
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

JOHN DOE, )
)

Plaintiff, )
)

v. )
)

DONALD RUMSFELD, MICHAEL CHERTOFF, )
ROBERT S. MUELLER, W. RALPH BASHAM,)
JULIE L. MYERS, UNIDENTIFIED )
AGENTS, and the UNITED STATES OF )
AMERICA, )

)
Defendants. ) JURY TRIAL DEMANDED

FIRST AMENDED COMPLAINT

NOW COMES Plaintiff, JOHN DOE, by his attorneys, LOEVY

& LOEVY and the GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY PROJECT, and

complaining of Defendants, DONALD RUMSFELD, MICHAEL CHERTOFF,

ROBERT S. MUELLER, W. RALPH BASHAM, JULIE MYERS, UNIDENTIFIED

AGENTS and the UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, states as follows:

Introduction

1. In November 2005, Plaintiff, an American citizen,

was abducted by officials of our government and illegally

imprisoned in a United States military compound located in Iraq. 

Plaintiff was not held for the purpose of an investigation or

prosecution by any branch or component of the Iraqi government. 

Nor did United States officials charge him with any crime, nor

had he committed any crime. Plaintiff was not told when or if he

would ever be able to leave.  For months, no one in his family
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could find out if he was even alive.  All they knew was that he

had disappeared.

2. Throughout his detention, Plaintiff was held in

torturous conditions of confinement, subjected to threats on his 

life, and denied an attorney or even access to a legitimate court

to challenge the government’s actions.

3. While it is unconscionable for any American

citizen to be kidnapped and abused by our government officials,

it is all the more outrageous here because Plaintiff is an

American hero who was guilty of nothing and who had been serving

his country honorably and courageously in the war in Iraq. 

4. Plaintiff, a civilian contractor, was working in

Iraq translating Arabic for the U.S. Marine Corps.  In that

capacity, he risked his life to make inroads and develop a

relationship with one of America’s staunchest allies in Iraq:

Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar Abu Risha (“Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar”).  As is

now publicly-known, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar was instrumental in

leading the revolt of Sunni Sheikhs against Al Qaeda in the Anbar

province and has been recognized by President George Bush for his

bravery.  Plaintiff was the first American to open direct

talks with Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar and paved the way for the

relationship between our country and the Sheikh.  Tragically,

Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar was assassinated in September 2007, likely

the product of retaliation by Al Qaeda operatives. 
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5. After providing this service to his country, and

much other valuable assistance along the way, Plaintiff was 

preparing to leave Iraq for his annual leave when U.S. officials

took Plaintiff into custody at the airport and his indefinite

detention began.

6. Plaintiff’s imprisonment ended nine months later,

suddenly and without any explanation or apology.  His release was

closely timed to the first meeting between General David

Petraeus, the top U.S. Commander in Iraq, and Sheik Abd Al-

Sattar, which occurred in October 2006.  That meeting was filmed,

thereby publicly acknowledging the Sheikh’s strategic

relationship with our country. 

7. However, before our country publicly acknowledged

its ties to Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar, U.S. officials in Iraq held

Plaintiff incommunicado for nine months.  There is no

justification for this illegal action by officials of our

government.  

8. As an American, Plaintiff is entitled to all of 

the protections of the United States Constitution, and the

mistreatment he suffered completely violated his rights.  

9. Moreover, this mistreatment was imposed on 

Plaintiff systematically pursuant to recently-enacted policies

that purport to suspend the constitutional rights of Americans in 
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a manner that is wholly without precedent in the history of the

Bill of Rights.

10. Defendant Donald Rumsfeld devised these policies, 

and, in doing so, assumed a power that belongs to no public

official.  He, and every member of the United States government, 

must be subservient to the Constitution.  

11. This lawsuit seeks accountability and justice for 

those violations.  Plaintiff also brings this lawsuit, at least

in part, so that other Americans will not have their civil rights

suspended in a similar fashion in the future.

Jurisdiction and Venue

12. This Court has subject matter jurisdiction of this

action pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1331.  

13. Venue is proper under 28 U.S.C. § 1391.  

Background

14. Earlier this decade, government officials,

including Defendant Donald Rumsfeld, enacted a series of measures

applicable to persons whom officials, in their unilateral

discretion, decide to designate as enemies of the United States.

15. These new measures, crafted in secret by unelected

officials and without resort to the democratic process,

effectively suspended certain very basic human and civil rights.

16. For example, once the federal officials decided to

affix a “possible enemy” label to a given person, that person
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would lose fundamental procedural rights to challenge the 

truthfulness of the accusation or seek a court’s review of the

official’s determination.

17. Americans designated as an enemy or possible enemy

could thus be held indefinitely, in secret, cut off from the

courts, without access to an attorney, and with no fair procedure

even to challenge the “enemy” designation assigned them.

18. Throughout these incommunicado detentions, the 

officials are free to interrogate Americans without the benefit

of counsel.  Furthermore, Defendant Rumsfeld has approved and, at

times, ordered the use of interrogation tactics that are

universally condemned as torture.  These tactics contravene the

protections embedded in the Geneva Conventions, i.e., the global

norms for the treatment of detainees that were adopted by the

communities of the entire world in the wake of the horrors of

World War II.

19. After enacting the new rules, members of the 

federal government endeavored to keep them secret, both from the

public and from the people’s elected representatives.  However,

in a still-free society such secrets remain difficult to keep.

20. For example, upon discovering that Defendant 

Rumsfeld had endorsed the use of torture in interrogations, the

American people were repulsed, and the United States Congress

enacted laws, including the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005
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(“DTA”), to forbid torture by or against Americans, stating:

No individual in the custody or under the physical
control of the United States government, regardless of
nationality or physical location, shall be subject to
cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or punishment.

DTA Pub. L. 109-148, Div. A, Title X, § 1003, 119 Stat. 2739-40

(Dec. 30, 2005).

21. As is explained below, Defendant Rumsfeld flouted 

Congress’ command and continued the use of torture against

detainees, including American detainees, and Plaintiff himself

was tortured as a result.

22. Similarly, when family members of American 

detainees sued Defendant Rumsfeld seeking to end the

unconstitutional detentions, the Supreme Court made clear to Mr.

Rumsfeld that the government must afford detainees fair due

process rights with which to challenge a “possible enemy”

designatioin and must permit detainees to seek review of any

resulting detention decision in a court of law, stating:

Thus, while we do not question that our due process
assessment must pay keen attention to the particular
burdens faced by the Executive in the context of
military action, it would turn our system of checks and
balances on its head to suggest that a citizen could
not make his way to court with a challenge to the
factual basis for his detention by his Government,
simply because the Executive opposes making available
such a challenge.  Absent suspension of the writ by
Congress, a citizen detained as an enemy combatant is
entitled to this process.  

Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507, 536-37 (2004).  Again, Mr.

Rumsfeld took matters into his own hands.  He ignored the Supreme
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Court’s command to provide fair processes and to submit the

detention decisions to judicial review, as Plaintiff’s experience

(and that of many others) demonstrates.

23. Though Defendant Rumsfeld’s rules were originally 

justified as applying only to terrorists, there is a very real

potential for slippage and abuse.  As with any concentration of

extraordinary power in the executive branch, this risk is more

than hypothetical.  The Supreme Court also warned Mr. Rumsfeld

about the need for due process rights to prevent official abuse

of the detention powers that Rumsfeld had given them, stating:

[A]s critical as the Government’s interest may be in
detaining those who actually pose an immediate threat
to the national security of the United States during
ongoing international conflict, history and common
sense teach us that an unchecked system of detention
carries the potential to become a means for oppression
and abuse of others who do not present that sort of
threat.

Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507, 530 (2004).  Such abuse is

exactly what happened to Plaintiff in 2005 after Mr. Rumsfeld

failed to reform his detention policies.

24. In particular, at that time, Plaintiff was a 

civilian contractor in Iraq where he worked as an Arabic

translator.  He was detailed to an intelligence unit of the

United States Marines Corps.

25. The Marines with whom Plaintiff was working were 

attempting to stabilize the volatile Anbar province near the

Syrian border.  To that end, Plaintiff assisted the Marines in
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making contact and developing a relationship with Sheikh Abd Al-

Sattar.  As the leader of the Anbar Salvation Council, an

alliance of groups backing the Iraqi government and United States 

forces, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar was instrumental in leading the

revolt of Sunni Sheikhs against Al Qaeda. 

26. Despite Plaintiff’s selfless and dangerous work in

helping develop Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar as a United States ally,

thereby stabilizing the Anbar province, certain low-level

bureaucrats in the federal government, imbued with unchecked

authority, chose to have Plaintiff arrested and held

incommunicado when Plaintiff sought to leave Iraq for vacation. 

They then held Plaintiff for over nine months.  That detention

revealed only that Plaintiff was an innocent civilian who had

risked his life to aid his country and help rebuild Iraq. 

27. During this time, Plaintiff was imprisoned in a 

U.S. military camp in Iraq, where he was entirely deprived of all

semblance of due process, cut off from any meaningful hope of 

challenging his detention.

28. Plaintiff also was interrogated without access to

a lawyer, and was subjected to torturous conditions of

confinement.  This included psychologically-disruptive tactics

designed to induce compliance with his interrogators’ will, such

as exposure to intolerable cold and continuous artificial light;

extended solitary confinement in cells without any stimuli or 
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reading material; blasting by loud heavy metal and country music

pumped into his cells; and blindfolding and “hooding.”

29. After 280 days, more than nine months of 

detention, Plaintiff was released, and made his way back to the

United States.  He was never charged with any crime nor did he

ever commit any, and there was never any evidence to suggest

otherwise.

30. Secret imprisonment and torturous interrogation  

of American citizens by their own government are antithetical to

this nation’s longstanding commitment to liberty.  The basic 

scheme of our constitutional democracy mandates that such

infringements must be subject to meaningful challenge and review

by the judicial branch.  

The Parties

31. Plaintiff is a 52 year-old United States citizen.

He is a veteran of the United States Army and speaks five

different languages. 

32. Defendant Donald Rumsfeld is the former Secretary 

of the United States Department of Defense (“DOD”).  At all

relevant times, Defendant Rumsfeld was personally responsible for

developing, authorizing, supervising, implementing, auditing

and/or reforming the policies, patterns, or practices governing

the arrest, detention, treatment, interrogation, and adjudication

of detainees held in U.S. custody throughout the world.
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33. Michael Chertoff is the Secretary of the United 

States Department of Homeland Security (“DHS”).  At all relevant

times, Defendant Chertoff was personally responsible for

developing, authorizing, supervising, implementing, auditing

and/or reforming the policies, patterns, or practices governing

the reentry of United States citizens into the United States and

terrorist watchlists.  Mr. Chertoff is sued only in his official

capacity.

34. Robert S. Mueller III is the Director of the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation.  At all relevant times,

Defendant Mueller was personally responsible for developing,

authorizing, supervising, implementing, auditing and/or reforming

the policies, patterns, or practices governing the reentry of

United States citizens into the United States and terrorist

watchlists.  Mr. Mueller is sued only in his official capacity.

35. W. Ralph Basham is the Customs and Border 

Protection (“CBP”) Commissioner.  CBP is a Component of DHS, and

has primary responsibility for protecting our nation’s airports,

seaports, and land border crossings.  At all relevant times,

Defendant Basham was personally responsible for developing,

authorizing, supervising, implementing, auditing and/or reforming

the policies, patterns, or practices governing the reentry of

United States citizens into the United States and terrorist

watchlists.  Mr. Basham is sued only in his official capacity.
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36. Julie L. Myers is the Assistant Secretary of the 

United States Immigration and Customs Enforcement.  At all

relevant times, Defendant Myers was personally responsible for

developing, authorizing, supervising, implementing, auditing

and/or reforming the policies, patterns, or practices governing

the reentry of United States citizens into the United States and

terrorist watchlists.  Ms. Myers is sued only in her official

capacity.

37. The Unidentified Defendants are the U.S. officials

and agents who ordered, carried out, and failed to intervene to

prevent, the torture and unlawful detention of Plaintiff.

Arrival in Iraq

38. On or about December 4, 2004, Plaintiff arrived in

Al Asad.  Al Asad is the second largest airbase in Northern Iraq,

located 180 kilometers west of Baghdad.

39. Upon his arrival in Al Asad, Plaintiff met with 

a site manager for the American-owned defense contracting firm

that employed him.  The site manager informed Plaintiff that he

was being detailed to a Marine Corps Human Exploitation Team

(“HET”) near the Western border of Iraq and Syria in the Anbar

Province.

United States Marine Corps HET Team 

40. Plaintiff was thereafter shipped out to Camp 

Korean Village, also known as Camp KV.  Run by the United States
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military, Camp KV is located in the Anbar Province, close to the

Iraqi-Syrian border. 

41. When he arrived at Camp KV, Plaintiff met with the

Marines on the HET team to which he was assigned.  There were

three men on Plaintiff’s HET team: two Sergeants and a

Lieutenant.

42. The HET team’s mission was to develop intelligence

for the United States Marines.  To that end, as an Arabic

translator, Plaintiff helped the HET team interrogate prisoners,

develop sources among Iraqi civilians and ferret out threats to

the unit.

43. Plaintiff remained with his HET team at Camp KV

until approximately July 2005. 

44. At that time, part of the HET to which Plaintiff 

was assigned transferred to Al Walid.  Al Walid is a military

base on the Iraqi side of the Iraqi-Syrian border.

45. The HET’s mission in Al Walid was similar to that 

in Camp KV: to develop intelligence through contacts with local

Iraqis and to uncover threats.  To that end, the HET sought out

the assistance of the local sheikhs.

Making Contact with Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar

46. In July 2005, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar contacted 

Plaintiff to request a meeting with him and the HET.  
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47. Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar was one of the most powerful 

sheikhs in the volatile Anbar province. 

48. Because of the sensitive nature of the work that 

the HET performed, and to protect Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar, his 

cooperation with the United States was not revealed outside of

the HET during Plaintiff’s tenure with the HET.

49. Plaintiff and “Joe,” one of the Marines on the 

HET, met with Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar in a demolished building

behind Al Walid.

50. During that meeting, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar pledged 

his support to the United States. 

51. Thereafter, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar cooperated with 

the HET on a regular basis, including by providing the HET with

information and assisting the HET in controlling the insurgency

in the Anbar province.  

52. During this time, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar’s tribesmen

began receiving contracts to provide services for the U.S.

Military in the Anbar region.

53. As the HET’s translator, Plaintiff was the point

of contact for all of the Sheikh’s communications with the HET.

54. After Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar’s success in

spearheading the tribal movement against Al Qaeda in Anbar became

public, United States government officials described him as an

ally and a hero.  At the time that Plaintiff was working in Iraq,
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however, Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar’s strategic assistance to the

United States was a secret kept solely within the HET. 

Plaintiff’s Unlawful Arrest

55. At the end of his tour of duty, on October 20, 

2005, Plaintiff returned to Camp KV.  He spoke with a site

manager for his company, and the two agreed that Plaintiff would

be leaving Iraq on November 5, 2005 for his annual leave.

56. During the time that Plaintiff was at Camp KV, and

before he was scheduled to depart, an agent with the Navy

Criminal Investigative Service (“NCIS”) asked to interview 

Plaintiff.  Plaintiff agreed, and he told the agent generally

about the work that he had done with the HET at the Iraqi-Syrian

border.

57. On or about November 4, 2005, a week after meeting

with an NCIS representative, Plaintiff arrived in Al Asad -- his

point of departure from Iraq.  HET had arranged for Plaintiff to

fly from Camp KV to Al Asad and then to Kuwait.

58. When he arrived at Al Asad, Plaintiff saw a site 

manager for his company speaking with NCIS agents, including the

NCIS agent that he had earlier spoken with at Camp KV.  The NCIS

agents would not let Plaintiff speak to the manager.

59. Plaintiff was then taken to an interrogation room 

at the Al Asad base.  He was questioned for more than four hours 
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by the three NCIS agents, along with a new United States

official, possibly from the CIA.

60. Plaintiff asked if he could have someone from 

his company present during his interrogation, but he was told no. 

He also asked for an attorney and was also told that he could not

have an attorney.  He finally asked if he could have a

representative from his HET team present; he was again told no.

61. Aware of his obligations of confidentiality

regarding his work for the HET, Plaintiff said that he would not 

answer any questions without either a lawyer or a person from his

company or the HET to advise him.

62. Nonetheless, the United States officials continued

to question Plaintiff.  

63. In addition, Plaintiff’s interrogators brought in 

Plaintiff’s luggage and began searching his luggage.

64. At some point, the United States officials packed 

up Plaintiff’s luggage and took him to the airport at Al Asad. 

Plaintiff never saw his luggage again. 

65. Plaintiff was handcuffed and blindfolded.  The 

necklace that he was wearing was ripped off of his neck. 

Plaintiff was kicked in the back.  

66. One of the NCIS agents told Plaintiff that if he

tried to escape, they would shoot him.  
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67. In this state, Plaintiff was put onto a helicopter

and taken for an approximately 30-minute flight.  When the plane 

landed, Plaintiff was handed off to the United States Marines,

the very group for whom he had been working.

68. For the next 72 hours, Plaintiff remained in total

isolation.  Plaintiff was strip-searched and given an orange

jumpsuit.  He was taken to a small, cold cell.  

69. There was no toilet in Plaintiff’s cell, and he 

was allowed to go to the bathroom only once per day. 

70. There was also no water in the cell.  Plaintiff 

was given one bottle of water per day, and a few biscuits to eat.

71. The only surface for sleeping was a thin mat on 

concrete.

72. No one spoke to Plaintiff during this entire 72-

hour period.  Plaintiff was then shackled, blindfolded and

hooded, and taken by helicopter to Camp Cropper.

Confinement at Camp Cropper

73. Camp Cropper is a military facility near the 

Baghdad International Airport, which the United States military

uses to house persons considered to be “high-value” detainees.

74. Plaintiff arrived at Camp Cropper, and, while 

still blindfolded, was strip searched and given a jumpsuit.

75. He was then taken to a military jail occupied by 

foreign and local prisoners.
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76. For the first several months that Plaintiff was in

Camp Cropper, he was kept in total isolation.  He was housed for

approximately one week in Building Seven and then for several

months in the Special Housing Unit (“SHU”). 

77. While in Building Seven and the SHU, Plaintiff was

housed in small, cold cells.  In Building Seven, Plaintiff was

given a small cot on which to sleep; once he reached the SHU, he

slept on a thin mattress on a slab of concrete.

78. Under these conditions, it was very difficult to 

obtain meaningful rest.  In the SHU, the guards would often keep

the lights on throughout the night.  There was also heavy metal

or country music blaring through his cell at intolerably loud

volumes.  Guards would bang on the door or slam the window shut

when they observed Plaintiff to be sleeping.

79. The cells in Building Seven and in the SHU had no 

sinks nor any potable running water.  Plaintiff had to rely on

the guards for water.  Food and water were delivered through a

small slit in the door.

80. In the cell in Building Seven, Plaintiff also had 

no access to a toilet.  The guards took Plaintiff to the restroom

only one time per day.  Once he was transferred to the SHU, there

was a hole in the ground in the cell that Plaintiff used to

relieve himself.
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81. For the first week after his arrival, Plaintiff 

was not allowed to go outdoors at anytime.  Later, while

Plaintiff was housed in the SHU, he was occasionally allowed a

brief period outdoors for recreation.  These infrequent yard

privileges were only permitted around midnight or later.

82. During this period of isolation, Plaintiff was 

assaulted by certain guards.  For example, one guard would

repeatedly push Plaintiff around and choke him.  Other guards

threatened Plaintiff and lodged false accusations against him. 

83. Finally, for the first three months of his 

detention, Plaintiff was not allowed to make any phone calls to 

the outside world.  During that entire time, Plaintiff’s family

did not know where he was, or whether he was alive or dead.

84. After approximately three months in isolation, 

Plaintiff was transferred to Building 6A, which housed suspected

Al Qaeda members and Bathists.  

85. Although no longer in isolation, Plaintiff still 

faced severe conditions of confinement.

86. For example, the guards in Building 6A let it be 

known that Plaintiff was working for the Department of Defense

prior to his arrest and detention.  As a result, Plaintiff was

attacked on multiple occasions.
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87. At one point, the guards moved Plaintiff to 

Building 4B and housed him in a cell with seven other Al Qaeda

members despite knowing of the dangers to Plaintiff of doing so.  

88. The periodic physical attacks on Plaintiff

continued until shortly before he was released from Camp Cropper.

89. Plaintiff lived in constant fear for his life.

Unlawful Interrogations 

90. Plaintiff was interrogated multiple times upon his

arrest and during his detention, including by NCIS and FBI

agents.

91. Before each interrogation, Plaintiff asked for an 

attorney, but each such request was invariably denied.  Neither

was Plaintiff warned of his rights or permitted to remain silent. 

Rather, without the assistance and advice of counsel, Plaintiff

was forcibly interrogated by FBI and NCIS agents.

92. Plaintiff’s interrogators threatened him if he did

not speak.  When he told the truth they accused him of lying.

93. Plaintiff repeatedly denied any wrongdoing and

implored the interrogators to speak to his employer or to the HET

for which he was working.

“Detainee Status Board” Hearings

94. On November 11, 2005, Plaintiff received a letter 

from a body calling itself the Detention Review Authority.  It

stated that Plaintiff was being detained as a Security Internee. 
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95. Plaintiff told his captors that he was on a hunger

strike until he was given an attorney.

96. A month later, Plaintiff received an erroneous or

back-dated letter from Lieutenant James O’Donnell, President of a

body he called the Detainee Status Board, indicating that a

proceeding would be convened no earlier than November 30, 2005 to

determine Plaintiff’s legal status as an “enemy combatant,”

“security internee,” or “innocent civilian.” 

97. The letter informed Plaintiff that he did not 

have a right to legal counsel.  He was further told that he would

only be permitted to call witnesses for his defense and present

evidence if the evidence and witnesses were “reasonably

available” to him at Camp Cropper.

98. Plaintiff requested his HET team members as 

witnesses for his Detainee Status Board and for a representative

or JAG attorney.

99. On or about December 22, 2005, Plaintiff was

shackled, blindfolded, and hooded, and then brought before a

group calling themselves the Detainee Status Board. 

100. Neither Plaintiff’s request for HET witnesses 

nor his request for an attorney were honored.  Once the hearing

began, Plaintiff was not allowed to see most of the purported

evidence (if any) against him.  Plaintiff was also denied the

opportunity to hear the testimony of, much less cross-examine,
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whatever adverse witnesses the panel may have been relying upon

in reaching its determination.

101. The hearing was very short.  The Board told 

Plaintiff that it believed that he was a threat to the Multi-

National Forces Iraq, and that he was being detained as such, but

it would not tell Plaintiff what it believed he did to warrant

that label.

102. For the next six months, Plaintiff heard nothing 

regarding his “status” nor when, if ever, he would be released. 

103. On June 23, 2006, Plaintiff received another 

notification from a “Board Recorder” regarding a second Detainee

Status Hearing that would be held no earlier than June 27, 2006, 

again to determine his status as an “enemy combatant,” “security

internee,” or “innocent civilian.” 

104. Plaintiff was again informed that he did not have 

the right to counsel nor to request evidence other than that

which was “reasonably available” to him.

105. In July 2006, Plaintiff’s second Detainee Status 

Board Hearing took place.  That hearing occurred in a room inside

Camp Cropper where families usually come to visit detainees.

106. This Detainee Status Board lasted much longer than

the first, and the questions were more probing.  The United

States officials questioned Plaintiff extensively about his

relationship with Sheikh Abd Al-Sattar.  The officials also
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wanted to know how he was being treated and what he would do if

he were released from the Camp.

Plaintiff was the Victim of a Pattern of Board Failures

107. The procedures actually afforded Plaintiff to 

challenge his designation as a security internee fell below the

minimums for notice and opportunity to respond required by the

Supreme Court in the 2004 Hamdi decision.  

108. Those failures are part of a widespread practice 

of which Mr. Rumsfeld intended, knew, or to which he was at least

deliberately indifferent.  As is explained below, there is a very

high rate of erroneous detentions.  Moreover, while actual board

proceedings are kept secret, Plaintiffs have uncovered three

other Americans who received similarly-flawed board proceedings:

Donald Vance and Nathan Ertel, whose detention in Iraq in 2006 is

described in the Northern District of Illinois case of Vance v.

Rumsfeld, 06 C 6964; and Cyrus Kar who was detained in Iraq in

2005 and whose release was highly publicized at that time.

109. Accordingly, the policies and/or the actual

practices of the Detainee Status Board fell below minimum due

process standards.

Plaintiff was the Victim of Discriminatory Policies

110. Under Defendant Rumsfeld’s detention policy, 

Plaintiff was deprived of far better procedures that were

afforded to other Americans alleged to have committed similar
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misconduct in the same locale but who were not labeled “security

internees” or “enemy combatants.”  There was no government need

for this distinction and Mr. Rumsfeld’s policies did not require

one.  Rather, the policies left the decision of which 

system an American will be detained under to the unbridled

discretion of bureaucrats of the Defendant Agents, here.

111. For example, in April 2007, Lt. Colonel William H.

Steele, former Commander of Camp Cropper, was charged under the

Uniform Code of Military Justice with aiding the enemy while at

Camp Cropper from October 2005 through October 2006. 

Specifically, it was alleged that he gave cell phones to interned

insurgents and violated rules regarding classified documents.  In

this he was suspected of “pos[ing] a threat to security of

stability in Iraq,” just as Plaintiff was alleged to be

threatening the stability of the Multi-National Forces Iraq.

112. Lt. Colonel Steele, however, was not treated in 

the same fashion as Plaintiff.  He was given access to an

attorney upon arrest.  Prior to being formally charged, the Army

held a grand jury proceeding to determine what violations, if

any, Lt. Colonel Steele had committed.  Once indicted, Lt.

Colonel Steele had the opportunity to challenge his arrest and

detention in court, including to learn of the complete factual

allegations against him, and to compulsory process for obtaining

evidence and testimony, as well as other procedures.
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113. Further, numerous other Americans accused of 

conduct that poses a threat to security or stability in Iraq

received the same high level of due process as Steele. This due

process was, therefore, reasonably available in Iraq.

114. There was no principled distinction between these 

persons and Plaintiff that would justify cutting off Plaintiff

from access to reasonably available, better procedures.  Rather,

Mr. Rumsfeld’s policies gave officials discretion to discriminate

in the provision of due process rights, without any form of

review, despite the obvious potential for abuse.

115. Such discrimination violates the Constitution.  

Americans are entitled to be treated equally in the provision of

due process rights, and the mere decision to label some as “enemy

combatants” or “security internees” cannot justify providing them

lesser due process rights than those provided to other Americans

in the same locales confronting similar allegations of

misconduct.

Release From Camp Cropper 

116. On or about August 9, 2006, Plaintiff was taken

from his cell in Building 6B to the SHU.  He spent the night in

the SHU.

117. After he was told that he was being transferred, 

Plaintiff asked the guards for his possessions, but nothing was

brought to him.
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118. The next morning Plaintiff again asked for his 

property but was given only a few articles of clothing.  The

guards told him that they did not have anything else of his.

119. That morning Plaintiff was shackled and 

blindfolded and put in a Jeep with another American being

released from detention.  The two were then taken to the Baghdad

International Airport.  Plaintiff was met by a woman from the

United States Embassy, who gave him a new passport.  Plaintiff

was put on a military flight to Jordan.

120. All told, Plaintiff was held for 280 days. 

121. Defendants never had any evidence and/or any 

substantial evidence suggesting that Plaintiff had committed any

crime.  Indeed, Plaintiff was ultimately released without ever

being charged with any wrongdoing.

Repercussions from Plaintiff’s Unlawful Detention 

122. After Plaintiff was released from custody, 

Plaintiff returned to the U.S. and spoke with the company that

had hired him to work as a translator in Iraq.  He sought back

pay and benefits owned to him.

123.  A representative of the company told Plaintiff

that he was on a U.S. “blacklist” and that no contractor could

employ him.

124. In addition, Plaintiff has been put on a terrorist

watch list, or the equivalent thereof.
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125. Specifically, when Plaintiff returns to the United

States from traveling internationally, Plaintiff is subject to

detention by United States Customs officers, lasting as long as

nine hours.  The Customs officers meet Plaintiff as he disembarks

from the plane.  Plaintiff is then taken to a holding room, where

his person and luggage are searched, he is interrogated and any

and all of his papers are photocopied.

126. This very same detention and interrogation has 

occurred every time that Plaintiff has returned to the United

States from international travel since his unlawful detention in

Iraq.  Each time, the ordeal lasts for hours.

127. Each time Plaintiff is detained, he petitions the 

Customs officers to remove him from the watchlist, but each such

request is invariably denied. 

128. Even beyond the terrorist watch list and 

blacklist, the cumulative effect of Plaintiff’s unlawful arrest

and detention has been devastating for Plaintiff.  Plaintiff has

suffered serious emotional and physical distress, along with loss

of employment and other injuries.

129. Plaintiff is not a terrorist.  He is a United 

States citizen, who loves his country and its ideals.  He has

never committed, much less been charged with, any crime against

this country. 
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Plaintiff’s Claims Against Defendant Rumsfeld (Counts I-III)

130. Defendant Rumsfeld is a highly experienced and 

dedicated former public official.  He has served as an elected

representative for the State of Illinois, as Secretary of Defense

under two Presidents, as Ambassador to NATO, and in other 

executive branch appointments.  Plaintiff acknowledges Mr.

Rumsfeld’s long record of service and dedication to this country.

131. Plaintiff has sued Mr. Rumsfeld because he 

exceeded his authority as Secretary of Defense by crossing clear

constitutional lines, which all public officials are obligated to

recognize and respect and by violating the direct commands of

both Congress and the Supreme Court.

132. Plaintiff’s dispute with Mr. Rusmfeld involves 

three fundamental rights of which he deprived them.  First, Mr.

Rumsfeld is responsible for the cruel, inhuman, degrading and

torturous tactics used on Plaintiff during his months-long

detention.  Mr. Rumsfeld authorized the general use of these

tactics through specific policies and practices, as is explained

further below.  Moreover, Plaintiff’s understanding is that

certain techniques that his captors used on him required Mr.

Rumsfeld’s personal approval on a case-by-case basis, and

Plaintiff accordingly infers that Mr. Rumsfeld gave specific

authorization to use these techniques on him.

133. This torture violated Plaintiff’s rights under the
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Constitution as well as under the DTA, see, e.g., DTA § 1003

(“[T]he term ‘cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment or

punishment’ means the cruel, unusual, and inhumane treatment or 

punishment prohibited by the Fifth, Eighth, and Fourteenth

Amendments to the Constitution of the United States.”).

134. Second, Mr. Rusmfeld’s policies deprived Plaintiff

of fundamental and cherished due process protections such as

assistance of counsel, confrontation of adverse witnesses, and

notice of, and the right to see and rebut the evidence being

offered against him.  Indeed, Plaintiff’s “board hearings,” which

were carried out according to the dictates of Mr. Rumsfeld’s

policies, were nothing more than a continued interrogation;

Plaintiff was allowed no counsel, no access to evidence, and no

witnesses but himself.

135. These procedures failed to meet even the minimum 

standards of notice and an opportunity to respond set out by the

Supreme Court in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507 (2004). 

Moreover, the Supreme Court in Hamdi required procedural rights

greater than these minimums where such procedures are reasonably

available, which they were in the place where Plaintiff was

detained.  Full Uniform Code of Military Justice (“UCMJ”)

procedural rights were routinely afforded in Baghdad and American

civilians can have such rights under the UCMJ.

136. Indeed, as explained above, military personnel in 
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Baghdad, who allegedly committed acts far more severe than those

which U.S. officials falsely attributed to Plaintiff, received

counsel and the right to confront witnesses and test all of the

evidence against them.  For example, Lt. Col. Steele was afforded 

these rights when he was accused of having provided cell phones

to enemy insurgents within the Camp and other treasonous acts.

137. There is no legitimate governmental interest in 

affording these fundamental rights to soldiers who committed the

same or even more severe offenses than Plaintiff was accused of

while withholding these rights from Plaintiff.  All American

detainees are entitled to be treated equally with other Americans

in the provision of due process rights, and the mere decision to

label them “security internees” cannot justify providing lesser

due process rights than those available to other Americans in the

same locales confronting similar allegations.  However, Mr.

Rumsfeld’s policies discriminate in the provision of these

fundamental procedures, notwithstanding their ready availability.

138. Under his policies, a bureaucrat’s decision to 

affix the “possible enemy” label to a fellow citizen prevents the

citizen from accessing reasonably available UCMJ procedures to

challenge the designation.  Instead, Americans are shunted into

the Detainee Review Board process.  Thus, a bureaucrat’s false

accusation alone permits him to deprive a citizen of readily

available procedures to refute the accusation.
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139. More than a year before the bureaucrats retaliated

against Plaintiff using these detention powers, the Supreme Court

expressly warned Mr. Rumsfeld of the need for procedures that

prevent this type of official abuse in Hamdi v. Rumsfeld, 542

U.S. 507, 530 (2004).  Nevertheless, Mr. Rumsfeld implemented and 

left in place procedures that permitted and, in fact, encouraged,

the retaliation Plaintiff suffered.

140. Third, Mr. Rumsfeld’s policies prohibit citizens 

who have been detained from accessing a court for help.  As a

detainee, Plaintiff was forbidden to correspond with counsel,

forbidden to use the mail to present a petition to a court, and

even forbidden from advising his family where he was being held. 

As a result, Plaintiff could not petition a court to free 

him, or to require the government to provide better procedures,

or to stop his torturous mistreatment.

141. Again, Mr. Rumsfeld was warned by the Supreme 

Court more than one year before Plaintiff’s detention that

American citizens held under the detention system must be

permitted access to a court to challenge a detention decision as

well as access to counsel for that challenge in Hamdi v.

Rumsfeld, 542 U.S. 507, 536-37 (2004).  In the wake of that

decision, Defendant Rumsfeld not only failed to enact policies

that allow such access, he purposefully continued policies and

practices calculated to prevent it in the misguided belief that
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courts should not review the detention and interrogation

practices.

142. Plaintiff is entitled to a judicial remedy against

Defendant Rumsfeld for all of these violations.  His legal

challenge is well within the competence of a court to adjudicate

(indeed, the Supreme Court has already spoken on many of these

topics), and it is entirely consistent with the traditional role

of the courts to afford damages remedies to compensate and to

ensure future compliance with the law.

143. Moreover, Congress has not precluded the remedy 

Plaintiff seeks.  To the contrary, Congress expressly recognized

in the DTA that civil remedies could be available for the sorts

of improper detentions and torture Defendant Rumsfeld approved,

and it declined to bar such actions.

144. This recognition is reflected in the amendments to

the DTA, in which Congress created a special extended “good

faith” defense for allegations of improper detentions and

torturous interrogations in claims brought by aliens against U.S.

officials, stating:

In any civil action or criminal prosecution against an
officer, employee, member of the Armed Forces, or other
agent of the United States Government who is a United
States person, arising out of the officer, employee,
member of the Armed Forces, or other agent’s engaging
in specific operational practices, that involve
detention and interrogation of aliens who the President
or his designees have determined are believed to be
engaged in or associated with international terrorist
activity that poses a serious, continuing threat to the
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United States, its interests, or its allies, and that
were officially authorized and determined to be lawful
at the time that they were conducted, it shall be a
defense that such officer, employee, member of the
Armed Forces, or other agent did not know that the
practices were unlawful and a person of ordinary sense
and understanding would not know the practices were
unlawful.  Good faith reliance on advice of counsel
should be an important factor, among others, to
consider in assessing whether a person of ordinary
sense and understanding would have known the practices
to be unlawful.

DTA § 1004, PL 109-163, 119 Stat 3136, 3475 (Jan. 6, 2006).

145. Having adopted a civil affirmative defense without

foreclosing civil liability entirely, and having declined to

adopt a defense for claims by U.S. citizens, Congress clearly

left courts the power to provide civil remedies where appropriate

for unjustified practices that involve U.S. detention and

interrogation of American citizens.

The History of Defendant Rumsfeld’s Approval of Torturous
Interrogations and Unconstitutional Detentions

146. Most of Mr. Rumsfeld’s unconstitutional policies 

were adopted in secret and far too few have seen the light of

day.  Nevertheless, there is a public record demonstrating the

existence of the above-described policies and widespread

practices and Mr. Rumsfeld’s involvement in creating them.

147. For example, on December 2, 2002, Defendant

Rumsfeld personally approved a list of torturous interrogation

techniques for use on detainees at Guantanamo.  Contrary to

established rules and military standards, as set forth in then-
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governing Army Field Manual 34-52, those techniques included the 

use of 20-hour interrogations, isolation for up to 30 days, and

sensory deprivation.

148. On January 15, 2003, Defendant Rumsfeld officially

rescinded his authorization for those techniques, but took no

measures to end the practices which had by then become ingrained,

nor to confirm that the practices were in fact being terminated. 

Defendant Rumsfeld also took no action to prevent, investigate or

punish the use of these methods.  Moreover, he authorized the

Commander of the United States Southern Command to use them if

warranted and approved by Mr. Rumsfeld in individual cases. 

Thus, rather than terminate the torturous techniques, Mr.

Rumsfeld encouraged them and involved himself in their case-by-

case use.

149. At the same time, Defendant Rumsfeld convened a

“Working Group” to evaluate his interrogation policies. 

Following that Working Group, in April 2003, Defendant Rumsfeld

approved a set of new interrogation techniques, which included

isolation for up to thirty days, dietary manipulation and “sleep

adjustment,” meaning sleep deprivation.

150. Just as before, Mr. Rumsfeld provided that 

additional harsh techniques could be used with his prior

approval.  At the time Defendant Rumsfeld approved these April

policies, he was well-aware of the torture and other abuses of
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detainees that occurred in Guantanamo Bay, Afghanistan, and Iraq.

Instead of trying to stop and prevent such abuses, Defendant

Rumsfeld took measures to increase their use.

151. For instance, Defendant Rumsfeld sent Major 

General Geoffrey Miller to Iraq in August 2003 to review the

United States military prison system in Iraq and make suggestions

on how prisons could be used to more effectively obtain

actionable intelligence from detainees -- or, to use the language

of Defendant Rumsfeld’s staff member -- to “gitmo-ize” Camp

Cropper.

152. In so doing, Defendant Rumsfeld knew and tacitly 

authorized Major General Miller to apply in Iraq the techniques

that Mr. Rumsfeld had approved for use at Guantanamo and others. 

At Defendant Rumsfeld’s direction, Maj. General Miller did just

that.

153. On September 14, 2003, in response to Maj. General

Miller’s call for the use of more aggressive interrogation

policies in Iraq, and as directed, approved and sanctioned by

Defendant Rumsfeld, Lieutenant General Ricardo Sanchez, Commander

of the United States-led military coalition in Iraq (the

“Coalition Joint Task Force-7") signed a memorandum authorizing

the use of 29 interrogation techniques, which included yelling,

loud music, light control and sensory deprivation.

154. A month later, Lt. General Sanchez modified the 
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previous authorization, but continued to allow interrogators to

control the lighting, heating, food, shelter and clothing given

to detainees.

155. Starting in May 2003, the Red Cross began sending 

reports detailing these abuses of detainees in United States

custody in Iraq to the United States Central Command in Qatar. 

Colin Powell, then the Secretary of Defense, confirmed that

Defendant Rumsfeld knew of the various reports by the Red Cross,

stating that he and Defendant Rumsfeld kept President Bush

regularly apprised of their contents throughout 2003.

156. Indeed, Defendant Rumsfeld was not only aware of 

the 2003 Red Cross reports, but also of the Red Cross’ February

2004 Report, discussed above, as well as a series of other

investigative reports into detainee abuse in Iraq, including

those of former Secretary of Defense James Schlesigner, Army

Major General Antonio Taguba, and Army Lieutenant General Anthony

Jones.

Defendant Rumsfeld Flouts 
Congressional Restrictions on 

Torturous Detention

157. Further evidence that Defendant Rumsfeld made 

policy decisions to authorize and encourage the use of torture

for interrogating detainees, including detained American

citizens, occurred on December 30, 2005.  On that day, Congress

enacted the Detainee Treatment Act, which inter alia, stated:
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No person in the custody or under the effective control
of the Department of Defense or under detention in a
Department of Defense facility shall be subject to any
treatment or technique of interrogation not authorized
by and listed in the United States Army Field Manual on
Intelligence Interrogation. 

DTA Pub. L. 109-148, Div. A, Title X, § 1001(a), 119 Stat. 2739-

40 (Dec. 30, 2005).  Congress went on to state in the DTA that

the U.S. shall not subject any detainees “to cruel, inhuman, or

degrading treatment or punishment.  Id. § 1003.

158. Congress thereby evidenced its intent to limit U.S

interrogation techniques to those permitted by the Field Manual

when the DTA was drafted.  The Field Manual at that time limited

the allowable techniques to those consistent with international

norms that forbid cruel, inhuman and degrading treatment.  In

other words, the Field Manual forbade the interrogation

techniques that Mr. Rumsfeld had authorized and to which Congress

and the American people took exception.

159. In spite of this clear command, the same day 

Congress passed the DTA, Mr. Rumsfeld modified the Field Manual

to include the cruel, inhuman and degrading techniques described

above.  He added ten pages of classified interrogation techniques

that apparently authorized, condoned, and directed the very sort

of violations that Plaintiff suffered.  To the best of

Plaintiff’s knowledge, the December Field Manual was in operation

during his detention.  It was not replaced until September 2006,

shortly before Mr. Rumsfeld resigned.
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160. Numerous instances of abuse occurring since 

Defendant Rumsfeld changed the Field Manual in December 2005,

including Plaintiff’s experience and those documented by the

United Nations Assistance Mission for Iraq (“UNAMI”), make clear

that Mr. Rumsfeld did not take measures to conform the

interrogation techniques to Congress’ command.

161. For example, on March 6, 2006, Amnesty 

International published a report criticizing United States-led

MNF-I detentions in Iraq.  The Amnesty Report references the

arbitrary nature of the security internment system, and the ways

in which MNF-I consistently denies detainees their rights to

counsel and the ability to meaningfully challenge the lawfulness

of their detentions, as well as access to their families and the

outside world.

162. The Amnesty Report also documents a repeated

pattern of instances of torture and ill-treatment of detainees by

United States troops, such as exposing detainees to extremes of

heat and cold and unlawfully restraining and physically

assaulting detainees.

163. A March/April 2006 Human Rights Report by UNAMI 

made similar findings, concluding that “[t]he general conditions

of detention in Iraqi facilities are not consistent with human

rights standards.”  The Report documents numerous instances in 

Case 1:08-cv-01902-JSG   Document 65    Filed 08/23/11   Page 37 of 68



38

which detainees were deprived of sufficient food, hygiene and

medical care.

164. Likewise, the May/June 2006 UNAMI Human Rights

Report documents still more examples of detainee abuse in Iraq. 

That Report includes an accounting by DOD of its own wrongdoing,

and references DOD admissions that United States soldiers have

withheld food from and physically threatened detainees.

165. Similarly, the International Committee of the Red

Cross (“ICRC”) has published a Report criticizing the United

States military detention system in Iraq as appallingly

defective.  According to the Red Cross Report, military officials

routinely deny detainees the opportunity to contact their

families to notify them of their whereabouts.  The Report further

documents other forms of mistreatment, including solitary

confinement, hooding, physical threats, confiscation of property,

sleep deprivation by exposure to loud noise or music, and

deprivation of food and water.

166. Disturbingly, the Red Cross noted that military 

intelligence officers of the Coalition Forces in Iraq have

admitted that, like Plaintiff, “between 70% and 90% of the

persons deprived of their liberty in Iraq had been arrested by

mistake.”

167. Faced with these and many other reports of similar

violations by U.S. military officials, Mr. Rumsfeld took no steps
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to investigate or correct the abuses, despite his actual

knowledge of the same and despite the fact that he knew American

citizens were being and would be detained and interrogated under

these systems.  Defendant Rumsfeld was the official responsible

for terminating this pattern of abuse and reforming the policies

causing it.  Mr. Rumsfeld took no such measures because these

were not unwanted or random violations.  Rather, this conduct was

being carried out pursuant to the interrogation and detention

policies Mr. Rumsfeld himself created and implemented.

Global Applicability of the Policies

168. Many of the policies that Mr. Rumsfeld implemented

regarding detention and interrogation of detainees are not

limited to Iraq, or, for that matter, to fields of battle

generally.  For example, see the definition of “detainee”

contained in Detainee Operations Inspections, available at

http://wwww4.army.mil/ocpa/reports/ArmyIGDetaineeAbuse/DAIG%20Det

ainee%20Operations%20Inspection%20Report.pdf, which states:

“Detainees include, but are not limited to, those persons held

during operations other than war.”

169. Thus, Mr. Rumsfeld did not intend to, and did not,

limit his interrogation and detention policies to detainees in

Iraq nor to persons seized on the battlefield.  Rather, Defendant

Rumsfeld adopted the policies against the background of the

administration’s Global War on Terror, which is a non-traditional
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and undefined conflict waged throughout the world.

170. Further, the detention and interrogation policies 

Mr. Rumsfeld created are not limited to military personnel. 

Torturous interrogation tactics are approved for use by members

of civilian agencies such as the FBI working with the U.S.

military.  Similarly, civilians in the Department of State,

Department of Justice and the Central Intelligence Agency can

have input into the decision of whether to release detainees.

Defendant Rumsfeld’s Personal Control Over
Length of Detention and Release Decisions 

171. Aside from setting the inadequate and 

discriminatory procedures for challenging a security internee

designation, explained above, Mr. Rumsfeld, as the Secretary of

Defense, also maintained control over the decision to release a

detainee.

172. This practice is evidenced by a document on 

detentions, which is now publicly available.  It states in

pertinent part: “[t]he permanent transfer or release of detainees

from the custody of US forces to the host national, other

allied/coalition forces or outright release requires the approval

of the SecDef.”  See Joint Doctrine for Detainee Operations at

VII-6 (March 23, 2005), available at

http://hrw.org/campaigns/torture/jointdoctrine/jointdoctrine04070

5.pdf.
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Count I Against Defendant Rumsfeld  
Dictating Torture, Cruel, Inhuman, and Degrading Treatment

173. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

174. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was

subjected to torturous, cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment. 

This included threats of violence and actual violence, sleep

deprivation and alteration, extremes of sound, light

manipulation, denial of food and water, prolonged solitary

confinement, incommunicado detention, falsified allegations and

other psychologically-disruptive and injurious techniques.

175. This treatment was unnecessary.  Indeed, many 

persons detained in the same facility were treated far better and

far more humanely.

176. Rather, this treatment was intentionally used on 

Plaintiff for its perceived value.

177. This treatment was visited upon Plaintiff pursuant

to and in accordance with the above-described policies and

practices of Defendant Rumsfeld, which apply to all persons,

including Americans.  This treatment was also knowingly condoned

by him for use in developing information from persons detained by

U.S. forces, including Americans. 

178. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.
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179. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

180. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.  This treatment also violated

Plaintiff’s rights under the Detainee Treatment Act, which

includes either an express or implied right of action.  This 

Count seeks a remedy only under the Constitution or, in the

alternative, under the DTA.

181. These violations of Plaintiff’s rights were known 

and/or foreseeable to Defendant Rumsfeld.  His policies

authorized the use of the above-described interrogation tactics

on all detainees, including Americans, and he was aware that the 

interrogation practices were in use in facilities that included

American detainees and had in fact been used on Americans.

182. Finally, and alternatively, Defendant Rumsfeld 

reserved the use of the harsher interrogation techniques to his

prior, case specific approval.  Plaintiff therefore infers that

Defendant Rumsfeld specifically authorized some or all of the

above mistreatment on them and knew they were experiencing the

same.  Further, based on the policies requiring approval of the

Secretary of Defense prior to permanently releasing a detainee,

Plaintiff infers that even if Defendant Rumsfeld did not direct

his specific mistreatment, he had actual knowledge that he was
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being detained and mistreated as described above, and that he

failed to intervene sooner to terminate this mistreatment.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE, respectfully demands

judgment against Defendant DONALD RUMSFELD awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count II Against Defendant Rumsfeld 
Dictating Inadequate and Discriminatory Detention Procedures

183. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

184. As described more fully above, after being told 

that he was being held as a threat to MNF-I based on false

allegations, Plaintiff was prevented from meaningfully

challenging the designation through fair procedures.  Plaintiff

was denied notice of the complete factual basis being used for

his designation as a threat and of the opportunity to rebut it or

to introduce other evidence showing that he was not a threat. 

Indeed, the Detainee Status Board letter that Plaintiff received

did not even state that he had the right to examine or rebut the

complete factual assertions against him.  Further, there was no

basis to have withheld the evidence against him.

185. Even as to the factual basis that was disclosed 

during the hearing, Plaintiff was denied a meaningful opportunity

to challenge that basis.  Plaintiff was not provided nor allowed
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to use reasonably available evidence and witnesses to demonstrate

that he was not a threat.  Moreover, the decision makers were not

neutral.  They conducted the hearing as an interrogation, using

some of the improper tactics described above.

186. This process fails to meet constitutional bare 

minimums, which must always be applied when the government 

deprives a U.S. citizen of liberty for a prolonged period, as it

did with Plaintiff, regardless of the context.

187. The deficient process that Plaintiff received was 

in accordance with policies and actual practices of the Board and

dictated and condoned by Defendant Rumsfeld.  Defendant Rumsfeld

was aware of the fact that the Detainee Status Board’s actual 

practices were failing to provide the constitutional minimums for

detaining Americans.

188. Alternatively, Mr. Rumsfeld was deliberately 

indifferent to the fact that the Detainee status Board’s actual

procedures failed to provide the constitutional minimums.  Notice

of these failures of the Board were available to Defendant

Rumsfeld through internal reports to him, through published

reports on the high rate of erroneous detentions identified, and

through news articles about the Board’s practices.

189. In addition to the failures in each other’s 

hearings, Plaintiff is aware of similar failures in the hearings 

of three other Americans: Donald Vance and Nathan Ertel, the
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Plaintiffs in Vance v. Rumsfeld and Cyrus Kar.

190. Despite notice, Mr. Rumsfeld failed to take 

appropriate efforts to reform these policies and practices.

191. Further, Plaintiff was entitled as a matter of due

process to additional procedures including the assistance of

counsel in connection with his interrogations, the right to

disclosures of exculpatory evidence, the right to disclosure of

and to rebut all adverse evidence and witnesses, if any, and the

right to offer evidence in his favor.  These and other procedures

were readily available in Baghdad to other Americans, such that

there was no sufficient governmental need or justification to

deny them to Plaintiff.

192. However, Defendant Rumsfeld’s detention policies 

never permit any such procedures to detainees, including security

detainees and persons detained for other reasons, even when they

are reasonably available and even when there is no actual or

sufficient governmental need to withhold these procedures.  By

prohibiting such procedures even when they are reasonably

available and no legitimate interest in denying them, Defendant

Rumsfeld’s policies violate due process.  On information and

belief, Defendant Rumsfeld prohibited these procedures because of

their likelihood to exonerate detainees and thereby prevent their

further interrogation.

193. Defendant Rumsfeld’s detention policies also 
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violate equal protection in that they withhold readily available

fundamental procedures that are given to other Americans

suspected of similar misconduct in the same locale based solely

on the label of “security internee” rather than on any legitimate

particular government need.

194. An official’s decision to call a citizen a 

security internee or any other label cannot justify depriving him

of the due process afforded other Americans in the same place.

195. Finally and alternatively, based on the policies 

requiring approval of the Secretary of Defense prior to

permanently releasing a detainee, Plaintiff infers that Defendant

Rumsfeld had actual knowledge that he was being detained

unconstitutionally, as described above, and that he failed to

intervene to terminate his detention sooner.

196. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

197. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

198. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff, JOHN DOE, respectfully demands

judgment against Defendant DONALD RUMSFELD awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other
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relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count III Against Defendant Rumsfeld
Dictating Denial of Access to Courts and Counsel

199. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein. 

200. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was 

prohibited and/or prevented from obtaining judicial review of the

decision to intern him and of the mistreatment that he was

suffering, all of which is described above.

201. It was the policy of Defendant Rumsfeld that 

detainees in Iraq not be permitted to involve courts in the

detention decision nor in their treatment.  Defendant Rumsfeld’s

policies preventing access to the courts, and preventing access

to counsel for assistance in seeking habeas, applied to all

detainees, including Americans.  Defendant Rumsfeld implemented

these policies based on the misguided assertion that courts are

not competent to adjudicate issues of detention and treatment of

detainees in Iraq and in order to prevent courts from inquiring

into his other policies as described above.

202. Alternatively, following the Supreme Court’s Hamdi

ruling, Defendant Rumsfeld was deliberately indifferent to the

need to adopt and/or enforce policies that permit American

detainees to access courts or to contact an attorney following

their status determination.  Hamdi was clear that American

detainees have both a right of access to the courts and a right 
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to access an attorney to challenge a detention decision via the

writ of habeas corpus.

203. Despite notice, Mr. Rumsfeld failed to take 

appropriate efforts to reform these policies and practices.

204. As a result, Plaintiff was forbidden to contact or

speak with attorneys or to send any correspondence to an attorney

or to a court.  In fact, the only correspondence Plaintiff could

send was to his family, and that was only after he had been

detained for three months and only through the ICRC, which made

infrequent visits to the Camp.  Moreover, when communicating with

family, Plaintiff further was forbidden, in accordance with

Rumsfeld's policy, from informing family of his whereabouts or of

the nature of his detention and treatment.

205. Plaintiff attempted to obtain access to a court or

attorney during his detention but was prohibited and prevented

from doing so.  Had Plaintiff not been denied access, he could

have challenged the torturous mistreatment, the deficiencies in

his detention procedures, the false detention itself, and the

taking of his property.

206. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

207. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.
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208. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against Defendant DONALD RUMSFELD awarding actual and 

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

The Role of Unidentified Agents

209. The Unidentified Agents are employees of the 

United States and/or contractors working for the United States

who, at least in part, exercise government authority.  The

Unidentified Agents made the decisions and took the actions to

arrest, detain, retaliate against and mistreat Plaintiffs, and to

violate their rights as described throughout this Complaint. 

These Defendnats also include all persons (other than Defendant

Rumsfeld) who enacted unconstitutional policies and/or had

knowledge that the violations that Plaintiff suffered would occur

or were occurring and who failed to intervene to prevent them. 

Further, the Unidentified Agents include persons who are

presently conspiring to unlawfully cover-up from Plaintiff the 

identities of those who are liable to him in order to prevent him

from exercising his rights in this lawsuit.

210. For example, Plaintiff was interrogated by persons

identifying themselves as members of various United States
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intelligence agencies.  Other of their interrogators did not

identify any agency and may very well be for-profit contractors

employed to engage in interrogation tactics that are (at least in 

black letter law) illegal for United States agents to use.  All

of the interrogators violated Plaintiff’s rights.

211. Similarly, the person or persons who made the 

decision to arrest and detain Plaintiff, to deprive him of

counsel, and of his due process rights are currently

unidentified.  Nevertheless, all of the individuals involved were

exercising government authority.  Moreover, all of the officials

present for those decisions had an opportunity to insist that

Plaintiff’s rights be respected and they failed to do so.

212. These Unidentified Agents are personally liable to

Plaintiff regardless of whether they were merely “following

orders” when they violated the Constitution and basic standards

of decency.  In other words, even though these actors may have

been merely implementing an unconstitutional set of policies and

widespread practices, they cannot “blame the system.”  Any

reasonable official should and does know that 

Americans cannot be treated in the way that Plaintiff has

alleged.

Count IV Against the Unidentified Agents
False Arrest

213. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 
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incorporated as if restated fully herein.

214. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was

arrested and detained without legal justification.

215. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused this

violation of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

216. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

217. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

218. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

219. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, loss of employment,

physical pain and suffering, serious emotional distress, and

anguish.

220. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.
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Count V Against the Unidentified Agents
Unlawful Detention

221. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

222. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was

detained for an unreasonable length of time without being charged

with a crime and without access to an attorney or legitimate

court.

223. Plaintiff’s detention also violated his

constitutional rights because there was no judicial approval of

his detention within a reasonable amount of time.

224. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

225. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

226. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

227. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

228. As a result of the above-described wrongful

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, loss of employment, 

physical pain and suffering, serious emotional distress, and
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anguish.

229. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count VI Against the Unidentified Agents
Torturous and Unlawful Interrogations 

230. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

231. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was

repeatedly interrogated without counsel despite requests for the

same and was never warned of his right to counsel or his right to

remain silent.  In fact, Plaintiff was not permitted to remain

silent.

232. Moreover, Plaintiff was abused by his guards and 

interrogators for months, as described more fully above, all in a

manner that “shocks the conscience” in violation of Due Process.

233. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

234. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.  This treatment also violated
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Plaintiff’s rights under the Detainee Treatment Act, which

includes either an express or implied right of action.  This

Count seeks a remedy only under the Constitution and/or the DTA.

235. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

236. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

237. As a result of the above-described wrongful

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, loss of employment,

serious emotional distress, and anguish.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count VII Against the Unidentified Agents
Denial of the Right to Counsel

238. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

239. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was

not furnished with counsel and/or denied the opportunity to

procure counsel at any time.

240. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these
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violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

241. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the Constitution.

242. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

243. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

244. As a result of the above-described wrongful

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, loss of employment,

serious emotional distress, and anguish.

245. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count VIII Against the Unidentified Agents
Denial of the Right to Confront Adverse Witnesses/Evidence

246. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

247. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was 
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denied the right to confront, or even know the existence or 

identity of, the adverse witnesses against him.  Plaintiff was

also denied the right to know all or even most of the evidence 

that was being used against him, to rebut it, to prepare to

meaningfully dispute it, or to respond to it in any way.

248. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

249. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

250. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

251. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

252. As a result of the above-described wrongful

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.

253. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other
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relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count IX Against the Unidentified Agents
Denial of the Right to Present Witnesses and Evidence, and 

to Have Exculpatory Evidence Disclosed

254. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

255. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was 

denied the right to present witnesses and evidence at the

Detainee Status Board and to have exculpatory evidence disclosed.

256. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene.

257. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.  

258. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

259. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

260. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of property, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.

261. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 
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Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count X Against the Unidentified Agents
Conditions of Confinement

262. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

263. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was 

subjected to torturous conditions, violence, mental anguish and

deprived of basic human needs all in a manner that shocks the

conscience.  These conditions were inflicted by the Unidentified

Agents intentionally and/or through their deliberate indifference

to Plaintiff’s suffering.

264. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene.  

265. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.  This treatment also violated

Plaintiff’s rights under the Detainee Treatment Act, which

includes either an express or implied right of action.  This

Count seeks a remedy under the Constitution and/or the DTA.

266. The misconduct described in this Count was 
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undertaken under color of federal law.

267. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

268. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of property, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.

269. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count XI Against the Unidentified Agents
Denial of Access to the Courts and

to Petition for Redress of Grievances

270. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

271. As described more fully above, Plaintiff was 

denied access to the courts to challenge his unlawful detention,

the conditions of his confinement and the taking of his property

in violation of the constitutional right to Due Process and the

First Amendment.
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272. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

273. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused this

violation of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

274. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

275. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

276. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.

277. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.

Count XII Against the Unidentified Agents
Blacklist

278. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.
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279. As explained above, United States officials 

informed Plaintiff’s former employer that he was on a blacklist,

or the equivalent thereof, as a result of his detention at Camp

Cropper.

280. This false, defamatory statement violated 

Plaintiff’s liberty interest in his reputation and interfered

with Plaintiff’s ability to earn a living.

281. Plaintiff was not afforded adequate opportunity to

contest this false classification, nor were there adequate 

procedural protections prior to his being labeled with this false

classification.

282. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused this

violation of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

283. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

284. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

285. As a result of the above-described wrongful

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of employment, serious

emotional distress, and anguish.

286. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 
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Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully requests

injunctive relief and demands judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED

AGENTS awarding actual and punitive damages, costs and fees,

together with any and all other relief to which he may appear

entitled.

Count XIII Against Unidentified Agents
Conspiracy

287. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

288. The Unidentified Agents, or some of them, reached

an agreement, or agreements, amongst themselves and/or with

others, to violate Plaintiff’s rights in the unlawful manner

alleged herein. 

289. As a result of the Unidentified Agents’ 

conspiracies, Plaintiff had his rights violated and was injured.

290. Additionally, the Unidentified Agents, or some of

them, reached an agreement, or agreements, amongst themselves

and/or with others, to unlawfully cover-up from Plaintiff the

identities of those who are liable to him for the violation of

his rights as well as the evidence needed to prove those

violations, all in order to prevent Plaintiff from exercising his

rights to challenge in this lawsuit the constitutionality of what

happened to him during his arrest and detention.  In the event
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that Plaintiff loses any rights or causes of action relating to

his arrest and detention, it is because of this conspiracy to

cover-up.

291. The Unidentified Agents committed and caused these

violations of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene.

292. This misconduct violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

293. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

294. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

295. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages, 

including but not limited to loss of property, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.

296. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully demands

judgment against the UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS awarding actual and

punitive damages, costs and fees, together with any and all other

relief to which he may appear entitled.
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Count XIV Against the Unidentified Agents, 
Defendant Chertoff, Defendant Mueller, 
Defendant Basham and Defendant Myers

Violation of the Right to Travel

297. Each of the Paragraphs in the Complaint is 

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

298. As described more fully above, Plaintiff has been 

denied and unfairly burdened in the exercise of his right of

international travel in violation of his constitutional rights.

299. The denial of Plaintiff’s right to international 

travel is wholly irrational.

300. Defendants Chertoff, Mueller, Basham and Myers, 

along with the Unidentified Agents committed and caused this

violation of Plaintiff’s constitutional rights by their

decisions, actions, and failures to act or intervene. 

301. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken under color of federal law.

302. This treatment violated Plaintiff’s rights under 

the United States Constitution.

303. The misconduct described in this Count was 

undertaken with malice, willfulness and reckless indifference to

the rights of others.

304. As a result of the above-described wrongful 

infringement of Plaintiff’s rights, Plaintiff suffered damages,

including but not limited to loss of liberty, serious emotional

distress, and anguish.  Plaintiff seeks an injunction to prevent
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further infringement of his liberties. 

305. This Count seeks a remedy only under the 

Constitution.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully requests

injunctive relief against DEFENDANT CHERTOFF, DEFENDANT MUELLER,

DEFENDANT BASHAM, DEFENDANT MYERS and UNIDENTIFIED AGENTS to

prevent further infringement of his liberties.

Count XV
Return of Seized Property

306. Each of the Paragraphs in this Complaint is

incorporated as if restated fully herein.

307. As described more fully above, Plaintiff’s 

property, including his money, credit cards, laptop computer,

cellular and satellite telephones, digital camera, watches, and 

other property, was taken by United States officials in violation

of the United States Constitution.

308. Approximately three months before he was released,

Plaintiff noticed that some of the other detainees had access to 

their property.  As a result, Plaintiff asked the guards, 

including Colonel Steele, for his property.  Plaintiff was told

that the military did not have any of his property.

309. Upon his release from Camp Cropper, Plaintiff 

again petitioned the Army for return of his property.  At that

time, Plaintiff was given a few items of his clothing but told
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that the government did not have any of his additional property.

310. Plaintiff again petitioned the government for the

return of his property once he returned home.  In particular,

Plaintiff asked the Department of Justice to return his property.

311. The Department of Justice returned a number of 

items of Plaintiff’s property in November 2009.  At the same

time, however, the Department of Justice refused to return

Plaintiff’s laptop computer and certain SIMS cards/SIMS chips,

including the data therein.

312. In refusing to return Plaintiff’s laptop computer

and SIMS cards (along with the attendant data therein), United

States officials, including in the Army and at the Department of

Justice, were acting in their official capacity and under color

of law.

312. The United States’ ruling on the matter

constitutes final agency action under the Administrative

Procedure Act, 5 U.S.C. §702

313. The Army’s ruling refusing Plaintiff his property 

was arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of discretion.

314. The Department of Justice’s ruling refusing 

Plaintiff his property was arbitrary, capricious, and an abuse of

discretion.

315. As a result of the Army’s and/or Department of 

Justice’s ruling, Plaintiff has not been able to access his
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personal property, including the information stored on his laptop

computer and SIMS cards/chips, which has critical import for this

suit.

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff JOHN DOE respectfully requests

that this Court enter judgement in their favor and against

Defendant UNITED STATES ordering the return of all of Plaintiff’s

property, including but not limited to his laptop computer, and

SIMS cards/chips.

JURY DEMAND

Plaintiff, John Doe, hereby demands a trial by jury pursuant 

to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 38(b) on all issues so 

triable.
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RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED,

/s/ Michael Kanovitz
Arthur Loevy
Michael Kanovitz
Jon Loevy
Gayle Horn
LOEVY & LOEVY
312 N. May St., Suite 100
Chicago, IL 60607
Tel. 312.243.5900
(Pro Hac Vice Pending)

Jesselyn Radack
Government Accountability Project
1612 K Street, NW, Suite 1100
Washington, D.C.  20006
Tel. 202.457.0034 x. 107
Eml.: jesselynr@whistleblower.org

Richard E. Condit (Bar No. 417786)
Government Accountability Project
1612 K Street, NW, Suite 1100
Washington, D.C.  20006
Tel. 202.457.0034 x. 142
Eml.: richardc@whistleblower.org
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