
Assange’s unprecedented conduct, there are no other similarly situated individuals, and even if
there were, there was no invidious decision to prosecute. Concerning any First Amendment
challenge, the United States could argue that foreign nationals are not entitled to protections
under the First Amendment, at least as it concerns national defense information, and even were
they so entitled, that Assange’s conduct is unprotected because of his complicity in illegal acts
and in publishing the names of innocent sources to their grave and imminent risk of harm. See
also paragraphs 7-9 (summarizing relevant First Amendment Law). Concerning any void-for-

vagueness claim, the United States could point out that courts are not to expect statutes to
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provide “[p]erfect clarity and precise guidance.” Williams, 553 U.S. at 304; see also United
States v. Saunders, 828 F.3d 198, 207 (4th Cir. 2016) (“[A] statute need not spell out every
possible factual scenario with “celestial precision’ to avoid being struck down on vagueness
grounds.”). Moreover, | am confident that our use of the grand jury in this investigation was
proper, as explained in Section V, below. Regardless of the arguments the United States will
ultimately assert, however, what is important here is that Assange will have an opportunity to
challenge the alleged facts before an independent jury, and challenge the law supporting the
charges in the superseding indictment before independent United States courts. Those courts are
most familiar with the nuances of United States law, and are best suited to address any legal or
constitutional challenges that Assange may have to his prosecution.

Il. Any Bias Among Potential Jurors Can Be Ferreted Out Through the
Robust Jury Selection Process Employed in United States Federal Courts

72. If he is extradited to the United States, Assange will be afforded the right to
require the government to prove the charges against him to a unanimous and impartial jury
beyond a reasonable doubt. Assange has claimed, however, that he will not receive a fair trial in
the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, because of alleged negative statements
about him that have been publically reported and because of the nature of the jury pool in the
Eastern District of Virginia, which is alleged to have a large number of government workers
and/or government contractors. In response, | summarize here some of the rules and procedures
employed by U.S. federal courts to ensure that a potential juror is not influenced by exposure to
pretrial publicity or by the juror's employer.

73.  The Sixth Amendment to the Constitution of the United States guarantees that in
all criminal prosecutions, the defendant shall enjoy the right to trial by an impartial jury. Even

pervasive and adverse pretrial publicity, however, need not lead to an unfair trial. See, e.g.,
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United States v. Skilling, 561 U.S. 368, 384 (2010) (widespread negative coverage about Enron
did not prevent a former Enron executive from receiving a fair trial).

74. It is not uncommon in the course of voir dire for a venire member to disclose
familiarity with a case by virtue of pre-trial publicity. Indeed, this occurs just as often in locally
notorious cases as in cases of national interest. See, e.g., United States v. John Walker Lindh, 212
F. Supp. 2d 541, 549 (E.D. Va. 2002) (regarding the selection of a jury for an American captured
in Afghanistan fighting for the Taliban). Yet, what ultimately matters to a U.S. judge is not
simply whether a potential juror has heard or read about a case, but whether a prospective “juror
can lay aside his impression or opinion and render a verdict based on the evidence presented in

court.” Irvinv. Dowd, 366 U.S. 717, 722-23 (1961). As the United States Supreme Court stated

in lrvin:
To hold that the mere existence on any notion as to the guilt or innocence
of an accused, without more, is sufficient to rebut the presumption of a
prospective juror’s impartiality would be to establish an impossible
standard. It is sufficient if the juror can lay aside his impression or
opinion and render a verdict based on the evidence presented in court.

Id. at 723.

75. If Assange is extradited to face trial in the United States, the district judge would
conduct a thorough voir dire of all potential jurors, in the presence of attorneys for both the
government and the defendant, to ensure the selection of a fair and impartial jury that is able to
set aside any pre-conceived notions regarding this case, and to render an impartial verdict based
solely on the evidence presented in the case and the district court’s instructions of law. Only
those prospective jurors found to be capable of fair and impartial jury service after careful voir
dire will be declared eligible to serve as jurors. See Lindh, 212 F. Supp. 2d at 552. The

defendant can challenge any number of jurors for good cause. Moreover, even if the district court
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judge disagrees that such good cause exists, the defendant will be entitled to challenge ten jurors
without any cause at all (other than race or sex). Flowers v. Mississippi, 139 S. Ct. 2228, 2243
(2019); Fed. R. Crim. P. 24(b)(2). These without cause challenges are known as “peremptory
challenges.”

76.  The U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia in particular has been
the venue for many high profile criminal trials, including trials of defendants accused of crimes
involving national security. Past experience provides reasonable assurance that a sufficient
number of qualified, impartial jurors would be identified as a result of the voir dire in this case.
See Lindh, 212 F. Supp. 2d at 552. After all, a jury seated in this district refused to return the
death verdict sought by the United States against Zacharias Moussaoui, who pleaded guilty to the
conspiracy to murder thousands of Americans on 9/11, even though as part of that conspiracy, a
hijacked airliner was crashed into the Pentagon, just a few miles away from the very courthouse
in which the jury sat. See United States v. Moussaoui, 591 F.3d 263, 265 (4th Cir. 2010).

77.  Any potential for prejudice in this case is also mitigated by the large size of the
jury pool in Northern Virginia. Mu’Min v. Virginia, 500 U.S. 415, 429 (1991). After all, more
than 1,100,000 people reside in Fairfax County, and Fairfax is but one county in the Alexandria
Division of the Eastern District of Virginia. See Country of Fairfax, Virginia, Demographic
Reports (2019), https://www.fairfaxcounty.gov/demographics/sites/demographics/files/assets/
demographicreports/fullreport.pdf; see also Gentile v. State Bar of Nev., 501 U.S. 1030, 1044
(1991) (noting that there is a reduced likelihood of prejudice where venire was drawn from a
pool of over 600,000 individuals); United States v. Taylor, 942 F.3d 205, 223 (4th Cir. 2019)
(noting that the likelihood of prejudice from extensive pretrial publicity was reduced by the fact

that the City of Baltimore had a population of approximately 620,000).

31

126



78.  All prospective jurors in this case will be questioned carefully as to what they
have seen, read, or heard about the case and whether they have formed any opinions or
impressions. No juror will be qualified to serve unless the district judge is satisfied that the juror
is (i) able to put aside any previously formed opinions or impressions, (ii) prepared to pay careful
and close attention to the evidence as it is presented in the case, and finally (iii) able to render a
fair and impartial verdict, based solely on the evidence adduced at trial and the district court’s
instructions of law. See Lindh, 212 F. Supp. 2d at 549.

79.  The district judge will follow a similar process to determine whether any potential
jurors would be biased based on their employment by the U.S. government or a government
contractor. “A juror employed by the government is not disqualified from a case in which the
government is a party simply by reason of his employment. To challenge for cause, a party must
show 'actual partiality growing out of the nature and circumstances of [the] particular case.”
United States v. Tibesar, 894 F.2d 317, 319 (8th Cir. 1990) (citations omitted). See Zia Shadows,
L.L.C. v. City of Las Cruces, 829 F.3d 1232, 1246-47 (10th Cir. 2016) (a juror employed by the
government could be disqualified if the juror's answers "establish actual bias").

80.  The district judge will ask questions to ascertain whether any prospective juror’s
employment would render such juror incapable of being fair in a case in which the U.S.
government is a party. Further, the judge will ask questions to determine whether any
prospective juror can put aside pre-existing views about the U.S. government, and decide the

case based purely on the evidence and the instructions from the judge. In any event, if Assange
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believes that a juror determined by the judge to be qualified to serve is, in fact, biased against
him, he can exercise one of his ten peremptory challenges to strike the juror without cause.?

81.  The particular practices that judges in our district use to select jurors vary, but all
act to ensure that the jurors ultimately selected are able to render a fair and impartial verdict.
For example, in a highly publicized terrorism case in which | was involved, the judge ordered the
parties to submit a proposed jury questionnaire. Four days before jury selection started, the
judge used the submissions of the parties to craft a detailed questionnaire and provide it to an
unusually large jury pool of 120 prospective jurors. Upon the basis of the answers to the
guestionnaire and individualized voir dire that occurred over two days, the district judge
ultimately found 27 prospective jurors to be qualified. After the parties exercised peremptory
challenges, a jury of 12 jurors and two alternates were seated to hear the evidence in the case.

I1l. Conditions of Confinement in the United States

82. Following extradition, Assange will be brought before a federal magistrate judge
“without unnecessary delay,” which, in practice, typically means the same day as he arrives in
the country, or the following day. See Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 5(a)(1)(A). At the
initial hearing, the magistrate judge will ensure Assange is represented by counsel, and set a time
for a detention hearing to determine if pretrial detention is lawful and necessary. If Assange is
ordered to be detained, the United States Marshals Service ("USMS") will be responsible for
housing him pre-trial, and, if he is convicted, until he is sentenced. If he is held in custody pre-
trial, Assange will likely be held in the William G. Truesdale Adult Detention Center (“ADC”) in

Alexandria, Virginia. The ADC houses federal prisoners through a contract with the USMS. In

2 In contrast, in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, the
government is traditionally only allowed six “peremptory challenges.” See Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure 24(b)(2).
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2018, the ADC housed an average of 373 inmates in 2018. Of these, roughly one-third were
federal prisoners. The ADC is one of approximately 38 correctional facilities nationwide to be
accredited by the American Correctional Association, the Commission on Accreditation for Law
Enforcement Agencies, and the National Commission on Correctional Health Care.

83. If and when Assange arrives in the ADC, he will initially be held in the booking
area of the facility. ADC staff will interview Assange to determine where he should be placed in
the ADC. ADC staff will also complete a risk assessment to determine any risks to Assange from
his detention. Using an objective point scale, the ADC staff will make a recommendation about
where Assange should be housed. He will then be assigned to the appropriate housing
unit. There is no solitary confinement in the ADC. The seven housing categories are:

e General Population;

e Administrative Segregation;

¢ Disciplinary Segregation and Pre-Hearing Segregation (the latter of which is
used for inmates who are charged with but not yet found guilty of violating a
Detention Center rule);

e Medical Segregation;

¢ Protective Custody; and

e Critical Care Mental Health Unit.

84. It is possible Assange could be placed in protective custody because of his
notoriety. Protective custody is a classification for inmates who need protection from other
inmates. Inmates in protective custody are not permitted to attend programs with general
population inmates, but they do receive all Detention Center services, unless their presence

causes a safety or security risk to the inmate or the facility.
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85. It also is possible that Assange could be placed in administrative segregation
status if, for example, he presents a safety risk to himself. For that to happen, the ADC would
have to find that one or more of the following factors was present:

e During a prior incarceration, the inmate participated in an incident that posed a
safety or security risk;

e The inmate is a safety risk to other inmates, prison staff, or one’s self;
e The inmate is a security risk to the ADC;
e The ADC staff has concerns about the inmate’s adjustment to incarceration;
e The inmate has an extensive criminal history or a serious charge; and/or
e The ADC does not have sufficient information about an inmate to make an
informed housing decision because, for example, the inmate does cooperate in the
intake and admission process.
86. Inmates in administrative segregation are housed in their cells for a maximum of
22 hours per day. They receive breaks according to an established break schedule. The inmates
typically use these breaks to make personal telephone calls and attend to hygiene needs. Inmates
in administrative segregation are able to attend three programs, including programs with general
population inmates, per week. They also receive all ADC services. By contrast, inmates in
protective custody are only permitted to interact with other inmates in protective custody.
Inmates in administrative segregation do not have to choose between receiving their break and
participating in a program. Prison staff assess inmates in administrative segregation or on special
protocols daily. In addition, the ADC’s Inmate Management team meets weekly. The Inmate
Management team comprises members from the following divisions: Security, Medical,
Classification, and Mental Health. The ADC may choose to restrict programs or services if its
staff determines at intake, or at any other time, that participating in a program or receiving a

service poses a safety or security risk.
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87.  Typically, there are several inmates in administrative segregation. Inmates in
administrative segregation are able to speak to one other through the doors and windows of their
cells. Additionally, if it is safe to do so, they may be in a day-room at the same time as other
inmates. Moreover, placement in administrative segregation has no impact on an inmate’s ability
to meet with his or her lawyer.

88. I am aware that Assange has raised an issue as to his mental health and that it is
anticipated that he will be subject to further medical examination on behalf of the United States.

I will, therefore, describe the general context of the provision of medical care to prisoners in the
ADC.

89. Like all facilities used by the USMS, the ADC is required to provide full medical
care to prisoners. This care includes medical, dental, and mental health care. Prisoners routinely
receive care for chronic conditions within the ADC. All outside medical care must be pre-
approved by the USMS, based upon established health standards. In the event of an emergency,
the detention facility must proceed immediately with medical treatment. If necessary, prisoners
in need of urgent care are immediately transported to the hospital.

90.  If necessary, | can provide more detailed information regarding mental health
treatment and suicide prevention protocols at the ADC and in penitentiaries of the United States
Bureau of Prisons (“*BOP”). For now, | offer the following general information. At intake in the
ADC, all inmates are assessed for risk of suicide. If the ADC staff determines, at intake or at any
other time, that an inmate poses a risk of suicide, he will be placed in the suicide protocol. The
ADC staff will consider, among other things, any mental health diagnoses and whether an inmate
has communicated suicide concerns verbally or has taken actions consistent with attempting

suicide.
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91.  The suicide protocol is as follows. The inmate is provided a safety smock and a
safety blanket, placed on suicide watch, and evaluated by a mental health professional as soon as
possible. If the inmate communicates a suicide plan or takes actions consistent with attempting
suicide, the case is deemed acute. In acute cases, inmates are watched by a prison staff member
one-on-one and continuously. In non-acute cases, inmates are checked by a prison staff member
every 15 minutes. In both circumstances, inmates also are monitored through cameras.
Prisoners on suicide watch are visited by mental health staff daily, and a psychologist three times
per week. Only a psychologist can remove an inmate from the suicide protocol.

92.  To determine whether the ADC meets basic criteria related to conditions of
confinement and is suitable for use by the USMS, the USMS inspects the ADC annually. The
USMS inspection process includes reviewing the ADC's average detainee population and staffing
data; security; use of force; hygiene and sanitation; availability of medical care; availability of
suicide prevention; and legal access and visitation. The ADC was last inspected by USMS
personnel on August 5, 2019, and found to be in compliance. The Commonwealth of Virginia
also conducts annual inspections of the ADC. The Virginia Department of Corrections last
inspected the ADC from July 23-25, 2019. The Virginia Department of Corrections found the
ADC to be in compliance with its standards. The USMS relies on the Commonwealth’s
inspections, in addition to its own, to determine whether to hold prisoners at the ADC.

93. During the last inspection period, which began in August 2017, there were no
suicides in the ADC.

94, Inmate classification decisions are subject to appeal by an inmate. To appeal,
Assange would send an Inmate Request Form to the captain of the Security Division. In

addition, defendants are permitted to raise issues regarding the conditions of their pretrial
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confinement with the district court judge presiding over their criminal case. In sum, there are
procedural protections in place for pretrial detainees.

95. It is possible that Assange would be subjected to special administrative measures
(“SAMSs”) during pretrial detention and, if he is convicted, during any period of incarceration.
See 28 Code of Federal Regulations ("C.F.R.") § 501.2. There are two categories of special
administrative measures, both of which are described in the C.F.R. 28 C.F.R. § 501.2 governs
those measures intended for the protection of national security information, and 28 C.F.R.

§ 501.3 governs those measures based on violence or terrorism concerns. Based on my
knowledge of this case and my experience as a prosecutor, any special administrative measures
imposed in this case would likely be imposed under Section 501.2.

96. In order for the Attorney General to direct a warden to impose these special
administrative measures, the head of a member agency of the United States intelligence
community must certify that the unauthorized disclosure of classified information would pose a
threat to the national security, and that there is a danger that the inmate will disclose such
information. The special administrative measures must be “reasonably necessary to prevent
disclosure of classified information that would pose a threat to the national security if the inmate
disclosed such information.” Id. In other words, special administrative measures are not
punitive. Rather, they must be tailored to protect the information at issue.

97. Special administrative measures may include restricting social visits, mail
privileges, phone calls, access to other inmates and to the media, as well as placing an inmate in
administrative segregation. Regulations generally exempt from monitoring correspondence,
calls, and contacts between the inmate and his attorney. The implementing official, at the

direction of the Attorney General, determines the period of time an initial special administrative
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measure is imposed, up to one year. Id. The implementing official may also extend such special
administrative measures in increments of time not to exceed one year. An extension requires,
however, that the intelligence community certifies that there is a continued danger that the
inmate will disclose classified information and that the unauthorized disclosure would pose a
threat to the national security.

98.  The affected inmate will receive written notification of the restrictions imposed
and the basis for these restrictions. The bases set forth in the notification may be described as in
the interest of prison security or safety, national security, or to protect against acts of violence or
terrorism. In addition, the inmate must sign for and receive a copy of the notification. See 28
C.F.R. 88 501.2(b), 501.3(b). Similar inmate notification and acknowledgment are also required
for a renewal.

99.  An affected inmate may challenge the imposed special administrative measures
through the Administrative Remedy Program, 28 C.F.R. part 542. See 28 C.F.R. 8§ 501.2(d),
501.3(e). An inmate who has exhausted all administrative remedies may challenge those special
administrative measures in federal court. Yousef v. Reno, 254 F.3d 1214, 1222 (10th Cir. 2001).

100. If Assange is convicted, then following his sentencing, the BOP will designate
him to an appropriate facility for service of any sentence of incarceration. The BOP has sole
authority to designate the place of confinement for federal prisoners. See 18 U.S.C. § 3621. By
statute, the BOP is required to consider the type of offense; the length of sentence; the
defendant’s age; the defendant’s release residence; the need for medical or other special
treatment; any placement recommendation made by the court; and guidance issued by the United
States Sentencing Commission. Id. Once a prisoner is designated, the USMS will transport the

prisoner to the designated facility. The USMS will prepare a transportation package that contains
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information regarding the prisoner’s physical and mental health as well as any potential alert
notifications, including suicidal tendencies. Upon arrival at the designated BOP facility, the staff
will conduct an intake screening and obtain the necessary information to further classify the
prisoner, so that he is housed and managed in accordance with BOP guidelines and any special
needs the prisoner may have.

101.  Upon direction of the Attorney General, the Director of the BOP may authorize a
warden to implement special administrative measures. Such measures and processes related to
their implementation are the same as those discussed in the section above regarding pretrial
detention. Even if SAMs are not imposed, existing BOP regulations and policies constrain, to
varying degrees, an inmate’s communications and contacts. Under BOP regulations, all
incoming correspondence potentially is subject to monitoring, 28 C.F.R. 8 540.12, as are all
phone calls, 28 C.F.R. § 540.102. All visits also are monitored, although the intensity of the
monitoring depends on the security level of the facility. BOP regulations generally exempt from
monitoring correspondence, calls, and person contacts between the inmate and his attorney.

102.  Not all inmates who are under special administrative measures are housed at the
Administrative Maximum Security United States Penitentiary (“ADX”), although many are. For
example, prisoners under SAMs may be housed at a medical facility if necessary. There also may
be other circumstances that result in a prisoner subject to such special administrative measures
being housed at a facility other than ADX.

103. If he is sentenced to a period of incarceration, it is possible that Assange will be
placed under special administrative measures for at least a portion of his sentence. As outlined
above, such measures are imposed on a case-by-case basis using a number of different factors. It

also is possible that the government will not seek to impose SAMSs on Assange, but otherwise
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seek to limit and monitor his visits and communications. If that is the case, Assange may be
designated to a facility with a Communications Management Unit (“CMU”). There currently are
two prisons with CMUs, and neither of these prisons is ADX.

104. CMUs house inmates who, due to their offense of conviction, offense conduct, or
other verified information, require increased monitoring of their communications. Designation
to a CMU is not punitive. In accordance with the Code of Federal Regulations, “A CMU is a
general population housing unit where inmates ordinarily reside, eat, and participate in all
educational, recreational, religious, visiting, unit management, and work programming, within
the confines of the CMU. Additionally, CMUs may contain a range of cells dedicated to
segregated housing of inmates in administrative detention or disciplinary segregation status.” 28
C.F.R. 540.200(b). Inmates may be designated to a CMU if evidence of the following exists:

(a) The inmate's current offense(s) of conviction, or offense conduct, included

association, communication, or involvement, related to international or domestic

terrorism;

(b) The inmate's current offense(s) of conviction, offense conduct, or activity

while incarcerated, indicates a substantial likelihood that the inmate will

encourage, coordinate, facilitate, or otherwise act in furtherance of illegal activity

through communication with persons in the community;

(c) The inmate has attempted, or indicates a substantial likelihood that the inmate
will contact victims of the inmate's current offense(s) of conviction;

(d) The inmate committed prohibited activity related to misuse or abuse of
approved communication methods while incarcerated; or

(e) There is any other substantiated/credible evidence of a potential threat to the
safe, secure, and orderly operation of prison facilities, or protection of the public,
as a result of the inmate's communication with persons in the community.

28 C.F.R. § 540.201.

105. Inmates receive written notice of the initial designation to a CMU. The

designation is reviewed regularly by the inmate’s Unit Team, and the inmate is provided “notice
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and an opportunity to be heard, in accordance with the Bureau’s policy on Classification and
Program Review of Inmates.” Id. 8 540.202. “The inmate may challenge the CMU decision,
and any aspect of confinement therein, through the Bureau’s administrative remedy program.”
Id. The restrictions in a CMU vary but include limitations on written correspondence and
electronic messages, telephone communications, as well as visits. See 88§ 540.203-205. If
requested, I can provide more detail on the specifics of these limitations. Inmates in CMUs are
permitted to communicate and visit with their attorneys as necessary in furtherance of litigation.

106. As noted above, SAMs are reviewed annually. Likewise, an inmate’s designation
is reviewed at least once every six months. Specific to ADX, inmates who demonstrate periods
of clear conduct and positive institutional adjustment, may progress from the General Population
Units to the Intermediate, Transitional, and Pre-Transfer Units. Those inmates successful in the
Pre-Transfer Unit may transfer out to an appropriate BOP facility. The types of privileges
afforded to the inmates are determined by their housing unit assignments in this stratified system,
or program. It will take an inmate a minimum of 36 months to work his way through the
stratified system of housing. The minimum stay in a General Population Unit is 12 months; the
minimum stay in an Intermediate Unit is six months; the minimum stay in a Transitional Unit is
six months; and the minimum stay in a Pre-Transfer Unit is 12 months.

107. As noted above, | understand that Assange is to be examined on behalf of the
United States in relation to his mental health. Given that such examination is outstanding, 1 will
not address here any issues that might arise as to his access to mental health care in the event that

he is convicted.
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IV. Access to and Use of Evidence and Classified Materials in U.S. Federal Court

108. Contrary to his claims, Assange’s defense team will not be severely limited in its
access to material necessary to prepare for trial. Under Rule 16 of the Federal Rule of Criminal
Procedures, the U.S. government is obligated to produce, inter alia, “any relevant written or
recorded statements of the defendant.” Fed. R. Crim. P. 16(a)(1)(B). The government also must
permit the defendant to inspect and copy materials such as books, papers, documents, and data
that are in the government’s possession if “(i) the item is material to preparing the defense; (ii)
the government intends to use the item in its case-in-chief at trial; or (iii) the item was obtained
from or belongs to the defendant.” 1d. 16(a)(1)(E). The government is also required to produce
information that is exculpatory, see Brady v. Maryland, 373 U.S. 83 (1963); information that can
be used to challenge a witness’s credibility, see Giglio v. United States, 405 U.S. 150 (1972); and
prior statements of any government witnesses, see 18 U.S.C. 8 3500; Fed. R. Crim. P. 26.2.
These obligations exist in all cases, regardless of whether the information is classified.

109. To fulfill its discovery obligations in this case, we expect to provide defense
counsel with classified information. Further, we expect that the defendant will retain counsel
who have or can obtain security clearances, or that the court will appoint counsel with security
clearances. These attorneys, commonly referred to as “cleared counsel,” are authorized to
receive and review discoverable classified material.

110. Asa practical matter, Assange will be able to review certain classified information
that has been disclosed by the prosecution in accordance with its discovery obligations. The
federal courthouse in Alexandria, Virginia has several secure classified information facilities
(“SCIFs”) that are designated for use by defense counsel. The SCIFs contain safes for the

storage of hard copy documents as well as computers to review electronic evidence. The federal
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courthouse is approximately one-half mile from the ADC, and defendants in national security
cases are routinely transported to-and-from the defense SCIFs so that they can prepare for trial.
Nevertheless, some classified information may be provided only to cleared counsel and not to the
defendant.

111. The Classified Information Procedures Act (“CIPA”), Title 18, United States
Code, App. 3, governs the use of classified information in a criminal prosecution. CIPAisa
procedural statute; it does not change the government’s discovery obligations or alter the rules of
evidence. See, e.g., United States v. Sedaghaty, 728 F.3d 885, 903 (9th Cir. 2013); United States
v. Wilson, 750 F.2d 7, 9 (2d Cir. 1984) (district court did not err in applying “generally applicable
evidentiary rules of admissibility” to classified materials). Thus, CIPA does not affect a
defendant’s right to a fair trial. Rather, CIPA provides procedural mechanisms to protect
classified information and a defendant’s rights under the Due Process Clause of the U.S.
Constitution. Accordingly, courts have explained that CIPA’s fundamental purpose is to
“*harmonize a defendant’s right to obtain and present exculpatory material upon his trial and the
government’s right to protect classified material in the national interest.”” United States v.
Pappas, 94 F.3d 795, 799 (2d Cir. 1996) (quoting United States v. Wilson, 571 F. Supp. 1422,
1426 (S.D.N.Y. 1983)).

112.  The government may withhold potentially discoverable material on the ground
that it is classified only if the trial judge agrees that it is not relevant and helpful to the defense.
Under CIPA and related caselaw, the government may file a motion ex parte and in camera
asking for authorization to withhold this material from the defendant. See 18 U.S.C. App. 3 § 4;
United States v. Moussaoui, 382 F.3d 453, 471-72 (4th Cir. 2004). The government may seek to

protect information partially or in its entirety, to substitute a summary of any classified
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information that is relevant and helpful, or to substitute a statement admitting relevant facts the
classified information would tend to prove. Id. 88 4, 6; see United States v. Yunis, 867 F.2d 617,
621-25 (D.C. Cir. 1989).

113. If either party intends to disclose classified information in a pretrial proceeding or
at trial, the government may request a hearing governing the use, relevance, and admissibility of
the information. 18 U.S.C. App. 3 § 6(a). The hearing is in camera if the Attorney General
certifies to the court that a public proceeding may result in the disclosure of classified
information. Id. The United States must provide the defendant with the classified information at
issue. 1d. § 6(b)(1). The court, upon request of the defendant, may order the United States to
provide the defendant, prior to trial, such details as to the portion of the indictment at issue in the
hearing as are needed to give the defendant fair notice to prepare for the hearing. Id. 8 6(b)(2).

114. Inthe United States, witnesses rarely testify under pseudonyms. Ordinarily, the
Confrontation Clause of the Sixth Amendment to the United States Constitution guarantees a
defendant the right to question an adverse witness about identifying information, including his
full name and address. Smith v. Illinois, 390 U.S. 129, 131 (1968). A defendant’s right to
identifying information about witnesses is not absolute, however, and a district court has
discretion to determine whether effective cross-examination is possible if the witness’s identity is
concealed. Delaware v. Van Arsdall, 475 U.S. 673, 679 (1986) (holding that the Confrontation
Clause permits limitations on cross-examination “based on concerns about, among other
things ... the witness’ safety”).

115. At this point, the trial team does not anticipate that any of its trial witnesses will
testify under a pseudonym. In any event, the government cannot withhold witness identifying

information unilaterally. To convince a court to authorize the withholding of identifying
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information for a witness from the defendant or the public, courts require the government to
show that doing so is necessary to protect the witness from harm. For example, based on the
“heightened level of danger to which El Salvadorians who testify against MS-13 in U.S. courts
are subject,” a U.S. federal district court permitted the government to withhold the true names of
El Salvadorian witnesses from both the defendant and the public. United States v. Ramos-Cruz,
667 F.3d 487, 501 (4th Cir. 2012).® In contrast, in United States v. Sterling, 724 F.3d 482, 517
(4th Cir. 2013), a judge in my district allowed the government to withhold the true names of CIA
operatives from the jury, but not from the defendant or his lawyers, on the grounds that neither
defendant nor lawyers posed a threat to the safety of the witnesses. Sterling, 724 F.3d at 516. As
with any evidentiary ruling, a defendant can challenge in the district court and later, in the court
of appeals, a witness's use of a pseudonym.

116. CIPA does not alter the Federal Rules of Evidence regarding relevance and
admissibility. In other words, CIPA does not preclude the admission of evidence simply because
it is classified. CIPA includes procedural mechanisms for a defendant who wishes to use
classified information. The defendant must provide notice to the government of any classified
information he wishes to use in a pretrial proceeding or at trial. 18 U.S.C. App. 385. The
notice must provide a “brief description” of any classified information the defendant “reasonably
expects to disclose or to cause the disclosure of.” Id. The “brief description” must provide the
government sufficient notice as to the information at issue, “setting forth specifically the
classified information which the defendant reasonably believes to be necessary to his defense.”

United States v. Collins, 720 F.2d 1195, 1999 (11th Cir. 1983).

3 Mara Salvatrucha, commonly known as "MS-13", is an international criminal gang.
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117. Asdiscussed above, if the government opposes the defendant’s request to use
classified information, the court must hold a hearing. 18 U.S.C. App. 3 8 6(a). The hearing is in
camera if the Attorney General certifies to the court that a public proceeding may result in the
disclosure of classified information. 1d. The defendant bears the burden of showing that the
classified evidence is both relevant and admissible. See, e.g., United States v. Miller, 874 F.2d
1255, 1277 (9th Cir. 1989). The defendant may use classified information that is “relevant and
material to the defense.” United States v. Abu Ali, 528 F.3d 210, 248 (4th Cir. 2008). The
information must be “at least essential to the defense, necessary to [the] defense, and neither
merely cumulative nor corroborative.” United States v. Smith, 780 F.2d 1102, 1110 (4th Cir.
1985) (en banc).

118. If the court finds that the noticed classified information is admissible, the
government may request that in lieu of the disclosure of such specific classified information, the
court order: (a) the substitution for such classified information of a statement admitting relevant
facts that the specific classified information would tend to prove; or (b) the substitution for such
classified information of a summary of the specific classified information. See 18 U.S.C. App. 3
8 6(c). The court shall grant the government’s motion to substitute or summarize the classified
information if the alternative provides the defendant with “substantially the same ability to make
his defense as would disclosure of the specific classified information.” Id. These hearings may
also be held in camera at the government’s request. In support of its request to use a summary or
substitution in lieu of the actual classified information, the government may “submit to the court
an affidavit of the Attorney General certifying that disclosure of classified information would

cause identifiable damage to the national security of the United States and explaining the basis
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for the classification of such information.” Id. This affidavit is to be examined in camera and ex
parte.

119. CIPA also imposes a duty of reciprocity on the government. See 18 U.S.C. App. 3
8 6(f). “Whenever the court determines pursuant to subsection (a) that classified information
may be disclosed in connection with a trial or pretrial proceeding, the court shall, unless the
interests of fairness do not so require, order the United States to provide the defendant with the
information it expects to use to rebut the classified information.” Id. This obligation may
continue through the duration of the proceedings. Id. If the United States fails to comply with
this duty, “the court may exclude any evidence not made the subject of a required disclosure and
may prohibit the examination by the United States of any witness with respect to such
information.”

120. Entering classified information into evidence need not alter its classification
status. To protect classified information from unnecessary disclosure, a court may order that
only portions of an exhibit be admitted into evidence and may excise any classified information.
Id. § 8. During the examination of any witness, the government may object to any question or
line of inquiry that may result in the disclosure of classified information. Id. Following such
objection, the court shall take “suitable action” to safeguard against the compromise of classified
information. Id. This action may include a proffer from the parties concerning the nature of
information sought and the nature of the information at risk of disclosure.

V. Manning Has Been Treated Fairly and According To Law.

121. In his affidavit, Robert J. Boyle has made a number of allegations concerning
grand jury proceedings in the United States involving Chelsea Manning. At the outset, it is

important for this court to note the extent of due process Manning has received from U.S. courts
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in response to her refusal to provide testimony to the grand jury. As outlined below, two federal
trial judges have independently considered and rejected her many claims, as has a three judge
panel on the court of appeals.

122.  Set out below is an overview of the relevant aspects of the federal grand jury
system in the United States, a brief description of Manning’s legal proceedings, and specific
responses to Boyle’s opinions regarding the legality of Manning’s proceedings under U.S. law.
In summary, Boyle’s opinions should not be given any weight for the following reasons: (1)
Boyle, as a nonparticipant in the grand jury proceedings, lacks the necessary information to
render his opinion; (2) Manning was properly subpoenaed to testify before the grand jury in
connection with a legitimate criminal investigation; (3) Manning has already raised, and the U.S.
courts have already rejected, the exact same arguments advanced by Boyle; and (4) in any event,
Assange will have an opportunity to raise these arguments in the U.S. judicial system after he is
extradited.

A. Overview of the Grand Jury System in the United States

1. Functions of the Grand Jury

123.  “The institution of the grand jury is deeply rooted in Anglo-American history.”
United States v. Calandra, 414 U.S. 338, 342 (1974). It was “brought to [the United States] by
the early colonists and incorporated in the Constitution by the Founders.” Costello v. United
States, 350 U.S. 359, 362 (1956). “[T]he Founders thought the grand jury so essential to basic
liberties that they provided in the Fifth Amendment that federal prosecution for serious crimes
can only be instituted by ‘a presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury.”” Calandra, 414 U.S. at
343. The Grand Jury Clause of the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution states, in full, that

“[n]Jo person shall be held to answer for a capital, or otherwise infamous crime, unless on a
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presentment or indictment of a Grand Jury, except in cases arising in the land or naval forces, or
in the Militia, when in actual service in time of War or public danger.” U.S. Const. amend. V.

124. The American grand jury “was intended to operate substantially like its English
progenitor.” Costello, 350 U.S. at 362. Its “mission is to clear the innocent, no less than to bring
to trial those who may be guilty.” United States v. Dionisio, 410 U.S. 1, 16-17 (1973). To
achieve those ends, the grand jury “serves two interrelated but distinct functions.” SARA SuN
BEALE ETAL., GRAND JURY LAW & PRACTICE § 1:7 (2d ed. 1997).

125.  First, the grand jury serves as “an investigatory body charged with the
responsibility of determining whether or not a crime has been committed.” United States v. R.
Enters., Inc., 498 U.S. 292, 297 (1991). The grand jury conducts “ex parte investigation[s] to
determine whether a crime has been committed and whether criminal proceedings should be
instituted against any person.” Calandra, 414 U.S. at 343-44. It has “broad investigative
powers,” Dionisio, 410 U.S. at 15, and generally may “inquire into all information that might
possibly bear on its investigation until it has identified an offense or has satisfied itself that none
has occurred,” R. Enters., 498 U.S. at 297.

126. Second, the grand jury protects individuals from “hasty, malicious and
oppressive,” Wood v. Georgia, 370 U.S. 375, 390 (1962), or otherwise “unfounded criminal
prosecutions,” Branzburg v. Hayes, 408 U.S. 665, 686-87 (1972). Under the Fifth Amendment,
federal prosecutors must obtain an indictment from a grand jury to prosecute an individual for a
felony offense, see U.S. Const. amend. V, unless the individual waives the right to be charged by
indictment, see Fed. R. Crim. P. 7(b). In determining whether to return an indictment, the grand
jury alone deliberates and decides whether there is probable cause to believe that the individual

committed the crime. See Kaley v. United States, 571 U.S. 320, 328 (2014); United States v.
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Williams, 504 U.S. 36, 48 (1992). Thus, the grand jury serves as a “kind of buffer or referee
between the Government and the people.” Williams, 504 U.S. at 47.

127. In the Eastern District of Virginia, a grand jury consists of 23 members who
generally meet for three (3) consecutive days per month for six (6) to 18 months. See Jury
Service FAQ’s, United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, available at
http://www.vaed.uscourts.gov/jury/jury-service.htm (last visited Jan. 7, 2020). The grand jurors
take an oath that “binds them to inquire diligently and objectively into all federal crimes
committed within the district about which they have or may obtain evidence, and to conduct such
inquiry without malice, fear, ill will, or other emotion.” Handbook for Federal Grand Jurors,
supra, at 7. To return an indictment, at least 16 grand jurors must be present and at least 12 must
vote in favor of it. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 6(f); Handbook for Federal Grand Jurors, supra, at 7.

128. The grand jury “belongs to no branch of the institutional Government.” Williams,
504 U.S. at 47. “[T]he Fifth Amendment’s constitutional guarantee [of the grand jury]
presupposes an investigative body acting independently of either prosecuting attorney or judge.”
Id. at 49 (quoting Dionisio, 410 U.S. at 17-18) (internal quotation marks omitted). While
prosecutors present evidence to the grand jury and ask the grand jury to return indictments, the
grand jury is not a part of, or subservient to, the Executive Branch. See United States v. (Under
Seal), 714 F.2d 347, 349 (4th Cir. 1983) (recognizing the “simple, but fundamental, concept that
the grand jury serves an independent investigatory function and is ‘not meant to be the private
tool of the prosecutor’ (quoting United States v. Fisher, 455 F.2d 1101, 1105 (2d Cir. 1972))).

2. The Ex Parte and Secretive Nature of Grand Jury Proceedings

129. “Aqgrand jury proceeding is not an adversary hearing in which the guilt or

innocence of the accused is adjudicated.” Calandra, 414 U.S. at 343. Instead, a grand jury
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proceeding is an “ex parte investigation to determine whether a crime has been committed and
whether criminal proceedings should be instituted against any person.” Id. at 343-44. The grand
jury hears evidence presented by prosecutors and then deliberates in private to decide whether
probable exists to charge an individual by indictment. See BEALE ETAL., supra, § 1:6; Handbook
for Federal Grand Jurors, supra, at 4-5, 11-13. “The target of the grand jury’s investigation is
not entitled to be present, and witnesses are not entitled to have counsel accompany them into the
grand jury room (although the witness may leave the room to consult with counsel).” BEALEET
AL., supra, § 1:6. If the grand jury finds probable cause to charge an individual, the accused then
has a constitutional right to an adversarial, fair trial to adjudicate his guilt or innocence. See U.S.
Const. amend. V1.

130. In addition to their ex parte nature, the general rule is that grand jury proceedings
are conducted in secret. The secretive nature of grand jury proceedings serves to protect the
accused as well as the integrity of the system:

First, if preindictment proceedings were made public, many prospective witnesses

would be hesitant to come forward voluntarily, knowing that those against whom

they testify would be aware of that testimony. Moreover, witnesses who appeared

before the grand jury would be less likely to testify fully and frankly, as they

would be open to retribution as well as to inducements. There also would be the

risk that those about to be indicted would flee, or would try to influence

individual grand jurors to vote against indictment. Finally, by preserving the

secrecy of the proceedings, we assure that persons who are accused but

exonerated by the grand jury will not be held up to public ridicule.

Douglas Oil Co. of Cal. v. Petrol Stops Nw., 441 U.S. 211, 219 (1979).

131. To safeguard these interests, the law imposes secrecy obligations on participants

(except for witnesses) in grand jury proceedings. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 6(e)(2). The general rule

is that participants, including government attorneys, may “not disclose a matter occurring before

the grand jury.” Id. R. 6(¢)(2)(B). These secrecy obligations are subject to a number of carefully
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delineated exceptions. See id. R. 6(e)(3); United States v. Sells Eng’g, Inc., 463 U.S. 418, 424-25
(1983).

3. The Power of the Grand Jury to Subpoena Witnesses

132.  As part of its broad investigative powers, the grand jury may subpoena witnesses
to testify before it. See Branzburg, 408 U.S. at 688. Generally speaking, prosecutors will
“advise grand jurors as to what witnesses should be called” and issue the appropriate subpoenas.
Handbook for Federal Grand Jurors, at 8. When a witness appears before the grand jury, the
prosecutors usually will question him first and then allow the grand jurors an opportunity to
question him. See id. at 9. The grand jury may also request that the prosecutors call additional
witnesses. 1d. at 8.

133. Every person called as a “witness is bound not only to attend but to tell what he
knows in answer to questions framed for the purpose of bringing out the truth of the matter under
inquiry.” Blair v. United States, 250 U.S. 273, 282 (1919). The grand jury “has a right to every
man’s evidence, except for those persons protected by a constitutional, common-law, or statutory
privilege.” Branzburg, 408 U.S. at 688 (quoting United States v. Bryan, 339 U.S. 323, 331
(1950)) (internal quotation marks omitted). “The duty to testify [before the grand jury] has long
been recognized as a basic obligation that every citizen owes his Government.” Calandra, 414
U.S. at 345.

134. There are limits to this power, however. In calling witnesses, a grand jury cannot
“violate a valid privilege, whether established by the Constitution, statutes, or the common law.”
Id. at 346. As particularly relevant here, the Fifth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution generally
precludes individuals from being compelled to incriminate themselves before the grand jury. See

Kastigar v. United States, 406 U.S. 441, 443-45 (1972). That said, under federal law, a court can
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grant a witness “use immunity,” which generally prevents the witness’s testimony from being
used against the witness, see 18 U.S.C. 8 6002, and then compel the witness to testify before the
grand jury, even if the testimony would otherwise incriminate him, see 18 U.S.C. 8 6003(a);
Kastigar, 406 U.S. at 462.

135.  Where a person refuses to comply with a grand jury subpoena to testify, courts
have the inherent authority to enforce the subpoena through its civil-contempt powers. See
Shillitani v. United States, 384 U.S. 364, 370 (1966). That inherent authority is supplemented by
the recalcitrant witness statute, which allows a court to order a witness’s confinement when the
witness refuses, “without just cause shown,” to comply with the court’s order to testify before
the grand jury. 28 U.S.C. § 1826(a). The witness may be confined “until such time as the
witness is willing to give such testimony” or for “the life of . . . the term of the grand jury,”
whichever is earlier, but not to “exceed eighteen months.” Id. In addition to confinement, the
court may impose other sanctions tailored to compel compliance with its order, such as fines.
See Int’l Union, United Mine Workers of Am. v. Bagwell, 512 U.S. 821, 827 (1994); In re Grand
Jury Proceedings, 280 F.3d 1103, 1109-10 (7th Cir. 2002).

136. The purpose of civil-contempt sanctions is that they are “coercive and avoidable
through obedience.” Bagwell, 512 U.S. at 827. That means the contemnor must be able to *“end
the sentence and discharge himself at any moment by doing what he had previously refused to
do.” Gompers v. Buck’s Stove & Range Co., 221 U.S. 418, 442 (1911). Because “the
contemnor is able to purge the contempt and obtain his release by committing an affirmative
act,” he is considered to “carr[y] the keys of his prison in his own pocket.” Bagwell, 512 U.S. at

828 (quoting Gompers, 221 U.S. at 442) (internal quotation marks omitted).
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4, Limitations on the Grand Jury’s Investigative Powers

137. While the grand jury’s investigative powers are broad, they can be used only in
furtherance of a legitimate function of the grand jury. “[P]ractices which do not aid the grand
jury in its quest for information bearing on the decision to indict are forbidden.” (Under Seal),
714 F.2d at 349. For example, the grand jury cannot “engage in arbitrary fishing expeditions” or
“select targets of investigation out of malice or an intent to harass.” R. Enters., 498 U.S. at 299.
Likewise, “prosecutors cannot use grand jury proceedings for the ‘sole or dominant purpose’ of
preparing for trial on an already pending indictment.” United States v. Alvarado, 840 F.3d 184,
189 (4th Cir. 2016) (quoting United States v. Moss, 756 F.2d 329, 332 (4th Cir. 1985)). That
said, even after returning an indictment, the grand jury’s investigative powers may still be used if
the investigation relates to a superseding indictment involving additional defendants or
additional crimes by an indicted defendant. See Alvarado, 840 F.3d at 190; Moss, 756 F.2d at
332.

138. Courts maintain a supervisory role to resolve allegations of grand jury abuse. See
Calandra, 414 U.S. at 346; Branzburg, 408 U.S. at 688. While the grand jury enjoys a great
degree of “operational separateness from its constituting court,” it does not have the power to
compel compliance with its subpoenas and “must appeal to the court when such compulsion is
required.” Williams, 504 U.S. at 48-49. A court will not require compliance with a grand jury
subpoena when it would abuse the grand jury process or infringe on a valid privilege. See id.
Where a grand jury subpoena is used for an improper purpose, the court may quash it. See

(Under Seal), 714 F.2d at 349-50.
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5. Department of Justice Regulations on
Prosecutors' Conduct Before the Grand Jury

139. In addition to the limitations imposed by judicial oversight, the U.S. Department
of Justice’s internal policies and procedures regulate federal prosecutors’ conduct before the
grand jury. For example, federal prosecutors are directed to observe the following standard of
conduct:

In dealing with the grand jury, the prosecutor must always conduct himself or
herself as an officer of the court whose function is to ensure that justice is done
and that guilt shall not escape nor innocence suffer. The prosecutor must
recognize that the grand jury is an independent body, whose functions include not
only the investigation of crime and the initiation of criminal prosecution but also
the protection of the citizenry from unfounded criminal charges. The prosecutor’s
responsibility is to advise the grand jury on the law and to present evidence for its
consideration. In discharging these responsibilities, the prosecutor must be
scrupulously fair to all witnesses and must do nothing to inflame or otherwise
improperly influence the grand jurors.

Justice Manual 9-11.010, available at https://www.justice.gov/jm/jm-9-11000-grand-jury#9-
11.010 (last visited Jan. 7, 2020). These internal policies and procedures further protect
witnesses and the targets of investigation from governmental overreach.

B. Backqground on Chelsea Manning

140. Chelsea Manning is a former intelligence analyst in the United States Army. In
October 2009, Manning deployed to Iraq. During that deployment, Manning downloaded
hundreds of thousands of classified documents and transmitted them to one or more agents of
WikiLeaks, including Assange, for disclosure on its website. The classified documents included,
among other things, significant activity reports related to the ongoing wars in Irag and
Afghanistan, Guantanamo Bay detainee assessment briefs, and United States Department of

State cables.
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141. In May 2010, Manning was arrested for these disclosures, and was prosecuted in a
military court-martial. In February 2013, Manning pleaded guilty to lesser-included offenses of
some but not all of the outstanding charges. Manning did not have a plea agreement with the
prosecution.

142. When Manning entered guilty pleas to the lesser-included offenses, the military
judge conducted a “providence inquiry” pursuant to the Rules for Courts-Martial. A providence
inquiry is simply a colloquy designed to “ensure that a plea is voluntary and that there is a factual
basis for the plea.” Partington v. Houck, 723 F.3d 280, 282-83 (D.C. Cir. 2013). The Rules for
Courts-Marital provide that “[t]he military judge shall not accept a plea of guilty without making
such inquiry of the accused as shall satisfy the military judge that there is a factual basis for the
plea.” Manual for Courts-Martial, United States, R.C.M. 910(e), at 11-102 (2012 ed.), available
at https://www.loc.gov/rr/frd/Military_Law/pdf/MCM-2012.pdf (last visited Jan. 7, 2020). The
discussion notes to the rule explain that “[t]he accused need not describe from personal
recollection all the circumstances necessary to establish a factual basis for the plea. Nevertheless
the accused must be convinced of, and able to describe all the facts necessary to establish guilt.”
Id.

143. At Manning's providence inquiry, Manning first read a voluntary statement to
provide a factual basis for the guilty pleas. Then, the military judge questioned Manning
specifically about the factual basis of certain elements of the lesser-included offenses to which
Manning was pleading guilty. In other words, Manning chose what facts to admit to support the
guilty pleas, and the military court engaged in a limited inquiry to ensure the factual basis for the
pleas. Manning was not subjected to exhaustive questioning about the offenses or the totality of

the circumstances.
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144.  After Manning entered guilty pleas to the lesser-included offenses, the military
prosecutors elected to go forward with the more serious offenses with which Manning was
charged. Manning was ultimately convicted of Espionage Act and other offenses related to the
unauthorized disclosures, while acquitted of other charges. In 2013, Manning was sentenced to
35 years of imprisonment. In January 2017, the President of the United States commuted
Manning’s sentence so that Manning would be released in May 2017, after serving
approximately seven years in prison.

C. Manning’s Grand Jury Proceedings?

145. InJanuary 2019, Manning was subpoenaed to testify before a grand jury
empaneled in the Eastern District of Virginia. The Honorable Claude M. Hilton, a federal judge
who sits on the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, entered an order
requiring Manning to testify and granting her use immunity. After Manning raised concerns that
her testimony could still be used against her in future court-martial proceedings, a general court-
martial convening authority in the Department of Army issued its own order granting Manning
use immunity. These immunity orders eliminated any concern that compelling Manning to
testify would violate her Fifth Amendment rights.

146. Manning’s grand jury appearance date was set for March 5, 2019. Before her

scheduled grand jury appearance, Manning filed an extensive motion to quash the subpoena. As

4 All of the publicly filed documents in this litigation can be found on PACER,
https://www.pacer.gov/, a website developed by the Administrative Office of the United States
Courts to provide public access to records of the U.S. courts. The litigation involved the following
dockets: In re Grand Jury Subpoena for Chelsea Manning, No. 1:19-dm-00003-CMH-1 (E.D. Va.)
(Judge Hilton); United States v. John Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D. Va.)
(Judge Trenga); In re Grand Jury Subpoena, 19-1287 (4th Cir.) (Fourth Circuit).
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particularly relevant here, Manning alleged, among other things, that prosecutors had issued the
subpoena for improper purposes, such as to harass and retaliate against her.

147. On March 5, 2019, Judge Hilton, who oversaw the relevant grand jury, held a
hearing on the motion to quash. After hearing extensive argument from the parties on the issues,
Judge Hilton denied Manning’s motion. Manning’s grand jury appearance was scheduled for the
next day.

148. Manning appeared before the grand jury but refused to answer questions posed to
her. Judge Hilton therefore conducted a hearing on March 8, 2019, to determine whether
Manning should be held in civil contempt for disobeying his order that she testify before the
grand jury. At the hearing, at which Manning was represented by counsel, Judge Hilton found
that Manning did not have just cause to refuse to answer the questions posed to her. Judge
Hilton held Manning in civil contempt and ordered that she be incarcerated until she purged
herself of the contempt or for the life of the grand jury.

149.  Approximately one week later, Manning filed an appeal to the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit. On appeal, Manning argued, among other things, that Judge
Hilton had erred in holding that she failed to demonstrate any evidence of grand jury abuse. She
claimed that prosecutors improperly used the grand jury process to harass and retaliate against
her, and to prepare for trial against an already indicted defendant. On April 22, 2019, a three-
judge panel from the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit filed an order
“find[ing] no error in the district court’s rulings and affirm[ing] its finding of civil contempt.”

150.  Shortly thereafter, on May 9, 2019, the term of the grand jury expired. Consistent
with the terms of Judge Hilton’s contempt order, Manning was released from incarceration on

that date. On May 8, 2019, however, Manning was served with a second subpoena to appear
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before another grand jury empaneled in the Eastern District of Virginia. In connection with this
subpoena, The Honorable Anthony J. Trenga, another federal judge who sits on the United States
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, and the Department of Army again issued
orders granting Manning with use immunity. Judge Trenga oversaw the second grand jury that
Manning was called to testify before.

151.  After being served with the second subpoena, Manning publicly announced that
she would not testify in front of the grand jury and informed prosecutors, through counsel, that
she would refuse to answer the same questions posed to her in her prior grand jury appearance.
The prosecutors therefore scheduled a hearing with Judge Trenga on May 16, 2019.

152. The day before the hearing, Manning filed two motions, including a Motion to
Quash. As relevant here, Manning sought to quash the grand jury subpoena on the ground that
prosecutors were improperly using the grand jury proceedings to prepare for trial on an already
indicted defendant, Julian Assange. On April 11, 2019, after Assange was arrested, the United
States unsealed an indictment charging him with one count of conspiracy to commit computer
intrusion.

153.  To refute Manning’s argument while also maintaining grand jury secrecy, the
prosecutors submitted an ex parte pleading that described for Judge Trenga the nature of the
grand jury’s ongoing investigation. This pleading demonstrated that Manning’s testimony was
directly relevant to an ongoing investigation into charges or targets that were not included in the
pending indictment. Due to the grand jury secrecy rules, this pleading remains under seal, and |
cannot disclose its contents.

154. At the hearing on May 16, 2019, Judge Trenga heard argument on Manning’s

motions and denied both of them. Judge Trenga then questioned Manning directly to determine
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whether she would testify in front of the grand jury. Manning clearly and unequivocally stated
that she would not testify in front of the grand jury, despite Judge Trenga’s order that she do so.
Manning claimed that she objected on principle to the grand jury system and that imprisonment
would not compel her to testify. Judge Trenga found that Manning did not have just cause to
refuse to testify and held her in civil contempt. Judge Trenga ordered that Manning be
incarcerated until she purges herself of her contempt or for the life of the grand jury, but in no
event to exceed 18 months. Judge Trenga also directed that Manning pay a conditional fine of
$500 per day after 30 days from the issuance of his order, if she still had not complied by that
time. See id. Judge Trenga further directed that, if Manning still had not complied within 60
days of the order, the fine would increase to $1000 per day. See id.

155.  Two weeks later, on May 31, 2019, Manning filed a motion requesting that Judge
Trenga reconsider the sanctions. She argued that the sanctions were improper and that the
superseding indictment returned against Assange on May 23, 2019, had eliminated the need for
her testimony. In opposing Manning’s motions, the prosecutors filed with Judge Trenga another
ex parte pleading that explained why Manning’s testimony remained relevant and essential to an
ongoing investigation into charges or targets that are not included in the superseding indictment
against Assange. On August 5, 2019, Judge Trenga issued an order denying Manning’s motion
to reconsider. Even though she had the right, Manning did not appeal Judge Trenga’s rulings.

156. As of this filing, Manning continues to refuse to comply with the court’s order to
testify in front of the grand jury and therefore remains incarcerated and incurring fines.

D. Response To Boyle’s Conclusions

157. In his statement, Boyle reaches (at 25-26) two principal conclusions. First, Boyle

argues (at 25) that Manning will never testify and, as a result, “her continued confinement is now
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punitive and consequently has become an abuse of the grand jury process.” Second, Boyle
argues (at 25) that Manning was improperly subpoenaed before the grand jury “to gather
evidence for use at Assange’s criminal trial and/or to get a preview of Manning’s trial testimony,
should she be called as a defense witness.” As explained below, Boyle’s opinions are
unpersuasive.

158. Asan initial matter, Manning’s grand jury subpoena, refusal to testify, and
subsequent confinement for contempt have little or no bearing on this extradition proceeding. If
this information is being submitted to demonstrate that Assange is being prosecuted unfairly or
some type of abuse of process, it should be noted that subpoenaing convicted defendants, such as
Manning, to obtain additional evidence about criminal conduct in which they may have been
involved is a common occurrence, as is holding recalcitrant witnesses in contempt. If anything,
the history of Manning’s guilty plea, subsequent conviction on other counts, pardon, and
litigation over her grand jury testimony demonstrate the extraordinary level of due process which
she has been accorded.

159. Inany event, Boyle is unqualified to render his opinions. His own affidavit
reflects that he was not involved in Manning’s grand jury proceedings. As a nonparticipant,
Boyle lacks the necessary facts to opine on whether Manning was properly subpoenaed before
the grand jury. Boyle is not privy to the purpose and direction of the grand jury’s investigation,
or the reasons why Manning has been subpoenaed to testify. Without this knowledge, Boyle
lacks the critical information necessary to assess whether Manning’s grand jury testimony was
properly sought. Because Boyle’s allegations of impropriety necessarily rest on conjecture, his

opinions are not entitled to any weight.
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160. In contrast, as a government attorney who was involved in Manning’s grand jury
litigation, 1 am privy to the information necessary to assess whether her grand jury testimony was
properly sought. Unlike Boyle, | know the purpose and direction of the grand jury’s
investigation, and the reasons why Manning has been subpoenaed to testify. In this setting,
however, the law on grand jury secrecy precludes me from divulging any matters that occurred
or are occurring before the grand jury. See Fed. R. Crim. P. 6(¢)(2)(B). Still, I am able to
represent the following: Manning was lawfully subpoenaed by a grand jury to testify in
connection with a legitimate, ongoing criminal investigation, and the United States did not
subpoena Manning to testify for the sole or dominant purpose of preparing for trial on an already
pending indictment.

161. Further, Manning extensively litigated the propriety of the grand jury subpoenas
in the United States courts. As previously described, she challenged the subpoenas in front of
two different federal judges who sit on the United States District Court for the Eastern District of
Virginia—Judge Hilton and Judge Trenga. Manning had the opportunity to appeal their rulings
to the United States Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit, and she did so once. On each of
these occasions, the United States courts rejected Manning’s arguments challenging the propriety
of the grand jury subpoenas.

162. Boyle’s opinions simply rehash arguments that Manning made in the United
States courts. As discussed above, after prosecutors subpoenaed Manning to appear before the
grand jury in May 2019, Manning filed a Motion to Quash the subpoena. See Motion to Quash
Grand Jury Subpoena, United States v. John Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D.
Va. May 16, 2019) (Dkt. No. 7). In that motion, Manning made the same argument raised by Mr.

Boyle—that prosecutors were improperly using the grand jury process in an attempt to obtain
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evidence to use against Assange at trial. Id. at 5-8. We opposed Manning’s motion and filed an
ex parte motion with the court “show[ing] her testimony is directly relevant and important to an
ongoing investigation into charges or targets that are not included in the pending indictment.”
Gov’t’s Resp. in Opp’n to Chelsea Manning’s Mots. to Quash and for Disclosure of Electronic
Surveillance, at 1-2, United States v. John Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D.
Va. May 16, 2019) (Dkt. No. 5). After receiving this information and hearing argument, Judge
Trenga denied Manning’s motion in its entirety. See Order, United States v. John Doe
2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D. Va. May 16, 2019) (Dkt. No. 9).

163. Likewise, Judge Trenga has rejected the argument that Manning’s confinement is
impermissibly punitive. At Manning’s May 16, 2019 contempt hearing, her attorney argued that
her continued confinement would be impermissibly punitive. See Tr. of Hr’g, at 9-13, United
States v. John Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D. Va. June 13, 2019) (Dkt. No.
18). Judge Trenga rejected Manning’s argument and ordered her confinement. See id. at 23-26.
After the hearing, Manning moved for Judge Trenga to reconsider the civil-contempt sanctions
that he imposed, arguing again that she would never testify and therefore the civil-contempt
sanctions had become impermissibly punitive. See Motion to Reconsider Sanctions, at 3-9,
United States v. John Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-00012-AJT-2 (E.D. Va. May 31, 2019)
(Dkt. No. 14). Judge Trenga again denied Manning’s motion. See Order, United States v. John
Doe 2010R03793, No. 1:19-dm-12-AJT-2 (E.D. Va. Aug. 5, 2019) (Dkt. No. 28).

164. Because Boyle’s legal opinions have already been litigated and rejected in the
United States courts, they should be afforded no weight here.

165. Finally, Assange will have an opportunity to raise arguments related to the

improper use of the grand jury system in the United States. Federal courts retain supervisory
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authority to address allegations of grand jury abuse, see Calandra, 414 U.S. at 346, and they may
take remedial action when prosecutors have engaged in grand jury abuse, see Alvarado, 840 F.3d
at 189; (Under Seal), 714 F.2d at 351. For example, if a defendant proves that prosecutors
improperly used the grand jury for the sole or dominant purpose of preparing for trial, the district
court can preclude prosecutors from using that evidence at trial. See Alvarado, 840 F.3d at 189-
90; United States v. Leung, 40 F.3d 577, 581 (2d Cir. 1994). In addition, a defendant may seek
dismissal of an indictment by establishing that “the violation substantially influenced the grand
jury’s decision to indict, or . . . there is grave doubt that the decision to indict was free from the
substantial influence of such violations.” Bank of Nova Scotia v. United States, 487 U.S. 250,
256 (1988) (quoting United States v. Mechanik, 475 U.S. 66, 78 (1986)) (internal quotation
marks omitted). While I am confident that prosecutors did not engage in grand jury abuse and
these arguments would not have a meritorious basis, the point is that Assange will have a forum
in the United States courts to raise his allegations.

VI. Assange’s Actions Unambiguously Constituted a
Conspiracy to Violate the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act

166. Assange argues that the “[t]he password hash ‘conspiracy’ amounts (at its highest)
to a bare request from Manning, with no evidence of agreement, or information being sent.”
Defense, Summary of Issues { 6. As an initial matter, the Superseding indictment explicitly
alleges that “ASSANGE agreed to assist Manning in cracking a password hash stored on United
States Department of Defense computers connected to the Secret Internet Protocol Network, a
United States government network used for classified documents and communications.”
Superseding Indictment § 15 (emphasis added). Upon Assange's extradition, we intend to prove
this agreement, beyond a reasonable doubt, through a variety of evidence, including “electronic

messages Manning sent to and received from ASSANGE using her personal computer.” See
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Affidavit in Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange, sworn out by one of my
colleagues on June 4, 2019 (hereinafter referenced as the "June 14th Affidavit™), at 1 88(a).

167. These electronic messages are described extensively in the affidavit that was
submitted to the U.S. court by an FBI Special Agent, in support of the initial criminal complaint
in this case.® In these electronic messages, Manning asked Assange whether he was good at
“hash-cracking” to which Assange relied “yes.” A password “hash” refers to a password that for
security has been converted via an algorithm from its original plan text into a string of numbers
and letters. “Hash-cracking” refers to the process of attempting to glean the original plain text
password from its corresponding password hash. Assange responded, “yes,” indicating he was
good at hash-cracking and stated that he had “rainbow tables,” which are tools used to crack
password hashes. Manning then provided Assange with a password hash and indicated that she
had taken the hash from the “SAM” or Systems Account Manager, a reference to the location
where Microsoft’s operating system stored hashed passwords at the time. Assange then asked
Manning questions about the password hash in order to help Assange crack it, such as “any more
hints about this Im ... no luck so far.” A more detailed account of this exchange is described at
paragraphs 86-92 of the affidavit submitted in support of the initial criminal complaint in this
case.

168. Cracking the password hash could have allowed Manning to log onto a classified
Department of Defense account under a username that did not belong to her, thus making it
“more difficult for investigators to identify Manning as the source of disclosures of classified

information.” June 14th Affidavit,  87. Based on this, Assange asserts that “[t]he object alleged

5 The affidavit is publicly available through PACER, https://www.pacer.gov (as explained
above, in Note 2), as Docket Item #2 in the case United States v. Assange, 1:18cr111.
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was not to gain unauthorised access but to cover tracks.” Summary of Issues 1 6. This misses
the point. The object was to gain unauthorized access to a classified Department of Defense
account. The larger goal such unauthorized access furthered was to obscure Manning’s identity
so that she could continue to steal classified documents on behalf of Assange. See June 14th
Affidavit § 87 (“the purpose of ASSANGE’s password hash-cracking agreement with Manning
was to enable Manning to continue to steal classified documents from the United States to
provide to ASSANGE with less risk of being detected by the United States.”).

169. In his affidavit, Carey Shenkman suggests that the Computer Fraud and Abuse
Act (CFAA) is unconstitutionally vague. Shenkman Aff. 1 35, 40-41. In fact, the CFAA’s basic
prohibition against intentionally gaining access to a computer “without authorization,” Title 18,
United States Code, Section 1030(a)(1), is common throughout the world. See Council of
Europe, Convention on Cybercrime, Sec. 1, Art. Il (“Each party shall ... establish as criminal
offenses under its domestic law, when committed intentionally, the access to the whole or any
part of a computer system without right. A party may require that the offense be committed by
infringing security measures, with the intent of obtaining computer data....”); ORIN S. KERR,
COMPUTER CRIME LAW 40 (4" ed. 2018) (“Every state and the federal government has an
unauthorized access statute.”). Indeed, as noted in the Opening Note, the United Kingdom’s
Computer Misuse Act similarly prohibits “Unauthorised access to computer material.” Opening
Note { 57.

170. Inan attempt to make CFAA appear unclear and arbitrary, Shenkman points to a
disagreement among U.S. courts as to whether CFAA applies to individuals who have authorized
access to a computer system, but abuse that authorization by accessing information for a purpose

prohibited by the entity that owns the computer system. See Shenkman Aff. §45 n.146-47.
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Similarly, Shenkman quotes Professor Orin Kerr, a leading U.S. scholar, as suggesting that
CFAAis “so “‘extraordinarily broad’ that without limitation it is unconstitutionally vague.” Id.
35 (quoting Orin Kerr, Vagueness Challenges to the Computer Fraud and Abuse Act, 94 Minn. L.
Rev. 1561 (2010)). But the Kerr article, upon which Shenkman relies, refers to the same dispute
referenced above: whether CFAA applies to individuals who have authorized access to a
computer system, but exceed the scope of that authorization and use that access for a purpose
that is prohibited by the computer’s owner. See Kerr, Vagueness Challenges to the Computer
Fraud and Abuse Act, 94 Minn. L. Rev. 1561, 1562 (2010). Kerr merely argues that CFAA
would be unconstitutionally vague if it were applied to such individuals. Id. at 1572. But Kerr
acknowledges that there are some “obvious” violations of CFAA, such as when one intentionally
obtains and uses the password of another to access an account without permission. See id. at
1576 (“To be sure, there are some obvious cases. If A guesses B’s password, and logs into B’s
email account to read B’s email, A’s access to the computer is clearly unauthorized.”); see also
KERR, COMPUTER CRIME LAw, at 49 (“circumvention of code-based restrictions to a computer
constitutes ‘access without authorization’”).

171. Agreeing and attempting to obtain access to a password in order to access an
account without authorization is precisely what Assange has been charged with in this case.
Assange has been charged with conspiring to crack (Count 18) and attempting to crack (Count 5)
a password hash to an account on a classified U.S. Department of Defense computer system.
There is no question that neither Assange nor Manning was authorized to access this account—
that is the whole reason why they needed to crack a stolen password hash in the first place.
Circumventing a technical restriction on authorization to a computer system is the paradigmatic

example of “unauthorized access.” See KERR, COMPUTER CRIME LAW, at 48 (“Indeed, bypassing
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password gates using stolen or guessed passwords is a common way to ‘hack’ into a computer.”)
Any uncertainty about how CFAA might apply in completely different circumstances has no
application here.

172.  Assange has retained a forensic expert who submitted a long forensic report
challenging the evidence in support of the hacking charge. See Affidavit of Patrick Eller of
Metadata Forensics, LLC. The crux of Eller’s affidavit seems to be that it would have been very
difficult, if not impossible, for Assange’s hash-cracking agreement to achieve its ultimate
purpose of assisting Manning in the theft of national security information. But it is well-settled
that impossibility is not a defense to a conspiracy charge. See United States v. Jimenez Recio,
537 U.S. 270, 272, 275 (2003); United States v. Min, 704 F.3d 314, 321 (4th Cir. 2013). Eller
also suggests that Manning and Assange’s hash-cracking agreement might have been simply for
“technical curiosity” or “potential business opportunities.” Eller Aff. § 78. Whether Assange
agreed to help Manning crack a password hash for the reasons Eller suggests or to help Manning
gain unauthorized access to a U.S. government account in order to steal classified documents is a
guestion for a jury to decide after hearing all the evidence from both sides.

VII. No Privileged Materials Related to Assange Will Be Used in this Case

173. | am aware of an allegation that a Spanish citizen, David Morales Guillen, and the
Spanish company UC Global, carried out acts that allegedly impinged on the privacy of Assange,
and on the privacy of his lawyers, by placing bugging devices and other means inside the
Embassy of the Republic of Ecuador in London, allegedly without the consent of those
affected. | am aware of the further allegation that Guillen and UC Global provided the

information thus obtained to third parties or institutions, including agents of the government of
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the United States. Finally, | am aware that these allegations are being investigated under the
direction of a judge in Spain.

174. 1am not in a position to confirm or deny the allegations described above. | can,
however, assure this Court that, if Assange is extradited to the United States, no privileged
conversations between Assange and his lawyers or doctors will be used against him. 1 also can
confirm that, if the fruits of any surveillance of Assange in the Embassy exist (and regardless of
who undertook that surveillance), the prosecutors assigned to this case will not review or use any
privileged communications.

175.  Moreover, even were this court to assume, arguendo, the truth of the allegations
under investigation in Spain, any use of privileged information against Assange would be barred
by American law. In courts of the United States, the confidences of wrongdoers made to their
attorneys with respect to past wrongdoing are protected by the attorney-client privilege. See
United States v. Zolin, 491 U.S. 554, 562 (1989). In U.S. federal courts, “[tlhe common law—as
interpreted by United States courts in the light of reason and experience—governs a claim of
privilege,” unless a contrary statute, constitutional provision, or Supreme Court rule
applies. Federal Rule of Evidence 501. The United States Supreme Court has recognized the
attorney-client privilege under federal law as “the oldest of the privileges for confidential
communications known to the common law.” Upjohn Co. v. United States, 449 U.S. 383, 389
(1981). It exists “to encourage full and frank communication between attorneys and their clients
and thereby promote broader public interests in the observance of law and administration of
justice.” 1d. The Supreme Court has recognized that attorney-client privilege requires that clients

be free to “make full disclosure to their attorneys” of past wrongdoings, Fisher v. United States,
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425 U.S. 391, 403 (1976), in order that the client may obtain “the aid of persons having
knowledge of the law and skilled in its practice,” Hunt v. Blackburn, 128 U.S. 464, 470 (1888).

176. U.S. federal courts also protect confidential communications made in the course
of diagnosis or treatment between a patient and his licensed psychiatrist, psychologist, or social
worker. Jaffee v. Redmond, 518 U.S. 1 (1996). In recognizing this common law privilege, the
United States Supreme Court has noted, “[I]ike the spousal and attorney-client privileges, the
psychotherapist-patient privilege is rooted in the imperative need for confidence and trust” as
effective psychotherapy “depends upon an atmosphere of confidence and trust in which the
patient is willing to make a frank and complete disclosure of facts, emotions, memories, and
fears.” Id. (quotations omitted).

177. Finally, the U.S. Department of Justice has established procedures to prevent
agents and prosecutors from receiving and viewing privileged materials related to matters they are
investigating or prosecuting. In any case in which privileged communications are inadvertently
obtained during an investigation, a team of lawyers and investigators, separate from the
prosecution team, is established to protect the privacy of such information. This separate team,
known as a “filter” team, identifies potentially privileged material (or information to which the
prosecution team arguably is not entitled) and separates it, to ensure that the prosecution team
receives only non-privileged and unprotected information. The filter team may attempt to resolve
guestions of potential privilege through negotiation with a defendant’s lawyers or litigation and
will create a record to establish what steps were taken with the materials in question.

178. If Assange comes to believe that any evidence offered by the United States during
any criminal proceedings in the United States was based on privileged material, he could move

the court to have such evidence excluded. See Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 12(b)(3)
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(motions to suppress evidence should be filed prior to trial); Federal Rule of Evidence 1101(c)
(“The rules on privilege apply to all stages of a case or proceeding.”). Like all other motions
Assange might make if extradited to the United States, this motion would be considered by an
independent judge and could be the subject of an appeal.

VIII. U.S. Courts Ensure That Guilty Pleas Are Knowing,
Woluntary, and Supported By The Facts

179. The United States Supreme Court has explained that “a guilty plea is a grave and
solemn act to be accepted only with care and discernment.” Brady v. United States, 397 U.S.
742, 748 (1970). A guilty plea is valid only if done voluntarily, knowingly, and intelligently,
with sufficient awareness of the relevant circumstances and likely consequences. Id.

180. In order for a guilty plea to be valid, the U.S. Constitution imposes the minimum
requirement that a guilty plea be the voluntary expression of the defendant’s own choice. Id. It
must reflect “a voluntary and intelligent choice among the alternative courses of action open to
the defendant.” North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25, 31 (1970). Accordingly, and pursuant to
Rule 11(b)(2) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, a trial court is required to ensure that a
guilty plea is made voluntarily, and not as a result of force, threats, or promises made by the
government that are not part of a plea agreement disclosed to the court.

181.  Assange suggests that, if brought to the United States, the plea bargaining system
will compel him to plead guilty regardless of the facts of his case. To the contrary, the principle
is long accepted in the United States that a guilty plea must provide a trustworthy basis for
believing that the defendant is, in fact, guilty. Henderson v. Morgan, 426 U.S. 637, 651-52
(1976) (White, J., concurring). Accordingly, Rule 11(b)(3) of the Federal Rules of Criminal
Procedure prohibits a U.S. federal court from entering a judgment upon a guilty plea without

determining that there is a factual basis for such a plea. Thus, before accepting a guilty plea, a
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court must make clear exactly what a defendant admits to, and whether those admissions are
factually sufficient to constitute the alleged crime. United States v. DeFusco, 949 F.2d 114, 116,
120 (4th Cir. 1991). In short, Assange will not be allowed to plead guilty unless he agrees that
he is guilty, and a district judge finds a trustworthy factual basis for his guilty plea.

IX. Facts Relevant To Estimating the Potential Sentence In This Case

182. Eric Lewis alleges in his affidavit that Assange is “highly likely to be sentenced to
imprisonment that will constitute the rest of his likely natural lifespan.” Lewis Aff. §47. Mr.
Lewis’s affidavit suffers from critical flaws. For one, Lewis heavily relies on the statutory
maximum of 175 years, without acknowledging that only a tiny fraction of all federal defendants
receive statutory maximum sentences.

183. The law that controls sentencing in federal courts in the United States sentence is
18 U.S.C. 3553. Pursuant to that statute, the court shall impose a sentence sufficient, but not
greater than necessary, to comply with the need for the sentence imposed to (a) reflect the
seriousness of the offense, promote respect for the law, and provide just punishment for the
offense; (b) afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct; (c) protect the public from further
crimes of the defendant; and (d) provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational
training, medical care, or other correctional treatment in the most effective manner.

184. In determining the particular sentence to be imposed, the district court shall
consider the following factors:

(1) the nature and circumstances of the offense and the history and characteristics of
the defendant;

(2) the need for the sentence imposed to --

(@) reflect the seriousness of the offense, promote respect for the law, and
provide just punishment for the offense;
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(b) afford adequate deterrence to criminal conduct;
(c) protect the public from further crimes of the defendant; and

(d) provide the defendant with needed educational or vocational training,
medical care, or other correctional treatment in the most effective manner;

(3) the kinds of sentences available;

(4) the kinds of sentence and the sentencing range established for the applicable
category of offense committed by the applicable category of defendant as set forth in
the guidelines issued by the U.S. Sentencing Commission and any pertinent policy
statement issued by the U.S. Sentencing Commission;

(5) the need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities among defendants with
similar records who have been found guilty of similar conduct; and

(6) the need to provide restitution to any victims of the offense.

After weighing each of these factors, the sentencing court will arrive at an appropriate
sentence. This determination is within the sentencing court’s broad discretion and is subject to
appellate review under a reasonableness standard or for any procedural defects.

185. As noted above, a key factor to be considered by a sentencing court in the United
States is the need to avoid unwarranted sentence disparities among defendants with similar
records who have been found guilty of similar conduct. Lewis relies heavily on the sentence
initially imposed on Manning, but fails to account for the key fact that, while parole is
unavailable in the federal civilian justice system, defendants with sentences of more than a year
of incarceration in the military system generally are considered for parole after serving a third of
their sentence. As a result, a sentence imposed in a military court of a term of years of
imprisonment tends, in practical terms, to be the equivalent of a much lower term of years of
imprisonment imposed in a federal civilian court. Moreover, Manning’s sentence was, in any
event, commuted to a term much shorter than what was originally imposed. Accordingly, the

sentence imposed on Manning by the military judge will be of limited use as a factor of
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consideration for a judge considering the appropriate sentence for Assange. Instead, in seeking
to avoid an unwarranted sentence disparity for Assange, his sentencing judge likely will consider
sentences recently imposed in U.S. civilian courts for unauthorized disclosures of classified
information to the media. See United States v. Sterling, 860 F.3d 233 (4th Cir. 2017) (sentenced
to 42 months); United States v. Albury, 18-cr-00067-WMW (D. Minn. Oct. 26, 2018) (sentenced
to 48 months); United States v. Winner, 17-cr-00034-JRH-BKE (S.D. Ga. Aug. 24, 2018)
(sentenced to 63 months).

186. Lewis also fails to note that sentences above the range calculated by the United
States Sentencing Guide are very rare. The sentencing court has the ability to sentence a
defendant above the recommended sentencing guidelines range, but such above-guidelines
sentences are rare. According to the United States Sentencing Commission, in 2018, out of
68,902 sentences for which data was collected, sentencing courts imposed sentences within the
guidelines range in approximately 51% of cases, below the guidelines range in approximately
46% of cases, and above the guidelines range in approximately 3% of cases. 2018 Datafile, US
Sentencing Commission FY18, https://www.ussc.gov/sites/default/files/pdf/research-and-
publications/annual-reports-and-sourcebooks/2018/Table29.pdf.

187. If adefendant is convicted of multiple offenses, the sentencing court may run the
sentences concurrently or consecutively. See 18 U.S.C. § 3584(a). The terms may not run
consecutively for an attempt and for another offense that was the sole objective of the attempt.
Id. The court is to follow the factors listed in section 3553(a) in determining whether to impose
concurrent or consecutive terms. See 8 3584(b). None of the offenses charged in the superseding

indictment requires imposition of a consecutive or mandatory minimum sentence.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

Alexandria Division

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
V.

CRIMINAL NO.: 1:18-CR-111

JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE,

Defendant.

THIRD SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF
REQUEST FOR EXTRADITION OF JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE

I, Gordon D. Kromberg, being duly sworn, depose and state:

1. I have made three previous declarations in support of the request for extradition of
Julian Paul Assange, and incorporate here the description of my background and qualifications
that I included in the first of those previous declarations. See Gordon Kromberg, Declaration in
Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange | 1-4 (Jan. 17, 2020) (hereafter,
“First Declaration”); Gordon Kromberg, Supplemental Declaration in Support of Request for
Extradition of Julian Paul Assange {q 1-3 (Feb. 19, 2020) (hereafter, “Supplemental
Declaration); Gordon Kromberg, Second Supplemental Declaration in Support of Request for
Extradition of Julian Paul Assange § 1 (Mar. 12, 2020) (hereafter, “Second Supplemental
Declaration”).

2. This declaration responds to certain of the defense’s “Zakrzewski abuse”
allegations raised before this Court at the hearing on February 25, 2020, but it does not respond
to all of them. I understand that a number of the defense’s allegations can be answered by
reference to matters that have already been decided as a matter of extradition law in the United

Kingdom or by argument from facts in the record before the Court. If I have not addressed a
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matter in this declaration, it should not be regarded as an acceptance of its accuracy or its
truthfulness. The statements in this declaration are based on my experience, training, and
research, as well as information provided to me by other members of the U.S. govemment,
including members of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the United States Department
of Justice, and other federal agencies.

I. Assange’s “Zakrzewski Abuse” Arguments Improperly Seek to Litigate the
Merits of the Allegations at the Extradition Stage.

3. At the hearing on February 25, 2020, Assange’s counsel made a series of highly
charged accusations that the United States knowingly made false allegations in its extradition
request. Assange’s counsel, for example, described various allegations as “a knowingly false
account,” “utter rubbish,” and “lies, lies and more lies.” Transcript of Extradition Hearing, at 7-8
(Feb. 25, 2020) (hereafter, “Extradition Hr’g Tr.”). I categorically reject such accusations. As a
federal prosecutor on the case, [ affirm that, to my knowledge and belief, the United States has
not made any knowingly false allegations to support its extradition request.

4. The accusation that a lawyer, and a federal prosecutor in particular, knowingly
made a false allegation is a serious one in the American legal system. The Virginia Rules of
Professional Conduct—the ethical rules that govern the practice of law in the Commonwealth of
Virginia-—expressly prohibit lawyers from knowingly making false statements or introducing

false evidence.! These ethical rules, moreover, impose additional responsibilities on prosecutors.

I See Va. Rules of Prof’l Conduct r. 3.3(a)(1) (“A lawyer shall not knowingly . . . make a false
statement of fact or law to a tribunal.”); id. r. 3.3(a)(4) (“A lawyer shall not knowingly . . . offer
evidence that the lawyer knows to be false. If a lawyer has offered material evidence and comes
to know of its falsity, the lawyer shall take reasonable remedial measures.”); id. r. 4.1(a) (“In the
course of representing a client a lawyer shall not knowingly . . . make a false statement of fact or
law.”); id. r. 8.4(c) (“It is professional misconduct for a lawyer to . . . engage in conduct
involving dishonesty, fraud, deceit or misrepresentation which reflects adversely on the lawyer’s
fitness to practice law.”).
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30.  Relying on Manning’s plea statement, the defense also argued that Manning
included a message that Manning had sanitized the reports of source-identifying information before
uploading them to WikiLeaks. See Extradition Hr’g Tr. 43. The defense advanced this argument to
suggest that Assange thought the significant activity reports had been stripped of identifying
information that would put the lives of informants at risk. See id. This argument is misleading.

31. - The evidence shows that Assange was concerned with protecting the identity of
WikiLeaks’ sources—in this case, Manning. WikiLeaks publicly stated it sanitizes documents of
metadata that would reveal a source who wants to remain anonymous. WikiLeaks also said that
none of what it does is possible without sources, described as those who come forward and leak
information, noting that WikiLeaks had never lost a source and none of its sources had been
prosecuted. See, e.g., Wikileaks vs. The World | Julian Assange Speech at 25C3 (2008),
available at https://videogold.de/wikileaks-vs-the-world-julian-assange-speech-at-25¢3-2008, at

5:39-6:08, 52:30-53:20. Indeed, Assange has stated that redacting for “harm minimization” is

“disturbing” as it is “a very, very dangerous slippery slope.”® Julian Assange, When WikiLeaks

Met Google, at 177 (2014/2016).

® Assange stated the following:

"We have all sorts of other projects about syndicating our submission system to
third parties. It disturbs me that we are redacting at all. It is a very, very
dangerous slippery slope. And I’ve already said that we go through this not
merely to minimize harm but for political considerations, to stop people
distracting from the important part of the material by instead hyping up concerns
about risks . . . . It’s a pragmatic, tactical, decision to keep the maximum impact
there, instead of having to be distracted. But here we are already engaging in a
rather dangerous compromise, although not nearly to the same degree as the
newspapers do. We have collaborated with them and seen that some of them are
just appalling. We released an analysis of their redactions versus what actually
needed to be redacted, and it is extremely interesting.

Julian Assange, When WikiLeaks Met Google, at 177 (2014/2016).
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32. The defense also selectively quoted from Manning’s statement, presumably to try
to prove its point. In Manning’s plea statement, Manning quoted the message as stating the
following: “It’s already been sanitized of any source-identifying information. You might need to
sit on this information, perhaps 90 to 100 days, to figure out how to best release such a large
amount of data and to protect the source. This is possibly one of the more significant documents
of our time, removing the fog of war and revealing the true nature of 21st-century asymmetric
warfare. Have a good day.” Manning Court-Martial Tr. 6760. When read in full, it is obvious
that the “source” to be protected was Manning, and that the reports supplied to WikiLeaks had
been sanitized to remove any information that would identify Manning as the source from whom
they were received. That explains why Manning referred to “source” in the singular, and urged
Assange to wait a few months before disclosing the documents.

33. Finally, the defense argued that Assange undertook “harm minimization” and
redaction efforts to protect sources before publishing the reports. Extradition Hr’g Tr. 43-44.
This, again, is misleading. It does not matter if Assange took measures to protect sensitive
information in some of the documents. As alleged in the extradition request, he still published
the names of local Afghans and Iraqis who provided information to U.S. and coalition forces,
which created a grave and imminent risk that the individuals he named would suffer serious
physical harm and/or arbitrary detention. See Extradition Aff. § 39. The United States has
described evidence showing that Assange knew that dissemination of the documents naming the
sources endangered those individuals. See id. Y 44-45. If Assange wants to defend against

these allegations by offering evidence of efforts he undertook to protect other sources, he is free
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

Alexandria Division

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA CRIMINAL NO.: 1:18-CR-111
V.
JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE,

Defendant.

AFFIDAVIT IN SUPPORT OF REQUEST FOR EXTRADITION
OF JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE ON SECOND SUPERSEDING INDICTMENT

I, Gordon D. Kromberg, being duly sworn, depose and state:

1. I make this affidavit in support of this Extradition Request of the United States of
America to the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland for the extradition of
Julian Paul Assange (ASSANGE), who is believed to be a citizen of Australia and Ecuador. This
Extradition Request seeks ASSANGE’s extradition on charges alleged in a Second Superseding
Indictment filed in this case on June 24, 2020, as described further below.

2. I have made four previous declarations in support of the request for extradition of
Julian Paul Assange, and incorporate here the description of my background and qualifications
that I included in the first of those previous declarations. See Gordon Kromberg, Declaration in
Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange 1 1-4 (Jan. 17, 2020) (hereafter,
“Kromberg First Declaration™); Gordon Kromberg, Supplemental Declaration in Support of
Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange 11 1-3 (Feb. 19, 2020) (hereafter, “Supplemental
Kromberg Declaration™); Gordon Kromberg, Second Supplemental Declaration in Support of

Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange 1 1 (Mar. 12, 2020) (hereafter, “Second
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Supplemental Kromberg Declaration”); Gordon Kromberg, Third Supplemental Declaration in
Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange 1 1 (Mar. 24, 2020) (hereafter, “Third
Supplemental Kromberg Declaration”).!

3. In the course of my duties as an Assistant United States Attorney, | have become
familiar with the evidence and charges in the case of United States v. Julian Assange, Case Number
1:18-CR-111, pending in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia. This
affidavit does not detail all of the evidence against ASSANGE that is known to me, but only the
evidence necessary to establish a basis for this Extradition Request. | have confirmed the facts
of this affidavit with agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) who are assigned to
investigate this matter.

SUMMARY OF THE EXTRADITION REQUEST

4, This Extradition Request arises from a longstanding investigation that the United
States has conducted of ASSANGE for illegal acts that he committed in connection with a
website known as WikiLeaks. As described below, the United States previously filed charges
against ASSANGE related to his illegal conduct in obtaining, conspiring and attempting to
obtain, and disseminating classified information from Bradley (now Chelsea) Manning, an
intelligence analyst in the U.S. Army. Recently, the United States obtained a Second
Superseding Indictment that expands two of the charges, holding ASSANGE responsible for his
participation in broader unlawful conspiracies to obtain national defense information from, and

engage in computer hacking with, other individuals in addition to Manning.

1 The Third Supplemental Kromberg Declaration bears the mistaken date of March 12,
2020.
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5. On December 21, 2017, a federal magistrate judge in Alexandria, Virginia, issued
a criminal complaint charging ASSANGE with conspiracy to commit unlawful computer
intrusion, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 371, based on ASSANGE’s agreement with
Manning to crack an encrypted password hash stored on U.S. Department of Defense computers
connected to a classified network. On March 6, 2018, a federal grand jury in Alexandria,
Virginia, returned an Indictment charging ASSANGE with the same offense. The United States
submitted a provisional arrest request to the United Kingdom in connection with this charge.

6. As | have detailed in a prior affidavit, ASSANGE was actively attempting to
evade justice in the United States during this time. See Second Supplemental Kromberg
Declaration 1 15-17. Specifically, in June 2012, ASSANGE fled to the Embassy of Ecuador in
London, and for almost seven years, ASSANGE hid in the Embassy of Ecuador to avoid
prosecution in the United States. See id. {1 16-17. ASSANGE remained in the Embassy of
Ecuador from June 2012 until on or about April 11, 2019, when U.K. law enforcement arrested
ASSANGE in the Embassy of Ecuador.

7. Soon after ASSANGE’s arrest, on May 23, 2019, a federal grand jury in
Alexandria, Virginia, returned a Superseding Indictment charging ASSANGE with 18 counts. As
I have explained in a prior affidavit, the Superseding Indictment charged ASSANGE for his
complicity in illegal acts to obtain or receive voluminous databases of classified information
from Manning, his agreement with Manning and attempt to obtain classified information through
computer hacking, and his publication of certain classified documents that were provided by
Manning and contained the un-redacted names of innocent people who risked their safety and

freedom to provide information to the United States and its allies, including local Afghans and
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Iragis, journalists, religious leaders, human rights advocates, and political dissidents from
repressive regimes. See First Kromberg Declaration { 6.

8. The next month, on or about June 6, 2019, the United States submitted, via the
diplomatic channels, a request that the United Kingdom extradite ASSANGE based on the
charges in the Superseding Indictment. As Attachment A to this affidavit, | have attached a
copy of the original papers submitted in support of the request for ASSANGE’s extradition,
including an affidavit, dated June 4, 2019 (hereinafter, “Initial Extradition Affidavit”).?

9. After the grand jury returned the Superseding Indictment, the United States
continued to investigate ASSANGE’s criminal conduct, including criminal conduct that was not
alleged in the Superseding Indictment or any of the other prior charging instruments against him.
In my training and experience, it is lawful, and indeed common, for U.S. prosecutors to continue
investigating a defendant’s criminal conduct even after he has been arrested and charged. For
example, the arrest and detention of the defendant often permit law enforcement to take more
overt investigative steps that might previously have been unavailable due to concerns that they
would cause the target and co-conspirators to flee or continue flight from prosecution, destroy or
tamper with evidence, change patterns of behavior, or notify confederates.

10.  OnJune 24, 2020, a federal grand jury in Alexandria, Virginia, returned a Second
Superseding Indictment against ASSANGE. Like the prior Superseding Indictment, the Second
Superseding Indictment charges ASSANGE with 18 counts. The Second Superseding

Indictment does not add or remove any counts against ASSANGE. Nor does the Second

2 In addition to the initial extradition request, | have attached as Attachment B,
Attachment C, Attachment D, and Attachment E the four declarations that | previously
submitted in support of ASSANGE’s extradition, as referenced above in Paragraph 2. For the
avoidance of any doubt, | hereby incorporate those declarations in support of this Extradition
Request, except where clarified or context suggests otherwise herein.
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Superseding Indictment increase the maximum penalty to which ASSANGE was already subject

under the prior Superseding Indictment. The Second Superseding Indictment continues to charge

ASSANGE for the same offenses arising from his illegal acts in obtaining, conspiring and

attempting to obtain, and disseminating classified national defense information from Manning.

For the avoidance of doubt, the entirety of the previous request is incorporated herein, except

where clarified, or context suggests otherwise herein.?

11.  The Second Superseding Indictment differs from the Superseding Indictment in

the following significant ways:

a.

The Second Superseding Indictment alleges additional General
Allegations, including allegations relating to ASSANGE’s and his co-
conspirators’ efforts to recruit and agreement with hackers to commit
computer intrusions to benefit WikilLeaks, and efforts to recruit individuals
to violate the law in disclosing classified information to benefit
WikiLeaks;

The Second Superseding Indictment expands the dates and scope of
Count 1 (Conspiracy to Obtain and Disclose National Defense
Information), thereby encompassing ASSANGE’s and his co-conspirators’
agreement to recruit individuals to violate the law in obtaining and
disclosing classified information to benefit WikiLeaks, and to publish
classified information containing source names to certain individuals not
authorized to receive it as well as the public;

The Second Superseding Indictment moves the prior Count 18
(Conspiracy to Commit Computer Intrusion) to Count 2 and expands the
dates, scope, and objects of the conspiracy, thereby encompassing
ASSANGE’s and his co-conspirators’ efforts to recruit and agreement with
other hackers—in addition to Manning—to commit computer intrusions to
benefit WikiLeaks;

The Second Superseding Indictment moves Count 2 in the Superseding
Indictment to Count 18; and

The Second Superseding Indictment includes language in Counts 15, 16,
and 17 clarifying that ASSANGE violated the law by distributing the
significant activity reports and State Department cables that named human

3 For example, Paragraphs 58, 82, 83, 85, and 87 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit are
not incorporated herein.
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sources to persons not authorized to receive them, in addition to
publishing and causing the documents to be published publicly on the
internet.

12.  As set forth below, I provide a summary of the evidence supporting the additional
facts and the revised charges alleged in the Second Superseding Indictment. Because the Second
Superseding Indictment continues to allege facts and charges that were included in the prior
Superseding Indictment, I will incorporate by reference the Initial Extradition Affidavit to avoid
unnecessary repetition.

SUMMARY OF THE ADDITIONAL FACTS OF THE CASE

13.  The charges concern one of the largest compromises of classified information in
the history of the United States. As summarized in the Initial Extradition Affidavit, ASSANGE
conspired with U.S. Army Intelligence Analyst Bradley (now Chelsea) Manning to obtain,
receive, and communicate certain classified materials and to crack an encrypted password hash
stored on a U.S. Department of Defense computer connected to a network used for classified
documents and communications. Paragraphs 5 to 8 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit are
adopted as if fully set forth here, except that Paragraph 7 is amended to note that the password
hash discussed therein was an encrypted password hash.

14.  ASSANGE, however, did not just conspire with Manning to steal and disclose
classified information. The evidence shows that, from the time ASSANGE started WikiLeaks,
he and others at WikiLeaks sought to recruit individuals with access to classified information to
unlawfully disclose such information to WikiLeaks, and sought to recruit - - and worked with - -
hackers to conduct malicious computer attacks for purposes of benefiting WikiLeaks. In other
words, before ASSANGE first communicated with Manning about providing classified
information or hacking computers, ASSANGE already was engaged in a conspiracy with others

to do so as well. Moreover, after Manning was arrested, ASSANGE sought to recruit other
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hackers and leakers of classified information, by publicizing his willingness to help such
individuals avoid identification and arrest.

15.  Among the individuals with whom ASSANGE conspired were Jeremy Hammond,
“Sabu,” and “Laurelai,” all of whom were hackers located in the United States at the time they
committed the overt acts alleged in the Second Superseding Indictment. These individuals are
discussed further below. In addition, several of the computers that are listed in the Second
Superseding Indictment as targets and intended targets of computer intrusions were computers
located in the United States and owned by U.S. business and/or U.S. government entities.

A Background on ASSANGE and WikiL eaks

16. From at least 2007, ASSANGE was the public face of WikilLeaks, a website he
founded with others as an “intelligence agency of the people.” The nature and operation of
WikiLeaks are set forth in Paragraphs 11 to 13 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, and those
Paragraphs are adopted as if fully set forth here, except that WikiLeaks not only continued to
explicitly solicit “classified” materials until September 2010, but also continued to do so up
through in or about 2015. In sum, ASSANGE and WikiLeaks repeatedly sought, obtained, and
disseminated information that the United States classified due to the serious risk that
unauthorized disclosure could harm the national security of the United States. And, ASSANGE
designed WikiLeaks to focus on information restricted from public disclosure by law, precisely
because of the value of that information.

17.  Asexplained in Paragraphs 14 and 15 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which is
incorporated by reference, the WikiLeaks website included a detailed list of “The Most Wanted

Leaks of 2009.” This list explained that the sought after documents or materials must “[b]e

4 As with the Initial Extradition Affidavit, all dates in this affidavit are approximate.
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likely to have political, diplomatic, ethical or historical impact on release . . . and be plausibly
obtainable to a well-motivated insider or outsider,” and must be “described in enough detail so
that . . . a visiting outsider not already familiar with the material or its subject matter may be able
to quickly locate it, and will be motivated to do so.”

18. ASSANGE used the “Most Wanted Leaks” as a means to recruit individuals to
hack into computers and/or illegally obtain and disclose classified information to WikiLeaks.

For instance, as evidenced by a video available on the internet, in August 2009, ASSANGE and a
WikiLeaks associate (WLA-2) spoke at the “Hacking at Random” conference in the Netherlands.
ASSANGE sought to recruit those who had or could obtain authorized access to classified
information and hackers to search for, steal and send to WikiLeaks the items on the “Most
Wanted Leaks” list that was posted on WikiLeaks’s website. To embolden potential recruits,
ASSANGE told the audience that, unless they were “a serving member of the United States
military,” they would have no legal liability for stealing classified information and giving it to
WikiLeaks because “TOP SECRET” meant nothing as a matter of law.

19. Moreover, as evidenced by video available on the internet, at the Hacking at
Random conference, WLA-2 invited members of the audience who were interested in helping
WikiLeaks to attend a follow-on session, where they could discuss where the items on the Most
Wanted Leaks list could be found and how they could be obtained. At that follow-on session,
ASSANGE explained how WikilLeaks had exploited “a small vulnerability” inside the document
distribution system of the United States Congress to obtain reports of the Congressional
Research Service that were not available to the public, and he asserted that “[t]his is what any

one of you would find if you were actually looking.”
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20. Likewise, as described in Paragraph 16 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which
is incorporated by reference, ASSANGE spoke at the “Hack in the Box Security Conference” in
Malaysia in October 2009. ASSANGE told the audience, “I was a famous teenage hacker in
Australia, and I’ve been reading generals’ emails since | was 17.” ASSANGE again referenced
the “Most Wanted Leaks” list for purposes of recruiting individuals to engage in computer
hacking and to steal classified information for publication by WikiLeaks.

B. Chelsea Manning

21. From 2009 to 2010, Chelsea Manning, then known as Bradley Manning, was an
intelligence analyst in the U.S. Army who was deployed to Forward Operating Base Hammer in
Irag. Paragraphs 17 to 37 and 46 to 48 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit detail Manning’s
duties as an intelligence analyst, Manning’s access to classified documents and communications,
ASSANGE’s and Manning’s agreement to steal and disclose classified information to
WikiLeaks, ASSANGE’s and Manning’s overt acts in furtherance of their conspiracy, and the
evidence establishing that Manning exchanged instant message communications with ASSANGE
who was using a particular Jabber account. Those Paragraphs are incorporated by reference here
in their entirety, except Paragraph 31(c), which is amended to state that on March 8, 2010,
Manning told ASSANGE - - in reference to the Guantanamo Bay detainee assessment briefs - -
that “after this upload, that’s all | really have got left,” and, in response to this statement (which
indicated that Manning had no more classified documents to unlawfully disclose), ASSANGE
replied, “curious eyes never run dry in my experience.”

22. As evidenced by a video available on the internet, in July 2010, at a conference in
New York City of “Hackers on Planet Earth,” a WikiLeaks associate (WLA-3) urged attendees to
leak to WikiLeaks. WLA-3 said that WikiLeaks had “never lost a source,” told the audience that

it should reject the thought that someone else was more qualified than them to determine whether
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a document should be kept secret, and urged attendees to assist WikilLeaks and emulate others
who had broken the law to disseminate classified information. WLA-3 ended his request for
assistance with the slogan, “Think globally, hack locally.”

23.  Asdemonstrated by evidence obtained from WikiLeaks’ website, WikiLeaks
published documents that Manning had unlawfully provided. Specifically, in July 2010,
WikiLeaks published approximately 75,000 significant activity reports related to the war in
Afghanistan, classified up to the SECRET level; in October 2010, WikiLeaks published
approximately 400,000 significant activity reports related to the war in Irag, classified up to the
SECRET level; in November 2010, WikiLeaks started publishing redacted versions of U.S.
Department of State Cables, classified up to the SECRET level; in April 2011, WikiLeaks
published approximately 800 Guantanamo Bay detainee assessment briefs, classified up to the
SECRET level; and in August and September 2011, WikiLeaks published un-redacted versions
of approximately 250,000 U.S. Department of State Cables, classified up to the SECRET level.
C. Teenager, Manning, and NATO Country-1

24.  Information provided by a human source, which has been corroborated by the
Jabber Communications between ASSANGE and Manning, shows that, in early 2010, around the
same time that ASSANGE was working with Manning to obtain classified information,
ASSANGE met a 17-year old in NATO Country-1 (“Teenager”), who provided ASSANGE with
data stolen from a bank. ASSANGE thereafter asked Teenager to commit computer intrusions
and steal additional information, including audio recordings of phone conversations between
high-ranking officials of the government of NATO Country-1, including members of the

Parliament of NATO Country-1.
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25. Evidence obtained from a forensic examination of Manning’s computer media
shows that, beginning in January 2010, Manning repeatedly searched for classified information
about NATO Country-1.

26.  On February 14, 2010, as Manning admitted at court-martial, Manning
downloaded classified State Department materials regarding the government of NATO Country-
1. Evidence obtained from WikiLeaks’ website shows that, on February 18, 2010, WikiLeaks
posted a classified cable from the U.S. Embassy in NATO Country-1, that WikiLeaks received
from Manning.

27.  The Jabber Communications between ASSANGE and Manning show that, on
March 5, 2010, ASSANGE told Manning about having received stolen banking documents from
a source who, in fact, was Teenager. Then, five days later, on March 10, 2010, after ASSANGE
told Manning that ASSANGE had given an “intel source” a “list of things we wanted” and the
source had agreed to provide and did provide four months of recordings of all phones in the
Parliament of the government of NATO Country-1, ASSANGE stated, “So, that’s what | think
the future is like ;),” referring to how he expected WikiLeaks to operate.

28. In early 2010, according to a human source and as corroborated by the Jabber
Communications between ASSANGE and Manning, a source provided ASSANGE with
credentials to gain unauthorized access into a website that was used by the government of NATO
Country-1 to track the location of police and first responder vehicles, and agreed that ASSANGE
should use those credentials to gain unauthorized access to the website.

29. The Jabber Communications between ASSANGE and Manning show that, on

March 17, 2010, ASSANGE told Manning that ASSANGE used the unauthorized access to the
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website of the government of NATO Country-1 for tracking police vehicles (provided to
ASSANGE by a source) to determine that NATO Country-1 police were monitoring ASSANGE.

30. Evidence obtained from WikilLeaks” website shows that, on March 29, 2010,
WikiLeaks posted classified State Department materials regarding officials in the government of
NATO Country-1, which Manning had downloaded on February 14, 2010.

31.  According to a human source, after ASSANGE and Teenager failed in their joint
attempt to decrypt a file stolen from a NATO Country-1 bank, Teenager asked a U.S. person to
try to do so on July 21, 2010. Information provided by this U.S. person, as well as records of
online chats, corroborate that Teenager asked the U.S. person to try to decrypt the stolen file. In
2011 and 2012, that individual, who had been an acquaintance of Manning since early 2010,
became a paid employee of WikilLeaks, and reported to ASSANGE and Teenager.

32.  According to a human source, and as corroborated by the records of online chats
between ASSANGE and that source, no later than the summer of 2010, ASSANGE put Teenager
in charge of operating, administering, and monitoring WikiLeaks’s Internet Relay Chat (“IRC”)
channel. Because WikiLeaks’s IRC channel was open to the public, ASSANGE regarded it as
both a means of contacting new sources and a potential “den of spies.” ASSANGE warned
Teenager to beware of spies, and to refer to ASSANGE sources with “national security related
information.”

33. In September 2010, according to a human source, and as corroborated by the
records of online chats between ASSANGE and that source, ASSANGE directed Teenager to
hack into the computer of an individual formerly associated with WikilLeaks and delete chat logs
containing statements of ASSANGE. When Teenager asked how that could be done, ASSANGE

wrote that the former WikiLeaks associate could “be fooled into downloading a trojan,” referring
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to malicious software, and then asked Teenager what operating system the former-WikilLeaks
associate used.
D. Anonymous, Gnosis, AntiSec, and LulzSec

34. In December 2010, media outlets reported that hackers affiliated with a group
known as “Anonymous” launched distributed denial of service attacks (“DDoS” attacks) against
PayPal, Visa, and MasterCard in retaliation for their decisions to stop processing payments for
WikiLeaks. Anonymous called these attacks “Operation Payback.”

35. Later in December 2010, according to a human source, and as corroborated by the
records of online chats obtained from a forensic examination of a computer belonging to
“Laurelai,” a hacker affiliated with Anonymous, Laurelai contacted Teenager and identified
herself as a member of the hacking group “Gnosis.” Laurelai subsequently introduced Teenager
to another member of Gnosis, who went by the online moniker “Kayla.” Teenager told Laurelai
that he [Teenager] was “in charge of recruitments” for WikilLeaks and stated, “I am under
JULIAN ASSANGE's authority and report to him and him only.” First Laurelai and later Kayla
indicated to Teenager their willingness to commit computer intrusions on behalf of WikiLeaks.

36. In January 2011, according to a human source, and as corroborated by the records
of online chats between ASSANGE and that source, Teenager told ASSANGE, “a group of
Hackers offered there servicses [sic] to us called Gnosis.” ASSANGE approved of the

arrangement and told Teenager to meet with Gnosis.
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37. Records of online communications recovered from Laurelai’s computer show that
on February 6, 2011, Laurelai told Kayla that they should show to Teenager materials that Kayla
had obtained by hacking a U.S. cybersecurity company (“U.S. Cybersecurity Company”).®

38.  OnFebruary 7, 2011, according to a human source, and as corroborated by the
records of online chats between ASSANGE and that source, Teenager messaged ASSANGE that
Gnosis had hacked U.S. Cybersecurity Company. Then, on February 11, 2011, Teenager
provided ASSANGE with computer code that Kayla had hacked from U.S. Cybersecurity
Company and told ASSANGE it came from Gnosis’s hack of that company.

39. Records of online communications recovered from Laurelai’s computer show that
on February 15, 2011, in a chat with a hacker with the moniker “elChe,” Laurelai characterized
herself as “part of WikiLeaks staff ... hacker part.” The next day, on February 16, 2011, Laurelai
asked Kayla whether Laurelai could tell Teenager about Kayla’s penetration of a hosting service,
so that WikiLeaks could determine if WikiLeaks needed information hosted there.

40.  On February 17, 2011, according to communications provided by a human source,
Teenager told Laurelai that WikiLeaks was the world’s largest hacking organization.

41. Records of online communications recovered from Laurelai’s computer show that
on March 1, 2011, Laurelai told Kayla to let Laurelai know if Kayla found any “@gov”
passwords” so that Laurelai could then send them to WikilLeaks (through Teenager). Five days

later, on March 6, 2011, according to communications provided by a human source, Laurelai

% The identities of the victims discussed in the Second Superseding Indictment and this
affidavit are known to U.S. law enforcement, but have been anonymized in accordance with
Section 9-6.200 of the Justice Manual. It is the policy of the Department of Justice to not
publicly disclose victims’ identities before trial if there is any reason to believe that such
disclosure would endanger the safety of the victim or any other person or lead to efforts to
obstruct justice. The Department of Justice, however, intends to disclose the identity of the
victims listed herein to ASSANGE in discovery pursuant to a protective order.
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offered WikilLeaks (through Teenager) “unpublished zero days” (vulnerabilities that can be used
to hack computer systems).

42. On March 15, 2011, according to communications recovered from both Laurelai’s
computer and a human source, Laurelai emailed WikiLeaks (through Teenager) a list of
approximately 200 purported passwords to U.S. and state government email accounts, including
passwords (hashed and plaintext) that purported to be for accounts associated with information
technology specialists at government institutions.

43. In May 2011, as established later upon their arrests, members of Anonymous,
including several who were involved in “Operation Payback” from December 2010, formed their
own hacking group, which they publicly called “LulzSec.” These members included Kayla,
“Sabu,” and “Topiary.”

44, On May 24, 2011, a television network (the “Television Network™) aired a
documentary about WikiLeaks that included an allegation that ASSANGE intentionally risked
the lives of the sources named in WikiLeaks publications. Approximately five days later, on
May 29, 2011, LulzSec members publicly claimed that, as retaliation for the Television
Network’s negative coverage of WikiLeaks, they hacked into the Television Network’s
computers and published passwords used by its journalists, affiliates, and employees.

45, FBI records show that, on June 7, 2011, Sabu was arrested. Shortly thereafter,
Sabu began cooperating with the FBI.

46. In June 2011, after LulzSec took credit for a purported DDoS attack against the
CIA’s public-facing website, as evidenced by at least WikiLeaks’ official Twitter account,
ASSANGE decided that WikiLeaks should publicly support LulzSec. From the official

WikilLeaks Twitter account, WikiLeaks tweeted: “WikilLeaks supporters, LulzSec, take down
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CIA. .. who has a task force into WikilLeaks,” adding, “CIA finally learns the real meaning of
WTE.”

47.  According to a human source, and as corroborated by records provided by that
source and evidence obtained from a cooperating witness, after receiving ASSANGE’s approval
to establish a relationship between WikiLeaks and LulzSec, Teenager made contact with Topiary
on June 16, 2011, by going through Laurelai. To show Topiary that Teenager spoke for
WikiLeaks so that an agreement could be reached between WikiLeaks and LulzSec, Teenager
posted to YouTube (and then quickly deleted) a video of his computer screen that showed the
conversation that he was then having with Topiary. The video turned from Teenager’s computer
screen and showed ASSANGE sitting nearby. The FBI captured that video.

48.  According to records of chats involving a cooperating witness and captured by the
FBI, Teenager told Topiary, “[m]y main purpose here is mainly to create some kind of a
connection between lulzsec and wikileaks.” Topiary agreed to this partnership, stating, “if we do
get a /massive/ cache of information, we’d be happy to supply you with it.” Teenager later
added, “WikiLeaks cannot publicly be taking down websites, but we might give a suggestion of
something or something similar, if that’s acceptable to LulzSec.”

49.  OnJune 19, 2011, LulzSec publicly posted a release, stating that it was launching
a movement called “AntiSec” that would engage in cyberattacks against government agencies,
banks, and cybersecurity firms. According to a cooperating witness, from this point forward,
people affiliated with the groups often used the names LulzSec and AntiSec interchangeably.

50.  According to a human source, as corroborated by chat records between a

cooperating witness and Assange, in the fall of 2011, Teenager left WikiLeaks.
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E. Sabu, Hammond, and ASSANGE

51. On December 25, 2011, media outlets reported that hackers claiming an affiliation
with Anonymous and LulzSec announced they had hacked the servers of a private intelligence
consulting company (“Intelligence Consulting Company™).

52.  Asevidenced by a chat involving a cooperating witness that the FBI recorded, on
December 29, 2011, a hacker affiliated with LulzSec/AntiSec, Jeremy Hammond, told other
hackers on an IRC channel called “#Lulzxmas” that information hacked from Intelligence
Consulting Company was being sent to WikiLeaks. In this same chat, Hammond informed elChe
and others in the group, “JA almost done copying the files.” Hammond also told elChe that there
should be “no leaks about this partnering.”

53. In December 2011, in a communication the FBI recorded, Hammond told Sabu
that he had been partnering with an individual at WikiLeaks who Hammond believed to be
ASSANGE. Hammond explained that he had (a) received from that individual a message that
WikiLeaks would tweet a message in code; (b) seen that shortly thereafter, the WikiLeaks Twitter
account tweeted, “rats for Donavon”; (c) received another message from that individual believed
to be ASSANGE, explaining that the tweet contained an anagram for a particular term that such
individual specified; and (d) the term specified contained a reference to the name of Intelligence
Consulting Company. The FBI captured that “rats for Donavan” tweet.

54.  On December 31, 2011, WikiLeaks tweeted “#antisec owning Law enforcement
in 2012,” as well as links to emails and databases that Hammond and AntiSec had obtained from
hacking two U.S. state police associations. On January 3, 2012, WikilLeaks tweeted a link to
information that LulzSec/AntiSec had hacked and published in 2011, stating,

“Anonymous/Antisec/Luzsec releases in 2011.” On January 6, 2012, WikiLeaks tweeted a link
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to a spoofed email sent by Hammond to the clients of Intelligence Consulting Company,
purporting to be the CEO of that company, stating, “AnonymousIRC email sent by #AntiSec to
[Intelligence Consulting Company]’s customers #Anonymous #LulzSec.”

55.  InJanuary 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, Hammond told Sabu
that “JA” provided to Hammond a script to search the emails stolen from Intelligence Consulting
Company, and that “JA” would provide that script to associates of Hammond as well. Hammond
also introduced Sabu via Jabber to “JA.” In January and February 2012, in communications
recorded by the FBI, Sabu used Jabber to communicate with ASSANGE, who, at the time, used
at least these two Jabber accounts: dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de and ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de. For
instance:

a. On January 16, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, and in
response to a message from Sabu that stated, “If you have any targets in
mind by all means let us know,” ASSANGE (who was using the Jabber
account dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de) initially responded that he could not
“give target suggestions for the obvious legal reasons,” but approximately
44 seconds later added, “But, for people that do bad things, and probably
have that documented, there’s [‘Research and Investigative Firm’]” and
“lots of the companies” listed on a website whose address ASSANGE
provided.

b. On January 21, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI,
ASSANGE (who was using the Jabber account dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de)
suggested that, in the course of hacking Research and Investigative Firm,
Sabu and other members of LulzSec/AntiSec should look for and provide
to WikiLeaks mail and documents, databases and pdfs.

C. On February 21, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, and in
response to Sabu’s request, ASSANGE (who was using the Jabber account
ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de) provided Sabu with a computer script to search
for emails hacked from Intelligence Consulting Company. In addition, in
order to focus the hacking efforts of the hackers associated with Sabu,
ASSANGE told Sabu that the most impactful release of hacked materials
would be from the CIA, NSA, or the New York Times.
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56.  On February 22, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, Hammond told
Sabu that, at ASSANGE’s “indirect” request, Hammond had spammed the Intelligence
Consulting Company again.

57.  On February 27, 2012, WikiLeaks began publishing emails that Hammond and
others hacked from Intelligence Consulting Company.

58. On February 27, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, Hammond told
Sabu, “we started giving JA” materials that had been obtained from other hacks.

59. On February 27, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, Hammond told
Sabu that ASSANGE was talking to elChe.

60. On February 28, 2012, in a communication recorded by the FBI, Hammond

complained to Sabu that the incompetence of his fellow hackers was causing him to fail to meet

estimates he had given to ASSANGE for the volume of hacked information that Hammond

expected to provide WikiLeaks, writing, “can’t sit on all these targets dicking around when the

booty is sitting there ... especially when we are asked to make it happen with WL. We repeated

a 2TB number to JA. Now turns out it’s like maybe 100GB. Would have been 40-50GB if |

didn’t go and reget all the mail from [foreign cybersecurity company].” Hammond then stated

that he needed help with ongoing hacks that his associates were committing against victims that

included a U.S. law enforcement entity, a U.S. political organization, and a U.S. cybersecurity
company.

61. In March 2012, Hammond was arrested.

19

234



F. Evidence that ASSANGE Used dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de and
ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de to Communicate with SABU

62.  Assummarized below, the user of the dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de and
ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de Jabber account made statements to Sabu that are distinctive and
particular to ASSANGE. Those accounts thus can be attributed to ASSANGE.

63. For instance, on January 16, 2012, Sabu sent a message to the
dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de account asking how “the case [was] going.” In response, the user of the
account stated, “[i]t’s a huge legal-political quagmire,” and added, “[i]f I’m going down it sure
hasn’t been without a fight.” Then, when Sabu suggested in a chat dated January 21, 2012, that
it had to be “boring” to stay at Ellingham Hall “every day with an ankle bracelette [sic] to look at
all day,” dpaberlin@jabber.cccc.de responded that the user of the account was involved in:

supreme court strategy, fowl theory, new crypto-systems for our
guys, talking to sources, coordinating new releases, another 5 law
suits, pr, tv series, press complaints, trying to get money back form
[sic] old lawyers, working on new books, censorship projects,

moving $/people around... about the same as any CEO of a medium
sized international company with a lot of law suits....

According to press reports, by January 2012, Sweden had issued an arrest warrant for ASSANGE
arising from allegations that he committed rape and molestation in 2010, and the UK Supreme
Court was considering whether ASSANGE should be extradited to Sweden. ASSANGE had
been released on bail in December 2010 and was residing at Ellingham Hall in the English
county of Norfolk.

64.  Also on January 21, 2012, the dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de account stated to Sabu
that the user of the account was very busy, but trusted only himself to deal with sources. The

user of the account further stated the others who worked at WikiLeaks were good people, but
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indicated that he lacked confidence that anyone at WikiLeaks other than himself could survive
prosecution and prison without talking to law enforcement.

65. Also on January 16, 2012, dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de told Sabu that
dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de was making a television show in which he would be interviewing
“ultimate insiders and outsiders on the fate of the world.” The user of the
dpaberlin@jabber.ccc.de account further told Sabu that, on his show, he would interview guests
including presidents, the leader of Hezbollah, and participants in the Occupy Movement. Then,
about a week later, on January 23, 2012, WikiLeaks announced a new television series that
would start in March 2012, in which ASSANGE would host conversations with key political
players over the course of approximately ten weekly episodes. Airing on the Russia Today
network, the guests interviewed by ASSANGE included the Presidents of Tunisia and Ecuador,
the leader of Hezbollah, representatives of the Occupy Movement, and an individual who
claimed to be a former Guantanamo Bay prisoner who ran the website cageprisoners.org in 2012.
On February 21, 2012, the ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de account told Sabu that he had, the previous
day, interviewed a former Guantanamo Bay prisoner who now ran the website cageprisoners.org.

66. The ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de account is further attributable to ASSANGE based
on a message the account sent to Sabu on February 21, 2012, in which the user of
ardeditor@jabber.ccc.de wrote that he was “concerned” about “dealing” with “this yoho guy.”
Markedly, yohoho@jabber.ccc.de was the Jabber account that Hammond was using to
communicate with Sabu on January 12, 2012, in which Hammond explained that he was in

communication with “JA” and stated that “JA” would “hit [Sabu] up” through Jabber.
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G. ASSANGE’s Efforts to Recruit System Administrators

67. In June 2013, media outlets reported that Edward J. Snowden had leaked
numerous documents taken from the NSA and was located in Hong Kong. Later that month, an
arrest warrant was issued in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia,
for the arrest of Snowden, on charges involving the theft of information from the United States
government.

68.  To encourage leakers and hackers to provide stolen materials to WikilLeaks in the
future, ASSANGE and others at WikiLeaks openly displayed their attempts to assist Snowden in
evading arrest.

69. In June 2013, media outlets reported that a WikiLeaks associate (“WLA-4")
traveled with Snowden from Hong Kong to Moscow.

70. On December 31, 2013, at the annual conference of the Chaos Computer Club
(“CCC™) in Germany, and as reflected in a video available on the internet, ASSANGE, WLA-3
and WLA-4 gave a presentation titled “Sysadmins of the World, Unite! A Call to Resistance.”
On its website, the CCC promoted the presentation by writing, “[t]here has never been a higher
demand for a politically-engaged hackerdom” and that ASSANGE and WLA-3 would “discuss
what needs to be done if we are going to win.” ASSANGE told the audience that “the famous
leaks that WikiLeaks has done or the recent Edward Snowden revelations” showed that “it was
possible now for even a single system administrator to . . . not merely wreck]] or disabl[e]
[organizations] . . . but rather shift[] information from an information apartheid system . . . into
the knowledge commons.” ASSANGE exhorted the audience to join the CIA in order to steal
and provide information to WikiLeaks, stating, “I’m not saying don’t join the CIA; no, go and

join the CIA. Go in there, go into the ballpark and get the ball and bring it out.”
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71. At the same presentation, in responding to the audience’s question as to what they
could do, WLA-3 said “Edward Snowden did not save himself. . . . Specifically for source
protection, [WLA-4] took actions to protect [Snowden] . . . . [I]f we can succeed in saving
Edward Snowden’s life and to keep him free, then the next Edward Snowden will have that to
look forward to. And if we look also to what has happened to Chelsea Manning, we see
additionally that Snowden has clearly learned. . . .”

H. ASSANGE and WikiLeaks Continue to Recruit

72.  On May 6, 2014, at a re:publica conference in Germany, and as reflected in a
video available on the internet, WLA-4 sought to recruit those who had or could obtain
authorized access to classified information and hackers to search for and send the classified or
otherwise stolen information to WikiLeaks by explaining, “[flrom the beginning our mission has
been to publish classified or in any other way censored information that is of political, historical
importance.”

73.  On May 15, 2015, WikiLeaks tweeted a request for nominations for the 2015
“Most Wanted Leaks” list, and as an example, linked to one of the posts of a “Most Wanted
Leaks” list from 2009 list that remained on WikiLeaks’s website.

74.  Inan interview on May 25, 2015, and as reflected in a video of that interview
available on the internet, ASSANGE claimed to have arranged distraction operations to assist
Snowden in avoiding arrest by the United States:

Let’s go back to 2013. There was a worldwide manhunt for Edward
Snowden . . . vast resources were put into trying to grab Edward
Snowden or work out where he might go, if he was leaving Hong
Kong, and grab him there.

So we worked against that, and we got him out of Hong Kong and

got him to Russia, and we were going to transit through Russia to get
him to Latin America. Now, the U.S. government canceled his
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passport as he was en route, it seems, to Moscow, meaning that he
then couldn’t take his next flight, which had been booked through
Cuba. And at that point, there became a question of, well, how else
can he proceed? If he can’t proceed by a commercial airline, are there
other alternatives? And so, we looked into private flights, private
jets, other unusual routes for commercial jets, and presidential
jets. ...

There was an oil conference on in—there was an international oil
conference in Moscow that week. Edward Snowden and our
journalist, [WLA-4], still in the Moscow airport in the transit lounge,
and so we thought, well, this is an opportunity, actually, to send
Edward Snowden to Latin America on one of these jets. . . .

We had engaged in a number of these distraction operations in the
asylum maneuver from Hong Kong, for example, booking him on
flights to India through Beijing and other forms of distraction, like
Iceland, for example.

75.  OnJune 18, 2015, at an event sponsored by the Rosa Luxemburg Foundation in
Germany, and as reflected in a video available on the internet, WLA-3 and WLA-4 sought to
recruit individuals to search for, steal, and send to WikiLeaks classified information by
promising their audience that, if anyone in the audience could infiltrate organizations supporting
the military, find the right “informational way to strike,” and emulate Snowden, WikiLeaks
would publish their information.

76. In June 2015, to continue to encourage individuals to hack into computers and/or
illegally obtain and disclose classified information to WikiLeaks, WikiLeaks maintained on its
website “The Most Wanted Leaks of 2009.”

l. ASSANGE Revealed the Names of Human Sources and Created a Grave and
Imminent Risk to Human Life.

77. During 2010 and 2011, ASSANGE disseminated and published via the WikiLeaks
website the documents classified up to the SECRET level that he had obtained from Manning,
as described above, including approximately 75,000 Afghanistan war-related significant activity

reports, 400,000 Iraq war-related significant activity reports, 800 Guantanamo Bay detainee

24

239



assessment briefs, and 250,000 U.S. Department of State cables. Paragraphs 38 to 43 and 45 of
the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which are incorporated here, describe these disclosures and the
grave and imminent risk of harm that arose from their disclosure, except that, as noted
previously, WikiLeaks published un-redacted versions of approximately 250,000 U.S.
Department of State Cables in August and September 2011.

78.  ASSANGE knew that his dissemination and publication of Afghanistan and Iraq
war-related significant activity reports endangered sources, whom he named as having provided
information to U.S. and coalition forces. Evidence of ASSANGE’s knowledge is set forth in
Paragraph 44 and 45 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, and are incorporated here.

J. U.S. Law Regarding the Protection of Classified Information

79. Paragraphs 9 and 10 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit provide an overview of the
basis under U.S. law for classifying information and explain that ASSANGE has never been
authorized to receive, possess, or communicate classified information. Those Paragraphs are
incorporated here.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY OF THE CASE

80.  Paragraphs 49 through 52 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit provide an overview
of the charging process under the laws of the United States, and Paragraph 53 through 57 of the
Initial Extradition Affidavit describe the previous charges filed against ASSANGE in this case.
Those Paragraphs are incorporated here.

81. On June 24, 2020, a federal grand jury in Alexandria, Virginia, returned a Second
Superseding Indictment, also bearing case number 1:18-CR-111, charging ASSANGE with the

following crimes:
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a. Count One: Conspiracy to Obtain and Disclose National Defense Information,
in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 793(g), which punishable by a
maximum penalty of 10 years of imprisonment;

b. Count Two: Conspiracy to Commit Computer Intrusion, in violation of Title
18, U.S. Code, Section 371, which is punishable by a maximum penalty of 5
years of imprisonment;

c. Counts Three, Four, and Eighteen: Unauthorized Obtaining of National
Defense Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Sections 793(b) and
2, which is punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years of imprisonment;

d. Counts Five through Eight: Unauthorized Obtaining and Receiving of
National Defense Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Sections
793(c) and 2, which is punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years of
imprisonment;

e. Counts Nine through Eleven: Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense
Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Sections 793(d) and 2, which
is punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years of imprisonment;

f. Counts Twelve through Fourteen: Unauthorized Disclosure of National
Defense Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Sections 793(e) and
2, which is punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years of imprisonment;
and

g. Counts Fifteen through Seventeen: Unauthorized Disclosure of National
Defense Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 793(e),
which is punishable by a maximum penalty of 10 years of imprisonment.

82. It is the practice in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia for
the Clerk of Court to retain the originals of all indictments. It is also the practice in the U.S.
District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia not to make publicly available the signed
version of the indictment. Rather, for the protection of the grand jury foreperson, an unsigned

copy of the indictment is entered on the Court’s docket as part of the official record of the case.
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Therefore, | have obtained a copy of the Second Superseding Indictment (Case No. 1:18-CR-111)
and attached it to this affidavit as Attachment F.

83. On June 24, 2020, the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia issued
an arrest warrant for ASSANGE for the offenses charged in the Second Superseding Indictment.
It is the practice in the U.S. District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia for the Clerk of
Court to retain the original arrest warrants. Therefore, | have obtained a copy of the arrest
warrant and attached it to this affidavit as Attachment G.

84.  The United States requests the extradition of ASSANGE for all the offenses charged
in the Second Superseding Indictment. Each count charges a separate offense. Each offense is
punishable under a statute that (1) was the duly enacted law of the United States at the time the
offense was committed, (2) was the duly enacted law of the United States at the time the
Superseding Indictment was filed, and (3) is currently in effect. Each offense is a felony offense
punishable under United States law by more than one year of imprisonment. | have attached
copies of the pertinent sections of these statutes and the applicable penalty provisions to this
affidavit as Attachment H.

THE CHARGES AND PERTINENT U.S. LAW

Count 1: Conspiracy to Obtain and Disclose National Defense Information

85. Count One of the Second Superseding Indictment charges ASSANGE with
Conspiracy to Obtain and Disclose National Defense Information, in violation of Title 18, U.S.
Code, Section 793(g).

86.  Paragraphs 59 through 63 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit describe the pertinent
U.S. law related to this charge, and | incorporate those Paragraphs by reference as if fully set

forth here.
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87.  Asdetailed in the Second Superseding Indictment, the United States will establish
that, beginning in at least 2009, ASSANGE conspired with other individuals, in and out of
WikiLeaks, to unlawfully obtain and disclose classified documents of the United States. In
furtherance of the conspiracy, ASSANGE agreed with others to recruit and assist leakers and
hackers to violate the law by stealing classified documents of the United States and providing
them to WikiLeaks. As part of the conspiracy, ASSANGE agreed with Manning to unlawfully
obtain classified documents stolen from the United States. ASSANGE encouraged Manning to
steal classified documents from the United States and to provide them to ASSANGE and
WikiLeaks. ASSANGE also agreed to assist Manning in cracking an encrypted password hash
stored on U.S. Department of Defense computers connected to SIPRNet, a U.S. government
network used for classified documents and communications.

88. Paragraph 64 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit sets forth a non-exhaustive list of
the type of evidence that the United States will use at trial to prove Count One. | hereby
incorporate that Paragraph by reference. In addition to the evidence discussed in that Paragraph,
the United States will introduce evidence that includes, but is not limited to, recordings and
transcripts of public statements made by ASSANGE and other WikiLeaks associates.

Count 2: Conspiracy to Commit Computer Intrusion

89.  Count Two of the Second Superseding Indictment charges ASSANGE with
Conspiracy to Commit Computer Intrusion, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code, Section 371. The
objects of the conspiracy charged in Count 2 are to knowingly access a computer without
authorization and exceeding authorized access,

a. to obtain information that has been determined by the United States Government
pursuant to an Executive order and statute to require protection against

unauthorized disclosure for reasons of national defense and foreign relations,
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namely, documents relating to the national defense classified up to the SECRET
level, with reason to believe that such information so obtained could be used to
the injury of the United States and the advantage of any foreign nation, and to
willfully communicate, deliver, transmit, and cause to be communicated,
delivered, or transmitted the same, to persons not entitled to receive it, and
willfully retain the same and fail to deliver it to the officer or employee entitled to
receive it;

to obtain information from a department and agency of the United States and from
protected computers; committed in furtherance of criminal and tortious acts in
violation of the laws of the United States and of any State, and to obtain
information that exceeded $5,000 in value;

to knowingly cause the transmission of a program, information, code, or
command, and as a result of such conduct, intentionally cause damage without
authorization to protected computers resulting in (i) aggregated loss during a one-
year period of at least $5,000 in value, (ii) damage affecting a computer used by
or for an entity of the United States Government in furtherance of the
administration of justice, national defense, and national security; and (iii) damage
affecting 10 or more protected computers during a one-year period; and

to intentionally access protected computers without authorization, and as a result
of such conduct, recklessly cause damage resulting in (i) aggregated loss during a
one-year period of at least $5,000 in value, (ii) damage affecting a computer used

by or for an entity of the United States Government in furtherance of the
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administration of justice, national defense, and national security; and (iii) damage
affecting 10 or more protected computers during a one-year period.

90. In order to convict ASSANGE of conspiracy, in violation of Title 18, U.S. Code,
Section 371, the United States must establish the elements set forth in Paragraph 86 of the Initial
Extradition Affidavit. | hereby incorporate that Paragraph by reference. As detailed in the
Second Superseding Indictment, the United States will establish that, beginning in at least 2009,
ASSANGE conspired with other individuals, in and out of WikiLeaks, to access computers
without authorization. In furtherance of the conspiracy, ASSANGE agreed with others to recruit
computer hackers to access computers without authorization in order to obtain classified
information and other valuable information to provide to ASSANGE and WikilLeaks, and to
otherwise benefit ASSANGE and WikilLeaks. As part of the conspiracy, ASSANGE agreed to
assist Manning in cracking an encrypted password hash stored on U.S. Department of Defense
computers connected to SIPRNet, a U.S. government network used for classified documents and
communications. In addition, ASSANGE gained unauthorized access to a government computer
system of a NATO country, and personally and through a conduit, provided hacking targets
(including targets in the United States) to members of hacking groups, among other overt acts
specified in the Second Superseding Indictment.

91.  Paragraph 88 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit sets forth a non-exhaustive list of
the type of evidence that the United States will use at trial to prove Count Two (which was then
numbered as Count 18). | hereby incorporate that Paragraph by reference. In addition to the
evidence discussed in that Paragraph, the United States will introduce evidence that includes, but
is not limited to, recordings and transcripts of public statements made by ASSANGE and other

WikiLeaks associates, testimony from former computer hackers who communicated directly with
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ASSANGE and/or other members of WikilLeaks, forensic evidence recovered from the
computers of hackers who communicated directly with ASSANGE and/or other members of
WikiLeaks, testimony from FBI agents who investigated the hacking groups Gnosis, LulzSec,
AntiSec, and Anonymous and the computer intrusions those groups committed, and
representative(s) from victim(s) of computer intrusions referenced in the Second Superseding
Indictment.

Counts 3, 4, and 18: Unauthorized
Obtaining of National Defense Information

92.  Counts Three, Four, and Eighteen of the Second Superseding Indictment remain
unchanged from the prior Superseding Indictment, except that Count Two of the prior
Superseding Indictment is now Count Eighteen in the Second Superseding Indictment. |
therefore incorporate by reference Paragraphs 65 through 69 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit,
which describe the pertinent law, allegations, and evidence related to these charges.

Counts 5-8: Unauthorized
Obtaining and Receiving of National Defense Information

93.  Counts Five through Eight of the Second Superseding Indictment remain
unchanged from the prior Superseding Indictment. | therefore incorporate by reference
Paragraphs 70 through 73 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which describe the pertinent law,
allegations, and evidence related to these charges.

Counts 9-11: Unauthorized
Disclosure of National Defense Information

94.  Counts Nine through Eleven of the Second Superseding Indictment remain
unchanged from the prior Superseding Indictment. | therefore incorporate by reference
Paragraphs 74 through 77 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which describe the pertinent law,

allegations, and evidence related to these charges.
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Counts 12-14: Unauthorized
Disclosure of National Defense Information

95.  Counts Twelve through Fourteen of the Second Superseding Indictment remain
unchanged from the prior Superseding Indictment. | therefore incorporate by reference
Paragraphs 78 through 80 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit, which describe the pertinent law,
allegations, and evidence related to these charges.

Counts 15-17: Unauthorized
Disclosure of National Defense Information

96. Counts Fifteen through Seventeen of the Second Superseding Indictment charge
ASSANGE with Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information, in violation of Title
18, U.S. Code, Section 793(e). Paragraph 81 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit describes the
pertinent U.S. law related to this charge, and | hereby incorporate that Paragraph here.

97.  To prove Counts Fifteen and Sixteen of the Second Superseding Indictment, the
United States will establish that from in or around July 2010 to April 2019, ASSANGE
distributed to persons not authorized to receive them, and published on WikiLeaks and caused to
be published on the internet, Afghanistan war-related significant activity reports and Irag war-
related significant activity reports that were stolen from the United States and described
information that U.S. and coalition forces had received, including information from local
Afghans and Iragis. These reports contained the names, and in some cases information about the
locations, of local Afghans and Iragis who had provided information to American and coalition
forces. The evidence at trial will show that, by publishing these documents without redacting the
sources’ names or other identifying information of the sources, ASSANGE created a grave and
imminent risk that the sources he named would suffer serious physical harm and/or arbitrary

detention.
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98.  To prove Count Seventeen of the Second Superseding Indictment, the United
States will establish that from in or around July 2010 to April 2019, ASSANGE distributed to
persons not authorized to receive them, and published on WikiLeaks and caused to be published
on the internet, diplomatic cables that were stolen from the U.S. Department of State. These
cables, which generally were communications from U.S. Department of State employees living
abroad to U.S. government officials in the United States, contained the names of hundreds of
innocent people who provided information to the U.S. government. These sources included
journalists, religious leaders, human rights advocates, and political dissidents who were living in
repressive regimes and reported to the United States the abuses of their own government at great
risk to their own safety. By publishing the names of these vulnerable people, ASSANGE outed
them to their own governments and potentially put them in grave and immediate risk of being
unjustly jailed, physically assaulted, or worse. At the time he distributed and published the un-
redacted names of the U.S. Department of State’s sources, ASSANGE was aware that doing so
would cause serious risk to innocent human life.

99. Paragraph 84 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit sets forth a non-exhaustive list of
the type of evidence that the United States will use at trial to prove Count 1. | hereby incorporate
by reference that Paragraph here.

IDENTIFICATION INFORMATION

100. Paragraph 89 of the Initial Extradition Affidavit contains information identifying
ASSANGE, and | hereby incorporate by reference that Paragraph here.

SURRENDER OF PROPERTY

101. Pursuant to Article 16 of the Annex to the U.S.-UK Extradition Instrument, it is
requested that any items relevant to the charged offenses and found in ASSANGE’s possession at

the time of his arrest be delivered to the United States if he is found to be extraditable.

33

248


jl
Highlight


SUPPLEMENTING THE REQUEST

102.  Should the British authorities decide this matter requires further information in
order to reach a decision on extradition, | request the opportunity to present supplemental
materials, pursuant to Article 10 of the U.S.-U.K. Extradition Treaty, prior to the rendering of the
decision.

CONCLUSION

103. This affidavit is sworn to before a U.S. Magistrate Judge legally authorized to
administer an oath for this purpose. | have thoroughly reviewed this affidavit and the
attachments thereto, and attest that this evidence indicates that ASSANGE is guilty of the

offenses charged in the superseding indictment.

Gordon D. Kromberg
Assistant United States Attorney
Office of the United States Attorney

Respectfully submitted and sworn to
via telephone on this 14th day of July 2020

Ap %

Ivan D. Davis

United States Magistrate Judge
Eastern District of Virginia
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
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face of “WikiLeaks,” a website he founded with others as an “intelligence agency of the people.”
To obtain information to release on the WikiLeaks website, ASSANGE recruited sources and
predicated the success of WikiLeaks in part upon the recruitment of sources to (i) illegally
circumvent legal safeguards on information, including classification restrictions and computer
and network access restrictions; (ii) provide that illegally obtained information to WikiLeaks for
public dissemination; and (iii) continue the pattern of illegally procuring and providing classified
and hacked information to WikiLeaks for distribution to the public.

2. ASSANGE and WikiLeaks repeatedly sought, obtained, and disseminated:
information that the United States classified due to the serious risk that unauthorized disclosure
could harm the national security of the United States. ASSANGE designed WikiLeaks to focus
on information restricted from public disclosure by law, precisely because of the value of that
information. WikiLeaks’s website explicitly solicited censored, otherwise restricted, and
“classified” materials. As the website stated, “WikiLeaks accepts classified, censored, or
otherwise restricted material of political, diplomatic, or ethical significance.”

3. To recruit individuals to hack into computers and/or illegally obtain and disclose
classified information to WikiLeaks, the WikiLeaks website posted a detailed list of “The Most
Wanted Leaks of 2009,” organized by country. The post stated that documents or materials
nominated to the list must “[b]e likely to have political, diplomatic, ethical or historical impact
on release . . . and be plausibly obtainable to a well-motivated insider or outsider,” and must be
“described in enough detail so that . . . a visiting outsider not already familiar with the material
or its subject matter may be able to quickly locate it, and will be motivated to do so0.”

4, In August 2009, ASSANGE and a WikiLeaks associate (WLA-2) spoke at the

“Hacking at Random” conference in the Netherlands. ASSANGE sought to recruit those who
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had or could obtain authorized access to classified information and hackers to search for, steal
and send to WikiLeaks the items on the “Most Wanted Leaks” list that was posted on WikiLeaks’s
website. To embolden potential recruits, ASSANGE told the audience that, unless they were “a
serving member of the United States military,” they would have no legal liability for stealing
classified information and giving it to WikiLeaks because “TOP SECRET” meant nothing as a
matter of law.

S. At the Hacking at Random conference, WLA-2 invited members of the audience
who were interested in helping WikiLeaks to attend a follow-on session, where they could discuss
where the items on the Most Wanted Leaks list could be found and how they could be obtained.
At that follow-on session, ASSANGE explained how WikiLeaks had exploited “a small
vulnerability” inside the document distribution system of the United States Congress to obtain
reports of the Congressional Research Service that were not available to the public, and he
asserted that “[t]his is what any one of you would find if you were actually looking.”

6. In October 2009, ASSANGE spoke at the “Hack in the Box Security Conference”
in Malaysia. ASSANGE told the audience, “I was a famous teenage hacker in Australia, and I’ve
been reading generals’ emails since I was 17.” ASSANGE referenced the conference’s “capture
the flag” hacking contest, and noted that WikiLeaks had its own list of “flags” that it wanted
captured—namely, the list of “Most Wanted Leaks” posted on the WikiLeaks website. To recruit
sources to engage in computer hacking and steal classified information for publication by
WikiLeaks, ASSANGE encouraged his audience to obtain and provide to WikiLeaks information
responsive to that list.

7. As of November 2009, WikiLeaks’s “Most Wanted Leaks” for the United States

included the following:
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a. “Bulk Databases,” including an encyclopedia used by the United States
intelligence community, called “Intellipedia,” and the unclassified, but
non-public, CIA Open Source Center database; and

b. “Military and Intelligence” documents, including documents that the list
described as classified up to the SECRET level, for example, “Iraq and
Afghanistan Rules of Engagement 2007-2009 (SECRET)”; operating and
interrogation procedures at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba; documents relating to
Guantanamo detainees; CIA detainee interrogation videos; and
information about certain weapons systems.

B. Chelsea Manning

8. From 2009 to 2010, Chelsea Manning, then known as Bradley Manning, was an
intelligence analyst in the United States Army who was deployed to Forward Operating Base
Hammer in Iraq.

9. In connection with the duties of an intelligence analyst, Manning had access to
United States Department of Defense computers connected to the Secret Internet Protocol
Network, a United States government network used for classified documents and
communications. As explained below, Manning also was using the computers to download
classified records to transmit to WikiLeaks. Army regulations prohibited Manning from
attempting to bypass or circ@vent security mechanisms on government-provided information
systems and from sharing personal accounts and authenticators, such as passwords.

10.  Manning held a “TOP SECRET” security clearance, and signed a classified
information nondisclosure agreement, acknowledging that the unauthorized disclosure or
retention or negligent handling of classified information could cause irreparable injury to the

United States or be used to the advantage of a foreign nation.
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i. Manning and the Most Wanted Leaks

11.  Beginning by at least November 2009, Manning responded to ASSANGE’s
solicitation of classified information made through the WikiLeaks website. For example,
WikiLeaks’s “Military and Intelligence” “Most Wanted Leaks™ category, as described above,
solicited CIA detainee interrogation videos. On November 28, 2009, Manning in turn searched
the classified network search engine, “intelink,” for “retention+of+interrogation+videos.” The
next day, Manning searched the classified network for “detainee+abuse,” which was consistent
with the “Most Wanted Leaks” request for “Detainee abuse photos withheld by the Obama
administration” under WikiLeaks’s “Military and Intelligence” category.

12.  On November 30, 2009, Manning saved a text file entitled “wl-press.txt” to an
external hard drive and to an encrypted container on Manning’s computer. The file stated, “You
can currently contact our investigations editor directly in Iceland +354 862 3481; 24 hour service;
ask for ‘Julian Assange.’” Similarly, on December 8 and 9, 2009, Manning ran several searches
on Intelink relating to Guantanamo Bay detainee operations, interrogations, and standard
operating procedures or “SOPs.” These search terms were yet again consistent with WikiLeaks’s
“Most Wanted Leaks,” which sought Guantanamo Bay operating and interrogation SOPs under
the “Military and Intelligence” category.

ii. Manning Steals and Provides to WikiLeaks Classified
Information about Iraq, Afghanistan, and Guantanamo Bay

13. Between January 2010 and May 2010, consistent with WikiLeaks’s “Most Wanted
Leaks” solicitation of bulk databases and military and intelligence categories, Manning
downloaded four nearly complete databases from departments and agencies of the United States.
These databases contained approximately 90,000 Afghanistan war-related significant activity

reports, 400,000 Iraq war-related significant activity reports, 800 Guantanamo Bay detainee
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assessment briefs, and 250,000 U.S. Department of State cables. The United States had classified
many of these records up to the SECRET level pursuant to Executive Order No. 13526 or its
predecessor orders. Manning nevertheless provided the documents to WikiLeaks, so that
WikiLeaks could publicly disclose them on its website.

14.  No later than January 2010, Manning repeatedly used an online chat service,
Jabber.ccc.de, to chat with ASSANGE, who used multiple monikers attributable to him.?

15.  OnMarch 7, 2010, Manning asked ASSANGE how valuable the Guantanamo Bay
detainee assessment briefs would be. Afier confirming that ASSANGE thought they had value,
on March 8, 2010, Manning told ASSANGE that Manning was “throwing everything [Manning
had] on JTF GTMO [Joint Task Force, Guantanamo] at [ASSANGE] now.” ASSANGE
responded, “ok, great!”

16. On March 8, 2010, when Manning brought up the “osc,” meaning the CIA Open
Source Center, ASSANGE replied, “that’s something we want to mine entirely, btw,” which was
consistent with WikiLeaks’s list of “Most Wanted Leaks,” which solicited “the complete CIA
Open Source Center analytical database,” an unclassified (but non-public) database.

17.  On March 8, 2010, Manning used a Secure File Transfer Protocol (“SFTP”)
connection to transmit the detainee assessment briefs, classified SECRET, to a cloud drop box
operated by WikiLeaks, with an X directory that WikiLeaks had designated for Manning’s use.

18.  On March 8, 2010, in response to Manning’s comment that, after transmitting the

detainee assessment briefs to ASSANGE and WikiLeaks, “thats all i really have got left,” and to

2 The Grand Jury will allege that the person using these monikers is ASSANGE without
reference to the specific moniker used.
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encourage Manning to continue to steal classified documents from the United States and provide
them to WikiLeaks, ASSANGE replied, “curious eyes never run dry in my experience.”
iii. ASSANGE Agrees to Help Manning Crack a Password

19. On March 8, 2010, ASSANGE told Manning that ASSANGE would have
someone try to crack a password hash to enable Manning to hack into a U.S. government
computer. Specifically, ASSANGE agreed to assist Manning in cracking a password hash stored
on United States Department of Defense computers connected to the Secret Internet Protocol
Network.

20.  The encrypted password hash that Manning gave to ASSANGE to crack --
following ASSANGE’s “curious eyes never run dry” comment -- was stored as a “hash value” in
a computer file that was accessible only by users with administrative-level privileges. Manning
did not have administrative-level privileges, and used special software, namely a Linux operating
system, to access the computer file and obtain the encrypted password hash that Manning then
provided to ASSANGE.

21. On March 10, 2010, ASSANGE requested more information from Manning
related to the encrypted password hash, because he had so far been unable to crack it. Had
ASSANGE and Manning successfully cracked the encrypted password hash, Manning may have
been able to log onto computers under a username that did not belong to Manning. Such a
measure would have made it more difficult for investigators to identify Manning as the source of
unauthorized disclosures of classified information.

22.  On March 10, 2010, after ASSANGE told Manning that there was “a username in

the gitmo docs,” Manning told ASSANGE, “any usernames should probably be filtered, period.”
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- 23, On March 10, 2010, in response to Manning’s question whether there was
“anything useful” in the “gitmo docs,” ASSANGE responded, in part, that “these sorts of things
are always motivating to other sources too.” ASSANGE stated, “Hence the feeling is people can
give us stuff for anything not as ‘dangerous as gitmo’ on the one hand, and on the other, for people
who know more, there’s a desire to eclipse.”

24.  Following ASSANGE’s “curious eyes never run dry” comment, on March 22,
2010, Manning downloaded from the Secret Internet Protocol Network multiple Iraq rules of
engagement files (consistent with WikiLeaks’s “Most Wanted Leaks” solicitation), and provided
them to ASSANGE and WikiLeaks. The rules of engagement files delineated the circumstances
and limitations under which United States forces would initiate or continue combat engagement
upon encountering other forces. WikiLeaks’s disclosure of this information would allow enemy
forces in Iraq and elsewhere to anticipate certain actions or responses by U.S. armed forces and
to carry out more effective attacks.

25.  Following ASSANGE’s “curious eyes never run dry” comment, between March
28,2010, and April 9, 2010, and consistent with WikiLeaks’s solicitation of bulk databases and
classified materials of diplomatic significance, Manning further used a U.S. Department of
Defense computer to download over 250,000 U.S. Department of State cables, which were
classified up to the SECRET level. Manning uploaded these cables to ASSANGE and
WikiLeaks through an SFTP connection to a cloud drop box operated by WikiLeaks, with an X
directory that WikiLeaks had designated for Manning’s use.

26. At the time ASSANGE agreed to receive and received from Manning for the
purpose of public disclosure on WikiLeaks the classified Guantanamo Bay detainee assessment

briefs, the U.S. Department of State Cables, and the Iraq rules of engagement files, ASSANGE
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knew that Manning was unlawfully taking and disclosing them, and at the time ASSANGE agreed
to assist Manning in cracking the encrypted password hash, ASSANGE knew that Manning was
taking and illegally providing WikiLeaks with classified documents and records containing
national defense information from classified databases. For example, not only had ASSANGE
already received thousands of military-related documents, including the Afghanistan war-related
significant activity reports and Iraq war-related significant activity reports, classified up to the
SECRET level from Manning, but Manning and ASSANGE also had chatted about (i) military
jargon and references to current events in Iraq, which shoWed that Manning was.a government or
military source; (ii) the “releasability” of certain information by ASSANGE; (iii) measures to
prevent the discovery of Manning as ASSANGE’s source, such as clearing logs and use of a
“cryptophone”; and (iv) a code phrase to use if something went wrong.

27.  On April 5, 2010, WikiLeaks released on its website the rules of engagement files
that Manning provided. It entitled four of the documents as follows: “US Rules of Engagement
for Iraq; 2007 flowchart,” “US Rules of Engagement for Iraq; Refcard 2007,” “US Rules of
Engagement for Iraq, March 2007,” and “US Rules of Engagement for Iraq, Nov 2006.” All of
these documents had been classified as SECRET, except for the “US Rules of Engagement for
Iraq; Refcard 2007,” which was unclassified but for official use only.

28. Manning was arrested on May 27, 2010.

29. In July 2010, at a conference in New York City of “Hackers on Planet Earth,” a
WikiLeaks associate urged attendees to leak to WikiLeaks. That WikiLeaks associate (WLA-3)
said that WikiLeaks had “never lost a source,” told the audience that it should reject the thought
that someone else was more qualified than them to determine whether a document should be kept

secret, and urged attendees to assist WikiLeaks and emulate others who had broken the law to
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disseminate classified information. WLA-3 ended his mﬁuest for assistance with the slogan,
“Think globally, hack locally.”

30. In July 2010, WikiLeaks published approximately 75,000 significant activity
reports related to the war in Afghanistan, classified up to the SECRET level, illegally provided
to WikiLeaks by Manning.

31.  InOctober 2010, WikiLeaks published approximately 400,000 significant activity
reports related to the war in Iraq, classified up to the SECRET level, illegally provided to
WikiLeaks by Manning.

32.  In November 2010, WikiLeaks started publishing redacted versions of U.S. State
Department cables, classified up to the SECRET level, illegally provided to WikiLeaks by
Manning,

33.  InApril 2011, WikiLeaks published approximately 800 Guantanamo Bay detainee
assessment briefs, classified up to the SECRET level, illegally provided to WikiLeaks by
Manning,

34. In August and September 2011, WikiLeaks published unredacted versions of
approximately 250,000 U.S. State Department Cables, classified up to the SECRET level, which

- were illegally provided to WikiLeaks by Manning.
C. Teenager, Manning, and NATO Country-1

35.  Inearly 2010, around the same time that ASSANGE was working with Manning
to obtain classified information, ASSANGE met a 17-year old in NATO Country-1 (“Teenager”),
who provided ASSANGE with data stolen from a bank.

36.  Inearly 2010, ASSANGE asked Teenager to commit computer intrusions and steal

additional information, including audio recordings of phone conversations between high-ranking

10
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officials of the government of NATO Country-1, including members of the Parliament of NATO
Country-1.

37. Beginning in January 2010, Manning repeatedly searched for classified
information about NATO Country-1.

38. On February 14, 2010, Manning downloaded classified State Department
materials regarding the govemment of NATO Country-1. On February 18, 2010, WikiLeaks
posted to its website a classified cable from the U.S. Embassy in NATO Country-1, that
WikiLeaks received from Manning.

39.  OnMarch 5, 2010, ASSANGE told Manning about having received stolen banking
documents from a source who, in fact, was Teenager.

40. On March 10, 2010, after ASSANGE told Manning that ASSANGE had given an
“intel source” a “list of things we wanted” and the source had agreed to provide and did provide
four months of recordings of all phones in the Parliament of the government of NATO Country-
1, ASSANGE stated, “So, that’s what I think the future is like ;),” referring to how he expected
WikiLeaks to operate.

41.  Inearly 2010, a source provided ASSANGE with credentials to gain unauthorized
access into a website that was used by the government of NATO Country-1 to track the location
of police and first responder vehicles, and agreed that ASSANGE should use those credentials to
gain unauthorized access to the website.

42, On March 17, 2010, ASSANGE told Manning that ASSANGE used the
unauthorized access to the website of the government of NATO Country-1 for tracking police
vehicles (provided to ASSANGE by a source) to determine that NATO Country-1 police were

monitoring ASSANGE.

260



Case 1:18-cr-00111-CMH Document 44 Filed 06/24/20 Page 12 of 48 PagelD# 297

43. On March 29, 2010, WikiLeaks posted to its website classified State Department
materials regarding officials in the government of NATO Country-1, which Manning had
downloaded on February 14, 2010.

44, On July 21, 2010, after ASSANGE and Teenager failed in their joint attempt to
decrypt a file stolen from a NATO Country-1 bank, Teenager asked a U.S. person to try to do so.
In 2011 and 2012, that individual, who had been an acquaintance of Manning since early 2010,
became a paid employee of WikiLeaks, and reported to ASSANGE and Teenager.

45. No later than the summer of 2010, ASSANGE put Teenager in charge of operating,
administering, and monitoring WikiLeaks’s Internet Relay Chat (“IRC”) channel. Because
WikiLeaks’s IRC channel was open to the public, ASSANGE regarded it as both a means of
contacting new sources and a potential “den of spies.” ASSANGE warned Teenager to beware
of spies, and to refer to ASSANGE sources with “national security related information.”

46. In September 2010, ASSANGE directed Teenager to hack into the computer of an
individual formerly associated with WikiLeaks and delete chat logs containing statements of
ASSANGE. When Teenager asked how that could be done, ASSANGE wrote that the former
WikiLeaks associate could “be fooled into downloading a trojan,” referring to malicious software,
and then asked Teenager what operating system the former-WikiLeaks associate used.

D. Anonymous, Gnosis, AntiSec, and LulzSec

47.  In December 2010, media outlets reported that hackers affiliated with a group
known as “Anonymous” launched distributed denial of service attacks (“DDoS” attacks) against
PayPal, Visa, and MasterCard in retaliation for their decisions to stop processing payments for

WikiLeaks. Anonymous called these attacks “Operation Payback.”
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48. Later in December 2010, “Laurelai,” a hacker affiliated with Anonymous, who
identified herself as a member of the hacking group “Gnosis,” contacted Teenager. Laurelai
subsequently introduced Teenager to another member of Gnosis, who went by the online moniker
“Kayla.” Teenager told Laurelai that he [Teenager] was “in charge of recruitments” for
WikiLeaks and stated, “I am under JULIAN ASSANGE’s authority and report to him and him
only.” First Laurelai and later Kayla indicated to Teenager their willingness to commit computer
intrusions on behalf of WikiLeaks.

49,  In January 2011, Teenager told ASSANGE, “a group of Hackers offered there
servicses [sic] to us called Gnosis.” ASSANGE approved of the arrangement and told Teenager
to meet with Gnosis.

50.  On February 6, 2011, Laurelai told Kayla that they should show to Teenager
materials that Kayla had obtained by hacking a U.S. cybersecurity company (“U.S. Cybersecurity
Company™).

51.  OnFebruary 7,2011, Teenager messaged ASSANGE that Gnosis had hacked U.S.
Cybersecurity Company.

52. On February 11, 2011, Teenager provided ASSANGE with computer code that
Kayla had hacked from U.S. Cybersecurity Company and told ASSANGE it came from Gnosis’s
hack of that company.

53. On February 15, 2011, in a chat with a hacker with the moniker “elChe,” Laurelai
characterized herself as “part of WikiLeaks staff ... hacker part.”

54.  OnFebruary 16,2011, Laurelai asked Kayla whether Laurelai could tell Teenager
about Kayla’s penetration of a hosting service, o that WikiLeaks could determine if WikiLeaks

needed information hosted there.
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55. On February 17, 2011, Teenager told Laurelai that WikiLeaks was the world’s
largest hacking organization.

56. On March 1, 2011, Laurelai told Kayla to let Laurelai know if Kayla found any
“@gov” passwords” so that Laurelai could then send them to WikiLeaks (through Teenager).

57.  On March 6, 2011, Laurelai offered WikiLeaks (through Teenager) “unpublished
zero days” (vulnerabilities that can be used to hack computer systems).

58.  On March 15, 2011, Laurelai emailed WikiLeaks (through Teenager) a list of
approximately 200 purported passwords to U.S. and state government email accounts, including
passwords (hashed and plaintext) that purported to be for accounts associated with information
technology specialists at government institutions.

59. In May 2011, members of Anonymous, including several who were involved in
“Operation Payback” from December 2010, formed their own‘ hacking group, which they publicly
called “LulzSec.” These members included Kayla, “Sabu,” and “Topiary.”

60. On May 24, 2011, a television network (the “Television Network™) aired a
documentary about WikiLeaks that included an allegation that ASSANGE intentionally risked
the lives of the sources named in WikiLeaks publications. Approximately five days later, on May
29, 2011, LulzSec members claimed that, as retaliation for the Television Network’s negative
coverage of WikiLeaks, they hacked into the Television Network’s computers and published
passwords used by its journalists, affiliates, and employees.

61.  On June 7, 2011, Sabu was arrested. Shortly thereafter, Sabu began cooperating
with the FBI.

62.  In June 2011, after LulzSec took credit for a purported DDoS attack against the

CIA’s public-facing website, ASSANGE decided that WikiLeaks should publicly support
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LulzSec. From the official WikiLeaks Twitter account, WikiLeaks tweeted: “WikiLeaks
supporters, LulzSec, take down CIA . . . who has a task force into WikiLeaks,” adding, “CIA
finally learns the real meaning of WTF.”

63.  After receiving ASSANGE’s approval to establish a relationship between
WikiLeaks and LulzSec, Teenager made contact with Topiary on June 16, 2011, by going through
Laurelai. To show Topiary that Teenager spoke for WikiLeaks so that an agreement could be
reached between WikiLeaks and LulzSec, Teenager posted to YouTube (and then quickly
deleted) a video of his computer screen that showed the conversation that he was then having with
Topiary. The video turned from Teenager’s computer screen and showed ASSANGE sitting
nearby.

64.  Teenager told Topiary, “[m]y main purpose here is mainly to create some kind of
a connection between lulzsec and wikileaks.” Topiary agreed to this partnership, stating, “if we
do get a /massive/ cache of information, we’d be happy to supply you with it.” Teenager later
added, “WikiLeaks cannot publicly be taking down websites, but we might give a suggestion of
something or something similar, if that’s acceptable to LulzSec.”

65. On June 19, 2011, LulzSec posted a release, stating that it was launching a
movement called “AntiSec” that would engage in cyberattacks against government agencies,
banks, and cybersecurity firms. From this point forward, people affiliated with the groups often
used the names LulzSec and AntiSec interchangeably.

66. Inthe fall of 2011, Teenager left WikiLeaks.
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E. Sabu, Hammond, and ASSANGE

67.  On December 25, 2011, media outlets reported that hackers claiming an affiliation
with Anonymous and LulzSec announced they had hacked the servers of a private intelligence
consulting company (“Intelligence Consulting Company™).

68.  On December 29, 2011, in a chat with other hackers on an IRC channel called
“#Lulzxmas,” a hacker affiliated with LulzSec/AntiSec, Jeremy Hammond, told the others that
information hacked from Intelligence Consulting Company was being sent to Wikileaks.

69. On December 29, 2011, in a chat with other hackers on the “#Lulzxmas” IRC
channel, Hammond informed elChe and others in the group, “JA almost done copying the files.”
Hammond also told elChe that there should be “no leaks about this partnering.”

70.  In December 2011, Hammond told Sabu that he had been partnering with an
individual at WikiLeaks who Hammond believed to be ASSANGE. Hammond explained that
he had (a) received from that individual a message that WikiLeaks would tweet a message in
code; (b) seen that shortly thereafter, the WikiLeaks Twitter account tweeted, “rats for Donavon”;
(c) received another message from that individual believed to be ASSANGE, explaining that the
tweet contained an anagram for a particular term that such individual specified; and (d) the term
specified contained a reference to the name of Intelligence Consulting Company.

71.  On December 31, 2011, WikiLeaks tweeted “#antisec owning Law enforcement
in 2012,” as well as links to emails and databases that Hammond and AntiSec had obtained from
hacking two U.S. state police associations. On January 3, 2012, WikiLeaks tweeted a link to
information that LulzSec/AntiSec had hacked and published in 2011, stating,
“Anonymous/Antisec/Luzsec releases in 2011.” On January 6, 2012, WikiLeaks tweeted a link

to a spoofed email sent by Hammond to the clients of Intelligence Consulting Company,
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purporting to be the CEO of that company, stating, “AnonymousIRC email sent by #AntiSec to
[Intelligence Consulting Company]’s customers #Anonymous #LulzSec.”

| 72.  InJanuary 2012, Hammond told Sabu that “JA” provided to Hammond a script to
search the emails stolen from Intelligence Consulting Company, and that “JA” would provide that
script to associates of Hammond as well. Hammond also introduced Sabu via Jabber to “JA.” In
January and February 2012, Sabu used Jabber to chat with this WikiLeaks leader, who used
various monikers on Jabber.ccc.de that are attributed to ASSANGE for reasons including but not
limited to the following®:

a. When Sabu suggested that it had to be “boring” to stay at Ellingham Hall “every
day with an ankle bracelette [sic] to look at all day,” ASSANGE responded that
he was involved in “supreme court strategy, fowl theory, new crypto-systems for
our guys, talking to sources, coordinating new releases, another 5 law suits, pr, tv
series, press complaints, trying to get money back form [sic] old lawyers, working
on new books, censorship projects, moving $/people around... about the same as
any CEO of a medium sized international company with a lot of law suits....”
ASSANGE said that he was very busy, but trusted only himself to deal with
sources. He said that the others who worked at WikiLeaks were good people, but
indicated that he lacked confidence that anyone at WikiLeaks other than himself

could survive prosecution and prison without talking to law enforcement.

3 For the remainder of the Second Superseding Indictment, the Grand Jury will allege that
the person using these monikers is ASSANGE without reference to the specific moniker used.
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b. On January 16, 2012, Sabu asked ASSANGE how “the case [was] going.” In
response, ASSANGE said, “[i]t’s a huge legal-political quagmire” and also said,
“[i]f I’'m going down it sure hasn’t been without a fight.”
¢. OnJanuary 16, 2012, ASSANGE told Sabu that he was making a television show
in which he would be interviewing “ultimate insiders and outsiders on the fate of
the world.” ASSANGE told Sabu that, on his show, he would interview guests
including presidents, the leader of Hezbollah, and participants in the Occupy
Movement. On February 21,2012, ASSANGE told Sabu that he had, the previous
day, interviewed a former Guantanamo Bay prisoner who now ran the website
cageprisoners.org, 4
73.  OnJanuary 16,2012, and in response to a message from Sabu that stated, “If you
have any targets in mind by all means let us know,” ASSANGE initially responded that he could
not “give target suggestions for the obvious legal reasons,” but approximately 44 seconds later
added, “But, for people that do bad things, and probably have that documented, there’s [‘Research
and Investigative Firm’]” and “lots of the companies” listed on a website whose address
ASSANGE provided.
74.  On January 21, 2012, ASSANGE suggested that, in the course of hacking
Research and Investigative Firm, Sabu and other members of LulzSec/AntiSec should look for

and provide to WikiLeaks mail and documents, databases and pdfs.

4 On January 23, 2012, WikiLeaks announced a new television series that would start in
March 2012, in which ASSANGE would host conversations with key political players over the
course of approximately ten weekly episodes. Airing on the Russia Today network, the guests
interviewed by ASSANGE included the Presidents of Tunisia and Ecuador, the leader of
Hezbollah, representatives of the Occupy Movement, and an individual who claimed to be a
former Guantanamo Bay prisoner who ran the website cageprisoners.org in 2012.
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75.  On February 21, 2012, and in response to Sabu’s request, ASSANGE provided
Sabu with a computer script to search for emails hacked from Intelligence Consulting Company.

76. On February 21, 2012, to focus the hacking efforts of the hackers associated with
Sabu, ASSANGE told Sabu that the most impactful release of hacked materials would be from
the CIA, NSA, or the New York Times.

71. On February 22, 2012, Hammond told Sabu that, at ASSANGE’s “indirect”
request, Hammond had spammed the Intelligence Consulting Company again.

78.  On February 27, 2012, WikiLeaks began publishing emails that Hammond and
others hacked from Intelligence Consulting Company.

79. On February 27,2012, Hammond told Sabu, “we started giving JA” materials that
had been obtained from other hacks.

80. On February 27,2012, Hammond told Sabu that ASSANGE was talking to elChe.

81.  On February 28, 2012, Hammond complained to Sabu that the incompetence of
his fellow hackers was causing him to fail to meet estimates he had given to ASSANGE for the
volume of hacked information that Hammond expected to provide WikiLeaks, writing, “can’t sit
on all these targets dicking around when the booty is sitting there ... especially when we are asked
to make it happen with WL. We repeated a 2TB number to JA. Now turns out it’s like maybe
100GB. Would have been 40-S0GB if 1 didn’t go and reget all the mail from [foreign
cybersecurity company].” Hammond then stated that he needed help with ongoing hacks that his
associates were committing against victims that included a U.S. law enforcement entity, a U.S.
political organization, and a U.S. cybersecurity company.

82. In March 2012, Hammond was arrested.
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F. ASSANGE'’s Efforts to Recruit System Administrators

83.  InJune 2013, media outlets reported that Edward J. Snowden had leaked numerous
documents taken from the NSA and was located in Hong Kong. Later that month, an arrest
warrant was issued in the United States District Court for the Eastern District of Virginia, for the
arrest of Snowden, on charges involving the theft of information from the United States
government,

84.  To encourage leakers and hackers to provide stolen materials to WikiLeaks in the
future, ASSANGE and others at WikiLeaks openly displayed their attempts to assist Snowden in
evading arrest.

85.  In June 2013, a WikiLeaks associate (“WLA-4") traveled with Snowden from
Hong Kong to Moscow.

86. On December 31, 2013, at the annual conference of the Chaos Computer Club
(“CCC”) in Germany, ASSANGE, WLA-3 and WLA-4 gave a presentation titled “Sysadmins of
the World, Unite! A Call to Resistance.” On its website, the CCC promoted the presentation by
writing, “[t]here has never been a higher demand for a politically-engaged hackerdom” and that
ASSANGE and WLA-3 would “discuss what needs to be done if we are going to
win.” ASSANGE told the audience that “the famous leaks that WikiLeaks has done or the recent
Edward Snowden revelations” showed that “it was possible now for even a single system
administrator to . . . not merely wreck[] or disabl[e] [organizations] . . . but rather shifi[]
information from an information apartheid system . . . into the knowledge commons.” ASSANGE
exhorted the audience to join the CIA in order to steal and provide information to WikiLeaks,
stating, “I’m not saying don’t join the CIA; no, go and join the CIA. Go in there, go into the

ballpark and get the ball and bring it out.”
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87. At the same presentation, in responding to the audience’s question as to what they
could do, WLA-3 said “Edward Snowden did not save himself. . . . Specifically for source
protection, [ WLA-4] took actions to protect [Snowden] . . . . [I]f we can succeed in saving Edward
Snowden’s life and to keep him free, then the next Edward Snowden will have that to look forward
to. And if we look also to what has happened to Chelsea Manning, we see additionally that
Snowden has clearly learned. . . .”

G. ASSANGE and WikiLeaks Continue to Recruit

88.  On May 6, 2014, at a re:publica conference in Germany, WLA-4 sought to recruit
those who had or could obtain authorized access to classified information and hackers to search
for and send the classified or otherwise stolen information to WikiLeaks by explaining, “[f]rom
the beginning our mission has been to publish classified or in any other way censored information
that is of political, historical importance.”

89. On May 15, 2015, WikiLeaks tweeted a request for nominations for the 2015
“Most Wanted Leaks” list, and as an example, linked to one of the posts of a “Most Wanted
Leaks” list from 2009 list that remained on WikiLeaks’s website.

90.  Inaninterview on May 25,2015, ASSANGE claimed to have arranged distraction
operations to assist Snowden in avoiding arrest by the United States:

Let’s go back to 2013. There was a worldwide manhunt for Edward Snowden . .

. vast resources were put into trying to grab Edward Snowden or work out where

he might go, if he was leaving Hong Kong, and grab him there.

So we worked against that, and we got him out of Hong Kong and got him to

Russia, and we were going to transit through Russia to get him to Latin America.

Now, the U.S. government canceled his passport as he was en route, it seems, to

Moscow, meaning that he then couldn’t take his next flight, which had been

booked through Cuba. And at that point, there became a question of, well, how

else can he proceed? If he can’t proceed by a commercial airline, are there other

alternatives? And so, we looked into private flights, private jets, other unusual
routes for commercial jets, and presidential jets. . . .
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There was an oil conference on in—there was an international oil conference in
Moscow that week. Edward Snowden and our journalist, [WLA-4], still in the
Moscow airport in the transit lounge, and so we thought, well, this is an
opportunity, actually, to send Edward Snowden to Latin America on one of these

jets.. ..

We had engaged in a number of these distraction operations in the asylum

maneuver from Hong Kong, for example, booking him on flights to India through

Beijing and other forms of distraction, like Iceland, for example.

9l1. On June 18, 2015, at an event sponsored by the Rosa Luxemburg Foundation in
Germany, WLA-3 and WLA-4 sought to recruit individuals to search for, steal, and send to
WikiLeaks classified information by promising their audience that, if anyone in the audience
could infiltrate organizations supporting the military, find the right “informational way to strike,”
and emulate Snowden, WikiLeaks would publish their information.

92.  In June 2015, to continue to encourage individuals to hack into computers and/or
illegally obtain and disclose classified information to WikiLeaks, WikiLeaks maintained on its
website a list of “The Most Wanted Leaks of 2009,” which stated that documents or materials
nominated to the list must “[b]e likely to have political, diplomatic, ethical or historical impact
on release . . . and be plausibly obtainable to a well-motivated insider or outsider,” and must be
“described in enough detail so that . . . a visiting outsider not already familiar with the material

or its subject matter may be able to quickly locate it, and will be motivated to do so.”

H. ASSANGE Revealed the Names of Human Sources and
Created a Grave and Imminent Risk to Human Life.

93.  During 2010 and 2011, ASSANGE disseminated and published via the WikiLeaks
website the documents classified up to the SECRET level that he had obtained from Manning,

as described above, including approximately 75,000 Afghanistan war-related significant activity
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reports, 400,000 Iraq war-related significant activity reports, 800 Guantanamo Bay detainee
assessment briefs, and 250,000 U.S. Department of State cables.

94, The significant activity reports from the Afghanistan and Iraq wars that
ASSANGE disseminated and published included names of local Afghans and Iraqis who had
provided information to U.S. and coalition forces. The State Department cables that WikiLeaks
disseminated and published included names of persons throughout the world who provided
information to the U.S. government in circumstances in which they could reasonably expect that
their identities would be kept confidential. These sources included journalists, religious leaders,
human rights advocates, and political dissidents who were living in repressive regimes and
reported to the United States the abuses of their own government, and the political conditions
within their countries, at great risk to their own safety. By disseminating and publishing these
documents without redacting the human sources’ names or other identifying information,
ASSANGE created a grave and imminent risk that t.he innocent people he named would suffer
serious physical harm and/or arbitrary detention.

95.  OnJuly 30, 2010, the New York Times published an article entitled “Taliban Study
WikiLeaks to Hunt Informants.” The article stated that, after the release of the Afghanistan war
significant activity reports, a member of the Taliban contacted the New York Times and stated,
“We are studying the report. We knew about the spies and people who collaborate with U.S.
forces. We will investigate through our own secret service whether the people mentioned are
really spies working for the U.S. If they are U.S. spies, then we know how to punish them.”
When confronted about such reports, ASSANGE said, “The Taliban is not a coherent outfit, but
we don’t say that it is absolutely impossible that anything we ever publish will ever result in

harm—we cannot say that.”
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96.  On May 2, 2011, United States armed forces raided the compound of Osama bin
Laden in Abbottabad, Pakistan. During the raid, they collected a number of items of digital media,
which included the following: (1) a letter from bin Laden to another member of the terrorist
organization al-Qaeda in which bin Laden requested that the member gather the Department of
Defense material posted to WikiLeaks, (2) a letter from that same member of al-Qaeda to bin
Laden with information from the Afghanistan War Documents provided by Manning to
WikiLeaks and released by WikiLeaks, and (3) Department of State information provided by
Manning to WikiLeaks and released by WikiLeaks.

97.  The following are examples of significant activity reports related to the
Afghanistan and Iraq wars that ASSANGE disseminated and published without redacting the
names of human sources who were vulnerable to retribution by the Taliban in Afghanistan or the
insurgency in Iraq:

a. Classified Document C1 was a 2007 threat report containing details of a planned
anti-coalition attack at a specific location in Afghanistan. Classified Document
C1 named the local human source who reported the planned attack. Classified
Document C1 was classified at the SECRET level.

b. Classified Document C2 was a 2009 threat report identifying a person who
supplied weapons at a specific location in Afghanistan. Classified Document C2
named the local human source who reported information. Classified Document
C2 was classified at the SECRET level.

c. Classified Document D1 was a 2009 report discussing an improvised explosive

device (“IED”) attack in Iraq. Classified Document D1 named local human
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sources who provided information on the attack. Classified Document D1 was
classified at the SECRET level.

d. Classified Document D2 was a 2008 report that named a local person in Iraq who
had turned in weapons to coalition forces and had been threatened afterward.
Classified Document D2 was classified at the SECRET level.

98. The following are examples of State Department cables that ASSANGE
disseminated and published without redacting the names of human sources who were vulnerable
to retribution.

a. Classified Document A1 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing a political
éituation in Iran. Classified Document A1 named a human source of information
located in Iran and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be protected.
Classified Document A1 was classified at the SECRET level.

b. Classified Document A2 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing political
dynamics in Iran. Classified Document A2 named a human source of information
who regularly traveled to Iran and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be
protected. Classified Document A2 was classified at the SECRET level.

c. Classified Document A3 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing issues
related to ethnic conflict in China. Classified Document A3 named a human
source of information located in China and indicated that the source’s identity
needed to be protected. Classified Document A3 was classified at the SECRET
level.

d. Classified Document A4 was a 2009 State Department cable discussing relations

between Iran and Syria. Classified Document A4 named human sources of
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information located in Syria and indicated that the sources’ identities needed to be
protected. Classified Document A4 was classified at the SECRET level.

e. Classified Document AS was a 2010 State Department cable discussing human
rights issues in Syria. Classified Document A5 named a human source of
information located in Syria and indicated that the source’s identity needed to be
protected. Classified Document A5 was classified at the SECRET level.

99.  ASSANGE knew that his dissemination and publication of Afghanistan and Iraq
war-related significant activity reports endangered sources, whom he named as having provided
information to U.S. and coalition forces.

100. In an interview in August 2010, ASSANGE called it “regrettable” that sources
disclosed by WikiLeaks “may face some threat as a result.” But, in the same interview,
ASSANGE insisted that “we are not obligated to protect other people’s sources, military sources
or spy organization sources, except from unjust retribution,” adding that in general “there are
numerous cases where people sell information . . . or frame others or are engaged in genuinely
traitorous behavior and actually that is something for the public to know about.”

101. ASSANGE also knew that his dissemination and publication of the State
Department cables endangered sources whom he named as having provided information to the
State Department and other agencies of the United States. In a letter dated November 27, 2010
from the State Department’s legal adviser to ASSANGE and his lawyer, ASSANGE was
informed, among other things, that publication of the State Department cables would “[p]lace at
risk the lives of countless innocent individuals—from journalists to human rights activists and
bloggers to soldiers to individuals providing information to further peace and security.” Prior to

his dissemination and publication of the unredacted State Department cables, ASSANGE claimed
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that he intended “to gradually roll [the cables] out in a safe way” by partnering with mainstream
media outlets and “read[ing] through every single cable and redact[ing] identities accordingly.”
Nonetheless, while ASSANGE and WikiLeaks published some of the cables in redacted form
beginning in November 2010, they disseminated and published over 250,000 cables in August
and September 2011, in unredacted form, that is, without redacting the names of the human
sources.
L U.S. Law to Protect Classified Information

102. Executive Order No. 13526 and its predecessor orders define the classification
levels assigned to classified information. Under the Executive Order, information may be
classified as “SECRET” if its unauthorized disclosure reasonably could be expected to cause
serious damage to the national security, and information may be classified as
“CONFIDENTIAL?” if its unauthorized disclosure reasonably could be expected to cause
damage to the national security. Further, under the Executive Order, classified information can
generally only be disclosed to those persons who have been granted an appropriate level of United
States government security clearance and possess a need to know the classified information in
connection to their official duties.

103.  Atno point was ASSANGE a citizen of the United States, nor did he hold a United
States security clearance or otherwise have authorization to receive, possess, or communicate

classified information.
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COUNT 1

(Conspiracy to Obtain and Disclose National Defense Information)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

Illegal Objects of the Conspiracy

B. Between in or about 2009 and continuing until in or about 2015, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, knowingly and unlawfully conspired with other co-conspirators, kno% and unknown
to the Grand Jury, to commit the following offenses against the United States:

1. To obtain documents, writings, and notes connected with the national
defense, for the purpose of obtaining information respecting the national defense—
including detainee assessment briefs related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo
Bay; U.S. State Department cables; and Iraq rules of engagement files classified up to the
SECRET level—and with reason to believe that the information wés to be used to the
injury of the United States and the advantage of any foreign nation, in violation of Title 18,
United States Code, Section 793(b);

2, To receive and obtain documents, writings, and notes connected with the
national defense—including detainee assessment briefs related to detainees who were held
at Guantanamo Bay; U.S. State Department cables; and Iraq rules of engagement files
classified up to the SECRET level—for the purpose of obtaining information respecting
the national defense, and knowing and with reason to believe at the time such materials

were received and obtained, they had been and would be taken, obtained, and disposed of
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by a person contrary to the provisions of Chapter 37 of Title 18 of the United States Code,
in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(c);

3. To willfully communicate documents relating to the national defense—
namely, detainee assessment briefs related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay;
U.S. State Department cables; Iraq rules of engagement files; and documents containing
the names of individuals in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere around the world, who risked
their safety and freedom by providing information to the United States and our allies, which
were classified up to the SECRET level—from persons having lawful possession of or
access to such documents, to persons not entitled to receive them, in violation of Title 18,
United States Code, Section 793(d); and

4, To willfully communicate documents relating to the national defense—
namely, (i) for Manning to communicate to ASSANGE the detainee assessment briefs related
to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay, U.S. State Department cables, and Iraq rules
of engagement files classified up to the SECRET level, and (ii) for ASSANGE to
communicate documents classified up to the SECRET level containing the names of
individuals in Afghanistan, Iraq, and elsewhere around the world, who risked their safety and
freedom by providing information to the United States and our allies to certain individuals
and the public—from persons in unauthorized possession of such documents to persons not
entitled to receive them, in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(¢).

C. In furtherance of the conspiracy, and to accomplish its objects, ASSANGE and his
conspirators committed lawful and unlawful overt acts, including but not limited to, those described
in the General Allegations Section of this Superseding Indictment.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(g))

29

278



Case 1:18-cr-00111-CMH Document 44 Filed 06/24/20 Page 30 of 48 PagelD# 315

COUNT 2

(Conspiracy To Commit Computer Intrusions)
A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

Illegal Objects of the Conspiracy

B. Between in or about 2009 and continuing until in or about 2015, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, knowingly and unlawfully conspired with other co-conspirators, known and unknown
to the Grand Jury, to commit the following offenses against the United States:

1. To knowingly access a computer, without authorization and exceeding authorized
access, to obtain information that has been determined by the United States Government
pursuant to an Executive order and statute to require protecti(.)n against unauthorized
disclosure for reasons of national defense and foreign relations, namely, documents relating
to the national defense classified up to the SECRET level, with reason to believe that such
information so obtained could be used to the injury of the United States and the advantage of
any foreign nation, and to willfully communicate, deliver, transmit, and cause to be
communicated, delivered, or transmitted the same, to persons not entitled to receive it, and
willfully retain the same and fail to deliver it to the officer or employee entitled to receive it
in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1030(a)(1) and 1030(c)(1)(A);

2. To intentionally access a computer, without authorization and exceeding
authorized access, and thereby obtain information from a department and agency of the United

States and from protected computers; committed in furtherance of criminal and tortious acts
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in violation of the laws of the United States and of any State, and to obtain information that
exceeded $5,000 in value, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1030(a)(2) and 1030(c)(2)(B);

3. To knowingly cause the transmission of a program, information, code, or
command, and as a result of such conduct, intentionally cause damage without authorization
to protected computers resulting in (i) aggregated loss during a one-year period of at least
$5,000 in value, (ii) damage affecting a computer used by or for an entity of the United States
Government in furtherance of the administration of justice, national defense, and national
security; and (iii) damage affecting 10 or more protected computers during a one-year period,
in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1030(a)(5)(A) and 1030(c)(4)(B); and

4. To intentionally access protected computers without authorization, and as a result
of such conduct, recklessly cause damage résulting in (i) aggregated loss during a one-year
period of at least $5,000 in value, (ii) damage affecting a computer used by or for an entity of
the United States Government in furtherance of the administration of justice, national defense,
and national security; and (iii) damage affecting 10 or more protected computers during a one-
year period, in violation of 18 U.S.C. §§ 1030(a)(5)(B) and 1030(c)(4)(A).

C. In furtherance of the conspiracy, and to accomplish its objects, ASSANGE and his

conspirators committed lawful and unlawful overt acts, including but not limited to, those

described in the General Allegations Section of this Indictment.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 371)
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COUNT 3

(Unauthorized Obtaining of National Defense Information)
(State Department Cables)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defende'mt, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, knowingly and unlawfully obtained and aided,
abetted, counseled, induced, procured and willfully caused Manning to obtain documents,
writings, and notes connected with the national defense, for the purpose of obtaining information
respecting the national defense—namely, U.S. Department of State cables classified up to the
SECRET level—and with reason to believe that the information was to be used to the injury of

the United States or the advantage of any foreign nation.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(b) and 2)
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COUNT 4

(Unauthorized Obtaining of National Defense Information)
- (Iraq Rules of Engagement Files)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, knowingly and unlawfully obtained and aided,
abetted, counseled, induced, procured and willfully caused Manning to obtain documents,
writings, and notes connected with the national defense, for the purpose of obtaining information
respecting the national defense—namely, Iraq rules of engagement files classified up to the
SECRET level—and with reason to believe that the information was to be used to the injury of

the United States or the advantage of any foreign nation.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(b) and 2)
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COUNT 5
(Attempted Unauthorized Obtaining and Receiving of National Defense Information)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, knowingly and unlawfully attempted to
receive and obtain documents, writings, and notes connected with the national defense—namely,
information stored on the Secret Intemet Protocol Network classified up to the SECRET level—
for the purpose of obtaining information respecting the national defense, knowing and having
reason to believe, at the time that he attempted to receive and obtain them, that such materials
would be obtained, taken, made, and disposed of by a person contrary to the provisions of Chapter

37 of Title 18 of the United States Code.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(c) and 2)
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COUNT 6

(Unauthorized Obtaining and Receiving of National Defense Information)
(Detainee Assessment Briefs)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought t§ the Eastern District
of Virginia, knowingly and unlawfully received and obtained documents, writings, and notes
connected with the national defense—namely, detainee assessment briefs classified up to the
SECRET level related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay—for the purpose of
obtaining information respecting the national defense, knowing and having reason to believe, at
the time that he received and obtained them, that such materials had been and would be obtained,
taken, made, and disposed of by a person contrary to the provisions of Chapter 37 of Title 18 of

the United States Code.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(c) and 2)
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COUNT 7

(Unauthorized Obtaining and Receiving of National Defense Information)
(State Department Cables)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
.of Virginia, knowingly and unlawfully received and obtained documents, writings, and notes
connected with the national defense—namely, U.S. Department of State cables classified up to
the SECRET level—for the purpose of obtaining information respecting the national defense,
knowing and having reason to believe, at the time that he received and obtained them, that such
materials had been and would be obtained, taken, made, and disposed of by a person contrary to

the provisions of Chapter 37 of Title 18 of the United States Code.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(c) and 2)

36

285



Case 1:18-cr-00111-CMH Document 44 Filed 06/24/20 Page 37 of 48 PagelD# 322

COUNT 8

(Unauthorized Obtaining and Receiving of National Defense Information)
(Iraq Rules of Engagement Files)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, knowingly and unlawfully received and obtained documents, writings, and notes
connected with the national defense—namely, Iraq rules of engagement files classified up to the
SECRET level—for the purpose of obtaining information respecting the national defense,
knowing and having reason to believe, at the time that he received and obtained them, that such
materials had been and would be obtained, taken, made, and disposed of by a person contrary to

the provisions of Chapter 37 of Title 18 of the United States Code.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(c) and 2)
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COUNT 9

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(Detainee Assessment Briefs)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, procured
and willfully caused Manning, who had lawful possession of, access to, and control over
documents relating to t}.1e_na'tional defense—namely, detainee assessment briefs classified up to
the SECRET level related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay—to communicate,

deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE, a person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(d) and 2)
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COUNT 10

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(State Department Cables)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, procured
and willfully caused Manning, who had lawful possession of, access to, and controi over
documents relating to the national defense—namely, U.S. Department of State cables classified
up to the SECRET level—to communicate, deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE,

a person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(d) and 2)
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COUNT 11

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(Iraq Rules of Engagement Files)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, procured
and willfully caused Manning, who had lawful possession of, access to, and control over
documents relating to the national defense—namely, Iraq rules of engagement files classified up
to the SECRET level—to communicate, deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE, a

person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(d) and 2)
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COUNT 12

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(Detainee Assessment Briefs)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated intor this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, proc;ured
and willfully caused Manning, who had unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over
documents relating to the national defense—namely, detainee assessment briefs classified up to
the SECRET level related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay—to communicate,

deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE, a person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(e) and 2)
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COUNT 13

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(State Department Cables)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and cémmined outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, procured
and willfully caused Manning, who had unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over
documents relating to the national defensc—namely,.U.S. Department of State cables classified
up to the SECRET level—to communicate, deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE,

a person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(e) and 2)

42

291



, Case 1:18-cr-00111-CMH Document 44 Filed 06/24/20 Page 43 of 48 PagelD# 328

COUNT 14

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)
(Iraq Rules of Engagement Files)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, aided, abetted, counseled, induced, procured
and willfully caused Manning; who had unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over
documents relating to the national defense—namely, Iraq rules of engagement files classified up
to the SECRET level—to communicate, deliver, and transmit the documents to ASSANGE, a

person not entitled to receive them.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(e) and 2)
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COUNT 15

(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. From in or about July 2010 and continuing until April 2019, in an offense begun
and committed outside of ﬂle jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United States,
the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District of
Virginia, having unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over documents relating to
the national defense, willfully and unlawfully caused and attempted to cause such materials to be
communicated, delivered, and transmitted to persons not entitled to receive them.

C. Specifically, as alleged above, ASSANGE, having unauthorized possession of
significant activity reports, classified up to the SECRET level, from the Afghanistan war
containing the names of individuals, who risked their safety and freedom by providing
information to the United States and our allies, communicated the documents containing names
of those sources to persons not authorized tov receive them by distributing them and then by

publishing them and causing them to be published on the Internet.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(¢))
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COUNT 16
(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. From in or about July 2010 and continuing until April 2019, in an offense begun
and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United States,
the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District of
Virginia, having unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over documents relating to
the national defense, willfully and unlawfully caused and attempted to cause such materials to be
communicated, delivered, and transmitted to persons not entitled to receive them.

C. Specifically, as alleged above, ASSANGE, having unauthorized possession of
significant activity reports, classified up to the SECRET level, from the Iraq war containing the
names of individuals, who risked their safety and freedom by providing information to the United
States and our allies, communicated the documents containing names of those sources to persons
not authorized to receive them by distributing them and then by publishing them and causing them

to be published on the Internet.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(€))
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COUNT 17
(Unauthorized Disclosure of National Defense Information)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. From in or about July 2010 and continuing until April 2019, in an offense begun
and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United States,
the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District of
Virginia, having unauthorized possession of, access to, and control over documents relating to
the national defense, willfully and unlawfully caused and attempted to cause such materials to be
communicated, delivered, and transmitted to persons not entitled to receive them.

C. Specifically, as alleged above, ASSANGE, having unauthorized possession of
State Department cables, classified up to the SECRET level, containing the names of individuals,
who risked their safety and freedom by providing information to the United States and our allies,
communicated the documents containing names of those sources to persons not authorized to
receive them by distributing them and then by publishing them and causing them to be published

on the Internet.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Section 793(¢))
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COUNT 18

(Unauthorized Obtaining of National Defense Information)
(Detainee Assessment Briefs)

A. The general allegations of this Superseding Indictment are re-alleged and
incorporated into this Count as though fully set forth herein.

B. Between in or about November 2009 and in or about May 2010, in an offense
begun and committed outside of the jurisdiction of any particular state or district of the United
States, the defendant, JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE, who will be first brought to the Eastern District
of Virginia, and others unknown to the Grand Jury, knowingly and unlawfully obtained and aided,
abetted, counseled, induced, procured and willfully caused Manning to obtain documents,
writings, and notes connected with the national defense, for the purpose of obtaining information
respecting the national defense—namely, detainee assessment briefs classified up to the
SECRET level related to detainees who were held at Guantanamo Bay—and with reason to
believe that the information was to be used to the injury of the United States or the advantage of

any foreign nation.

(All in violation of Title 18, United States Code, Sections 793(b) and 2)
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT FOR THE
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA
Alexandria Division
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA
No. 1:18crl1ll

V.

JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE,

N N N N N N N

Defendant.

FOURTH SUPPLEMENTAL DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF
REQUEST FOR EXTRADITION OF JULIAN PAUL ASSANGE

I, Gordon D. Kromberg, declare and state:

1. I have made four previous declarations and one affidavit in support of the request
for extradition of Julian Paul Assange, and incorporate here the description of my background and
qualifications that I included in those previous declarations. See Gordon D. Kromberg, Declaration
in Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange {f 1-4 (Jan. 17, 2020) (hereafter,
“First Declaration”); Gordon D. Kromberg, Supplemental Declaration in Support of Request for
Extradition of Julian Paul Assange 1 1-3 (Feb. 19, 2020) (hereafter, “Second Declaration”);
Gordon D. Kromberg, Second Supplemental Declaration in Support of Request for Extradition of
Julian Paul Assange 1 1 (Mar. 12, 2020) (hereafter, “Third Declaration”); Gordon D. Kromberg,
Third Supplemental Declaration in Support of Request for Extradition of Julian Paul Assange

(Mar. 24, 2020)! (hereafter, "Fourth Declaration™); and Affidavit in Support of Request for

! The Third Supplemental Declaration bears the mistaken date of March 12, 2020.
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Extradition of Julian Paul Assange on Second Superseding Indictment {1 2-3 (July 14, 2020)
(hereafter, "Affidavit in Support of Second Superseding Indictment”).

2. I make this declaration for the limited purpose of providing additional information
relevant to several objections to the U.S. request for his extradition, that Assange has made in the
evidence most recently served on his behalf. The statements in this declaration are based on my
experience, training, and research, as well as information provided to me by other members of the
United States Department of Justice and other federal agencies.

3. This declaration does not respond to every assertion or allegation made in the
defense case. Rather, it focuses on responding to statements served on Assange's behalf in July
2020, particularly related to the William G. Truesdale Adult Detention Center (“ADC”) in
Alexandria, Virginia, and the United States Bureau of Prisons (“BOP”). This declaration also
clarifies the law regarding the definition of "national defense information™ in the United States for
purposes of Section 793 of Title 18 of the United States Code. If | have not addressed in this
declaration a matter raised by Assange, it should not be regarded as an acceptance of the accuracy
or truthfulness of such matter.

l. The ADC Will Safely House Assange Pretrial

4. As detailed in the First Declaration, see 11 80-91, it is likely that Assange will be
housed at the ADC, in Alexandria, Virginia. In his affidavit (dated June 20, 2020), Joel Sickler
claims that Assange will be placed in solitary confinement and unable to have visitors. See Sickler
Aff. 11 8 and 9. Mr. Sickler makes the general allegation that U.S. prisons at all levels, including

state facilities such as the ADC, are overcrowded, understaffed, and are ill-equipped to deal with
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the COVID-19 pandemic. Seeid. 1110, 11, 28-38. At least as to the ADC and BOP facilities, Mr.
Sickler is mistaken.
A. The ADC Has Adequate Health Care Resources and COVID Protocols

5. The ADC can handle Assange’s physical and mental health needs. As an initial
matter, the ADC is not overcrowded, as Mr. Sickler implies. Based on the single-bunking of
inmates, the total capacity of the facility is 300 male inmates and 40 female inmates. Although
the ADC has double-bunked inmates, it has not done so in the recent past. Over the last 12 months,
the ADC has housed an average of 240 male inmates and 20 female inmates.

6. The ADC will provide Assange with quality mental health care. Mental health
treatment at the ADC is provided by contract with the Alexandria Community Services Board.
One clinical supervisor, ten full-time therapists, and one part time therapist are assigned to the
ADC. The staff is comprised of six licensed clinical social workers (“LCSWSs”), two licensed
professional counselors (“LPCs”), one licensed clinical psychologist, and three Masters-level
therapists who are nearing eligibility for licensure as licensed professional counselors. In addition,
the ADC employs a psychiatrist who providers 20 hours of psychiatric services per week.

7. Under normal circumstances, all therapists would work during weekday business
hours, and one therapist would work a partial day on Saturdays. Due to COVID-19, the clinical
supervisor and half of the therapists currently are at the jail daily, with the other half of the
therapists available to provide telemedicine. After-hours services are available and are provided
by the Alexandria CSB Emergency Services team. This team consists of LCSWs and LPCs. While

at the ADC, Assange could be seen by an outside mental health professional, subject to approval
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by the USMS. Mental health treatment is available to all inmates, regardless of where they are
housed within the ADC.

8. On occasion, federal prisoners at the ADC are transferred to other BOP facilities.
Based upon my experience and discussions with the USMS, these transfers are not made because
the ADC is unable to handle prisoners’ mental health needs. Rather, they are made because a
federal judge has ordered that the inmate receive an evaluation to determine whether such inmate
is competent to stand trial, or because the inmate has a serious health condition that requires
specialized health care in a hospital setting.

9. The ADC employs detailed and rigorous COVID-19 protocols. See Exhibit A to
this Declaration. Among other things, all inmates are issued a cloth mask, which they must wear
any time they are out of their cells, and the temperatures of all inmates are taken on a daily basis.
The protocols are updated on a regular basis to reflect current best practices. According to the
USMS, only one inmate at the ADC has tested positive for COVID-19. That inmate was a new
arrestee. Staff placed the arrestee in quarantine, and the arrestee subsequently tested negative and
was released.

B. Assange Will Be Able to See Visitors, Meet With His
Attorneys, and Participate in Programs at the ADC

10.  As | discussed in the First Declaration (at § 83), the ADC does not use “solitary
confinement.” It is possible, but not certain, that Assange could be placed in administrative
segregation, which is the most restrictive form of custody at the ADC. Id. § 85. Even in
administrative segregation, Assange would be able to communicate with other inmates through the
doors and windows of his cell. Assange would be confined to his cell for no more than 22 hours

per day, and have access to ADC programs as well as the day-room, law library, and other locations
4
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within the ADC as his and the facility’s schedules permitted. It is possible that Assange would
receive pretrial Special Administrative Measures (“SAMs”). Even if Assange does receive pretrial
SAMs, he would not be held in solitary confinement, and he would have access to other parts of
the ADC.

11. Due to COVID-19, there are currently no in-person visits at the ADC. Any physical
visits must be approved by the Chief of the ADC. Nevertheless, prisoners are able to meet with
visitors virtually. Prisoners can have two virtual visits per week (during non-COVID times, they
could have two in-person visits per week). Prisoners also are able to meet with their attorneys
virtually. There are no limitations on attorney virtual visits, except that attorneys must reserve
time slots. The imposition of pretrial SAMs would not impact Assange’s ability to meet with his
lawyers (either virtually or in-person, depending on circumstances).

1. The BOP Will House Assange Safely and
Humanely, and Provide Him with Due Process

12. In his affidavit, Mr. Sickler claims that the BOP will be unable to ensure Assange’s
safety and meet his physical and mental health care needs. In particular, Mr. Sickler alleges that
BOP facilities are overcrowded and unable to provide for inmates” mental and physical well-being.
Mr. Sickler also alleges that the BOP will improperly restrict his ability to communicate with his
family and attorneys, and violate his due process rights through the use of Communication
Management Units (“CMUSs”) or the imposition of SAMs. Finally, Mr. Sickler claims that the
BOP is unable either to prevent inmates from contracting COVID-19, or treat inmates who have
the virus. Mr. Sickler’s affidavit is inaccurate. On the contrary, and as detailed below, the BOP is
a professional organization that treats its prisoners consistent with the law in the United States, and

will make reasonable efforts to meet Assange’s physical and mental health care needs.
5
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A. The BOP Provides Inmates With Quality Health Care

13.  Asaninitial matter, Mr. Sickler’s statistics regarding inmate population and
staffing at BOP facilities appear to be out of date. See Sickler Aff. § 10 (citing statistics from
December 31, 2019). The most recent available statistics are from June 30, 2020. See Federal
Bureau of Prisons Program Fact Sheet, available at
https://www.bop.gov/about/statistics/docs/program_fact_sheet_202008.pdf (last visited Sep. 1,
2020). According to the fact sheet, the BOP ended fiscal year 2019 with 4,484 fewer inmates
than the prior year, marking the sixth consecutive year of decreases in the inmate population.
The fact sheet does acknowledge that the BOP “remains crowded in high, medium, and low
security facilities.” Id. The relative crowding information referenced on the BOP's Fact Sheet is
based on the rated capacity. The rated capacity measurement facilitates the BOP's ability to
manage and distribute its inmate population on an equitable and rational basis in accord with
capacity computation formulas, security considerations, and institution needs. Further, rated
capacity is not necessarily the same as any institution’s design or operating capacity. Itisan
objective measurement of inmate housing space, without regard to items such as institution age,
location, or infrastructure.

14.  Although these facilities are crowded according to one of the BOP's metrics, this
metric alone is not reflective of the overall safety and security of the BOP's facilities. To
maintain safe and secure facilities, te BOP uses a combination of tools, including staffing,
inmate population management, security and custody levels, medical and mental health care

levels, treatment programs, education and vocational training, and work programs.

303



15. Mr. Sickler also makes reference to the inmate/staff and inmate/correctional officer
ratios. Relying on these rations alone has limited utility. The BOP staffs its facilities according to
a variety of factors, including security level, inmate population, and facility programs and
capabilities. These variations are not captured in the overall ratios.

16.  Turning to the ratios themselves, across BOP, the inmate/staff ratio is 3.8 to 1, and
the inmate/correctional officer ratio is 8.0 to 1. Id. The BOP regards all staff, with a few
exceptions, as law enforcement regardless of their actual discipline. These staff members are
engaged in the supervision and management of offenders and receive the same training as
correctional officers.

B. The BOP Will Meet Assange’s Healthcare Needs

17.  The BOP meets the health care needs of the inmate population in a variety of ways.
Emergency/urgent health care is available 24 hours a day by on-site or community medical staff.
All BOP staff are trained to provide first-aid, CPR, AED, and treatment of opioid overdose with
naloxone. Less urgent acute medical conditions are triaged and scheduled at appropriate times.
Health care staff make daily rounds in segregation units (“Special Housing Units") to triage
requests for care.

18.  Similar to health insurance plans, the BOP has a defined scope of services which
determines the care provided to inmates in its custody. Medically necessary care is provided to all
inmates. Elective health care which may improve quality of life is assessed on a case-by-case basis
through a process called utilization review. Health care with limited medical value or expressly
for the inmate’s convenience is not routinely approved. "Extraordinary™ care must be approved

by the BOP medical director. Inmates with chronic conditions are seen by a physician at least once
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every 12 months, or more frequently as clinically indicated, either by a physician or advance
practice provider such as a nurse practitioner or physician's assistant.

19.  The BOP also uses a medical classification system to identify inmates with different
levels of medical and mental health needs, based on the complexity or risk of the condition or the
frequency of services required. Institutions are also assigned a Care Level based upon on-site and
community capabilities for providing health care. Inmates are designated to specific institutions
to align their care level with the care level of the facility. Care Level 1 includes inmates who are
essentially healthy or who have medical conditions that are stable and easily treated or controlled.
At the other end of the spectrum are Care Level 4 inmates, with more advanced health care needs,
who are housed at BOP medical centers for treatment such as 24-hour nursing care, dialysis, cancer
treatments, and organ transplant services. These BOP medical centers have contracts with local
health care systems of national and international renown, who provide advanced health care
services to the inmate population consistent within established standards of care.

20.  With regard to staffing, individual institutions maintain a multidisciplinary
complement of full-time health services staff. Currently, the medical disciplines of physicians,
pharmacists, advanced practice providers and nurses are filled at 90% across the agency. Full-time
Regional and Central Office clinical staff supplement the institution staff and provide additional
services through telepsychiatry, telehealth or periodic on-site visits. Institutions also contract with
local civilian health care providers and health systems for additional services either on site at the
correctional facility or in the community.

21.  The BOP’s Care 2 and 3 facilities are accredited by the Accreditation Association

for Ambulatory Health Care (“AAAHC”), and the BOP’s Care 4 facilities (medical centers) are
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accredited by The Joint Commission. The AAAHC and The Joint Commission are national health
care accreditation organizations. In addition, all BOP institutions are also accredited by the
American Correctional Association, which applies both health care standards and correctional
standards.

C. The BOP Has Made Improvements to Its Mental Health
Treatment Programs Since the Cunningham Lawsuit Was Filed

22. Mr. Sickler relies on the lawsuit of Cunningham v. Bureau of Prisons, Case No.
1:12-cv-01570-RPM (D. Colo.), to claim that mental health treatment at the ADX is deficient. |
draw the Court's attention to the Declaration of Dr. Alison Leukefeld, that was recently served by
the United States, and that addressed many of Mr. Sickler’s claims regarding BOP’s mental health
treatment. | also draw the Court’s attention to paragraphs 16 through 19 of my Second Declaration,
in which | described a number of improvements to BOP mental health treatment, and policies at
the ADX.

23. Many of the improvements outlined in my Second Declaration and in Dr.
Leukefeld’s declaration were put in place following the initiation of the Cunningham lawsuit
referenced by Mr. Sickler. The BOP denied the allegations in the Cunningham litigation, and the
issue of liability was never litigated. The BOP never conceded that the policies and initiatives
contained within the Settlement Agreement were required by the U.S. Constitution; it asserted that
those initiatives far exceed what the Constitution requires. In any event, the BOP undertook an
innovative approach to address the criticisms raised by the Cunningham plaintiffs.

24.  The parties agreed to a settlement subject to the Prison Litigation Reform Act
(*PLRA™), 18 U.S.C. § 3626(c)(2), with dismissal under the theory set forth in Kokkonen v.

Guardian Life Insurance Co. of America, 511 U.S. 375 (1994), which gives the district court
9
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limited jurisdiction to enforce the settlement as provided in the agreement. See Exhibit B to this
Declaration. The settlement provided for a three-year presumptive term, with a four-year “hard
stop” and the ability for the BOP to move to partially or completely terminate the obligations with
the Plaintiffs” consent after two years. The Plaintiffs and the BOP each selected an expert to
monitor the settlement. The experts undertook a maximum of three site visits per year. The
monitoring was limited to the ADX and the Secure STAGES program at the United States
Penitentiary, High Security, in Florence, Colorado. The Special Security Unit program was
excluded from oversight by the monitors, although a United States Magistrate Judge was permitted
to enter the unit on several occasions, and report any concerns to the monitors. The first visit, or
base-line visit, by the monitors occurred the week of January 30, 2017. The last visit by the
monitors occurred the week of January 20, 2020.

25. Under the settlement agreement, the BOP retained the ability to change its policies
and to make decisions concerning mental health diagnoses, assignment of mental health care
levels, and appropriate care for all inmates. The agreement contained significant meet and confer
requirements before the plaintiffs could attempt to enforce any terms of the agreement, and allowed
for the Court hold the BOP in contempt, if necessary. This never occurred. Likewise, no monetary
damages were paid to the named plaintiff-inmates.

26.  The presumptive term of the agreement was three years. The plaintiff-inmates had
the burden to move for a one-time, one-year extension. The agreement also allowed the BOP to
move for termination, in whole or in part, after two years with the plaintiffs’ consent. The plaintiffs

never sought an extension, and the BOP did not move for early termination.
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217, In sum, the BOP addressed the plaintiffs’ criticisms through a transparent,
collaborative process. As outlined in my declaration and that of Dr. Leukefeld, the BOP developed
a range of progressive policies and procedures to improve and enhance mental health programs
and services. The BOP also transferred of a number of prisoners from ADX. The negotiated terms
of the Cunningham settlement had and continue to have a direct and positive impact on the safety
and wellbeing of BOP staff, inmates, and the general public. As a result, mental health care at the
ADX has improved through early detection of mental health issues, as well as more effective
treatment, management, and stabilization.

D. Assange Will Be Able to Participate in Programs and
Socialize with Others If He is Housed at the ADX

28. Mr. Sickler claims that if Assange is sent to the Administrative Maximum Security
Prison (“ADX?”), he will effectively live the remainder of his live in isolation. As | stated in the
First Declaration, see | 183-88, sentencing in the United States is driven by a variety of factors,
notably including the United States Sentencing Guidelines. Similarly, prison designations are
made by the BOP, which takes into account a number of different factors, including but not limited
to, the length of a defendant’s sentence. In short, sentencing and facility designations are difficult
to predict, and, as a result, it is purely speculative to conclude that Assange would receive a life
sentence and/or be designated to the ADX.

29. The philosophy of the BOP is to house all inmates in the least restrictive
environment, appropriate for that inmate, in order to allow for work and self-improvement
opportunities to assist in reentry efforts. The ADX is the most secure prison in the federal system.
It is designed to safely house the BOP’s most violent, predatory, and escape-prone inmates, in an

environment providing each inmate an opportunity to demonstrate improved behavior, and the
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ability and motivation to eventually reintegrate into the open population at a different facility. The
unique security and control procedures implemented to control these inmates are designed to
enhance the safety of staff, inmates, and visitors. Of the approximately 129,000 inmates in the
BOP’s custody, just over 300 are currently housed at the ADX (which has a maximum capacity of
490); in other words, the ADX houses less than one quarter of one percent of the BOP's inmate
population. Through regular, careful, case reviews, the BOP ensures that the ADX is used only
for those individuals for whom its security and controls are necessary.

30.  All inmates at the ADX are single-celled. The sizes of the cells range from 75 to
87 square feet. The cells in six of the nine housing units (B, C, D, E, F, and G units) are
approximately 87 square feet, which does not include the inner sallyport area of the cell, which is
17 square feet. Each cell has a solid outer door and an inner grill. The wall next to the door for
each cell also has an approximately 12-by-48 inch window. Each cell solid outer door has an
approximately 5-by-18 inch window, which looks out on to the housing unit range. Each cell also
has a 5-by-38 inch window that looks outside, providing the inmate with natural lighting, as well
as a shower in the cell. The cells in the remaining 3 units (H, J, and K units), have approximately
75.5 square feet of living space and do not have an inner sallyport or a shower. Each cell has a
solid outer door, with a 5-by-18 inch window, which looks out on to the range. Each cell also has
a 5-by-38 inch window that looks outside, providing the inmate with natural lighting.

31. Each cell at the ADX has a light, which the inmate may turn on and off as needed.
These lights have three settings (dim, medium, and bright). The inmate controls the setting of the
lights from inside his cell and can turn the light completely off. The inmate is required to turn the

light on when staff are interacting with him at the front of his cell. Each cell has a bed with a
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mattress and bedding, a sink, a desk, a shelf, and a chair. Inmates may have certain personal items
in their cells, such as photographs, reading materials, and legal papers.

32.  With the exception of inmates in disciplinary segregation, each ADX inmate has a
13" television in his cell, which generally provides channels for closed circuit institutional
programming (recreation, education, religious services, and psychology), broadcast channels,
radio stations, and digital music channels. One of the television channels that is utilized to provide
bulletins to the inmates also shows the date and time. The televisions and select broadcast channels
are paid for through profits from inmate commissary or canteen purchases.

33. Even if Assange is to be housed at the ADX, he would have ample opportunity to
participate in programs and socialize with inmates and members of the public. ADX Inmates are
provided with access to both indoor and outdoor recreation, with the amount of time varying by
unit, as explained below. When inmates go to outside recreation, they have access to sunlight and
fresh air. Generally, the areas contain pull-up and dip bars, and inmates can play with handballs
and soccer balls. Inmates may request instruction in aerobic exercise from ADX Recreation staff.
Inmates have access to psychology programming (individual and group sessions), educational
programming (group and individual), wellness programs, weekly leisure games via the ADX
closed circuit television system, weekend “brain teaser” games, arts and crafts, a weekly movie
program, and special holiday activities.

34.  Contrary to the assertions in Mr. Sickler’s affidavit, there is no contradiction
between close controls and the provision of basic amenities and life-enhancing programs. Inmates
housed at the ADX may subscribe to periodicals; may borrow leisure reading materials from the

institution’s library; may take GED, Adult Continuing Education, and correspondence classes;
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may paint, draw, or crochet; may participate in a weekly bingo game; and may participate in art,
essay, and poetry contests. Inmates may make purchases from the commissary, including food
items, toiletries, pens, paper, and religious items.

35. From February 1, 2020, through August 15, 2020, 222 inmates at the ADX
participated in some type of group or individual programming. The following are examples of the
group programs available at the ADX:

e 7 Habits for Highly Effective People (taught in English and Spanish)
e Threshold

e How to Draw

e Managing Diabetes

e Five Love Languages

e GED Testing, Tutoring, Lectures

e Wellness Recovery Action Planning

e Positive Psychology for the Long Term Incarcerated
e Release Preparation Programming

e Money Smart

e Victim Impact

36. The ADX also has a robust creative arts program, which is known as “CAP.” The
CAP is designed to expose participants to a variety of different artistic methods, ideologies, and
entrepreneurial techniques that can better prepare them for re-entry. The CAP also centers on
teaching inmates to develop a stronger work ethic through channeling their “artist spirit.” There

are three unique phases to the program—CAP History, a CAP Exploratory phase, and CAP
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Business. Some of the educational material used is on loan through the National Gallery of Art in
Washington, D.C. In an attempt to better prepare for life on the outside for creative individuals,
the CAP also teaches inmates the business side of the creative industries.

37. Inmates at the ADX are encouraged to engage with family and friends in the
community through social visits, correspondence, and telephone calls. All inmates are ordinarily
given the opportunity to have up to five in-person social visits per month, unless they are subject
to some sort of visitation restriction. These visits are non-contact and have been temporarily
suspended due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Inmates may also make social telephone calls, the
number of which depends on the inmate’s housing unit, as described below. Inmates may send
and receive legal and social correspondence, unless there is some sort of restriction on their
correspondence privileges.

38. Inmates at the ADX are encouraged to engage with staff. The Warden, Associate
Wardens, Captain, and Department Heads perform weekly rounds in each unit for the opportunity
to visit with inmates. Correctional Officers perform regular 30-minute rounds throughout all three
shifts on a daily basis. A member of an inmate’s Unit Team visits the inmates every day. Inmates
receive regular visits from medical staff, education staff, religious services staff, and psychology
staff when they perform their rounds, and upon request if needed. Medical staff visit each unit
daily. In addition, inmates have the ability to communicate with one another in several ways—
they can and do speak to their neighbors in the cells next to, above or below them and may speak
to one another during out-of-cell recreation.

39.  The ADX currently operates five distinct housing programs: the Control Unit

Program; the Special Security Unit (“SSU”) Program; the General Population and Step-Down
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Program; the Reentry Preparation Unit; and the High Security Adult Alternative Housing
Program.? Each of these programs is detailed below. As explained below, each unit seeks to
balance safety and security while meeting the BOP’s goal of placing inmates in the least restrictive
environment possible.

1. Control Unit

40.  The Control Unit houses the most dangerous, violent, disruptive and assaultive
inmates in the BOP's custody. The Control Unit Program provides housing for inmates who are
unable to function in a less restrictive environment without posing a threat to others or the
institution. This unit typically houses inmates who have assaulted or killed staff or other inmates
or who have escaped or attempted escape from another institution.

41. Referral to the unit is outlined in Program Statement 5212.07, Control Unit
Program, and is reviewed by the BOP's Regional Director in the region in which the inmate is
housed. If the Regional Director concurs with the placement, the referral is submitted to the
Regional Director of the North Central region, where the ADX is located. The Regional Director
then designates a hearing administrator to conduct a hearing to review the placement referral. A
mental health evaluation is a required component of the referrals to the Control Unit, and medical,
psychological, and psychiatric concerns are considered during the review. Findings from the
mental health evaluations, along with the full clinical record, are reviewed by the Central Office

level by the Psychology Services Branch. The decision of the hearing administrator is then

2The ADX no longer operates a Special Housing Unit ("SHU") for inmates in
administrative detention status.
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submitted to the Executive Panel (consisting of the North Central Regional Director, and Assistant
Director of the Correctional Programs Division) for final review and placement.

42. Inmates placed in the Control Unit are given a specific term of time that they will
serve in the Control Unit. Inmates placed in the Control Unit are reviewed within four weeks of
initial placement. Subsequent reviews are conducted on a monthly basis by the unit team, while
the Executive Panel reviews each inmate’s status and placement on a quarterly basis. Credit for
time served is granted depending on their adjustment and readiness for release from the Control
Unit.

43, Inmates housed in the Control Unit receive a minimum of seven hours of out-of-
cell exercise per week and can participate in educational and psychological programming via the
closed circuit televisions within their cells. Inmates receive psychology services and medical
services on the same basis as inmates housed in other units at ADX. The inmates consume their
meals in their cells. The inmates receive two monthly social telephone calls and may receive up
to five social visits per month.

2. Special Security Unit (“SSU”) Program

44.  The Special Security Unit Program is designed for inmates who are subject to
SAMs, which are restrictions on communications imposed by the Attorney General. See 28 C.F.R.
88 501.2, 501.3. Inmates with SAMs are placed in the Special Security Unit (H Unit). As detailed
in my First Declaration, see 1 95-99, a SAM may be imposed to prevent the disclosure of
classified information that would pose a threat to national security if disclosed or to protect against
acts of terrorism and violence. A SAM may include placing an inmate in administrative detention

and restricting social visits, mail privileges, phone calls, and access to other inmates and to the
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media. Inmates housed in the SSU are reviewed annually by the Attorney General to determine if
the SAM status should be renewed or modified. The Attorney General’s review includes an
assessment of information provided by the prosecuting United States Attorney’s Office and federal
law enforcement officials.

45.  The inmates incarcerated in H Unit have the opportunity to participate in a three-
phase Special Security Unit Program (SSU Program), designed especially for SAM inmates. The
purpose of the SSU Program is to confine inmates with SAMs under close controls, while
providing them opportunities to demonstrate progressively responsible behavior and participate in
programs in a safe, secure environment. The SSU Program balances the interests of providing
inmates with programming opportunities and increased privileges with the interests of ensuring
institutional and national security. The success of the inmate’s participation in the SSU Program
provides information that can be considered in the evaluation of whether SAMs continue to be
necessary, or whether the inmate’s communications can be monitored in a manner that will not
compromise national or institutional security interests.

46.  The inmates housed in the SSU receive a minimum of 10 hours of out-of-cell
exercise per week. Generally, the inmates recreate individually in secure single recreation areas.
The inmates consume their meals in their cells. The inmates receive up to four monthly social
telephone calls and may receive up to five social visits.

o Phase 1. During the baseline phase of the program, an inmate may be permitted
two non-legal telephone calls per month, access to a commissary list and art and
hobby craft items, and escorted shower time on the inmate’s range—the common

area outside of a cell—three times each week.
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o Phase 2. Depending upon the inmate’s adjustment, he can move into Phase 2
after approximately 12 months. In Phase 2 of the Program, an inmate may be
permitted three non-legal telephone calls per month and access to an expanded
commissary list and additional art and hobby craft items. The inmate is allowed
to be out of his cell without an escort five times each week.

o Phase 3. Placement into Phase 3 typically requires a modification of the SAMs
to allow inmates to have physical contact with one another. Inmates in Phase 3
are allowed to be out on the range together in groups of up to four. An inmate
in Phase 3 gains the ability to be in physical contact with other inmates in the
range area outside his cell, seven days a week. Phase 3 inmates spend one-and-
a-half hours per day on the range with up to three other inmates, none of whom
are escorted by BOP staff. The inmates in Phase 3 eat one meal together and
engage in recreational activities, including watching television, reading and
playing cards. Phase 3 inmates may shower at any time they are on the range.
In addition, Phase 3 inmates continue to have access to the expanded art and
hobby craft list and a further expanded commissary list.

3. General Population and Step-Down Unit Program
47. The ADX has a General Population and Step-Down Unit Program that
provides inmates with incentives to adhere to the standards of conduct associated
with a maximum security custody program. As these inmates demonstrate good
conduct and positive institutional adjustment, they may progress from the General

Population Units (C, D, E, F, and G) to the Intermediate (J/A), Transitional (which
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1s currently located at USP Florence, adjacent to the ADX on the complex), and Pre-
Transfer Units (also located at USP Florence). Inmates who are successful in the
Pre-Transfer Unit may be transferred to a different BOP facility. Inmates at the
ADX are encouraged to engage with family and friends in the community through
social visits (currently suspended), correspondence, and telephone calls. There is no
numeric limit on the number of legal visits and calls they may receive, although in-
person visits currently are suspended. The other privileges afforded to the inmates
are determined by their housing unit assignments in this layered program.

48.  Ordinarily, the minimum time period to complete the program is 36 months. The
minimum stay is ordinarily 12 months in a general population unit, six months in the intermediate
program, six months in the transitional program, and 12 months in the pre-transfer program. There
IS N0 minimum or maximum time period for completion of the program.

49.  General Population inmates have access to the programming and opportunities
described above, including a television set in each cell. These inmates receive at least 10.5 hours
of out-of-cell recreation per week (alternating between indoor and outdoor). Meals are provided
to the inmates in their cells. General Population inmates are permitted to have four 15-minute
social phone calls per month.

50. Inmates in the Intermediate Step receive 20.5 hours of out-of-cell recreation per
week, split between out-of-cell recreation on the range and outdoor recreation. The inmates are
assigned to one of four groups, with as many as eight inmates in a group. The inmates have indoor
and outdoor recreation out of their cells with inmates in their assigned group. Meals are provided

to the inmates by groups, with each group allowed out of their cells one at a time to come to the
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front of the range, receive their meals, and then return to their cells while unrestrained. The
inmates eat their meals in their cells. The inmates are unrestrained when out of their cells on the
range. The inmates receive six 15-minute social telephone calls per month. Shower stalls are
located on the range, and the inmates may shower any time they are out on the range. Inmates in
this unit also have access to TruLincs, the BOP’s email program for inmates, to communicate
electronically with staff and a limited number of approved contacts outside in the community.

51.  The Transitional and Pre-Transfer Units are located at USP Florence, in Bravo-A
Unit. Each cell in Bravo-A Unit has approximately 80 square feet area of living space and does
not have a sally port or a shower. Each cell has a solid outer door. Each cell’s solid outer door has
a window which looks out on to the range. Each cell also has a window that looks outside,
providing the inmate with natural lighting. The inmates are assigned to a group. The inmates
consume their meals on the range with the other inmates in their assigned group. Showers are
located on the ranges, and inmates may shower at any time they are on the range. The inmates in
these units receive a minimum of 30.5 and 35.5 hours of out-of-cell recreation per week,
respectively. The inmates’ out-of-cell recreation includes recreation in the unit and in the outdoor
group recreation area. The inmates receive eight and ten 15-minute social telephone calls per
month, respectively. Inmates in these steps also have access to TruLincs, the BOP’s email program
for inmates, to communicate electronically with staff and a limited number of approved contacts
outside in the community.

4. The Release Preparation Program
52.  The Release Preparation Program is designed to assist inmates in their transition

from a restrictive housing environment to less secure housing, a Residential Reentry Center, or
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facilitate successful reintegration into their communities upon release. The Release Preparation
Program utilizes a system of less-restrictive housing to provide inmates with incentives to adhere
to standards of conduct associated with the ADX. Specifically, the Release Preparation Program
operates similar to a Privilege Incentive Program, providing an inmate in the program with
increased incentives/privileges as he progresses toward the end of his sentence. The progression
of an inmate in the Release Preparation Program is based on his remaining sentence length. The
incentives/privileges an inmate earns in the program are based on his program participation. The
Release Preparation Program, which is physically located in K/A-Unit, was activated on
September 28, 2017.

53.  Generally, the profile of an inmate appropriate for the Release Preparation Program
depicts an individual who has demonstrated he can function in a less-secure unit in the ADX, but
may be unable to complete the ADX General Population and Step-Down Program prior to his
release. To be eligible for consideration for placement in the program, the inmate ordinarily must
(1) be within 36 months of release from confinement; (2) have no detainers or active warrants; (3)
be actively participating in and complete programs recommended by the Unit Team; (4) show
positive behavior and respectful conduct towards staff and other inmates; and (5) show positive
overall institution adjustment to include, but not limited to, personal hygiene and cell sanitation.
Exceptions can be made on a case-by-case basis.

54, Inmates in the Release Preparation Program receive 20.5 hours of out-of-cell
recreation per week, split between out-of-cell recreation on the range and outdoor recreation. The
inmates are assigned to one of four groups, with as many as eight inmates in a group. The inmates

have indoor and outdoor recreation out of their cells with inmates in their assigned group. The
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inmates in the Release Preparation Program are offered a minimum of 18.5 hours of out-of-cell
programming per week. Meals are provided to the inmates by groups, with each group allowed
out of their cells one at a time, to come to the front of the range, receive their meals, and then
return to their cells while unrestrained. The Unit Manager schedules one group per week to eat all
three meals on the range. The other groups, when not assigned to eat their meals on the range, eat
their meals in their cells. The inmates are unrestrained when out of their cells on the range. The
inmates receive five 15-minute social telephone calls per month. Shower stalls are located on the
range, and the inmates may shower any time they are out on the range. Inmates in this unit also
have access to TruLincs, the BOP’s email program for inmates.
5. High Security Adult Alternative Housing Program

55.  The High Security Adult Alternative Housing Program is designed for inmates who
have generally demonstrated that they can function in a less-secure environment within the ADX
without posing a risk to institutional security and good order, but whose security and/or safety
needs prohibit them from advancing through the Step-Down Unit Program. This program reflects
the BOP's core values (correctional excellence, respect, and integrity) through a continual review
of the operating procedures to determine if gradual modification is necessary, first and foremost to
reflect sound security practices, and only then to safely expand inmate access to programming
opportunities. This program permits close controls while providing basic amenities and life
enhancing programs that allow inmates to engage socially with one another.

56.  The inmates in this program are assigned to one of four groups of up to eight
inmates. The unit has an enclosed common area with recreation equipment and leisure materials.

These inmates receive a minimum of 24 hours of out-of-cell recreation per week. The inmates
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recreate with other inmates in their assigned group on the range, or outdoors, on a large recreation
yard. The inmates consume their meals in their cells. The inmates are unrestrained when out of
their cells. The inmates receive four 15-minute social telephone calls per month and may receive
up to five social visits per month (currently suspended). Inmates in this unit also have access to
TruLincs, the BOP’s email program for inmates, to communicate electronically with staff and a
limited number of approved contacts outside in the community. Shower stalls are located on the
range. The inmates may shower anytime they are out on the range.
E. The BOP Will Afford Assange Due Process

1. Placement in a CMU Does Not Violate Due Process and
Will Not Unduly Restrict Assange’s Communications

57.  As stated in my First Declaration, {{ 103-05, it is possible that Assange may be
placed in a Communications Management Unit (“CMU”).2 A CMU is a separate housing unit
within another facility. Inmates are placed in a CMU because of safety and security concerns
arising from their use of a communications device or communications they have made during the
commission of their crime or while incarcerated. The designation to a CMU process is outlined in
detail in BOP Program Statement 5214.02, Communications Management Units, attached as
Exhibit C to this Declaration. As detailed in my First Declaration, see { 105, and the BOP Program
Statement, inmates are provided notice and an opportunity to be heard on the issue of designation
to a CMU.

58. Contrary to Mr. Sickler's suggestion, inmates in CMUs are not cut off from the

outside world. Rather, inmates are afforded the same opportunities to communicate with

% In his affidavit, Mr. Sickler incorrectly refers to CMUs as “Contact Management Units.”
143.
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individuals outside of prison as regular inmates. Their communications may be more extensively
monitored, however, or BOP may impose certain limitations, as noted in the BOP Program
Statement, to prevent them from engaging in additional criminal conduct. See Exhibit C.
Likewise, inmates in CMUs are able to participate in the same programs as inmates in the prisons’
general populations. According to BOP officials, there are no studies or formal evidence to support
Mr. Sickler’s claim that inmates in CMUs experience distress or depression from monitoring of
their conversations.
2. The Imposition of SAMs Does Not Violate Due Process.

59.  Only a tiny fraction of federal inmates are the subject of SAMs. For example, as
of September 1, 2020, of the 156,083 inmates in BOP custody, only 47 are under SAMs. Moreover,
imposition of SAMs does not violate due process.

60.  Contrary to Mr. Sickler’s assertions, federal courts have found that the imposition
of SAMs comport with due process. As a technical legal matter, the U.S. Supreme Court has held
that inmates are not entitled to procedural protections before SAMs are imposed. See Hewitt v.
Helms, 459 U.S. 460, 468 (1983) (where an inmate represents a security threat, he “must merely
receive some notice”). Nevertheless, the Department of Justice has created regulations to ensure
that inmates receive notice of the SAMSs and an opportunity to contest them.

61. Pursuant to the SAM regulations, the inmate must receive “notification of the
restrictions imposed and the basis for these restrictions.” 28 C.F.R. § 501.2(b). To contest a SAM,
an inmate can use the BOP’s four-tiered Administrative Remedy Program, a mechanism that
allows inmates to raise grievances in four steps—beginning at the prison level and culminating in

a review at the BOP’s national Central Office. See 28 C.F.R. §§ 542.10-542.19; see also 28 C.F.R.
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8 501.3(e) (authorizing inmate to seek review of SAMs through the BOP’s administrative remedy
program).

62.  An inmate can also contest SAMs at the time of their renewal. This process is
described in detail in an ADX policy statement.* The policy provides that approximately 120 days
prior to the expiration of the SAM, staff will obtain and document any comments and suggestions
concerning possible renewal and/or modifications to the SAM from the inmate. Approximately
90 days prior to the expiration of the SAM, the unit team and the supervising law enforcement
agency case agent assigned to the inmate’s case will meet with the inmate. During this meeting,
the inmate may provide information concerning possible renewal and/or modification of the SAM
and discuss any other issues concerning the SAM. The information obtained from the meeting
with the inmate, along with the inmate’s written comments and the memorandum summarizing the
discussion with the inmate, will be forwarded through Legal Services, to the Warden, the
Department of Justice officials responsible for making decisions concerning the renewal and/or
modification of the SAM, including the appropriate United States Attorney’s Office, the FBI or
other relevant law enforcement agency, and the Office of Enforcement Operations in the criminal
division of the United States Department of Justice, for review. The unit team will document the
meeting in the Inmate Activity Record, located in the inmate’s Central File.

63.  This review by Department of Justice personnel, which incorporates information

from the inmate, demonstrates that the officials carefully evaluate the specifics of the inmate’s

*SAM inmates who are not housed at the ADX may make a statement regarding renewal
or modification prior to the expiration of their SAM.
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situation and critically weigh safety and security concerns in determining whether SAMs were
warranted. The multiple, multi-level review processes provide procedural safeguards.

64.  An inmate who is subject to a SAM can object outside the formal SAM review
procedures. He can give input about his situation during other BOP reviews, including his twice-
yearly Program Reviews, a classification review, and Progress Reports. This input can include the
inmate requesting a modification of the SAM. For example, if the inmate wants to communicate
with a previously un-retained attorney to request representation, the inmate could seek
modification of the SAM. Finally, inmates can file a lawsuit in federal court to challenge SAMs.

65.  The Tenth Circuit Court of Appeals has confirmed that SAMs do not violate due
process. It held that a SAMs inmate incarcerated at the ADX had no “constitutionally protected
liberty interest in avoiding” the SAMs and no entitlement to procedural due process. Gowadia v.
Stearns, 596 F. App’x 667, 673-74 (10th Cir. 2014). However, in reaching that conclusion, the
Court of Appeals correctly recognized that inmates subject to SAM do receive procedural
protections. Id.

66.  Although the imposition of SAMs ordinarily does not violate procedural due
process, a SAM cannot violate an inmate’s substantive rights. For example, it is well established
that prisoners retain First Amendment rights. O’Lone v. Estate of Shabazz, 482 U.S. 342, 348
(1987). This includes, for example, a right to free-flowing incoming and outgoing mail. Davis V.
Goord, 320 F.3d 346, 351 (2d Cir. 2003). SAMs that infringe on First Amendment rights of free
speech and association may nevertheless be lawful if they are reasonably related to legitimate

penological interests. Turner v. Safley, 482 U.S. 78, 89 (1987).
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67. Likewise, egregious and inhumane conditions of confinement may constitute “cruel
and unusual punishment” in violation of the Eighth Amendment. Prison officials must “provide
humane conditions of confinement by ensuring inmates receive the basic necessities of adequate
food, clothing, shelter, and medical care and by taking reasonable measures to guarantee the
inmates' safety.” Craigv. Eberly, 164 F.3d 490, 495 (10th Cir.1998) (citations omitted). To prevail
on a SAM claim related to a condition of confinement, the prisoner must show that (1) the
condition complained of is sufficiently serious to implicate constitutional protection, and (2) prison
officials acted with deliberate indifference to inmate health or safety. Farmer v. Brennan, 511 U.S.
825, 834 (1994) (citations omitted).®

68. Mr. Sickler points to a case in which a district court judge criticized the process
surrounding SAMs. He fails to point out, however, that in that very case, the judge ruled in favor
of the United States. The judge explained that the SAMs at issue were not so restrictive as to give
rise to a protected liberty interest. Yousef v. United States, No. 12-cv-2585-RPM, 2014 WL
1908711, at *2-5 (D. Colo. May 13, 2014) (explaining why conditions of confinement for an ADX
inmate subject to SAMs did not implicate a liberty interest, and concluding “that Yousef has not
shown that his conditions of confinement are so atypical and impose such a hardship as to infringe
upon the limited liberty left to him under his sentences”). See also Nicholson v. Brennan, No. 15-

cv-01999, 2017 WL 4337896, at *9 (D. Colo. Sept. 28, 2107) (holding that inmate did not have a

5 Although Assange could bring such a claim, courts have previously held that the general
conditions of confinement at ADX, while harsh, do not amount to a deprivation of the inmates’
Eighth Amendment rights to be free of cruel and unusual punishment. Georgacarakos v.

Wiley, Civil Action No. 07—-cv-01712-MSK-MEH, 2010 WL 1291833 (D. Colo. Mar. 30,
2010); see also Sattar v. Gonzales, Civil Action No. 07-cv-02698-WDM-KLM, 2009 WL
606115 (D. Colo. Mar. 6, 2009).
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liberty interest in avoiding the conditions imposed by SAMs). Later, the judge explicitly rejected
Yousef’s argument “that the SAMs renewal process is essentially a sham designed to impose SAMs
on Yousef in perpetuity.” Yousef v. United States, No. 12-cv-2585-RPM, 2014 WL 2892251, at
*2-3 (D. Colo. June 26, 2014) (denying inmate’s motion for relief from judgment).

69.  Courts subject SAMs to meaningful review. For example, in Mohammed v. Holder,
Civil Action No. 07-cv-02697-MSK-BNB, 2011 WL 4501959 (D. Colo. Sep. 29, 2011), a district
court ruled that the government was not entitled to summary judgment on a claim that it was
unreasonably limiting the defendant’s mail and communications. The inmate—and the court—
pointed out that the Warden at ADX had recommended that the defendant be permitted to
communicate with persons outside of his immediate family.

70. Mr. Sickler also claims that the imposition of SAMs, and the requirement that
Assange’s attorneys agree to abide by them, will hinder Assange’s ability to mount a defense. At
this point, whether SAMs would, in fact, be imposed on Assange at the ADC (or the BOP) is, of
course, mere speculation. Nevertheless, the attorney affirmation requirement helps to protect
national security and public safety. Incarceration provides no guarantee that a SAMs inmate will
refrain from engaging in criminal conduct. See, e.g., United States v. Salameh, 152 F.3d 88, 107-
08 (1998) (an incarcerated terrorist transmitted coded telephone messages to his co-conspirators);
United States v. Rahman, 189 F.3d 88, 105-06 (1999) (a convicted terrorist provided guidance from
prison to his followers for future terrorist attacks). Moreover, in at least one instance, an attorney
violated SAMs to help her incarcerated client communicate with fellow terrorists. Lynn Stewart
was convicted for smuggling statements from her client, the notorious “Blind Sheikh” Omar Abdel

Rahman, to Egyptian jihadists. United States v. Stewart, 590 F.3d 93, 165 (2d Cir. 2009). Stewart
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was not, as Mr. Sickler suggests, merely “revealing her client’s statements to the press.” Sickler
Aff. 11 43.

71. Requiring attorneys to acknowledge the imposition of SAMs and abide by them
properly protects national security and public safety. As the Second Circuit found in upholding
Stewart’s criminal conviction, “[w]e have no basis upon which to entertain a doubt as to the
authority of the Attorney General of the United States to ensure that reasonable measures [SAMs]
are designed and implemented in an attempt to prevent imprisoned criminals who are considered
dangerous despite their incarceration from engaging in or facilitating further acts of criminality
from their prison cells.” United States v. Stewart, 590 F.3d at 111-12. The attorney affirmation
requirement also helps to ensure that SAMs inmates communicate confidentially only with
attorneys who are apprised of the SAMs prohibition on disseminating the inmates’
communications to third parties.

72. Mr. Sickler also misrepresents the situation with regard to attorneys who represent
SAMs inmates. The affirmation, which simply confirms that counsel acknowledge and promise
to abide by the terms of the SAMs, does not block the access of inmates to counsel or the courts;
neither does it hinder attorneys from providing full and fair representation to inmates. Recently,
for example, SAMs inmate Dzhokhar Tsarnaev, the convicted Boston marathon bomber, succeeded
in overturning his death sentence through the representation of his large legal team, all of whom
executed affirmations of the SAMs and had access to their client. See United States v. Tsarnaev,
No. 16-6001, -- F.3d --, 2020 WL 43815878 (1st Cir. July 31, 2020). In short, there is no evidence
to justify Mr. Sickler’s unsupported contention that “most lawyers” are “frightened” of SAMs, or

that their ability to represent their clients is compromised.
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F. The BOP Has Protocols in Place to Protect Inmates from COVID-109.

73.  The BOP has protocols in place to protect inmates from COVID-19. Starting in
January 2020, the BOP implemented its Pandemic Influenza contingency plan. The BOP continues
to revise and update its action plan in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, and in response to the
latest guidance from experts at the World Health Organization (“WHO?”), the Centers for Disease
Control and Prevention (*CDC”) and the Office of Personnel Management (“OPM”).

74.  On March 1, 2020, the BOP implemented modifications to its normal operations to
further lessen the possibility that COVID-19 spreads among staff and inmates. This included
taking measures to reasonably limit inmate exposure to other inmates while continuing to allow
inmates access to programs and services that are offered under normal operating procedures, such
as mental health treatment; coordinating with the United States Marshals Service to significantly
decrease the number of prisoners added to facilities during this time; and limit group gatherings
while affording inmates access to commissary, laundry, showers, telephone, and TRULINCS or
email access.

75. During the intervening months, the BOP has regularly updated its modified
operations to limit the spread of COVID-19 amongst staff and inmates. On August 5, 2020, BOP
implemented Phase Nine of its Action Plan, which currently governs operations. See Exhibit D to
this Declaration. The current modified operations plan is an extension of the previous phases.
Only limited group gathering is afforded, with attention to social distancing to the extent possible,
to facilitate commissary, laundry, showers, telephone, and computer access. Further, BOP has
severely limited the movement of inmates and detainees among its facilities, with exceptions for

medical treatment and similar exigencies.
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76. Every newly admitted inmate is screened for COVID-19 exposure risk factors and
symptoms and tested for COVID. Inmates who are asymptomatic and test negative are placed in
quarantine. Symptomatic inmates or inmates who test positive are immediately placed in medical
isolation until they are cleared by medical staff as meeting CDC criteria for release from isolation.
In addition, all staff are screened for symptoms. Staff registering a temperature of 100.4 degrees
Fahrenheit or higher are barred from the facility on that basis alone. A staff member with a stuffy
or runny nose can be placed on leave by a medical officer.

77.  Contractor access to BOP facilities is restricted to only those performing essential
services (e.g. medical or mental health care, religious, etc.) or those who perform necessary
maintenance on essential systems. All volunteer visits are suspended absent authorization by the
Deputy Director of BOP. Any contractor or volunteer who requires access will be screened for
symptoms and risk factors.

78.  To limit the number of people entering the facility and interacting with inmates,
social visits were stopped as of March 13, 2020. To ensure that familial relationships are
maintained throughout this disruption, BOP has increased detainees’ telephone allowance to 500
minutes per month. On August 31, 2020, the BOP issued a Modification of Coronavirus (COVID-
19) Phase Nine Action Plan, applying to social visiting. See Exhibit E to this Declaration.
Specifically, social visiting in the BOP is projected to resume no later than Saturday, October 3,
2020, in accordance with the guidance issued in the memorandum. Wardens are to begin

immediately developing local procedures to reinstate social visiting.
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79.  Tours of facilities are suspended. All staff and inmates have been and will continue
to be issued appropriate face coverings and strongly encouraged to wear the face covering when
in public areas when social distancing cannot be achieved.

80.  The BOP recognizes that access to legal counsel remains a paramount requirement
and seeks accommodate access to the maximum extent reasonably possible under the
circumstances. Specifically, legal visits are permitted on a case-by-case basis after the attorney
has been screened for infection in accordance with the screening protocols in place for prison staff,
contractors, and visitors. Additionally, telephone calls and video conferencing with legal counsel
are accommodated to the extent possible as detailed in the BOP’s Phase Nine Action Plan. See
Exhibit D.

81. The BOP has a website dedicated to providing information on the COVID-19
pandemic. See https://www.bop.gov/coronavirus/ (last visited Sep. 1, 2020). The site is updated
daily. As of September 1, 2020, the BOP had 127,145 federal inmates in BOP-managed institutions
and 13,878 in community-based facilities. The BOP has approximately 36,000 staff members.
1,795 federal inmates and 667 BOP staff have confirmed positive test results for COVID-19, and
10,669 inmates and 929 staff members have tested positive, been isolated, and recovered from the
virus. There have been 118 inmate deaths and two staff member deaths attributable to the virus.
In sum, the BOP is carefully monitoring COVID-19 and making a serious effort to prevent the
virus’s spread among its inmate and staff populations.

82.  To support his claim that BOP is ill-prepared to handle COVID-19, Mr. Sickler
relies on a district court opinion from the Southern District of New York. See Sickler Aff. { 35-

36 (citing United States v. Stephens, No. 15-cr-95 (AJN), 2020 WL 1295155 (S.D.N.Y. Mar. 19,
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2020)). That case concerned the Metropolitan Correctional Center (“MCC”), a pretrial detention
facility in New York. In a more recent case, a judge on the same court denied a defendant’s
application for pretrial release. See United States v. Gumora, 20-CR-11 (VSB), 2020 WL 1862361
(S.D.N.Y. April 14, 2020). The judge in Gumora pointed out that BOP had “developed and
implemented a plan to mitigate the impact of COVID-19 on the federal prison population.” Id. at
*10. The court found that, at least as to the MCC, implementation of the plan “appears to have
limited the spread of the virus within the institution.” 1d. at *11.
II1. Definition of National Defense Information

83.  Clarification of the law in the United States regarding the definition of information
relating to “the national defense”, under Section 793 of Title 18 of the United States Code, may
assist the Court. Case law in the United States establishes that, to be national defense information,
the documents at issue must satisfy three criteria. First, the documents must generally relate to
military matters or related activities of national preparedness. See Gorinv. United States, 312 U.S.
19, 28 (1941); United States v. Rosen, 445 F. Supp. 2d 602, 620 (E.D. Va. 2006) (“[T]he phrase
‘information relating to the national defense’ has consistently been construed broadly to include
information dealing with military matters and more generally with matters relating to United States
foreign policy and intelligence capabilities.”). Second, the information must be “closely held” by
the U.S. government. See United States v. Squillacote, 221 F.3d 542, 579 (4th Cir. 2000)
(“[Information made public by the government as well as information never protected by the
government is not national defense information.”); United States v. Morison, 844 F.2d 1057, 1071-
72 (4th Cir. 1988). Third, disclosure of the documents must be potentially damaging to the United

States or potentially useful to an enemy of the United States. See Morison, 844 F.2d at 1071-72
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(approving jury instruction that the prosecution must prove that the information “would be
potentially damaging to the United States or might be useful to an enemy of the United States.”).

84.  To obtain a conviction, the government must prove those elements to the jury
beyond a reasonable doubt. Assange, therefore, will have the opportunity to present evidence,
cross-examination, and argument that the United States has failed to prove any or all of those
elements.

Conclusion

85. I, Gordon D. Kromberg, an Assistant United States Attorney, attest under penalty

of perjury that, on this 3rd day of September 2020, this document is true and accurate to the best

of my knowledge, information, and belief.
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Julian Assange unlikely to face U.S. charges over publishing classified d...  https://www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/julian-assange-...

By Sari Horwitz
November 25, 2013

The Justice Department has all but concluded it will not bring charges against WikiLeaks founder Julian
Assange for publishing classified documents because government lawyers said they could not do so without

also prosecuting U.S. news organizations and journalists, according to U.S. officials.

The officials stressed that a formal decision has not been made, and a grand jury investigating WikilLeaks
remains impaneled, but they said there is little possibility of bringing a case against Assange, unless he is
implicated in criminal activity other than releasing online top-secret military and diplomatic documents.

The Obama administration has charged government employees and contractors who leak classified
information — such as former National Security Agency contractor Edward Snowden and former Army
intelligence analyst Bradley Manning — with violations of the Espionage Act. But officials said that although
Assange published classified documents, he did not leak them, something they said significantly affects their

legal analysis.

“The problem the department has always had in investigating Julian Assange is there is no way to prosecute
him for publishing information without the same theory being applied to journalists,” said former Justice
Department spokesman Matthew Miller. “And if you are not going to prosecute journalists for publishing
classified information, which the department is not, then there is no way to prosecute Assange.”

Justice officials said they looked hard at Assange but realized that they have what they described as a “New
York Times problem.” If the Justice Department indicted Assange, it would also have to prosecute the New
York Times and other news organizations and writers who published classified material, including The

Washington Post and Britain’s Guardian newspaper, according to the officials, who spoke on the condition

of anonymity to discuss internal deliberations.

WikiLeaks spokesman Kristinn Hrafnsson said last week that the anti-secrecy organization is skeptical
“short of an open, official, formal confirmation that the U.S. government is not going to prosecute
WikiLeaks.” Justice Department officials said it is unclear whether there will be a formal announcement

should the grand jury investigation be formally closed.

“We have repeatedly asked the Department of Justice to tell us what the status of the investigation was with
respect to Mr. Assange,” said Barry J. Pollack, a Washington attorney for Assange. “They have declined to do
so. They have not informed us in any way that they are closing the investigation or have made a decision not
to bring charges against Mr. Assange. While we would certainly welcome that development, it should not
have taken the Department of Justice several years to come to the conclusion that it should not be

investigating journalists for publishing truthful information.”

There have been persistent rumors that the grand jury investigation of Assange and WikilLeaks Egg secretly
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The Times's Dealings With Julian Assange - The New York Times https://www.nytimes.com/2011/01/30/magazine/30Wikileaks-t.html

€he New Pork Times Magazine

Dealing With Assange and the WikiLeaks Secrets

By Bill Keller

Jan. 26, 2011

See how this article appeared when it was originally published on
NYTimes.com.

This past June, Alan Rusbridger, the editor of The Guardian, phoned me and asked, mysteriously, whether I had any idea
how to arrange a secure communication. Not really, I confessed. The Times doesn’t have encrypted phone lines, or a Cone of
Silence. Well then, he said, he would try to speak circumspectly. In a roundabout way, he laid out an unusual proposition: an
organization called WikiLeaks, a secretive cadre of antisecrecy vigilantes, had come into possession of a substantial amount
of classified United States government communications. WikiLeaks’s leader, Julian Assange, an eccentric former computer
hacker of Australian birth and no fixed residence, offered The Guardian half a million military dispatches from the
battlefields of Afghanistan and Iraq. There might be more after that, including an immense bundle of confidential diplomatic
cables. The Guardian suggested — to increase the impact as well as to share the labor of handling such a trove — that The
New York Times be invited to share this exclusive bounty. The source agreed. Was I interested?

I was interested.

The adventure that ensued over the next six months combined the cloak-and-dagger intrigue of handling a vast secret
archive with the more mundane feat of sorting, searching and understanding a mountain of data. As if that were not
complicated enough, the project also entailed a source who was elusive, manipulative and volatile (and ultimately openly
hostile to The Times and The Guardian); an international cast of journalists; company lawyers committed to keeping us
within the bounds of the law; and an array of government officials who sometimes seemed as if they couldn’t decide
whether they wanted to engage us or arrest us. By the end of the year, the story of this wholesale security breach had
outgrown the story of the actual contents of the secret documents and generated much breathless speculation that
something — journalism, diplomacy, life as we know it — had profoundly changed forever.

Soon after Rusbridger’s call, we sent Eric Schmitt, from our Washington bureau, to London. Schmitt has covered military
affairs expertly for years, has read his share of classified military dispatches and has excellent judgment and an unflappable
demeanor. His main assignment was to get a sense of the material. Was it genuine? Was it of public interest? He would also
report back on the proposed mechanics of our collaboration with The Guardian and the German magazine Der Spiegel,
which Assange invited as a third guest to his secret smorgasbord. Schmitt would also meet the WikiLeaks leader, who was
known to a few Guardian journalists but not to us.

Schmitt’s first call back to The Times was encouraging. There was no question in his mind that the Afghanistan dispatches
were genuine. They were fascinating — a diary of a troubled war from the ground up. And there were intimations of more to
come, especially classified cables from the entire constellation of American diplomatic outposts. WikiLeaks was holding
those back for now, presumably to see how this venture with the establishment media worked out. Over the next few days,
Schmitt huddled in a discreet office at The Guardian, sampling the trove of war dispatches and discussing the complexities
of this project: how to organize and study such a voluminous cache of information; how to securely transport, store and
share it; how journalists from three very different publications would work together without compromising their
independence; and how we would all assure an appropriate distance from Julian Assange. We regarded Assange throughout
as a source, not as a partner or collaborator, but he was a man who clearly had his own agenda.

By the time of the meetings in London, WikiLeaks had already acquired a measure of international fame or, depending on
your point of view, notoriety. Shortly before I got the call from The Guardian, The New Yorker published a rich and colorful
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profile of Assange, by Raffi Khatchadourian, who had embedded with the group. WikiLeaks’s biggest coup to that point was
the release, last April, of video footage taken from one of two U.S. helicopters involved in firing down on a crowd and a
building in Baghdad in 2007, killing at least 18 people. While some of the people in the video were armed, others gave no
indication of menace; two were in fact journalists for the news agency Reuters. The video, with its soundtrack of callous
banter, was horrifying to watch and was an embarrassment to the U.S. military. But in its zeal to make the video a work of
antiwar propaganda, WikiLeaks also released a version that didn’t call attention to an Iraqi who was toting a rocket-
propelled grenade and packaged the manipulated version under the tendentious rubric “Collateral Murder.” (See the edited
and non-edited videos here.)

Throughout our dealings, Assange was coy about where he obtained his secret cache. But the suspected source of the video,
as well as the military dispatches and the diplomatic cables to come, was a disillusioned U.S. Army private first class named
Bradley Manning, who had been arrested and was being kept in solitary confinement.

On the fourth day of the London meeting, Assange slouched into The Guardian office, a day late. Schmitt took his first
measure of the man who would be a large presence in our lives. “He’s tall — probably 6-foot-2 or 6-3 — and lanky, with pale
skin, gray eyes and a shock of white hair that seizes your attention,” Schmitt wrote to me later. “He was alert but disheveled,
like a bag lady walking in off the street, wearing a dingy, light-colored sport coat and cargo pants, dirty white shirt, beat-up
sneakers and filthy white socks that collapsed around his ankles. He smelled as if he hadn’t bathed in days.”

Assange shrugged a huge backpack off his shoulders and pulled out a stockpile of laptops, cords, cellphones, thumb drives
and memory sticks that held the WikiLeaks secrets.

The reporters had begun preliminary work on the Afghanistan field reports, using a large Excel spreadsheet to organize the
material, then plugging in search terms and combing the documents for newsworthy content. They had run into a puzzling
incongruity: Assange said the data included dispatches from the beginning of 2004 through the end of 2009, but the material
on the spreadsheet ended abruptly in April 2009. A considerable amount of material was missing. Assange, slipping
naturally into the role of office geek, explained that they had hit the limits of Excel. Open a second spreadsheet, he
instructed. They did, and the rest of the data materialized — a total of 92,000 reports from the battlefields of Afghanistan.

The reporters came to think of Assange as smart and well educated, extremely adept technologically but arrogant, thin-
skinned, conspiratorial and oddly credulous. At lunch one day in The Guardian’s cafeteria, Assange recounted with an air of
great conviction a story about the archive in Germany that contains the files of the former Communist secret police, the
Stasi. This office, Assange asserted, was thoroughly infiltrated by former Stasi agents who were quietly destroying the
documents they were entrusted with protecting. The Der Spiegel reporter in the group, John Goetz, who has reported
extensively on the Stasi, listened in amazement. That’s utter nonsense, he said. Some former Stasi personnel were hired as
security guards in the office, but the records were well protected.

Assange was openly contemptuous of the American government and certain that he was a hunted man. He told the
reporters that he had prepared a kind of doomsday option. He had, he said, distributed highly encrypted copies of his entire
secret archive to a multitude of supporters, and if WikiLeaks was shut down, or if he was arrested, he would disseminate the
key to make the information public.

Schmitt told me that for all Assange’s bombast and dark conspiracy theories, he had a bit of Peter Pan in him. One night,
when they were all walking down the street after dinner, Assange suddenly started skipping ahead of the group. Schmitt and
Goetz stared, speechless. Then, just as suddenly, Assange stopped, got back in step with them and returned to the
conversation he had interrupted.

For the rest of the week Schmitt worked with David Leigh, The Guardian’s investigations editor; Nick Davies, an
investigative reporter for the paper; and Goetz, of Der Spiegel, to organize and sort the material. With help from two of The
Times’s best computer minds — Andrew Lehren and Aron Pilhofer — they figured out how to assemble the material into a
conveniently searchable and secure database.

Journalists are characteristically competitive, but the group worked well together. They brainstormed topics to explore and
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exchanged search results. Der Spiegel offered to check the logs against incident reports submitted by the German Army to
its Parliament — partly as story research, partly as an additional check on authenticity.

Assange provided us the data on the condition that we not write about it before specific dates that WikiLeaks planned on
posting the documents on a publicly accessible Web site. The Afghanistan documents would go first, after we had a few
weeks to search the material and write our articles. The larger cache of Irag-related documents would go later. Such
embargoes — agreements not to publish information before a set date — are commonplace in journalism. Everything from
studies in medical journals to the annual United States budget is released with embargoes. They are a constraint with
benefits, the principal one being the chance to actually read and reflect on the material before publishing it into public view.
As Assange surely knew, embargoes also tend to build suspense and amplify a story, especially when multiple news outlets
broadcast it at once. The embargo was the only condition WikiLeaks would try to impose on us; what we wrote about the
material was entirely up to us. Much later, some American news outlets reported that they were offered last-minute access
to WikiLeaks documents if they signed contracts with financial penalties for early disclosure. The Times was never asked to
sign anything or to pay anything. For WikiLeaks, at least in this first big venture, exposure was its own reward.

Back in New York we assembled a team of reporters, data experts and editors and quartered them in an out-of-the-way
office. Andrew Lehren, of our computer-assisted-reporting unit, did the first cut, searching terms on his own or those
suggested by other reporters, compiling batches of relevant documents and summarizing the contents. We assigned
reporters to specific areas in which they had expertise and gave them password access to rummage in the data. This
became the routine we would follow with subsequent archives.

An air of intrigue verging on paranoia permeated the project, perhaps understandably, given that we were dealing with a
mass of classified material and a source who acted like a fugitive, changing crash pads, e-mail addresses and cellphones
frequently. We used encrypted Web sites. Reporters exchanged notes via Skype, believing it to be somewhat less vulnerable
to eavesdropping. On conference calls, we spoke in amateurish code. Assange was always “the source.” The latest data drop
was “the package.” When I left New York for two weeks to visit bureaus in Pakistan and Afghanistan, where we assume that
communications may be monitored, I was not to be copied on message traffic about the project. I never imagined that any of
this would defeat a curious snoop from the National Security Agency or Pakistani intelligence. And I was never entirely sure
whether that prospect made me more nervous than the cyberwiles of WikiLeaks itself. At a point when relations between
the news organizations and WikiLeaks were rocky, at least three people associated with this project had inexplicable activity
in their e-mail that suggested someone was hacking into their accounts.

From consultations with our lawyers, we were confident that reporting on the secret documents could be done within the
law, but we speculated about what the government — or some other government — might do to impede our work or exact
recriminations. And, the law aside, we felt an enormous moral and ethical obligation to use the material responsibly. While
we assumed we had little or no ability to influence what WikiLeaks did, let alone what would happen once this material was
loosed in the echo chamber of the blogosphere, that did not free us from the need to exercise care in our own journalism.
From the beginning, we agreed that in our articles and in any documents we published from the secret archive, we would
excise material that could put lives at risk.

Guided by reporters with extensive experience in the field, we redacted the names of ordinary citizens, local officials,
activists, academics and others who had spoken to American soldiers or diplomats. We edited out any details that might
reveal ongoing intelligence-gathering operations, military tactics or locations of material that could be used to fashion
terrorist weapons. Three reporters with considerable experience of handling military secrets — Eric Schmitt, Michael
Gordon and C. J. Chivers — went over the documents we considered posting. Chivers, an ex-Marine who has reported for us
from several battlefields, brought a practiced eye and cautious judgment to the business of redaction. If a dispatch noted
that Aircraft A left Location B at a certain time and arrived at Location C at a certain time, Chivers edited it out on the off
chance that this could teach enemy forces something useful about the capabilities of that aircraft.

The first articles in the project, which we called the War Logs, were scheduled to go up on the Web sites of The Times, The
Guardian and Der Spiegel on Sunday, July 25. We approached the White House days before that to get its reaction to the
huge breach of secrecy as well as to specific articles we planned to write — including a major one about Pakistan’s
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ambiguous role as an American ally. On July 24, the day before the War Logs went live, I attended a farewell party for Roger
Cohen, a columnist for The Times and The International Herald Tribune, that was given by Richard Holbrooke, the Obama
administration’s special envoy to Afghanistan and Pakistan. A voracious consumer of inside information, Holbrooke had a
decent idea of what was coming, and he pulled me away from the crowd to show me the fusillade of cabinet-level e-mail
ricocheting through his BlackBerry, thus demonstrating both the frantic anxiety in the administration and, not incidentally,
the fact that he was very much in the loop. The Pakistan article, in particular, would complicate his life. But one of
Holbrooke’s many gifts was his ability to make pretty good lemonade out of the bitterest lemons; he was already spinning
the reports of Pakistani duplicity as leverage he could use to pull the Pakistanis back into closer alignment with American
interests. Five months later, when Holbrooke — just 69, and seemingly indestructible — died of a torn aorta, I remembered
that evening. And what I remembered best was that he was as excited to be on the cusp of a big story as I was.

We posted the articles on NYTimes.com the next day at 5 p.m. — a time picked to reconcile the different publishing
schedules of the three publications. I was proud of what a crew of great journalists had done to fashion coherent and
instructive reporting from a jumble of raw field reports, mostly composed in a clunky patois of military jargon and
acronyms. The reporters supplied context, nuance and skepticism. There was much in that first round of articles worth
reading, but my favorite single piece was one of the simplest. Chivers gathered all of the dispatches related to a single,
remote, beleaguered American military outpost and stitched them together into a heartbreaking narrative. The dispatches
from this outpost represent in miniature the audacious ambitions, gradual disillusionment and ultimate disappointment that
Afghanistan has dealt to occupiers over the centuries.

If anyone doubted that the three publications operated independently, the articles we posted that day made it clear that we
followed our separate muses. The Guardian, which is an openly left-leaning newspaper, used the first War Logs to
emphasize civilian casualties in Afghanistan, claiming the documents disclosed that coalition forces killed “hundreds of
civilians in unreported incidents,” underscoring the cost of what the paper called a “failing war.” Our reporters studied the
same material but determined that all the major episodes of civilian deaths we found in the War Logs had been reported in
The Times, many of them on the front page. (In fact, two of our journalists, Stephen Farrell and Sultan Munadi, were
kidnapped by the Taliban while investigating one major episode near Kunduz. Munadi was killed during an ensuing rescue
by British paratroopers.) The civilian deaths that had not been previously reported came in ones and twos and did not add
up to anywhere near “hundreds.” Moreover, since several were either duplicated or missing from the reports, we concluded
that an overall tally would be little better than a guess.

Another example: The Times gave prominence to the dispatches reflecting American suspicions that Pakistani intelligence
was playing a double game in Afghanistan — nodding to American interests while abetting the Taliban. We buttressed the
interesting anecdotal material of Pakistani double-dealing with additional reporting. The Guardian was unimpressed by
those dispatches and treated them more dismissively.

Three months later, with the French daily Le Monde added to the group, we published Round 2, the Iraq War Logs, including
articles on how the United States turned a blind eye to the torture of prisoners by Iraqi forces working with the U.S., how
Iraq spawned an extraordinary American military reliance on private contractors and how extensively Iran had meddled in
the conflict.
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Artwork by Eric Yahnker

By this time, The Times’s relationship with our source had gone from wary to hostile. I talked to Assange by phone a few
times and heard out his complaints. He was angry that we declined to link our online coverage of the War Logs to the
WikiLeaks Web site, a decision we made because we feared — rightly, as it turned out — that its trove would contain the
names of low-level informants and make them Taliban targets. “Where’s the respect?” he demanded. “Where’s the respect?”
Another time he called to tell me how much he disliked our profile of Bradley Manning, the Army private suspected of being
the source of WikiLeaks’s most startling revelations. The article traced Manning’s childhood as an outsider and his distress
as a gay man in the military. Assange complained that we “psychologicalized” Manning and gave short shrift to his “political
awakening.”

The final straw was a front-page profile of Assange by John Burns and Ravi Somaiya, published Oct. 24, that revealed
fractures within WikiLeaks, attributed by Assange’s critics to his imperious management style. Assange denounced the
article to me, and in various public forums, as “a smear.”

Assange was transformed by his outlaw celebrity. The derelict with the backpack and the sagging socks now wore his hair
dyed and styled, and he favored fashionably skinny suits and ties. He became a kind of cult figure for the European young
and leftish and was evidently a magnet for women. Two Swedish women filed police complaints claiming that Assange
insisted on having sex without a condom; Sweden’s strict laws on nonconsensual sex categorize such behavior as rape, and
a prosecutor issued a warrant to question Assange, who initially described it as a plot concocted to silence or discredit
WikiLeaks.

I came to think of Julian Assange as a character from a Stieg Larsson thriller — a man who could figure either as hero or
villain in one of the megaselling Swedish novels that mix hacker counterculture, high-level conspiracy and sex as both
recreation and violation.

In October, WikiLeaks gave The Guardian its third archive, a quarter of a million communications between the U.S. State
Department and its outposts around the globe. This time, Assange imposed a new condition: The Guardian was not to share
the material with The New York Times. Indeed, he told Guardian journalists that he opened discussions with two other
American news organizations — The Washington Post and the McClatchy chain — and intended to invite them in as
replacements for The Times. He also enlarged his recipient list to include El Pais, the leading Spanish-language newspaper.

The Guardian was uncomfortable with Assange’s condition. By now the journalists from The Times and The Guardian had a
good working relationship. The Times provided a large American audience for the revelations, as well as access to the U.S.
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government for comment and context. And given the potential legal issues and public reaction, it was good to have company
in the trenches. Besides, we had come to believe that Assange was losing control of his stockpile of secrets. An independent
journalist, Heather Brooke, had obtained material from a WikiLeaks dissident and joined in a loose alliance with The
Guardian. Over the coming weeks, batches of cables would pop up in newspapers in Lebanon, Australia and Norway. David
Leigh, The Guardian’s investigations editor, concluded that these rogue leaks released The Guardian from any pledge, and
he gave us the cables.

On Now. 1, Assange and two of his lawyers burst into Alan Rusbridger’s office, furious that The Guardian was asserting
greater independence and suspicious that The Times might be in possession of the embassy cables. Over the course of an
eight-hour meeting, Assange intermittently raged against The Times — especially over our front-page profile — while The
Guardian journalists tried to calm him. In midstorm, Rusbridger called me to report on Assange’s grievances and relay his
demand for a front-page apology in The Times. Rusbridger knew that this was a nonstarter, but he was buying time for the
tantrum to subside. In the end, both he and Georg Mascolo, editor in chief of Der Spiegel, made clear that they intended to
continue their collaboration with The Times; Assange could take it or leave it. Given that we already had all of the
documents, Assange had little choice. Over the next two days, the news organizations agreed on a timetable for publication.

The following week, we sent Ian Fisher, a deputy foreign editor who was a principal coordinator on our processing of the
embassy cables, to London to work out final details. The meeting went smoothly, even after Assange arrived. “Freakishly
good behavior;” Fisher e-mailed me afterward. “No yelling or crazy mood swings.” But after dinner, as Fisher was leaving,
Assange smirked and offered a parting threat: “Tell me, are you in contact with your legal counsel?” Fisher replied that he
was. “You had better be,” Assange said.

Fisher left London with an understanding that we would continue to have access to the material. But just in case, we took
out a competitive insurance policy. We had Scott Shane, a Washington correspondent, pull together a long, just-in-case
article summing up highlights of the cables, which we could quickly post on our Web site. If WikiLeaks sprang another leak,
we would be ready.

Because of the range of the material and the very nature of diplomacy, the embassy cables were bound to be more explosive
than the War Logs. Dean Baquet, our Washington bureau chief, gave the White House an early warning on Nov. 19. The
following Tuesday, two days before Thanksgiving, Baquet and two colleagues were invited to a windowless room at the State
Department, where they encountered an unsmiling crowd. Representatives from the White House, the State Department,
the Office of the Director of National Intelligence, the C.I.A., the Defense Intelligence Agency, the FB.I. and the Pentagon
gathered around a conference table. Others, who never identified themselves, lined the walls. A solitary note-taker tapped
away on a computer.

The meeting was off the record, but it is fair to say the mood was tense. Scott Shane, one reporter who participated in the
meeting, described “an undertone of suppressed outrage and frustration.”

Subsequent meetings, which soon gave way to daily conference calls, were more businesslike. Before each discussion, our
Washington bureau sent over a batch of specific cables that we intended to use in the coming days. They were circulated to
regional specialists, who funneled their reactions to a small group at State, who came to our daily conversations with a list of
priorities and arguments to back them up. We relayed the government’s concerns, and our own decisions regarding them, to
the other news outlets.

The administration’s concerns generally fell into three categories. First was the importance of protecting individuals who
had spoken candidly to American diplomats in oppressive countries. We almost always agreed on those and were grateful to
the government for pointing out some we overlooked.

“We were all aware of dire stakes for some of the people named in the cables if we failed to obscure their identities,” Shane
wrote to me later, recalling the nature of the meetings. Like many of us, Shane has worked in countries where dissent can
mean prison or worse. “That sometimes meant not just removing the name but also references to institutions that might
give a clue to an identity and sometimes even the dates of conversations, which might be compared with surveillance tapes
of an American Embassy to reveal who was visiting the diplomats that day.”
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The second category included sensitive American programs, usually related to intelligence. We agreed to withhold some of
this information, like a cable describing an intelligence-sharing program that took years to arrange and might be lost if
exposed. In other cases, we went away convinced that publication would cause some embarrassment but no real harm.

The third category consisted of cables that disclosed candid comments by and about foreign officials, including heads of
state. The State Department feared publication would strain relations with those countries. We were mostly unconvinced.

The embassy cables were a different kind of treasure from the War Logs. For one thing, they covered the entire globe —
virtually every embassy, consulate and interest section that the United States maintains. They contained the makings of
many dozens of stories: candid American appraisals of foreign leaders, narratives of complicated negotiations, allegations of
corruption and duplicity, countless behind-the-scenes insights. Some of the material was of narrow local interest; some of it
had global implications. Some provided authoritative versions of events not previously fully understood. Some consisted of
rumor and flimsy speculation.

Unlike most of the military dispatches, the embassy cables were written in clear English, sometimes with wit, color and an
ear for dialogue. (“Who knew,” one of our English colleagues marveled, “that American diplomats could write?”)

Even more than the military logs, the diplomatic cables called for context and analysis. It was important to know, for
example, that cables sent from an embassy are routinely dispatched over the signature of the ambassador and those from
the State Department are signed by the secretary of state, regardless of whether the ambassador or secretary had actually
seen the material. It was important to know that much of the communication between Washington and its outposts is given
even more restrictive classification — top secret or higher — and was thus missing from this trove. We searched in vain, for
example, for military or diplomatic reports on the fate of Pat Tillman, the former football star and Army Ranger who was
killed by friendly fire in Afghanistan. We found no reports on how Osama bin Laden eluded American forces in the
mountains of Tora Bora. (In fact, we found nothing but second- and thirdhand rumors about bin Laden.) If such cables exist,
they were presumably classified top secret or higher.

And it was important to remember that diplomatic cables are versions of events. They can be speculative. They can be
ambiguous. They can be wrong.

One of our first articles drawn from the diplomatic cables, for example, reported on a secret intelligence assessment that
Iran had obtained a supply of advanced missiles from North Korea, missiles that could reach European capitals. Outside
experts long suspected that Iran obtained missile parts but not the entire weapons, so this glimpse of the official view was
revealing. The Washington Post fired back with a different take, casting doubt on whether the missile in question had been
transferred to Iran or whether it was even a workable weapon. We went back to the cables — and the experts — and
concluded in a subsequent article that the evidence presented “a murkier picture.”

The tension between a newspaper’s obligation to inform and the government’s responsibility to protect is hardly new. At
least until this year, nothing The Times did on my watch caused nearly so much agitation as two articles we published about
tactics employed by the Bush administration after the attacks of Sept. 11, 2001. The first, which was published in 2005 and
won a Pulitzer Prize, revealed that the National Security Agency was eavesdropping on domestic phone conversations and
e-mail without the legal courtesy of a warrant. The other, published in 2006, described a vast Treasury Department program
to screen international banking records.

I have vivid memories of sitting in the Oval Office as President George W. Bush tried to persuade me and the paper’s
publisher to withhold the eavesdropping story, saying that if we published it, we should share the blame for the next
terrorist attack. We were unconvinced by his argument and published the story, and the reaction from the government —
and conservative commentators in particular — was vociferous.

This time around, the Obama administration’s reaction was different. It was, for the most part, sober and professional. The
Obama White House, while strongly condemning WikiLeaks for making the documents public, did not seek an injunction to
halt publication. There was no Oval Office lecture. On the contrary, in our discussions before publication of our articles,
White House officials, while challenging some of the conclusions we drew from the material, thanked us for handling the
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documents with care. The secretaries of state and defense and the attorney general resisted the opportunity for a crowd-
pleasing orgy of press bashing. There has been no serious official talk — unless you count an ambiguous hint by Senator
Joseph Lieberman — of pursuing news organizations in the courts. Though the release of these documents was certainly
embarrassing, the relevant government agencies actually engaged with us in an attempt to prevent the release of material
genuinely damaging to innocent individuals or to the national interest.

The broader public reaction was mixed — more critical in the first days; more sympathetic as readers absorbed the articles
and the sky did not fall; and more hostile to WikiLeaks in the U.S. than in Europe, where there is often a certain pleasure in
seeing the last superpower taken down a peg.

In the days after we began our respective series based on the embassy cables, Alan Rusbridger and I went online to answer
questions from readers. The Guardian, whose readership is more sympathetic to the guerrilla sensibilities of WikiLeaks,
was attacked for being too fastidious about redacting the documents: How dare you censor this material? What are you
hiding? Post everything now! The mail sent to The Times, at least in the first day or two, came from the opposite field. Many
readers were indignant and alarmed: Who needs this? How dare you? What gives you the right?

Artwork by Barry Falls

Much of the concern reflected a genuine conviction that in perilous times the president needs extraordinary powers,
unfettered by Congressional oversight, court meddling or the strictures of international law and certainly safe from nosy
reporters. That is compounded by a popular sense that the elite media have become too big for their britches and by the fact
that our national conversation has become more polarized and strident.

Although it is our aim to be impartial in our presentation of the news, our attitude toward these issues is far from indifferent.
The journalists at The Times have a large and personal stake in the country’s security. We live and work in a city that has
been tragically marked as a favorite terrorist target, and in the wake of 9/11 our journalists plunged into the ruins to tell the
story of what happened here. Moreover, The Times has nine staff correspondents assigned to the two wars still being waged
in the wake of that attack, plus a rotating cast of photographers, visiting writers and scores of local stringers and support
staff. They work in this high-risk environment because, while there are many places you can go for opinions about the war,
there are few places — and fewer by the day — where you can go to find honest, on-the-scene reporting about what is
happening. We take extraordinary precautions to keep them safe, but we have had two of our Iraqi journalists murdered for
doing their jobs. We have had four journalists held hostage by the Taliban — two of them for seven months. We had one
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Afghan journalist Killed in a rescue attempt. Last October, while I was in Kabul, we got word that a photographer embedded
for us with troops near Kandahar stepped on an improvised mine and lost both his legs.

We are invested in the struggle against murderous extremism in another sense. The virulent hatred espoused by terrorists,
judging by their literature, is directed not just against our people and our buildings but also at our values and at our faith in
the self-government of an informed electorate. If the freedom of the press makes some Americans uneasy, it is anathema to
the ideologists of terror.

So we have no doubts about where our sympathies lie in this clash of values. And yet we cannot let those sympathies
transform us into propagandists, even for a system we respect.

I’'m the first to admit that news organizations, including this one, sometimes get things wrong. We can be overly credulous
(as in some of the prewar reporting about Iraq’s supposed weapons of mass destruction) or overly cynical about official
claims and motives. We may err on the side of keeping secrets (President Kennedy reportedly wished, after the fact, that
The Times had published what it knew about the planned Bay of Pigs invasion, which possibly would have helped avert a
bloody debacle) or on the side of exposing them. We make the best judgments we can. When we get things wrong, we try to
correct the record. A free press in a democracy can be messy. But the alternative is to give the government a veto over what
its citizens are allowed to know. Anyone who has worked in countries where the news diet is controlled by the government
can sympathize with Thomas Jefferson’s oft-quoted remark that he would rather have newspapers without government
than government without newspapers.

The intentions of our founders have rarely been as well articulated as they were by Justice Hugo Black 40 years ago,
concurring with the Supreme Court ruling that stopped the government from suppressing the secret Vietnam War history
called the Pentagon Papers: “The government’s power to censor the press was abolished so that the press would remain
forever free to censure the government. The press was protected so that it could bare the secrets of government and inform
the people.”

There is no neat formula for maintaining this balance. In practice, the tension between our obligation to inform and the
government’s obligation to protect plays out in a set of rituals. As one of my predecessors, Max Frankel, then the
Washington bureau chief, wrote in a wise affidavit filed during the Pentagon Papers case: “For the vast majority of ‘secrets,
there has developed between the government and the press (and Congress) a rather simple rule of thumb: The government
hides what it can, pleading necessity as long as it can, and the press pries out what it can, pleading a need and a right to
know. Each side in this ‘game’ regularly ‘wins’ and ‘loses’ a round or two. Each fights with the weapons at its command.
When the government loses a secret or two, it simply adjusts to a new reality.”

In fact, leaks of classified material — sometimes authorized — are part of the way business is conducted in Washington, as
one wing of the bureaucracy tries to one-up another or officials try to shift blame or claim credit or advance or confound a
particular policy. For further evidence that our government is highly selective in its approach to secrets, look no further
than Bob Woodward’s all-but-authorized accounts of the innermost deliberations of our government.

The government surely cheapens secrecy by deploying it so promiscuously. According to the Pentagon, about 500,000
people have clearance to use the database from which the secret cables were pilfered. Weighing in on the WikiLeaks
controversy in The Guardian, Max Frankel remarked that secrets shared with such a legion of “cleared” officials, including
low-level army clerks, “are not secret.” Governments, he wrote, “must decide that the random rubber-stamping of millions
of papers and computer files each year does not a security system make.”

Beyond the basic question of whether the press should publish secrets, criticism of the WikiLeaks documents generally fell
into three themes: 1. That the documents were of dubious value, because they told us nothing we didn’t already know. 2.
That the disclosures put lives at risk — either directly, by identifying confidential informants, or indirectly, by complicating
our ability to build alliances against terror. 3. That by doing business with an organization like WikiLeaks, The Times and
other news organizations compromised their impartiality and independence.

I’'m a little puzzled by the complaint that most of the embassy traffic we disclosed did not profoundly change our
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understanding of how the world works. Ninety-nine percent of what we read or hear on the news does not profoundly
change our understanding of how the world works. News mostly advances by inches and feet, not in great leaps. The value
of these documents — and I believe they have immense value — is not that they expose some deep, unsuspected perfidy in
high places or that they upend your whole view of the world. For those who pay close attention to foreign policy, these
documents provide texture, nuance and drama. They deepen and correct your understanding of how things unfold; they
raise or lower your estimation of world leaders. For those who do not follow these subjects as closely, the stories are an
opportunity to learn more. If a project like this makes readers pay attention, think harder, understand more clearly what is
being done in their name, then we have performed a public service. And that does not count the impact of these revelations
on the people most touched by them. WikiL.eaks cables in which American diplomats recount the extravagant corruption of
Tunisia’s rulers helped fuel a popular uprising that has overthrown the government.

As for the risks posed by these releases, they are real. WikiLeaks’s first data dump, the publication of the Afghanistan War
Logs, included the names of scores of Afghans that The Times and other news organizations had carefully purged from our
own coverage. Several news organizations, including ours, reported this dangerous lapse, and months later a Taliban
spokesman claimed that Afghan insurgents had been perusing the WikiLeaks site and making a list. I anticipate, with dread,
the day we learn that someone identified in those documents has been Kkilled.

WikiLeaks was roundly criticized for its seeming indifference to the safety of those informants, and in its subsequent
postings it has largely followed the example of the news organizations and redacted material that could get people jailed or
killed. Assange described it as a “harm minimization” policy. In the case of the Iraq war documents, WikiLeaks applied a
kind of robo-redaction software that stripped away names (and rendered the documents almost illegible). With the embassy
cables, WikiLeaks posted mostly documents that had already been redacted by The Times and its fellow news
organizations. And there were instances in which WikiLeaks volunteers suggested measures to enhance the protection of
innocents. For example, someone at WikiLeaks noticed that if the redaction of a phrase revealed the exact length of the
words, an alert foreign security service might match the number of letters to a name and affiliation and thus identify the
source. WikiLeaks advised everyone to substitute a dozen uppercase X’s for each redacted passage, no matter how long or
short.

Whether WikiLeaks’s “harm minimization” is adequate, and whether it will continue, is beyond my power to predict or
influence. WikiLeaks does not take guidance from The New York Times. In the end, I can answer only for what my own
paper has done, and I believe we have behaved responsibly.

The idea that the mere publication of such a wholesale collection of secrets will make other countries less willing to do
business with our diplomats seems to me questionable. Even Defense Secretary Robert Gates called this concern
“overwrought.” Foreign governments cooperate with us, he pointed out, not because they necessarily love us, not because
they trust us to keep their secrets, but because they need us. It may be that for a time diplomats will choose their words
more carefully or circulate their views more narrowly, but WikiLeaks has not repealed the laws of self-interest. A few weeks
after we began publishing articles about the embassy cables, David Sanger, our chief Washington correspondent, told me:
“At least so far, the evidence that foreign leaders are no longer talking to American diplomats is scarce. I’ve heard about
nervous jokes at the beginning of meetings, along the lines of ‘When will I be reading about this conversation?’ But the
conversations are happening. . .. American diplomacy has hardly screeched to a halt.”

As for our relationship with WikiLeaks, Julian Assange has been heard to boast that he served as a kind of puppet master,
recruiting several news organizations, forcing them to work in concert and choreographing their work. This is characteristic
braggadocio — or, as my Guardian colleagues would say, bollocks. Throughout this experience we have treated Assange as a
source. I will not say “a source, pure and simple,” because as any reporter or editor can attest, sources are rarely pure or
simple, and Assange was no exception. But the relationship with sources is straightforward: you don’t necessarily endorse
their agenda, echo their rhetoric, take anything they say at face value, applaud their methods or, most important, allow them
to shape or censor your journalism. Your obligation, as an independent news organization, is to verify the material, to supply
context, to exercise responsible judgment about what to publish and what not to publish and to make sense of it. That is
what we did.
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But while I do not regard Assange as a partner, and I would hesitate to describe what WikiLeaks does as journalism, it is
chilling to contemplate the possible government prosecution of WikiLeaks for making secrets public, let alone the passage of
new laws to punish the dissemination of classified information, as some have advocated. Taking legal recourse against a
government official who violates his trust by divulging secrets he is sworn to protect is one thing. But criminalizing the
publication of such secrets by someone who has no official obligation seems to me to run up against the First Amendment
and the best traditions of this country. As one of my colleagues asks: If Assange were an understated professorial type
rather than a character from a missing Stieg Larsson novel, and if WikiLeaks were not suffused with such glib antipathy
toward the United States, would the reaction to the leaks be quite so ferocious? And would more Americans be speaking up
against the threat of reprisals?

Whether the arrival of WikiLeaks has fundamentally changed the way journalism is made, I will leave to others and to
history. Frankly, I think the impact of WikiLeaks on the culture has probably been overblown. Long before WikiLeaks was
born, the Internet transformed the landscape of journalism, creating a wide-open and global market with easier access to
audiences and sources, a quicker metabolism, a new infrastructure for sharing and vetting information and a diminished
respect for notions of privacy and secrecy. Assange has claimed credit on several occasions for creating something he calls
“scientific journalism,” meaning that readers are given the raw material to judge for themselves whether the journalistic
write-ups are trustworthy. But newspapers have been publishing texts of documents almost as long as newspapers have
existed — and ever since the Internet eliminated space restrictions, we have done so copiously.

Nor is it clear to me that WikiLeaks represents some kind of cosmic triumph of transparency. If the official allegations are to
be believed, most of WikiLeaks’s great revelations came from a single anguished Army private — anguished enough to risk
many years in prison. It’s possible that the creation of online information brokers like WikiLeaks and OpenLeaks, a
breakaway site announced in December by a former Assange colleague named Daniel Domscheit-Berg, will be a lure for
whistle-blowers and malcontents who fear being caught consorting directly with a news organization like mine. But I
suspect we have not reached a state of information anarchy. At least not yet.

As 2010 wound down, The Times and its news partners held a conference call to discuss where we go from here. The initial
surge of articles drawn from the secret cables was over. More would trickle out but without a fixed schedule. We agreed to
continue the redaction process, and we agreed we would all urge WikiLeaks to do the same. But this period of intense
collaboration, and of regular contact with our source, was coming to a close.

Just before Christmas, Ian Katz, The Guardian’s deputy editor, went to see Assange, who had been arrested in London on
the Swedish warrant, briefly jailed and bailed out by wealthy admirers and was living under house arrest in a country
manor in East Anglia while he fought Sweden’s attempt to extradite him. The flow of donations to WikiLeaks, which he
claimed hit 100,000 euros a day at its peak, was curtailed when Visa, MasterCard and PayPal refused to be conduits for
contributors — prompting a concerted assault on the Web sites of those companies by Assange’s hacker sympathizers. He
would soon sign a lucrative book deal to finance his legal struggles.

The Guardian seemed to have joined The Times on Assange’s enemies list, first for sharing the diplomatic cables with us,
then for obtaining and reporting on the unredacted record of the Swedish police complaints against Assange. (Live by the
leak. .. .) In his fury at this perceived betrayal, Assange granted an interview to The Times of London, in which he vented
his displeasure with our little media consortium. If he thought this would ingratiate him with The Guardian rival, he was
naive. The paper happily splashed its exclusive interview, then followed it with an editorial calling Assange a fool and a
hypocrite.

At the mansion in East Anglia, Assange seated Katz before a roaring fire in the drawing room and ruminated for four hours
about the Swedish case, his financial troubles and his plan for a next phase of releases. He talked vaguely about secrets still
in his quiver, including what he regards as a damning cache of e-mail from inside an American bank.

He spun out an elaborate version of a U.S. Justice Department effort to exact punishment for his assault on American
secrecy. If he was somehow extradited to the United States, he said, “I would still have a high chance of being killed in the
U.S. prison system, Jack Ruby style, given the continual calls for my murder by senior and influential U.S. politicians.”
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While Assange mused darkly in his exile, one of his lawyers sent out a mock Christmas card that suggested at least someone
on the WikiLeaks team was not lacking a sense of the absurd.

The message:

“Dear Kids,

Santa is Mum & Dad.
Love,

WikiLeaks.”
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The,.
o Guardian

WikiLeaks publishes full cache of unredacted
cables

Former media partners condemn WikiLeaks' decision to make public documents
identifying activists and whistleblowers

WikiLeaks has published its full archive, including diplomatic cables marked by the US to indicate sources could be in danger.
Photograph: Karen Bleier/AFP/Getty Images

James Ball
Fri 2 Sep 2011 12.55 BST

WikiLeaks has published its full archive of 251,000 secret US diplomatic cables, without
redactions, potentially exposing thousands of individuals named in the documents to
detention, harm or putting their lives in danger.

The move has been strongly condemned by the five previous media partners - the Guardian,
New York Times, El Pais, Der Spiegel and Le Monde - who have worked with WikiLeaks
publishing carefully selected and redacted documents.
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"We deplore the decision of WikiLeaks to publish the unredacted state department cables,
which may put sources at risk," the organisations said in a joint statement.

"Our previous dealings with WikiLeaks were on the clear basis that we would only publish
cables which had been subjected to a thorough joint editing and clearance process. We will
continue to defend our previous collaborative publishing endeavour. We cannot defend the
needless publication of the complete data - indeed, we are united in condemning it.

"The decision to publish by Julian Assange was his, and his alone."

Diplomats, governments, human rights charities and media organisations had urged
WikiLeaks's founder, Assange, not to publish the full cache of cables without careful source
protection.

The newly published archive contains more than 1,000 cables identifying individual activists;
several thousand labelled with a tag used by the US to mark sources it believes could be placed
in danger; and more than 150 specifically mentioning whistleblowers.

The cables also contain references to people persecuted by their governments, victims of sex
offences, and locations of sensitive government installations and infrastructure.

WikiLeaks has published its full archive in an easily accessible and searchable manner, the first
time the content has been made widely available to those without sophisticated technical
skills.

It conducted a poll of its Twitter followers to decide whether to publish the documents, which
it initially said was running at "100 to one" in favour of publishing. WikiLeaks did not disclose
the final tallies, nor how many individuals responded to its poll.

Reporters Without Borders, a press freedom group which had been maintaining a backup
version of the WikiLeaks site, revoked its support for the whistleblowing site in the wake of the
decision.

"Some of the new cables have reportedly not been redacted and show the names of informants
in various countries, including Israel, Jordan, Iran and Afghanistan," it said in a statement.
"While it has not been demonstrated that lives have so far been put in danger by these
revelations, the repercussions they could have for informants, such as dismissal, physical
attacks and other reprisals, cannot be neglected."

The whistleblowing website began releasing the cables in December 2010, in conjunction with
five media organisations including the Guardian. The mainstream news organisations carefully
selected cables and before publication removed any information which could lead to sensitive
sources being identified.

WikiLeaks claimed its disclosure was prompted after conflicts between Assange and former
WikiLeaks associates led to one highlighting an error made months before. When passing the
documents to the Guardian, Assange created a temporary web server and placed an encrypted
file containing the documents on it. The Guardian was led to believe this was a temporary file
and the server would be taken offline after a period of hours.
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However, former WikiLeaks staff member Daniel Domscheit-Berg, who parted acrimoniously
with WikiLeaks, said instead of following standard security precautions and creating a
temporary folder, Assange instead re-used WikiLeaks's "master password". This password was
then unwittingly placed in the Guardian's book on the embassy cables, which was published in
February 2011.

Separately, a WikiLeaks activist had placed the encrypted files on BitTorrent, a peer-to-peer file
sharing network, in the hours before Julian Assange was imprisoned pending extradition
proceedings in December 2010, as a form of insurance for the site. Fewer than five people knew
of the existence of the site.

As former activists' disillusionment with WikiLeaks grew, one told German magazine Freitag
about the link between the publicly available password and files in an attempt to highlight
sloppy security at WikiLeaks. The magazine published the story with no information to identify
the password or files.

WikiLeaks then published a series of increasingly detailed tweets giving clues about where the
password might be found as part of its attempts to deny security failings on its own part. These
are believed to have led a small group of internet users to find the files, which were published in
a difficult-to-access format requiring significant technical skill, on rival leak site Cryptome.

Domscheit-Berg, often referred to as Assange's former deputy at WikiLeaks, condemned the
password reuse. "The file was never supposed to be shared with anyone at all," he said. "To get a
copy you would usually make a new copy with a new password. He [Assange] was too lazy to
create something new."

Since you’re here ...

... we have a small favour to ask. Millions are flocking to the Guardian for open, independent,
quality news every day, and readers in 180 countries around the world now support us
financially.

We believe everyone deserves access to information that’s grounded in science and truth, and
analysis rooted in authority and integrity. That’s why we made a different choice: to keep our
reporting open for all readers, regardless of where they live or what they can afford to pay.

The Guardian has no shareholders or billionaire owner, meaning our journalism is free from
bias and vested interests - this makes us different. Our editorial independence and autonomy
allows us to provide fearless investigations and analysis of those with political and commercial
power. We can give a voice to the oppressed and neglected, and help bring about a brighter,
fairer future. Your support protects this.

Supporting us means investing in Guardian journalism for tomorrow and the years ahead. The
more readers funding our work, the more questions we can ask, the deeper we can dig, and the
greater the impact we can have. We’re determined to provide reporting that helps each of us
better understand the world, and take actions that challenge, unite, and inspire change.

Your support means we can keep our journalism open, so millions more have free access to the
high-quality, trustworthy news they deserve. So we seek your support not simply to survive,
but to grow our journalistic ambitions and sustain our model for open, independent reporting.
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Piecing Together the Reports, and
Deciding What to Publish

Published: July 25, 2010

The articles published today are based on thousands ~ “"*™"

of United States military incident and intelligence PRI
reports — records of engagements, mishaps, SHARE
intelligence on enemy activity and other events from

the war in Afghanistan — that were made public on Sunday on the
Internet. The New York Times, The Guardian newspaper in
London, and the German magazine Der Spiegel were given access
to the material several weeks ago. These reports are used by desk
officers in the Pentagon and troops in the field when they make
operational plans and prepare briefings on the situation in the war
zone. Most of the reports are routine, even mundane, but many add
insights, texture and context to a war that has been waged for
nearly nine years.
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Over all these documents amount to a real-
time history of the war reported from one
important vantage point — that of the
soldiers and officers actually doing the
fighting and reconstruction.
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is following the reaction to AT
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Talk to the by WikiLeaks, an organization devoted to
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Editors and reporters who
worked on these articles
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questions about the
coverage of the material.
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askthetimes@nytimes.com

exposing secrets of all kinds, on the
condition that the papers not report on the
data until July 25, when WikiLeaks said it
intended to post the material on the
Internet. WikilLeaks did not reveal where it
obtained the material. WikiLeaks was not
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involved in the news organizations’ research, reporting, analysis
and writing. The Times spent about a month mining the data for
disclosures and patterns, verifying and cross-checking with other
information sources, and preparing the articles that are published
today. The three news organizations agreed to publish their articles

simultaneously, but each prepared its own articles.

Classified Information

Deciding whether to publish secret information is always difficult,
and after weighing the risks and public interest, we sometimes
chose not to publish. But there are times when the information is of
significant public interest, and this is one of those times. The
documents illuminate the extraordinary difficulty of what the
United States and its allies have undertaken in a way that other

accounts have not.

Most of the incident reports are marked “secret,” a relatively low
level of classification. The Times has taken care not to publish
information that would harm national security interests. The Times
and the other news organizations agreed at the outset that we
would not disclose — either in our articles or any of our online
supplementary material — anything that was likely to put lives at
risk or jeopardize military or antiterrorist operations. We have, for
example, withheld any names of operatives in the field and
informants cited in the reports. We have avoided anything that
might compromise American or allied intelligence-gathering
methods such as communications intercepts. We have not linked to
the archives of raw material. At the request of the White House, The
Times also urged WikiLeaks to withhold any harmful material from

its Web site.

Verification

To establish confidence in the information, The Times checked a
number of the reports against incidents that had been publicly
reported or witnessed by our own journalists. Government officials

did not dispute that the information was authentic.

It is sometimes unclear whether a particular incident report is
based on firsthand observation, on the account of an intelligence
source regarded as reliable, on less trustworthy sources or on
speculation by the writer. It is also not known what may be missing
from the material, either because it is in a more restrictive category

of classification or for some other reason.

A version of this article appeared in print on July 26, 2010, on page A8 of the New York

edition.
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DATE 27 May 2019

at0: His Excellency
Mr. Julian Braithwaite
Ambassador
Permanent Representative
Permanent Mission of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland to the
United Nations Office and other international organizations in Geneva

FAX: +41 2291823 10
EMALL: - Geneva.UN@fco.gov.uk ; Niamh.clarke@fco.gov.uk ; Teresa.levigne@fco.gov.uk

DEFROM:  Beatriz Balbin
Chief

Special Procedures Branch
OHCHR

FAX: +4]1 22917 9008
TEL:  +41 22 917 9543 / +41 22 917 9738
E-MAIL:  registry(@ohchr.org
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OBETSUBIECT:  URGENT APPEAL FROM SPECIAL PROCEDURES
Please find attached an urgent appeal sent by the Special Rapporteur on torture and other
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.
I would be grateful if this letter could be transmitted at your earliest convenience to

His Excellency Mr. Jeremy Hunt, MP, Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth
Affairs.
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Mandate of the Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment

REFERENCE:
UA GBR 3/2019

27 May 2019
Excellency,

I write in my capacity as UN Special Rapporteur on Torture and other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, pursuant to Human Rights Council
resolutions 34/19, and in connection with my visit on 9 May 2019 to Mr. Julian Assange,
detained since 11 April 2019 in HMP Belmarsh prison.

The primary purpose of my visit was to examine Mr. Assange’s current state of
health — physical and psychological — in order to assess whether the circumstances and
treatment he has been exposed and subjected to since his confinement at the Ecuadorian
Embassy in 2012 or, respectively, his potential extradition or transfer to another country,
amount to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, as
absolutely prohibited in universally applicable human rights law including, most notably,
the UN Convention against Torture (UNCAT) and the Covenant on Civil and Political
Rights (CCPR).

During my visit, [ was assisted by Prof. Duarte Vieira Nuno (medical forensic
expert) and Dr. Pau Perez-Sales (psychiatrist). Both experts are specialized in examining,
identifying and documenting the medical effects of physical and psychological torture
and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.

Based on direct, verified information collected prior, during and after my visit, |
am summarizing below my initial observations and recommendations. Similar letters will
be sent to the Governments of Ecuador, Sweden, and the United States of America.

According to the information received:

On 11 April 2019, the Metropolitan Police Service (MPS), at the invitation of the
Government of Ecuador, entered the Embassy of Ecuador in London to apprehend

.2

His Excellency
Mr. Jeremy Hunt, MP,
Secretary of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs
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Mr. Julian Assange. He was forcibly taken into police custody and arrested for
breaching the 1976 Bail Act in connection with his failure to surrender to the
court in June 2012 for extradition to Sweden, and in connection with an
extradition request by the United States of America. That same day, Mr. Assange
was taken to Westminster Magistrates’” Court where a judge convicted
Mr. Assange for bail violation almost seven years earlier, without allowing him
sufficient time for the preparation of his defense, refusing to consider important
evidence suggesting a conflict of interest of another judge involved in that
proceeding, and personally insulting Mr. Assange as a “narcissist, who cannot go
beyond his own self-interest*.

On 1 May 2019, Mr. Assange was sentenced at Southwark Crown Court to 50
weeks imprisonment — nearly the maximum provided by law - which the UN
Working Group on Arbitrary Detention in a press statement of 3 May 2019
described as disproportionate to the minor gravity of his offence. The sentencing
judge reportedly read from a pre-typed judgment, without even considering the
detailed mitigating evidence presented by Mr. Assange’s defense counsel as to the
real risk of serious harm which his compliance with the terms of his bail would
have exposed him to.

On 2 May 2019 an initial hearing took place at the same court relating to an
extradition request made by the United States for Mr. Assange. On 13 May 2019,
the Swedish prosecuting authorities announced that they were re-opening a
preliminary criminal investigation for sexual offences against Mr. Assange, an
investigation which had already been formally closed twice in 2010 and 2017, and
which had never produced tangible evidence or led to formal charges.

On 23 May, the US justice department extended the basis for its extradition
request by filing 17 new charges against Mr. Assange, including under the
Espionage Act.

Mr. Assange is currently serving his sentence and awaiting the continuation of his
extradition proceedings to the United States, and possibly to Sweden, at HMP

Belmarsh, a high-security prison in south-east London.

1. Concerns regarding current conditions of detention

At the time of my visit, Mr. Assange was held in cell 37 of Block 2 and, like other
inmates in this block, had access to an outside yard for between 30 and 60 minutes per
day, depending on the weather conditions. According to the prison staff, he was also
entitled to apply for access to the library and the gym, and to interact with other inmates
in the shared areas of the Block 2 during the so-called “association” time, which was said
to last between 3 and 4 hours per day, either in the morning or the afternoon. The prison
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staff acknowledged, however, that Mr. Assange had not yet been able to access the gym
or the library since his arrival at HMP Belmarsh, primarily due to his frequent absences
from the block for court appearances, medical care, and meetings with lawyers and other
external visitors. During “association” time, like other inmates, Mr. Assange was
permitted to use one of the telephones installed in the shared area of the block to call
authorized numbers including, most notably, his legal team. Expenses for such calls and
other purchasable items, such as pens and paper, were limited to GBP 15 per week. This
budget could be increased once Mr. Assange started to work, which was not yet the case
at the time of my visit. According to the prison staff, after an initial induction period, the
normal daily routine for convicted inmates, such as Mr. Assange, was to work for
between 3 and 4 hours in the morning or the afternoon, and to spend the other half of the
day in “association” time as described above. All three meals were said to be taken by
inmates in their cells, in the case of Mr. Assange in a freshly painted single occupancy
cell measuring approximately 2 meters (width) by 3 meters (length) by 2,3 meters
(height), equipped with a bed and bedding, a cupboard, a note-board, basic sanitary
installations, a plastic chair and a medium sized window. Mr. Assange had received
numerous letters, which he was allowed to keep in his cell.

In general terms, at the time of my visit, the conditions of detention, as well as the
daily routine and disciplinary regime applied to Mr. Assange appeared to meet the
requirements of the Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners (also known
as the “Mandela Rules”, updated and adopted by the UN General Assembly on 5
November 2015). Contrary to prior reports received, at the time of my visit, Mr. Assange
was not being held in solitary confinement, but was confined to his cell for approximately
20 hours per day. While this may be acceptable for an induction period of a few days,
Mr. Assange now should be granted regular access to the library, the gym and
opportunities for meaningful work and social engagement. More importantly, however, |
am seriously concerned that the restrictive “B-type” security regime applied to
Mr. Assange, including the limited frequency and duration of lawyers’ visits and the lack
of access to a computer (even without internet), severely hampers his ability to
adequately prepare for the multiple and complex legal proceedings that are pending
against him. It must be emphasized that, in contrast to most other convicts, Mr. Assange’s
legal cases are still pending and require not only frequent and extensive exchange with
lawyers covering various jurisdictions, but also the facilities to draft written statements
and correspondence.

2. Concerns regarding current state of health

Prior to my visit, | received consistent reports that Mr. Assange’s physical and
mental health had seriously deteriorated in the course of his confinement at the
Ecuadorian Embassy and had reached a critical state in the course of the past year. On 9
May 2019, 1 was able to conduct confidential interviews with Mr. Assange and a
thorough physical and psychiatric examination in line with specialized medical protocols,
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most notably the universally recognized ‘“Manual on the Effective Investigation and
Documentation of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or
Punishment” (also known as the “Istanbul Protocol”). In order to triangulate and
consolidate the collected information, numerous additional sources have also been
consulted including, most notably, several medical experts who have had the opportunity
to examine Mr. Assange on one or several occasions during his confinement at the
Ecuadorian Embassy.

While the precise medical data collected, including the exact diagnoses produced
by the medical examinations conducted during my assessment of Mr. Assange remain
subject to source and patient confidentiality, the resulting medical conclusions, as far as
they are relevant for the observations of my mandate, can be summarized as follows:

From a strictly physical point of view, several aspects of Mr. Assange’s health
condition and cognitive and sensory capacity have been, and still are, significantly
impaired as a direct consequence of his long-term confinement in the Ecuadorian
Embassy, without access to natural sunlight and adequate medical and dental care. At the
time of the physical examination, the most urgent physical conditions had been
adequately attended to by the health care unit at HMP Belmarsh, and no immediate life-
threatening condition or imminent risk of serious and irreparable harm was observed.

From a psychological perspective, Mr. Assange showed all symptoms typical for
prolonged and sustained exposure to severe psychological stress, anxiety and related
mental and emotional suffering in an environment highly conducive to major depressive
and post-traumatic stress disorders (PTSD). Both medical experts accompanying my visit
agreed that Mr. Assange is in urgent need of treatment by a psychiatrist of his own choice
and confidence, whom he does not associate with the detaining authorities, and that his
current condition is likely to deteriorate dramatically, with severe and long-term
psychological and social sequels, in the event of prolonged exposure to significant
additional stressors, such as those expected to arise in the event of his extradition to the
United States or any other country refusing to provide guarantees against refoulement to
the United States.

In this regard, I am alarmed at information received after my visit, that on or
about 18 May 2019, Mr. Assange was moved to the health care unit within HMP
Belmarsh. The reason for this transfer appears to be a serious deterioration of the
medical symptoms observed during my visit, now also involving a significant loss of
weight, thus confirming Mr. Assange’s continued exposure to progressively severe
psychological suffering and the ongoing exacerbation of his pre-existing trauma.
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3. Causal relation between current medical symptoms and previous treatment
and conditions

For almost seven years, from June 2012 to April 2019, Mr. Assange was
physically confined to the Embassy of Ecuador, where he was exposed to a progressively
controlled, restricted and closely monitored environment with increasingly limited
contact to the outside world. In these circumstances, significant extraneous interfering
factors can be excluded, and the primary causes for the physical and psychological
symptoms observed during the visit can be identified and assigned with a high degree of
certainty. More specifically, based on the known evolution of the factual circumstances
impacting Mr. Assange’s daily life during the past seven years, a clear and direct causal
relation can be established between the serious psychological trauma and other medical
symptoms observed and his well-documented, prolonged exposure to the following
factors:

a) Prolonged arbitrary confinement by the United Kingdom and Sweden: All
records available to me show that Mr. Assange voluntarily and consistently
cooperated with the Swedish police and prosecutors, both during his presence in
Sweden in 2010 and after he sought refuge at the Ecuadorian Embassy in June
2012, in relation to the allegations of sexual offences which had been made
against him. However, there is compelling evidence that Swedish and British
prosecuting authorities, through concerted actions and omissions, have
deliberately created and maintained a long-term situation rendering Mr. Assange
unable to travel to Sweden for additional questioning, and to comply with British
bail conditions, without simultaneously having to expose himself to the materially
unrelated risk of onward extradition or surrender to the United States and,
thereby, to a real risk of serious violations of his human rights.

As has been accurately determined by the UN WGAD in its decision of 4
December 2015, this situation effectively exposed Mr. Assange to prolonged,
involuntary and arbitrary confinement in the Ecuadorian Embassy, and also
deprived him of adequate dental and medical care for a period of almost seven
years. As my mandate has previously observed, the longer a situation of arbitrary
confinement lasts, and the less the affected person can do to influence their own
situation, the more intense their mental and emotional suffering will become, and
the higher the likelihood that the prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman
or degrading treatment or punishment has been breached (A/HRC/37/50, §27).

b) Public shaming and judicial harassment by Sweden: Records made available
to me show that, in 2010, after Mr. Assange had fully cooperated with Swedish
police and prosecution concerning allegations of sexual misconduct made against
him, the Chief Prosecutor of Stockholm stated that “I don't think there is reason to
suspect that he has committed rape” and closed the investigation, determining that
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the “conduct alleged by (the complainant) disclosed no crime at all". Upon appeal,
the investigation was re-opened by a different prosecutor shortly thereafter,
reportedly after the statement of the complainant had been modified to include
more prejudicial language. The mass media were informed, resulting in
widespread dissemination of a distorted and misleading narrative portraying
Mr. Assange as a “rape” suspect, thus suggesting a violent offence far more
serious than the facts alleged by the complainants themselves. In reality, the most
serious allegation made against Mr. Assange seems to involve the predictably
unresolvable question of whether, during consensual intercourse with the
complainant, and unbeknownst to her, Mr. Assange had ripped his condom
intentionally, or merely accidentally.

For almost nine years, the Swedish authorities have consistently maintained,
revived and fueled the “rape”-suspect narrative against Mr. Assange, despite the
legal requirement of anonymity, despite the mandatory presumption of innocence,
despite the objectively unrealistic prospect of a conviction, and despite
contradicting evidence suggesting that, in reality, the complainants never intended
to report a sexual offence against Mr. Assange, but that they had been pressured
(“railroaded”) into doing so by the Swedish police and had subsequently decided
to “sell” their story to the tabloid press.

The resulting reputational harm to Mr. Assange was perpetuated and exacerbated
by the Swedish prosecutor’s persistent rejection, contrary to standard practice in
many other cases, of all possibilities which would have enabled Mr. Assange to
respond to questions of Swedish prosecution without simultaneously having to
expose himself to the risk of refoulement to the United States. At no point did the
Swedish prosecuting authorities make any attempt to prevent, contain or redress
reputational harm to Mr. Assange, or to protect his human dignity by publicly
rejecting and rectifying obvious exaggerations and misrepresentations of the
allegations made against him.

The announcement of 13 May 2019 that the Swedish prosecuting authorities had
re-opened the preliminary investigation into the same allegations made already in
2010 against Mr. Assange compounds my serious concern that, in this case, the
“rape” suspect narrative appears to be misused to deliberately undermine his
reputation and credibility and, ultimately, to facilitate his indirect refoulement
from the United Kingdom to the United States.

Coercive harassment and defamation by Ecuador: Several first-hand witnesses
confirmed that the initial five years of co-existence between Mr. Assange and the
staff at the Ecuadorian Embassy from June 2012 to May 2017 were marked by
respectful and friendly relations. After the election of the new Ecuadorian
Government in 2017, the Ecuadorian authorities reportedly began to deliberately
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create and maintain circumstances rendering Mr. Assange’s living conditions
increasingly difficult and oppressive, with the apparent aim of coercing him to
voluntarily leave the Embassy, or to trigger a health crisis which would justify his
involuntary transfer to a hospital under British jurisdiction, where he could be
arrested. Between March 2018 and April 2019, the progressively severe
harassment of Mr. Assange by the Ecuadorian authorities reportedly culminated in
a situation marked by excessive regulation, restriction and surveillance of
Mr. Assange’s communications, meetings with external visitors (including
lawyers and medical doctors) and his private life; by various degrees of
harassment by security guards and certain diplomatic staff; and by the public
dissemination of distorted half-truths, defamations and deliberately debasing
statements, including by the State leadership. On 11 April 2019, the Ecuadorian
authorities ‘suspended’ Mr. Assange’s Ecuadorian citizenship, terminated his
diplomatic asylum, and invited British police to arrest him inside the Embassy,
without any form of due process, without adequate advance notification and
without any apparent medical necessity or other material urgency. His sudden
expulsion from the Embassy in the hands of the British police did not allow
Mr. Assange to collect and take his belongings with him, including his documents
which may contain confidential information related to his sources as a journalist
and publisher. The risk that this sensitive information may fall in the wrong hands
would be an additional source of extreme anxiety for any journalist.

Sustained and unrestrained public mobbing, intimidation and defamation in
the United States, United Kingdom, Sweden and Ecuador: There is abundant
evidence that, since August 2010, the Governments of the United States, the
United Kingdom, Sweden, and (since May 2017) Ecuador have progressively
either acquiesced in, consented to, instigated, or even initiated or actively
contributed to a sustained and unrestrained campaign of public mobbing,
intimidation and defamation against Mr. Assange, consisting of a constant stream
of public statements not only by the mass media and influential private
individuals, but also by current or former political figures and senior officials of
various branches of government, including judicial magistrates personally
involved in proceedings against Mr. Assange. These statements have ranged from
deliberate ridicule, insult and humiliation, to distorted reporting and misleading
criminal accusations, and from open threats and instigation of violence, to
repeated calls for his assassination or murder. Despite the grave, repeated and
deliberately degrading and intimidating nature of these acts, none of the
mentioned Governments have expressed public disapproval or taken appropriate
measures of prevention, protection and redress, thus displaying an attitude of
complacency (at best) and complicity (at worst), and creating an atmosphere of
impunity encouraging further abuse and vilification.
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Mr. Assange’s exposure to these cumulative factors over a prolonged period of
time, with the active participation of several Governments, or at their instigation, or with
their consent or acquiescence, has resulted in patterns of severe and traumatic pain and
suffering, including chronic anxiety, stress and depression, and an intense sense of
humiliation, isolation, vulnerability and powerlessness.

I am therefore gravely concerned that, starting from August 2010,
Mr. Assange has been, and currently still is, exposed to progressively severe pain
and suffering, inflicted through various forms and degrees of cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment, the cumulative effects of which clearly amount
to psychological torture.

I condemn, in the strongest terms, the deliberate, concerted and sustained nature
of the abuse intentionally inflicted on Mr. Assange and seriously deplore the consistent
failure of all involved Governments to take measures for his protection against sustained
patterns of public mobbing, intimidation and defamation.

The evidence made available to me strongly suggests that the primary
international responsibility for the described patterns of cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment, and the resulting exposure of Mr. Assange to psychological
torture, rests with the Governments of the United Kingdom, Sweden, Ecuador, and the
United States, both jointly for the foreseeable cumulative effect, and separately for their
respective contributions through direct perpetration or, as the case may be, through
instigation, consent, or acquiescence, as well as through failure to prevent such abuse
being perpetrated against Mr. Assange by persons acting within their jurisdiction.

4. Risks in the event of direct or indirect extradition or transfer to the United
States:

In light of the extradition request made by the United States and the re-opening of
the preliminary criminal investigation against Mr. Assange in Sweden, [ am also gravely
concerned about the risks arising for Mr. Assange in the event of his extradition or
surrender to the United States, whether directly from the United Kingdom (direct
refoulement) or indirectly via Sweden or any other intermediary third country (indirect
refoulement).

a) Concerns related to the impunity for torture in the United States: In the
recent past, the United States Government has repeatedly refused to investigate
and prosecute torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment perpetrated by its officials, despite compelling and undisputed
evidence, particularly in cases involving national security. The Government has
also exercised strong pressure on other States, the United Nations or the
International Criminal Court to prevent non-US criminal investigations against
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US officials on such charges. While the United States of America formally
recognizes the prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment, its reluctance to implement and enforce this formal
commitment in cases involving national security and its own officials has been
and continues to be a matter of serious concern to my mandate.

Concerns related to conditions of detention: If extradited to the United States,
I fear that Mr. Assange may be detained in a high security prison (“Supermax”)
or in an institution with comparable conditions of detention and treatment, both
during his trial and after his conviction. In the past, my mandate has repeatedly
requested to carry out an official country visit to the United States to examine the
prison system and treatment of inmates from the perspective of the prohibition of
torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. The
Government of the United States never agreed to facilitate such a visit in
compliance with the terms of reference of my mandate, thus preventing an
independent on-site assessment by the Special Rapporteur.

However, there are numerous consistent reports, based on first-hand accounts,
indicating that both Federal and State level detention centres routinely practice
measures of control and discipline, without recourse to judicial review, which in
the view of my mandate amount to torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment. These measures include, most notably, the practice of
prolonged or indefinite solitary confinement and other forms of social and
sensory deprivation, in-cell restraints, shackling in stress positions, and
excessively intrusive strip-searches. Persons with physical or mental disabilities
and other vulnerabilities have been reported not to receive the medical care
required by their condition. In 2016, my predecessor on the mandate determined
that Ms. Chelsea Manning, whose case is related to that of Mr. Assange, was
detained in conditions amounting to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment, or
even torture (A/HRC/19/61/Add 4., pp. 74/75).

Concerns related to psychological ill-treatment: Severely intimidating and
debasing public statements made by current and former state officials, media
representatives and other influential persons in the United States suggest that, if
extradited or otherwise surrendered to the United States, Mr. Assange will be
exposed to an environment of public vilification, arbitrariness and judicial bias,
which will be even more intense than has been the case so far. Given the strongly
perceptible public and official prejudice held against Mr. Assange in the United
States, there are serious reasons to doubt that he would receive a fair trial before
an impartial judicial body as required under human rights law. This prospect, in
conjunction with the effects of the traumatic abuse and degradation he already
has been subjected to, would almost certainly result in aggravated, profound and
prolonged psychological, social and physical distress and suffering incompatible
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with the prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment.

d) Concerns regarding cruel, inhuman or degrading punishment: In light of the
public prejudice prevailing in the United States against Mr. Assange, and the
threat which the publishing activities of Wikileaks are perceived to present to US
national security I am gravely concerned that US authorities intend to make an
“example” of him, in order to punish him personally, but also to deter others who
may be tempted to engage in similar activities as Wikileaks or Mr. Assange. |
therefore fear that, irrespective of his personal criminal culpability, and whatever
offence he may in reality have committed or contributed to, Mr. Assange will be
confronted with overly expansive charges and subjected to excessively severe
criminal sanctions.

This concern has been significantly exacerbated by reports that, on 23 May 2019,
the US Department of Justice has added 17 new charges to their extradition
request for Mr. Assange, including under the Espionage Act and each of them
carrying a potential sanction of 10 years of imprisonment, which currently results
in a possible maximum penalty of 175 years of imprisonment. It is my
understanding that, in principle, the US can add further charges to their
extradition request until 11 June 2019. Further, I am currently examining
concemns that, after a potential extradition of Mr. Assange to the United States,
the broad description of facts in the US extradition request might subsequently be
used as a basis for adding even more serious charges, as appears to be
permissible under the current UK/US extradition treaty, potentially carrying the
death penalty or a life sentence without parole, both of which would constitute
absolute barriers to refoulement under human rights law. Finally, I am currently
examining concerns that the mechanism of temporary surrender, or any other
form of informal transfer without full judicial review, might potentially be used
by the United Kingdom or by Sweden to circumvent the due process
requirements of a full extradition proceeding in line with the absolute and non-
derogable prohibition of refoulement towards a real risk of torture or other cruel,
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.

In light of these concerns, and taking into full consideration the serious
deterioration of Mr. Assange’s physical and psychological health resulting from the
combination of factors described in this letter, I underscore my most serious
concern that, if Mr. Assange were to be extradited or otherwise surrendered to the
United States, or to Sweden or any other State refusing to provide full guarantees
against onward extradition or surrender to the United States, he would be exposed
to a real risk of torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment. It must be emphasized that, in circumstances such as these, the instrument
of diplomatic assurances, even in conjunction with post-extradition monitoring
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mechanisms, is inherently incapable of providing the required safeguards and, for this
reason, has been widely criticized for being used as a loophole undermining the principle
of non-refoulement (A/HRC/37/50, para. 45-48; A/70/303, para. 69).

In view of the urgency of the matter, I would appreciate a response on the initial
steps taken by your Excellency’s Government to safeguard the rights of the above-
mentioned person(s) in compliance with international instruments.

As it is my responsibility, under the mandate provided to me by the Human Rights
Council, to seek to clarify all cases brought to my attention, I would be grateful for your
observations on the following matters:

1. Please provide any additional information and any comment you may have
on the above-mentioned allegations.

2. Please provide the details and, where available, the results of any
investigation, medical examinations, and judicial or other inquiries which
may have been carried out, or which are foreseen, in relation to the
allegations of psychological torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment, and the serious health concerns. If no such
measures have been taken, please explain how this is compatible with the
human rights obligations of the United Kingdom.

3. Please provide the details of any measures which have been taken, or
which are foreseen, for the purpose of protecting Mr. Assange from further
infliction of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment. If no such measures have been taken, please explain how this
is compatible with the human rights obligations of the United Kingdom.

4, Please provide the details of any measures which have been taken, or
which are foreseen, for the purpose of ensuring that Mr. Assange obtains
redress for the harm inflicted on him, including fair and adequate
compensation and the means for full physical, psychological and
reputational rehabilitation. If no such measures have been taken, please
explain how this is compatible with the human rights obligations of the
United Kingdom.

In the meantime, for the reasons stated above, | urgently appeal to Your
Excellency’s Government not to extradite or otherwise surrender Mr. Assange to the
United States, whether directly or indirectly via another State failing to provide reliable
guarantees against his onward transfer to the United States. 1 also respectfully
recommend to Your Excellency’s Government to commute the sentence imposed for bail
violation or, should that prove not possible, to review and significantly adjust its
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implementation so as to allow Mr. Assange to regain his physical and mental health,
which is acutely endangered, most notably through urgent access to a psychiatrist of his
choice and confidence, and through urgent relief from his constant exposure to
traumatizing psychological stress, anxiety and depression. Moreover, Mr. Assange must
be enabled to adequately prepare, with the unrestricted support of his legal team, for any
judicial or administrative proceeding which may be pending against him personally, or
that may otherwise require his attention.

I intend to publicly express my concerns in this case in the near future, given that,
in my view, the evidence supporting my concerns is sufficiently consistent and reliable to
indicate a matter warranting urgent public attention. Any public expression of concern on
my part will indicate that [ have been in contact with your Excellency’s Government, as
well as the other concerned Governments, to share my views, concerns and
recommendations, and to clarify the issue in question.

This communication and any response received from your Excellency’s
Government will be made public via the communications reporting website within
60 days. They will also subsequently be made available in the usual report to be
presented to the Human Rights Council.

Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration.

Nils Melzer
Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment
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Annex
Reference to international human rights law

Under universally applicable human rights law, States have the obligation to
protect the physical and mental integrity of all persons within their jurisdiction and, most
notably, to prevent acts or omissions amounting to torture and other cruel, inhuman or
degrading treatment or punishment. These fundamentally important obligations are
reflected in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) and codified, inter alia,
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR), to which the United
Kingdom ratified on 20 May 1976, and the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel,
Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment, to which the United Kingdom ratified
on 8 December 1988.

Definition of torture

Atrticle 1 of the Convention against Torture defines ‘torture’ as “any act by which
severe pain or suffering, whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person
for such purposes as obtaining from him or a third person information or a confession,
punishing him for an act he or a third person has committed or is suspected of having
committed, or intimidating or coercing him or a third person, or for any reason based on
discrimination of any kind, when such pain or suffering is inflicted by or at the instigation
of or with the consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an
official capacity.” The concept of ‘other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment’, within the meaning of Article 16 of the Convention against Torture, does
not necessarily require the elements of severity, intentionality or purposefulness but
implies the absence of a valid legal justification for the resulting pain, suffering or
humiliation, namely its necessity and proportionality for a lawful purpose (A/72/178,
para. 31, and E/CN.4/2006/6, paras. 38—41).

Paragraph 8a of Human Rights Council Resolution 16/23, reminds States that
“Intimidation and coercion, as described in article 1 of the Convention against
Torture, including serious and credible threats, as well as death threats, to the physical
integrity of the victim or of a third person can amount to cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or to torture.”

Risk of torture or ill-treatment if extradited

Article 3 of the CAT provides that, “[nJo State Party shall expel, return
("refouler™) or extradite a person to another State where there are substantial grounds for
believing that he would be in danger of being subjected to torture”.

I would also like to refer to paragraph 9 of the General Comment No. 20 of the
Human Rights Committee in which it states that State parties “must not expose
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individuals to the danger of torture or cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or
punishment upon return to another country by way of extradition, expulsion or
refoulement.”

Diplomatic assurances are insufficient as a procedural safeguard

This principle has been consistently affirmed by the Human Rights Council and
the General Assembly, for instance in paragraph 7 of the Resolution A/RES/70/146 of
the UN General Assembly which urges States “not to expel, return (“refouler”),
extradite or in any other way transfer a person to another State where there are substantial
grounds for believing that the person would be in danger of being subjected to torture,
and recognizes that diplomatic assurances, where used, do not release States from their
obligations under international human rights, humanitarian and refugee law, in particular
the principle of non-refoulement.”

The former Special Rapporteur on Torture, in his report A/60/316, concluded
after a thorough review of the practice that “diplomatic assurances are unreliable and
ineffective in the protection against torture and ill-treatment upon return as diplomatic
assurances are not legally binding, therefore they carry no legal effect and no
accountability if breached; and the person whom the assurances aim to protect has no
recourse if the assurances are violated” (para 51). This assessment was confirmed and
expanded on by the current Special Rapporteur in his report A/HRC/37/50, para. 45-48.

Minimum Standards regarding adequate health care

Moreover, as outlined by the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment
of Prisoners (see the revised version adopted on 5 November 2015 and renamed
“Mandela Rules”), the provision of health care is the responsibility of the state
authorities. Rule 27(1) furthermore provides that all prisons shall ensure prompt access
to medical attention in urgent cases. Prisoners who require specialized treatment or
surgery shall be transferred to specialized institutions or to civil hospitals. Where a prison
service has its own hospital facilities, they shall be adequately staffed and equipped to
provide prisoners referred to them with appropriate treatment and care.

Further, to take note, in this respect, of the Principles on the Effective
Investigation and Documentation of Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading
Treatment or Punishment and the updated set of principles for the protection of human
rights through action to combat impunity as a useful tool in efforts to prevent and combat
torture” and “(t)o ensure that victims of torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading
treatment or punishment obtain redress, are awarded fair and adequate compensation and
receive appropriate social, psychological, medical and other relevant specialized
rehabilitation.
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