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STATEMENT OF WITNESS 

(Criminal Justice Act 1967, ss 2,9/M.C. Rules, 1968, r.58) 

Statement of : 

Age of witness 
(if over 18 enter 'over 18') : 

Occupation of witness 

Address: 

Robert J. Boyle 

Over 18 

Attorney 

277 Broadway, Suite 1501 New Yori, N.Y. 10007 

This statement, consisting of 9 pages signed by me, is true to the best of my knowledge 

and belief and I make it knowing that, if it is tenderedv in evidence, I shall be liable to 

prosecution if I have wilfully stated in it anything which I know to be false or do not believe 

to be true. 

Dated the _16th of July_ 2020 

Signed _�_r _k_ 

Signature witnessed by --�_0_S_� ____ 8_�-�-/'1,A/--t)_r __ _ 

1. I am an attorney admitted to the bar in New York State in 1981. In addition to 

the New York State bar, I am a member in good standing of the bars of the 

United States District Courts for the Southern, Eastern, Northern and Western 

Districts of New York, the United States Courts of Appeals for the Second, Third 

and Fourth Circuits and the Supreme Court of the United States. I received a 

Juris Doctor Degree from Brooklyn Law School in 1981. 
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2. This statement is respectfully submitted in response to the declarations of 

Assistant United States Attorney Gordon Kromberg served in these proceedings. 

3. This statement will address those portions of AUSA Kromberg's declaration 

which address the use of the grand jury and, more specifically, its use in the 

case of Chelsea Manning. There have been significant developments in her 

case since I made my first statement, and I also seek to update the court on 

those events. 

4. AUSA Kromberg charges that -i am "unqualified" to render my opinions because 

because I lack the facts to opine whether Chelsea Manning was properly 

subpoenaed. Instead, he argued, this Court should rely on his assertions 

because he is "privy to the information necessary to assess whether her grand 

jury testimony was properly sought." [Kromberg ,rii 159-160] 

5. AUSA Kromberg is, in essence, arguing that this Court should take his word for 

it. That is not due process. 

6. I maintain my expert opinion proffered in my first statement that the grand jury 

proceedings which have involved Chelsea Manning will likely have a negative 

effect on Julian Assange's defence should he be extradited to the United States 

because: 

1. While Chelsea Manning did not submit to being interrogated by 

prosecutors before the grand jury, having had her sentence commuted by 

President Obama in early 2017, the subpoena process then caused her 

grievous psychological harm with continuing effects. This was in addition 

to the treatment she had suffered by her previous incarceration which 
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were condemned by the UN Special Rapporteur on torture, Juan Mendez, 

and found a 'flagrant violation' of the military code (as detailed in my first 

statement).Her refusal to participate, based upon deep-seated beliefs p 

coupled with the psychological harm caused by her incarceration may 

reduce her value as a witness since those issues will likely be used to 

attack her credibility during the course of her trial testimony. 

ii. Given the state of grand jury law and the almost unchecked power it 

confers on prosecutors, ar,y motion by Mr. Assange for relief connected to 

the Manning subpoena would likely be denied. 

Update on Chelsea Manning 

7. In March 2019, Ms. Manning was adjudicated in civil contempt for her refusal to 

testify before the grand jury. Testifying would mean giving evidence without a 

lawyer present in the absence of a judge. She was ordered incarcerated. Except 

for a brief period in May 2019 Ms. Manning remained incarcerated under often 

deplorable conditions. 

8. Yet despite those conditions she maintained her position that she would not 

cooperate and that the grand jury system was being abused. She continued to 

maintain her position that her sworn testimony during her court martial was 

utterly exhaustive. She filed a motion for release (See exhibit to First 

Statement of Robert Boyle dated 31st May 2019). In it she argued that 

because her incarceration would not result in her testifying, it had become 

. �jl� �/.--:-Signed .... _________ JO.I� 1 .g� ,/ 
............... .... Signature witnessed by ..................... . 
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punitive and, therefore, an abuse of the grand jury process. Her motion was 

denied. 

9. AUSA Kromberg asserts that her subpoena was proper because the government 

needed to pose additional questions on matters not addressed at the court 

martial proceeding However, following her voluntary statement, the United 

States Government had the opportunity to ask further questions during the court 

martial but they elected not to do so. In short there was no limitation on the 

government's ability to pose questions to Ms. Manning during that proceeding. .. 

10. Since my first statement, the United Nations Special Rapporteur on torture and 

other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, Nils Melzer, publicly 

released a letter dated 1 November 2019 [Exhibit 1] in which he expresses 

concerns that the use of the civil contempt sanctions to detain Chelsea Manning 

is a violation of international law G.nd calls for her'"detention to be reviewed. He 

notes that: 

"the practise of coercive deprivation of liberty for civil contempt ... 
involves the intentional infliction of progressively severe mental and 
emotional suffering for the purposes of coercion and intimidation at the 
order of judicial authorities. Indeed, victims of prolonged coercive 
confinement have demonstrated post-traumatic symptoms and other 
severe and persistent mental and physical health consequences. 

Based on these elements I conclude that such deprivation of liberty does 
not constitute a circumscribed sanction for a specific offence, but an 
open-ended, progressively severe measure of coercion fulfilling all the 
constitutive elements of torture or other cruel, inhuman or degrading 
treatment or punishment. In my view, such measures do not fall under the 
"lawful sanctions" exception of Article 1 CAT, but are contrary to the 
absolute, non-derogable and peremptory prohibition of torture and, 
therefore, should be discontinued and abolished without delay. More 
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specifically, the practice of coercive detention appears to be incompatible 
with the international human rights obligations of the United States ... " 

At the time of drafting this report, no reply has been filed by the United States 

government. 

11. In February 2020, a further motion to release Chelsea Manning was filed by her 

lawyers, providing additional evidence including an expert report which 

concludes that "Ms. Manning is constitutionally incapable of acting against her 

conscience" and evidence of the wide social support she has received: 

"As Ms. Manning's resolve not to testify has been unwavering, and as her 
moral conviction, for which she is deservedly renowned, has become only 
more developed since her confinement, her incarceration is not serving its 
only permissible purpose. Ms. Manning has now been incarcerated for 
eleven of the maximum eighteen months. There is no reason to believe 
she will experience a change of heart; there are a plethora of indications 
that she will not." (Exhibit 2) 

12.On or about March 10, 2020, after nearly one year in prison and three days 

before the court appearance to hear her motion seeking release, Chelsea 

Manning attempted to take her own life. (Exhibit 3) 

13. Two days later, United States District Court Judge Anthony J. Trenga issued an 

order dismissing the grand jury. On that basis, the court found that "Ms. 

Manning's appearance before the Grand Jury is no longer needed, in light of 

which her detention no longer serves any coercive purpose". Judge Trenga 

ordered Chelsea Manning's immediate release (Exhibit 4) 

14. Proceedings before a grand jury are secret. Thus, the factual basis for Judge 

Trenga's finding that its "work" had been completed is not known. What is 

. �)/� � Signed.... . . J6J� ;)._ ( / ................... Signature witnessed by ...................... f<:11,-., �01 
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known is that incarceration caused Ms. Manning grievous psychological harm 

and very nearly cost her her life. 

First Declaration of Assistant United States Attorney Gordon Kromberg 

15. These harms suffered by Ms. Manning occurred after the filing of AUSA 

Kromberg's declaration. AUSA Kromberg asserts that because United States 

law considers civil contempt "coercive" and not "punitive", Ms. Manning, while 

not entitled to the full panoply of rights accorded to those charged with crimes, 

had two federal judges consider and reject her legal claims (Kromberg 

Declaration, ,m 121-122 hereinafter "Kromberg ,I 1"). He also asks the court "to 

note the extent of due process Manning has received from U.S courts in 

response to her refusal to provide testimony to the grand jury". ,I,I 121. 

16. Whether her confinement is labelled "coercive" or, "punitive" the fact remains that 

Ms. Manning was incarcerated, deprived of her freedom and subjected to 

physical and psychological harms because she refused to cooperate with an 

investigation she deemed illegitimate. 

17.Assistant United States Attorney Kromberg sets forth a history of the grand jury 

system in the United States that is, to a large extent, accurate. The Grand Jury 

is, in theory, an independent body originally designed to act as a buffer between 

the government and its citizenry. (Kromberg, ,I,I 123-136). 

18. His analysis, however, is ahistorical. As most legal scholars, Judges and even 

prosecutors will acknowledge, the Grand Jury has evolved into a tool of the 

1 I refer to the first declaration of Gordon D Krombei5 dated 17ct, January 2020 unless stated otherwise. 
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prosecution. In practice, it is the United States Department of Justice, acting 

through its United States' Attorneys Offices that decides what cases grand juries 

will hear, what evidence will be subpoenaed and what charges, if any, the grand 

jury will be asked to consider. (See First Statement of Robert Boyle 1I,1 23-25 

and cases cited therein) 

19. Clearly, the grand jury did not independently decide to subpoena Chelsea 

Manning. They were told to do so by the Department of Justice. The grand jury 

is entirely controlled by the prosecutor. No defence lawyers are present and no 

judge oversees the prosecutor's questioning. While the prosecutor is not 

present when the grand jury makes its decision , it is the prosecutor who decides 

which charges the grand jury should consider and it is the prosecutor who 

instructs them on the applicable law. 

20.AUSA Kromberg points out that there are limitations on the grand jury's 

investigative powers, such as using the grand jury to prepare for trial on a � 

pending indictment. (Kromberg, 1I,1137-138). Yet while such a limitation exists 

in theory it is almost impossible to prove. The burden of proving that the grand 

jury process is being abused rests with the criminal defendant and/or the person 

subject to subpoena. When such a claim is made, the government may submit 

to the court, ex parte, a statemen� setting forth the alleged bona tides of the 

investigation. It is common practice for the court to accept the government's 

representations as true. Thus, the purported "limitation" is illusory. 

�jl� --� Signed .... _________ J &/� B� ................... Signature witnessed by ............. � .... . 
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21. Indeed, the Chelsea Manning litigation, far from being a testament to the due 

process protections accorded witnesses, shows how the universal rules become 

meaningless in practice. 

22. Chelsea Manning filed a motion to quash the May 2019 subpoena on the ground 

that her testimony was sought to bolster the government's case against Julian 

Assange. In opposition to that motion the government filed an ex parte pleading 

that purportedly set forth how Ms. Manning's testimony was relevant to an 

ongoing investigation and/or targets other than Julian Assange. 2 Because Ms. 

Manning's lawyers were not permitted to review that pleading they could not 

refute any of the allegations contained in it. Not surprisingly, the court, relying 

on the government's ex parte submission, denied Ms. Manning's motion to 

quash3
. Thus, while the subpoena was subject to a certain level of judicial 

review, Chelsea Manning was, in effect, denied a meaningful opportunity to be 

heard. 

23. On May 23, 2019 the superseding indictment was returned against Assange 

charging, among other things, violations of the Espionage Act. Ms. Manning 

once again filed a motion for release alleging that the superseding indictment 

demonstrated that the government had no need for her testimony other than to 

prepare for trial. 

24. The government opposed her motion relying again on ex parte papers. The 

motion was, once again, denied4
. 

2 Kromberg Dec. ,i 153. 
3 /d. at,i 154. 
4 /d. at,i 155. 
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25. In her motion dated February 20, 2020, Chelsea Manning's lawyers stated that 

in the civil contempt proceedings, "the Court acknowledged that post-indictment 

subpoenas were inherently suspect. .. [and] the Court acknowledged that the 

cumulative effect of grand jury secrecy and ex parte filings functioned to force 

Ms. Manning to litigate blind" (Exhibit 2). 

26. The lesson from the foregoing is that while grand jury witnesses are accorded 

certain procedural and sometimes constitutional protections, they are regularly 

rendered meaningless through government ex parte submissions and the 

deference accorded prosecutors by reviewing courts. Witnesses like Chelsea 

Manning and defendants like Julidn Assange face a nearly impossible burden 

when they try to convince a court that the grand jury is being abused. 

Other Matters 

27.1 have been asked whether or not, in the event that Mr Assange is acquitted at 

trial, there would be any bar to his being compelled by a grand jury to be 

coercively interrogated by prosecutors on other matters, including in relation to 

revealing his sources of information which he has published in a wide variety of 

publications in Wikileaks and other media outlets. There would be no bar to the 

issuance of such a subpoena by a grand jury in the United States including one 

where prosecutors could pose questions that might reveal the identity of 

journalistic sources. 

� 
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ELIZABETH A. THOMAS 
NOTARY PUBLIC, STATE OF NEW YORK 

Registration No. 02TH6388133 
Qualified in Kings County ; 

Commission Expires March 4. 2r, ,:, :, , 
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Mandate of the Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 

punishment 

 
REFERENCE: 
AL USA 22/2019 

 

1 November 2019 
 
Excellency, 
 

I have the honour to address you in my capacity as Special Rapporteur on torture 
and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, pursuant to Human 
Rights Council resolution 34/19. 

 
In this connection, I would like to bring to the attention of your Excellency’s 

Government information I have received regarding the use of civil contempt sanctions to 
detain and fine, Ms. Chelsea Manning, allegedly to coerce compliance with grand jury 
procedures. She is currently detained in William G. Truesdale Adult Detention Center in 
Alexandria, Virginia. 

 
Ms. Manning was the subject of an urgent appeal sent by my predecessor on 30 

December 2010 (UA 20/2010), with regard to allegations of prolonged solitary 
confinement during her pre-trial detention, reportedly imposed in an effort to coerce her 
to testify against her will. In follow-up to the reply by your Excellency’s Government to 
that letter, and after holding several discussions with the then Legal Advisor of the 
Government and key officials from the Departments of Defence and State, a further letter 
was sent to the Government on 16 June 2011 (AL 8/2011). The letter expressed concern 
over the refusal by the relevant authorities to allow private, unmonitored and privileged 
communications in accordance with the terms of reference and working methods of the 
mandate. Furthermore, concern over restrictive conditions for prisons visits and for 
interviews with inmates was the subject of a press statement by the mandate holder on 12 
July 2011. Convicted and sentenced to 35 years of imprisonment in 2013, Ms. Manning’s 
sentence was commuted to 7 years of total confinement in January 2017.  

 
While I welcome Ms. Manning’s subsequent release in May 2017, I am deeply 

concerned at the new allegations outlined below.  
 
According to the information received: 
 
In March 2019, Ms. Manning was summoned to appear and give testimony before 
a federal grand jury convened in the Eastern District of Virginia. The grand jury 
was reportedly assembled for the purpose of investigating numerous reporters, 
national security journalists, domestic and international publishers and freedom of 
information activists.  
 
Ms. Manning objected to the subpoena and raised a number of legal challenges to 
its legitimacy. On 8 and 16 May 2019, having unsuccessfully requested the 
subpoena to be withdrawn or quashed, she was found to be in civil contempt of 
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the court’s order to appear before the grand jury. Since then, Ms. Manning has 
been confined at William G. Truesdale Adult Detention Center in Alexandria, 
Virginia, with the aim of coercing her to testify. In addition, she has been subject 
to a daily fine, for the first thirty days at a rate of USD 500 and thereafter at the 
rate of USD 1000 for each day she refuses to give testimony. The duration of such 
coercive detention is reportedly limited to the duration of the grand jury, namely 
18 months, but could be perpetuated indefinitely with the subsequent 
establishment of successive grand juries. 

 
While I do not wish to prejudge the accuracy of these allegations, I express 

serious concern at the reported use of coercive measures against Ms. Manning, 
particularly given the history of her previous conviction and ill-treatment in detention. It 
is my understanding that the practise of coercive deprivation of liberty for civil contempt 
under the Recalcitrant Witness Statute, 28 U.S.C § 1826, involves the intentional 
infliction of progressively severe mental and emotional suffering for the purposes of 
coercion and intimidation at the order of judicial authorities. Indeed, victims of prolonged 
coercive confinement have demonstrated post-traumatic symptoms and other severe and 
persistent mental and physical health consequences. 
 

Based on these elements I conclude that such deprivation of liberty does not 
constitute a circumscribed sanction for a specific offence, but an open-ended, 
progressively severe measure of coercion fulfilling all the constitutive elements of torture 
or other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment. In my view, such 
measures do not fall under the “lawful sanctions” exception of Article 1 CAT, but are 
contrary to the absolute, non-derogable and peremptory prohibition of torture and, 
therefore, should be discontinued and abolished without delay. More specifically, the 
practice of coercive detention appears to be incompatible with the international human 
rights obligations of the United States under, inter alia, Articles 1, 2, 15 and 16 of the 
Convention against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or 
Punishment (CAT), as well as under Articles 2, 7 and 9 of the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR); ratified by the United States of America in 1994 and 
1992 respectively. 
 

I would also draw the attention of your Excellency’s Government to paragraph 8a 
of Human Rights Council Resolution 16/23, which reminds States that “Intimidation and 
coercion, as described in article 1 of the Convention against Torture, (…) can amount to 
cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or to torture.”  

 
In connection with the above alleged facts and concerns, please refer to the Annex 

on Reference to international human rights law attached to this letter which cites 
international human rights instruments and standards relevant to these allegations.  

 
As it is my responsibility, under the mandate provided to me by the Human Rights 

Council, to seek to clarify all cases brought to my attention, I would be grateful for your 
observations on the following matters: 
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1. Please provide any additional information and/or comment(s) you may 
have on the above-mentioned allegations. 

 
2. Please provide information concerning the factual and legal grounds for 

subjecting Ms. Manning to continued deprivation of liberty and daily fines, 
especially after her categorical and persistent refusal to give testimony 
demonstrates the lack of their coercive effect; 
 

3. Please provide information on how such coercive measures, which do not 
constitute circumscribed criminal sanctions, but which appear to 
intentionally inflict progressively severe suffering and financial pressure 
for the purpose of coercing individuals to testify against their conscience, 
are compatible with the international human rights obligations of the 
United States and, most notably, the absolute and non-derogable 
prohibition of torture and ill-treatment as provided for, inter alia, in the 
ICCPR and the CAT. 

 
4. Please explain what are the legal consequences when it is demonstrated 

that the contemnor is not coercible and will not testify against his or her 
conscience, thus defeating the purported purpose of his or her 
incarceration? 

 
5.  Please provide information on the measures taken to ensure the physical 

and mental integrity of Ms. Manning, as required under ICCPR and CAT 
 
I would welcome receiving clarification to these questions at your earliest 

convenience, as the allegations described in this letter warrant urgent attention, and may 
have serious adverse consequences for Ms. Manning’s rights and integrity.  

 
This communication and any response received from your Excellency’s 

Government will be made public via the communications reporting website within 
60 days. They will also subsequently be made available in the usual report to be 
presented to the Human Rights Council. 
 

While awaiting a reply, I recommend that Ms. Manning’s current deprivation of 
liberty be promptly reviewed in light of the United States’ international human rights 
obligations. Should my assessment regarding its purely coercive purpose be accurate, I 
recommend that Ms. Manning be released without further delay, and that any fines 
disproportionate to the gravity of any offence she may have committed be cancelled or 
reimbursed.  

 
I intend to publicly express my concerns in the near future as, in my view, the 

information upon which my concerns are based is sufficiently reliable to indicate a matter 
warranting prompt attention. I also believe that the wider public should be alerted to the 
potential human rights implications of these allegations. Any public expression of 

https://spcommreports.ohchr.org/
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concern on my part will indicate that I have been in contact with your Excellency’s 
Government’s to clarify the issue/s in question. 

 
Please accept, Excellency, the assurances of my highest consideration. 

 
Nils Melzer 

Special Rapporteur on torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment 
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Annex 

Reference to international human rights law 

 

In connection with above alleged facts and concerns, I would like to draw the 
attention of your Excellency’s Government to the relevant  international norms and 
standards that are applicable to the issues brought forth by the situation described above.  

 
In particular, I would like to remind your Excellency’s Government of 

the absolute and non-derogable prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman or 
degrading treatment or punishment as codified in articles 2 and 16 of the Convention 
against Torture and other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment (CAT) 
which the United States of America ratified on 21 October 1994. As well as, Article 7 of 
the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, to which the United States of 
America became a party to on 8 June 1992, provides that “[n]o one shall be subjected to 
torture or to cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.”  
 

I would like to further remind your Excellency’s Government of the absolute and 
non-derogable prohibition of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment, as an international norm of jus cogens, and as reflected inter alia, in Human 
Rights Council Resolution 25/13 and General Assembly Resolution 68/156, which 
“[c]ondemns all forms of torture and other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or 
punishment, including through intimidation, which are and shall remain prohibited at any 
time and in any place whatsoever and can thus never be justified, and calls upon all States 
to implement fully the absolute and non-derogable prohibition of torture and other cruel, 
inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment”. 
 

With regards to deprivation of liberty as a coercive sanction rather than as a 
disciplinary sanction, I would like to highlight that it can amount to torture as defined in 
Article 1 of the CAT, which states that “torture means any act by which severe pain or 
suffering, whether physical or mental, is intentionally inflicted on a person for such 
purposes as obtaining from him or a third person information or a confession, punishing 
him for an act he or a third person has committed or is suspected of having committed, or 
intimidating or coercing him or a third person, or for any reason based on discrimination 
of any kind, when such pain or suffering is inflicted by or at the instigation of or with the 
consent or acquiescence of a public official or other person acting in an official capacity, 
it does not include pain or suffering arising only from, inherent in or incidental to lawful 
sanctions”. 

 
In this context, I would like to conclude by drawing the attention of your 

Excellency’s Government to article 15 of the Convention against Torture provides that, 
“Each State Party shall ensure that any statement which is established to have been made 
as a result of torture shall not be invoked as evidence in any proceedings, except against a 
person accused of torture as evidence that the statement was made.” I also further recall 
that paragraph 7c of Human Rights Council Resolution 16/23 urges States “To ensure that 
no statement established to have been made as a result of torture is invoked as evidence 
in any proceedings, except against a person accused of torture as evidence that the 
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statement was made, and calls upon States to consider extending that prohibition to 
statements made as a result of cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment, 
recognizing that adequate corroboration of statements, including confessions, used as 
evidence in any proceedings constitutes one safeguard for the prevention of torture and 
other cruel, inhuman or degrading treatment or punishment.” 
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In re: Grand Jury Subpoena, 

CHELSEA MANNING 

Movant 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

1-19-dm-00012-AJT 

NOTICE OF MOTION 

Comes Now, Chelsea Manning, movant in the above-listed matter, and respectfully 

notices her Memorandum of Law .in Support of Motion to Release Witness and respectfully 

requests an in-court hearing as soon as practicable. 

Dated: February 19, 2020 

Respectfully submitted, 

CHELSEA MANNING 

By Counsel 

Is/ Chris Leibig 
CHRISTOPHER LEIBIG 
(VSB#40594) 
114 N. Alfred Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
703-683-431 0 
chris@chrisleibiglaw .com 
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Is/ Sandra C. Freeman 
SANDRA C. FREEMAN 
(VSB# 78499) 
5023 W. 120th Avenue, #280' 
Broomfield, Colorado 80020 
720-593-9004 
sandra.c.freeman@protonmail.com 

Is/ Moira Meltzer-Cohen 
MOIRA MELTZER-COHEN 
(pro hac vice pending) 
277 Broadway, Suite 1501 
New York, NY 10007 
347-248-6771 
mo at law@protonmail.com 

Is/ Vincent J. Ward 
VINCENT J. WARD 
(pro hac vice pending) 
Freedman Boyd Hollander Goldberg 
Urias & Ward, P.A 
20 First Plaza, Suite 700 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 
505-842-9960 
vjw@fbdlaw.com 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA 

In re: Grand Jury Subpoena, ) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

1-19-dm-00012-AJT 
CHELSEA MANNING, 

Movant. 

MEMORANDUM OF LAW IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO RELEASE WITNESS 

STATEMENT OF MOTION 

Comes now Chelsea Manning, by and through counsel, and pursuant to 28 U.S .C. § 1826 

and applicable law, moves this Court to vacate the sanctions imposed upon her, as these 

sanctions exceed their lawful civil function as coercive, and not punitive sanctions. 

Ms. Manning states the following in support of this request: 

Statement of the Case 

Chelsea Manning is a former all-source intelligence analyst for the U.S . military, who in 

2013 was convicted at a United States Army court martial for disclosing classified information to 

the public. Her reasons for making those disclosures involved her inability to reconcile herself to 

the knowledge that the United States was not only engaging in, but concealing the true nature of 

modern asymmetric warfare. She took and carried out the decision to make those disclosures 

Page 1 of 27 
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entirely on her own, with the full knowledge that she was likely to suffer dearly as a result. After 

taking full responsibility for her actions in a detailed sworn statement, she was sentenced to 

thirty-five years imprisonment and a dishonorable discharge. In 2017 her sentence was 

commuted by then-President Barack Obama. She was released from prison in May, 2017. Since 

her arrest in 20 I 0, Ms. Manning has been both lauded and criticized for her relentless 

commitments to her ideals. 

On March 6, 2018, a grand jury sitting in the Eastern District of Virginia issued under 

seal a one-count indictment against the first person to publish Ms. Manning's disclosures. Ms. 

Manning was summoned to appear on March 6, 2019, exactly one year later, to give testimony 

before the same grand jury. After litigation and denial of various motions to quash the subpoena, 

she was brought before the grand jury, and refused to give testimony. Finding no "just cause" for 

her refusal, District Court Judge Hilton found her in contempt, and remanded her to the 

Alexandria Detention Center until the term ofthe grand jury expired or such time as she agreed 

to answer questions, thus "purging" her contempt. 

One month after her confinement began, on April 11, 2019, the 'John Doe' indictment, in 

which Ms. Manning is named throughout as an alleged coconspirator, was made public, 

confirming that the grand jury had obtained this indictment without the benefit of or apparent 

need for Ms. Manning's testimony. 

On May 9, the term of the first grand jury expired and she was released. 

However, Ms. Manning was subpoenaed to appear on May 16 before a new grand jury. 

On May 15, the government filed an ex parte letter with this Court. On May 16, Ms. Manning 

appeared before this Court, and moved to quash the new subpoena on the basis that her 
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testimony was not necessary, and that the government had not made adequate denials of unlawful 

electronic surveillance. The Court acknowledged that post-indictment subpoenas were inherently 

suspect. The Court furthermore pressed the government to clarify that their offered denial of 

unlawful electronic surveillance was limited only to Article III surveillance, and did not cover, 

for example, any potential surveillance that may have taken place under the authority of 

executive order or other statutory authority, such as FISA. Finally, the Court acknowledged that 

the cumulative effect of grand jury secrecy and ex parte filings functioned to force Ms . Manning 

to litigate blind. Nevertheless, the Court denied Ms . Manning's motions . She then reiterated her 

refusal to give testimony before the Grand Jury. 

This Court again found no just cause for her refusal, and held her in contempt. Having 

concluded that confinement alone was unavailing in coercing her compliance, the Court imposed 

concurrent fines upon Ms. Manning, to be assessed at a rate of $500.00 per day after 30 days, and 

$1000.00 per day after 60 days. 

On May 23, 2019, the prosecution obtained a superseding 17 Count indictment against 

Julian Assange. This indictment was also obtained without the benefit of or apparent need for 

Ms. Manning's testimony. The related extradition proceedings are ongoing, and are not expected 

to conclude for many months, if not years . At most, Ms . Manning may be confined under the 

Recalcitrant Witness Statute for a total eighteen months . The latest she may be released is 

September, 2020, two months prior to the termination of the term of this grand jury, and certainly 

prior to the conclusion of extradition proceedings. 

Over the last decade Chelsea Manning has shown unwavering resolve in the face of 

censure, punishment, and even threats of violence. Her declaration (Exhibit A) articulates her 

perceptions of the grand jury and the moral basis for her refusal to comply with the instant 
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subpoena, and her willingness to remain incarcerated speaks for itself. The report of Dr. Sara 

Boyd (Exhibit B) confirms that her personality traits and coping mechanisms insulate her from 

the effects of pressure to change her principles or her decisions, essentially concluding that Ms. 

Manning is constitutionally incapable of acting against her conscience. The letter of Nils Melzer 

(Exhibit C), which casts serious doubt on the continued permissibility of the practice of coercive 

sanctions, functions to authorize Ms. Mannings perceptions and confirm her articulated moral 

basis for refusing to give testimony. The petition signed by 60,000 people (Exhibit D) is 

compelling evidence of Ms. Manning's wide social s~pport, as well as the potential withdrawal 

of that support, were Ms. Manning to change her position. No realistic possibility remains that 

continued confinement or other sanctions will bring about Ms. Manning's testimony; in this 

circumstance further confinement is merely punitive and in direct opposition to both the 

Recalcitrant Witness statute and decades of case law. 

As Ms. Manning's resolve not to testify has been unwavering, and as her moral 

conviction, for which she is deservedly renowned, has become only more developed since her 

confinement, her incarceration is not serving its only permissible purpose. Ms. Manning has now 

been incarcerated for eleven ofthe maximum eighteen months. There is no reason to believe she 

will experience a change of heart; there are a plethora of indications that she will not. For that 

reason, the motion should be granted in its entirety. 

Burden ofProof 

The witness may show by a preponderance of the evidence that there is no reasonable 

possibility that she will testify, and that sanctions must therefore be terminated. 28 U .S.C. § 1826; 

U.S.C.A. Const.Amend. 14, Matter of Parrish, 782 F2d 325, 328 (2d Cir 1986). 
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Argument 

I. Civil contempt sanctions may only be coercive. The sanctions against Ms. Manning serve 
no coercive purpose and must be terminated. 

The question at bar is whether Ms. Manning's current confinement and the fines 

threatening to total nearly half a million dollars, are likely ever to lead her to testify before the 

Grand Jury. Whether Ms. Manning had "just cause" for her refusal to comply with the subpoena 

is no longer relevant. What little law there is in the Fourth Circuit is unambiguous: If the witness 

can show by a preponderance of the evidence that there is no reasonable possibility that she will 

testify, then continued confinement transforms from a coercive sanction to a punishment, 

contrary to the mandate of28 U.S.C. §1826. 

The civil contempt sanction is one that may be imposed without the protections afforded 

criminal defendants. This is because the confinement is conditioned upon the contemnor's own 

conduct. Shillitani v. U.S., 86 S.Ct. 1531 (1966). Thus, under both the common law governing 

the court's traditional contempt powers, and its codification in 28 U.S.C. §1826, civil 

confinement is intended only to be coercive. "If a judge orders continued confinement without 

regard to its coercive effect upon the contemnor, or as a warning to others who might be tempted 

to violate their testimonial obligations, he has converted the civil remedy into a criminal 

penalty." Simkin v. U.S., 715 F.2d 34 (2d Cir. 1983) at 38. That is, civil sanctions may not, under 

any circumstances, be used as a deterrent to other potentially recalcitrant witnesses. In the event 

that there is no possibility of purging contempt, either because the grand jury has ended, or 

because the witness is incoercible, then the confinement serves no further lawful purpose, and the 
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witness must be released. 28 U .S.C.§ 1826, Shillitani v. United States, 384 U.S. 364 (1966); 

Armstrong v. Guccione, 470 F.3d 89, 111 (2d Cir. 2006). 

The recalcitrant witness statute sets 18 months as the maximum term of 

confinement, but that is not to say that all confinement up through 18 months is 

definitionally coercive. Simkin, overruling the logic of United States v. Dien, 598 F,2d 

743 (2d Cir. 1979)). Furthermore, although a long civil confinement does not in itself 

constitute a due process violation, a witness is not required to demonstrate unusual 

circumstances in order to show that confinement has lost its coercive impact. Sanchez v. 

United States, 725 F.2d 29 (2d Cir. 1984). Returning directly to the legislative history of 

the recalcitrant witness statute, we see in fact that "[a] court is free to conclude at any 

time that further incarceration of a recalcitrant witness will not cause the witness to relent 

and testify, and, upon such grounds, to release the witness from confinement." Grand Jury 

Reform: Hearings on H.R . 94 Before Lhe Subcomm . On l mmigralion, Citizenship, and 

International Law of the House Common the Judiciary. 95th Cong., 151 Sess. 713 n. 1 

( 1977) (statement of Asst. Atty. Gen. Civiletti). 

The burden rests with the contemnor to convince the judge of her intransigence, 

and the district judge retains "virtually unreviewable discretion." Nevertheless, all 

relevant rulings have made clear that such deference can be extended "only if it appears 

that the judge has assessed the likelihood of a coercive effect upon the particular 

contemnor. There must be an individualized decision, rather than application of a 

policy[.]" Simkin at 37. See also In re Cocilovo, 618 F.Supp. 1378 (S.D.N.Y. 1985); In re 

Papadakis, 613 F.Supp. 109 (S.D.N.Y. 1985); U.S.v. Buck, U.S. v. Shakur, 1987 WL 

15520 (S.D.N.Y. 1987); United States v. Whitehorn, 808 F.2d 836 (4th Cir. 1986); In re 
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Cueto, 443 F. Supp. 857 (S .D.N.Y. 1978). The judge's virtually unreviewable discretion 

therefore "detracts in no way from our duty to follow the clear pronouncements of a 

higher court. .. [whichJ compels a finding" that a truly intransigent witness , "ready, 

willing, and able to persist in [his! defiance," be set free. In re Dorie Clay, 1985 WL 

1977 (S.D.N.Y. 1985). 

Several factors play into the individualized determination of a witness's 

intransigence. These include the length of confinement, the witness's connection with the 

activity under investigation and continued need for the witness's unique evidence , the 

articulated moral basis for the refusal, the witness's perception of community support, 

and the witness's conduct and demeanor. These are factors that have been used as the 

basis for judges' individualized assessments, although the weight, or even the presence of 

each factor in any given inquiry appears to be entirely at the discretion of the judge. See, 

generally, In re Cueto, 443 F.Supp. 857 (S.D.N.Y.)(two women working for Episcopal 

Church released after ten months, based on "humane factors" as well as their unwavering 

belief, supported by the church, that they were suffering religious persecution); In re 

Dohrn, 560 F.Supp. 179 (S.D.N.Y. 1983) (Witness released despite Judge's antipathy, 

based on the intransigence of her beliefs and the diminished need for her cooperation); 

Clay, supra, at 4, (Contemnor released based on her intransigence, despite the need for 

her unique and relevant testimony: "To infer that a lgrand jury resister] is likely to remain 

silent ... does not require a great leap of logic. That she is wrong is beside the point." at 

2.); Buck, supra, (contemnors' motions granted prior to confinement based on the 

strength of their convictions); Cocilovo, (contemnor released after ten months with no 

indication that he would yield); In re Thomas, 614 F.Supp. 983 (S .D.N.Y. 1985) 
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(contemnor released based on her articulated principles, strengthened by her awareness of 

"the collective disapproval that would follow a decision to testify" at 984); In re Grand 

Jury Proceedings, 994 F. Supp. 2d 510,519 (S.D.N.Y. 2014) (contemnor released after 

eight months based on judge's determination that witness was "fully inculcated with the 

partisan zeal of one who is often in error but never in doubt [and so] governed by 

different incentives that will cause him to remain in contempt even if this motion is 

denied"). 

Cases dismissing as insufficient the 'mere assertion' of incoercibility do not 

countervail so much as confirm the underlying theory that the contemnor must in all 

actuality be able to show that they are incoercible. Papadakis, supra, (Finding that the 

contemnor's desire to "obtain the fruits of his friends' criminal activity," however 

ignoble, precluded the possibility of his ever testifying); In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 

2001 WL527401 (E.D.N.Y. 2001) (release denied; sole evidence was contemnor's "bald 

assertion" that he would not cooperate); S.E.C. v. Princeton Economic International. Ltd., 

152 F.Supp.2d 456 (S.D.N.Y. 2001) (release denied because contemnor's desperate and 

disingenuous paper-shuffling convinced the Judge only that the witness was in fact 

susceptible to the coercive effects of incarceration). 

Furthermore, unlike a criminal case in which a defendant might be persuaded that 

they have run out of viable legal options, "judicial process is never truly 'exhausted' for a 

civil contemnor because[ ... j the Court has a continuing obligation to assess the efficacy 

of confinement.[ ... ] There will thus never come a time for [a contemnor] where his only 

remaining option is to cooperate." In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 994 F. Supp. 2d 510, 

519 (S.D.N.Y. 2014). 
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The overwhelming majority of relevant law stems from the Second Circuit. 

However, the Simkin/Sanchez rule has been endorsed and adopted by courts in the 1st, 

3d, 4th, 6th, 7th, 9th, and 11th Circuits. See In re Grand Jury Proceeding, 13 F.3d 459 (1st 

Cir. 1994); In re Impounded, 178 F.3d 150 (3d Cir. 1999); United States v. Whitehorn, et 

al, 808 F.2d 836 (4th Cir. 1985); United States v. Adams, 2012 WL 2953075 (N.D.W.V. 

2012); United States v. Hallahan, 768 F.2d 754 (6th Cir. 1985); United States v. Jones, 

880 F.2d 987, 989 (7th Cir. 1989); Matter of Crededio, 759 F.2d 589, 592 (7th Cir. 1985); 

United States v. Clough, 946 F.2d 899 (9th Cir. 1991); In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 877 

F.2d 849 (ll th Cir. 1989). 

Since the law requires an individualized assessment of a contemner's 

susceptibility to coercion, denials of motions for release have been made on the basis of 

the contemnor's failure to convince the court that confinement is no longer coercive. For 

example, some contemnors appear to submit no more than a bare claim, unsupported by 

evidence, that they will not cooperate. In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 2001 WL 527401 

(E.D.N.Y. 2001). In one case, release was denied due to the fact that the witness' 

"decision not to testify [appeared] not to be a matter of absolute principle, but a reflection 

of [his] view that it [was I not yet in his personal interest to testify." United States v. 

Salerno, 632 F.Supp. 529 ( S.D.N.Y. 1986). Release has been denied where a contemnor's 

desperation resulted in profligate and ever-stranger requests for relief, leading the Court 

to conclude that confinement was in fact having precisely the desired effect. S.E.C. v. 

Princeton Economic International. Ltd, 152 F.Supp.2d 456 (S.D.N.Y. 2001). 

On the other hand, where a moral basis for the refusal was clearly articulated, the 

Court determined that release was no less than mandatory under the law, notwithstanding 
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the judge's florid anger at what he considered a perverse outcome. In re Grand Jury 

Proceedings, 994 F.Supp 2d 510 (S.D .N.Y. 2014) (stating that notwithstanding his 

objections to Simkin, courts are "bound by it [and] if the court concludes that further 

confinement would not induce [the witness] to testify, then he must be released .") , see 

also In re Duran, No. 12-GJ-149 (W.O. Wash., 2013). 

The state of the law with respect to civil confinement is clear: the sole lawful 

purpose of civil confinement is to exert a coercive effect upon a recalcitrant witness. In 

the absence of a reasonable expectation of coercing testimony, coercive confinement has 

exceeded its lawful scope, and must be terminated. 

This is the impasse at which we have arrived. 

Chelsea Manning is known globally for being a person who acts on principle, 

even at great harm to herself. She is a public figure precisely because she not only takes 

risks, but accepts full per~onal responsibility for all her actions, as well as the 

consequences that flow from those risks. This is core to her identity, and she has quite 

publicly persisted in her various stances in the face of opprobrium, severe punishment, 

and profound disruptions to her daily life, including her instant incarceration. 

Ms . Manning has well-founded reasons to doubt the propriety of this particular 

subpoena, and believes that she does in fact have just cause for her refusal to testify. But 

beyond these legal issues, she is convinced that to cooperate with this grand jury would 

be a betrayal of her beliefs about the grand jury process in general, and this Grand Jury in 

particular. She has always been prepared to suffer the consequences for her beliefs in this 

regard, and in light of her history, it should surprise nobody to find that she has the 

courage of her convictions. 

Page 10 of 27 



Case 1:19-dm-00012-AJT   Document 31   Filed 02/19/20   Page 13 of 29 PageID# 1463

Ms . Manning has publicly reiterated and explained her objections to the grand 

jury at every turn, making herself accountable to her friends and political community, 

with the full knowledge that while her career, social, and political life are being radically 

disrupted by her incarceration, they would be more devastated by her capitulation. She 

reiterated her refusal to cooperate with the grand jury process before this Court, and has 

now reiterated that refusal every day for more than eleven months. There is no reason to 

believe she will at this late date experience a change of heart; there is a profusion of 

evidence that she will not. 

Evidence of her incoercibility includes, but is not limited to the fact that she has 

now been confined for more than 60% of the maximum allowable time; her articulated 

moral basis for refusing to testify, as set forth in the declaration annexed hereto and 

attached as Exhibit A; the expert report of Dr. Sara Boyd, who analyzed both the 

likelihood that Ms. Manning could be dissuaded from her conviction and the ways in 

which her confinement is causing her harm, annexed hereto as Exhibit B; the November 

1, 2019 letter of U.N. Special Rapporteur on Torture Nils Melzer, challenging the 

lawfulness of coercive sanctions, annexed hereto as Exhibit C; and the petition, signed by 

more than 60,000 people, calling for Ms. Manning's immediate release, annexed hereto 

as Exhibit D. 

The above evidence, and the factors to be considered in determining whether a 

witness is incoercible such that coercive sanctions must be lifted, are discussed in turn 

below. 

A . The witness's connection with the activity under investigation and continued need 
for the witness's unique evidence 
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As a preliminary matter, Ms. Manning's involvement with a single infamous 

constellation of federal offenses is not in dispute. She has however long maintained that 

she is no longer possessed of any evidence not already known to the United States. The 

investigation leading up to her court martial was the largest forensic investigation of its 

kind, and any evidence Ms. Manning was ever in a position to disclose has since been 

fully in possession of the government. Not only did she give detailed statements at her 

own court martial, experts of many kinds, from both the government and the defense, 

concurred in their assessments of much of the evidence. Given the pendency of 18 counts 

against the target, there is little credence to the notion that Ms. Manning's refusal to 

testify is in any manner a hindrance to the government's ability to carry out its 

prosecution. 

B. Length of confinement 

The instant case is not comparable to those where "[p]rior to confinement, many 

recalcitrant witnesses have said and may have conscientiously believed that they would 

never testify ... [and incarceration 1 has caused [them 1 to change their minds." Matter of 

Parrish, 782 F.2d 325,328 (2d Cir. 1986). 

Prior to this matter Ms. Manning was confined for more than seven years. Her 

confinement included eleven months in solitary confinement while awaiting court martial, 

and another month in isolation at Alexandria Detention Center after the March 2019 

finding of civil contempt. Her long confinement at Fort Leavenworth involved a 

protracted, painful, and very public struggle for gender affirming healthcare. Her 

confinement from March to May 2019 required her to put her delicate post-surgical 
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regimen in the hands of her jailers, a choice she made unflinchingly, despite grave 

misgivings. 

When deciding not to testify to the Grand Jury seated in May, Ms. Manning had 

already endured not only years of punitive confinement, but public scrutiny and 

institutional suspicion, derision, and threats on the basis of her conduct as well as her 

gender. She had already struggled for years to access basic necessary gender-affirming 

health care, and to build a life and identity under unimaginably difficult conditions. This 

is to say: Ms. Manning knew full well what the consequences of her refusal would be, 

and she refused anyway. She has endured eleven months of purportedly coercive 

confinement. It should now be clear that neither confinement nor any other sanction will 

have such an effect. 

This is not to say that these sanctions are without consequence. Indeed, as noted 

in the letter of United Nations Special Rapporteur on Torture, Nils Melzer, annexed 

hereto as Exhibit C: "victims of prolonged coercive confinement have demonstrated post­

traumatic symptoms and other severe and persistent mental and physical health 

consequences." See Ex. C, p. 2. Likewise, as outlined in the report of Dr. Sara Boyd, Ms. 

Manning is showing symptoms that would tend to validate S.R. Melzer's expressed 

concerns in this regard. See Ex. B, p. 17, ("flln my opinion, she is being harmed via her 

adaptation to the incarceration setting, and the more she adapts, the more she is 

harmed."). 

Courts have routinely found recalcitrant witnesses to be incoercible, and ordered 

them released, based on evidence of their ability to withstand confinement for a few 

months. See~: In re Cueto, supra (witness released after ten months); In re Duran, 
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supra (witnesses released after .no more than four months); U.S. v. Buck, Shakur, supra 

(contemnors' motions granted prior to confinement); Cocilovo, supra (witness released 

after six months); In re: Koch, supra (witness released after eight months), In re Thomas, 

supra (witness released after six months). 

Counsel has been unable to find a case involving any other witness who has 

endured the kind of hardships Ms. Manning has endured, let alone for the length of time 

she has endured them, prior to release. Having now endured eleven months of 

confinement that she could ostensibly have ended at any time, there can no longer remain 

any serious doubt regarding the ruthlessness with which she will hew to her convictions. 

C. The articulated moral basis for the refusal 

At the urging of your Honor to reflect upon her feelings about the grand jury as an 

institution, Ms. Manning wrote a detailed letter to the Court explaining the social and 

historical bases for her belief. In the letter, she pointed out that the governments of nearly 

all other nations long ago replaced the grand jury with public adversarial proceedings; 

that scholars of law and history agree that the grand jury is not necessary to criminal 

prosecution; that there is a well-documented history of grand jury abuse and the selective 

enforcement of sanctions against those perceived as dissidents; and that the form and 

function of the grand jury contemplated by the US Constitution bears no resemblance to 

the institution in place today. (Dkt. 14-1). 

Her letter set forth her knowledge of the grand jury process, its history, evolution, 

and political use, and the careful reasoning that led to her firm decision not to participate 

in it. In the intervening months, Ms. Manning's perception of contempt sanctions as a 
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selectively enforced political tool has been further entrenched by the public flouting of 

court orders by members of the executive branch, the punishment of government officials 

who have complied with such subpoenas, and the unvarnished exercise of Executive 

pressure on the Department of Justice. 1 

Ms. Manning's position has been further bolstered by no less an authority than the United 

Nations. On November 1, 2019, Nils Melzer, the United Nations Special Rapporteur on torture 

and other cruel, inhuman, or degrading treatment, sent a Jetter to Secretary of State Pompeo, 

inquiring into the practice of coercive detention outlined by 28 U .S.C. § 1826, and into the 

confinement of Ms. Manning in particular. In the letter, S.R. Melzer sets forth a clear and 

accurate understanding of the Recalcitrant Witness statute as authorizing the "deprivation of 

liberty for civil contempt [which] involves the intentional infliction of ... mental and emotional 

suffering for the purposes of coercion ... at the order of judicial authorities." See Ex. C, p. 2. 

S.R. Melzer identifies coercive confinement as "an open-ended, progressively 

severe measure of coercion fulfilling all the constitutive elements of torture .. . " as defined 

under Article 1 of the Convention Against Torture ("CAT"), to which the United States is 

a signatory. He concludes that it is "incompatible with the international human rights 

obligations of the United States under, inter alia, Article 1, 2, 15, and 16 of the CAT, as 

1 House Panel Approves Contempt for Barr After Trump Claims Privilege Over Full Mueller Report, The 
New York Times, Nicholas Fandos, May 8, 2019, available online at: https://www.nytimes.com/ 
20 19/05/08/u /politics/trump-executive-privilege-mueller-report.html, last visited February 17, 2020; 
Trump tells ex-White House counsel McGahn not to appear before Congress, Reuters, Sarah N. Lynch et 
al, available online at: bttps://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-trump-mcgahn-jd!JSKCN I SQ206, last 
visited February 17, 2020; Meet Alexander Vinman, the Colonel Who Testified on Trump's Phone Call, 
The New York Times, October 29, 2019; updated February 7, 2020, available online at:~ 
www.nytimes.com/2019110/29/us/politics/who-is-alexander-yjndman.html, last visited February 17, 2020; 
Devos held in contempt for violating order on student loans, USA Today, Savannah Behrmann, October 
25, 2019, available online at https://www.usatoday.com/stocy/news/educatjon/2019/1 0/24/betsy-deyos­
contempt-vio1ating-order-student-Ioans/4091621 002/, last visited February 17, 2020; February 11, 2020 
Tweet of @reaiDonaldTrump, available online at: https://twitter.com/reaiDonaldTrump/status/ 
1227407106652897280 last visited February 17, 2020. 
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well as under Article 2, 7, and 9 of the International Covenant .on Civil and Political 

Rights, ratified by the United States of America in 1994 and 1992, respectively." 

Ultimately, he emphasizes, coercive confinement should be "abolished without delay." 

See Ex. C, p. 2, 5-6. 

S.R. Melzer also firmly recommends Ms . Manning's immediate release. His 

recommendation is based not only on his analysis that the continued use of coercive 

confinement constitutes a violation of this nation's treaty obligations or an irreparable 

harm to Ms. Manning. In light of the purely coercive purpose of civil confinement, he 

says, Ms. Manning must be immediately released, because sanctions will not act 

coercively upon her. 2 See Ex. C, page 3. 

In the wake of the letter from S.R. Melzer, several celebrities have recorded 

videos calling for Ms. Manning's release . A petition calling for her release, sponsored by 

civil liberties organizations, has garnered over 60,000 signatures, serving to further 

vindicate her perceptions. See Ex. D. 

However, even in the absence of such salient supports, Ms. Manning's beliefs and 

decisions would not be susceptible to change. 

The report of Dr. Sara Boyd, annexed hereto as Exhibit B, is not only illuminating but 

dispositive in this regard, providing a clinical exploration of Ms. Manning's personality, habits of 

mind, and motivators. Among other things, Dr. Boyd notes that Ms. Manning "provided a 

lengthy account ofher views on the grand jury process and her belief that the process is morally 

wrong," and finds that Ms. Manning "did not waver in her characterization of her stance and her 

__ ,,_,_,_,_, ___ _ 
2for the same reason he recommends that she be relieved of all fines levied against her disproportionate 
to the gravity of any offence she may have committed. 
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decision-making with respect to grand jury testimony". She notes further that those who know 

Ms. Manning were "unanimous in their assertions that Ms. Manning would be extremely 

unlikely to change her mind ... given her personality, past behavior with regard to decision-

making, and the importance she placed on her political and ethical values." Ex. B, p. 11. Based 

on two standardized personality assessment instruments, Dr. Boyd indicates that Ms. Manning is 

someone who tends "to act according to their own moral and ethical values." Ex. B, p. 13. Dr. 

Boyd further observes that Ms. Manning is "consistently described ... as principled, thoughtful, 

and deliberative with regard to her decision-making, but immovable once she had made a 

considered decision about an issue related to her personal beliefs and values." Id., p. 14. 

Ultimately, Dr. Boyd concludes: 

"Ms. Manning exhibits longstanding personality features that relate to her 
scrupulousness, her persistence and dedication, and her willingness to endure social 
disapproval as well as formal punishments. She also has a tendency to see issues in 
black and white terms with regard to ethical and values-based judgment. These 
personality features are not likely to be modified by any intervention. . . . Ms. 
Manning has a history of continuing to pursue her ... values even when faced with 
serious ... negative consequences .... she has not wavered in this decision-making 
regarding cooperation for the past [eleven] months and she did not make any 
statements indicating that ... there was any information that could be provided to her 
that would change her mind." Id. pgs. 15-16. 

While Ms. Manning is open to feedback from those she regards as sharing her values, she 

is not susceptible to pressure from people or institutions who hold values she sees as morally 

inconsistent with her own. Her already strong internal moral code is intrinsically rigid, and she 

feels that current events vindicate her perceptions ofthe grand jury. The firmness of her 

conviction, moreover, is compounded and reinforced by the support of her personal, 
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professional, and political communities the world over, which continually reaffirms the 

righteousness of her position, and her sense of public accountability to that decision. 

D. Perception of community support 

Ms. Manning 's clearly expressed, thoughtful, and consistent statements about the grand 

jury have lent her credibility with the public, and her readiness for self-sacrifice gives credence 

to the widespread public understanding that she is incoercible. Ms. Manning's community 

support is global, and was earned in the crucible of deciding- repeatedly, and at great cost- to 

subsume her own self-interest to history and the common good. Ms. Manning understands that 

her public credibility would diminish precipitously were she to act with less than her 

characteristic integrity. The world over, Ms. Manning is recognized by both her supporters and 

detractors as being true to her word, and she in turn perceives herself as accountable to that 

reputation. 

As discussed in the report of Dr. Boyd, with or without external support, Ms . 

Manning would very likely have taken all the same decisions regardless of consequences 

and censure, based only on her rigid adherence to her internal moral code. However, she 

has also now come to be regarded by some as an international hero, a person of principle 

who was willing to sacrifice everything in the public interest. Now, her moral compass 

and the support she receives from her various communities function to mutually reinforce 

each other. 

That she is supported by so many, for so many disparate reasons, further 

cultivates her sense that she is responsible to huge swaths of the public. The fact of her 

previous incarceration was abhorrent to huge numbers of people who were outraged by 

the government's willingness to punish the disclosure, but not the commission of 
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government misdeeds. She has become a figurehead of the movement for transgender 

equity. Amnesty International, the ACLU, the Freedom of the Press Foundation, and 

many other organizations have publicly stated their support for her refusal to cooperate in 

this grand jury, and have called for her release. She has been written about 

sympathetically by scholars and the press. Her actions are viewed as noble by widely­

respected philosophers like Noam Chomsky, historical figures such as Daniel Ellsberg, 

and her many friends. 

Her reincarceration on the basis of this subpoena is seen by many as retaliation for 

President Obama's commutation, and as an end-run around the principles of double 

jeopardy. Her resistance to the grand jury is understood by historical and legal experts as 

part of a contribution to a long history of principled resistance to government secrecy and 

political repression. See Cueto, supra, where the support of those people whose approval 

most mattered to contemnors was deemed a significant factor for their release; Clay, 

supra, in which the support of the contemnor's community played a part in her release; 

and a contemnor whose "status as a hero" militated against his further confinement. 

Matter of Ford 615, F.Supp. 259 (S.D.N.Y. 1985); In re Grand Jury Proceedings, 994 F 

Supp 2d 510,517 (SDNY 2014) ("Regardless of how breathtakingly misinformed many 

of these people are about both the law and the facts at hand, it seems clear that Koch 

would lose their admiration and fellowship should he abandon his obstinacy and testify 

before the grand jury). 

Like those contemnors released on the basis of their rigid unwillingness to 

cooperate, Ms. Manning is supported in her beliefs by the people about whose opinion 
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she cares. To agree to cooperate would be to betray her not only own principles, but her 

reputation, as well as the millions of people who have supported her over the years. 

Her integrity is so established as to seem to many self-evident. In his letter to Secretary of 

State Pompeo, in addition to challenging the lawfulness of coercive confinement, S.R. Melzer 

accurately summarized the principle that U.S. law permits coercive sanctions only where they 

exert a coercive effect, and called for Ms. Manning's immediate release. The implication of his 

analysis relied on the understanding that any purportedly coercive sanctions, as applied to Ms. 

Manning, are necessarily futile, and thus impermissible under our own legal standards. 

Since the publication ofS.R. Melzer's letter, more than 60,000 people have signed a 

petition voicing their conviction that Ms. Manning cannot be coerced. Organizations dedicated to 

civil liberties and other causes have sponsored the petition. Ms. Manning's participation in a 

New Year's Eve Twitter meme, summing up the decade from 2010-2020 as" ... 1 00% being true 

to myself no matter what; 0.00% backing down", was viewed almost three million times. The 

public support she receives is overwhelming, and critical to her identity and wellbeing. 

Significantly, she understands that this community support, however widespread, is contingent. It 

would be withdrawn were she to compromise her repeated public embrace of her community's 

shared moral code. 

E. The witness's conduct and demeanor 

Ms. Manning has made very clear that she is prepared to remain in jail and suffer under 

any sanctions imposed. As is made clear in Ms. Manning's declaration, she sees the negative 

impacts of sanctions as being greatly outweighed by the strength of her commitment to her 
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principles, and no amount of suffering will change her mind. See Declaration ofChelsea 

Manning annexed hereto as Exhibit A. 

Just as Ms. Manning is not motivated by the approval of authority figures, neither 

is she motivated by negative attention-seeking. She has resigned herself to a subdued 

existence at the Alexandria Detention Center for the last eleven months and is prepared to 

continue on in this way. She has not been outside since her confinement on May 16, 

2019, and she is almost certainly suffering from under-stimulation. Nevertheless, she has 

adapted, as noted by Dr. Boyd, to an unhealthy degree. 

The Report of Dr. Boyd repeatedly refers to the ways in which she is being 

harmed by her confinement. Dr. Boyd describes Ms . Manning as "practical" and 

"rational." Ex. B, p. 16. She notes that the harm is "taking the form of what is often 

called institutionalization, but is also manifesting as anxiety about returning to the 

community ... I have serious concerns about her health and well-being .. . " Ex . B, p. 17. 

The harms to which Ms. Manning is now exposed are very real, but because of her 

unique coping mechanisms , they are not impacting her decisions or behavior in any way. 

That is, she intellectualizes these harms, and isolates herself, but is not moved and cannot 

be provoked to cooperate with the government in order to alter the harmful conditions of 

her life. 

F. Summary of evidence regarding Ms. Manning's incoercibility 

When a contemnor's confinement lacks a coercive effect, continued confinement 

is transformed to a punishment in violation of due process, and the witness must be 

released. Matter of Parrish, 782 F.2d 325, 328 (2d Cir. 1986). Ms. Manning has suffered 
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tangible punitive harms, without breaking her resolve. As mentioned above she is facing 

insurmountable fines, which will make return to the community exceedingly difficult. 

Additionally, Ms. Manning's repeated and protracted incarceration has left her so 

acclimated to institutional life that she no longer has any affirmative desire to be released, 

and thus no motivation to cooperate in order to secure her liberty. 

Ms. Manning's articulated moral basis for her refusal to testify, along with the 

expert report of Dr. Sara Boyd, outlining Ms. Manning's intelligence, modes of thinking, 

and institutionalization, stand in stark contrast to the self-serving or unsupported 

statements of a contemnor who merely seeks the most expedient route home. All 

evidence suggests that she is a deeply principled woman, who has suffered, expects to 

suffer, and is prepared to suffer for her principles, whether she is in or out of jail. 

Whatever one may make of her beliefs, it is evident that they are inflexible, robust, and 

sincerely held. She will cleave to them as her most trustworthy touchstone. 

Neither confinement, nor fines, nor any other sanction will convince Ms. Manning 

to participate in the grand jury. At this point, sanctions simply reinforce her perception 

that she is taking a necessary and righteous stand against abusive institutions. The impact 
I 

of these sanctions is limited exclusively to exacting a cost from Ms. Manning; they will 

never have any coercive effect. The sanctions have therefore exceeded their lawful scope, 

and must be terminated. 

II. The financial sanctions imposed against Ms. Manning are punitive,rand 
enforcement is unconscionable. 

A. A financial sanction should not be imposed after a finding Lhat confinement bas failed. 
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As with any civil sanction, a fine must be reasonably calculated to exert a coercive but 

not a punitive effect, lest it outgrow its lawful bounds . During the May 16,2019 contempt 

hearing, this Court determined that confinement alone had not worked to coerce Ms. Manning, 

and imposed fines of $500 per day for each of the first thirty days she continued to refuse to 

cooperate, and $1000 per day thereafter. The district court has wide discretion in fashioning a 

contempt remedy. However, this discretion is not unlimited. Because sanctions for civil contempt 

are designed to coerce the contemnor into compliance with the court's mandate and to remedy 

past non-compliance, they should be remedial and compensatory, not punitive . When it becomes 

obvious that sanctions are not going to compel compliance, they lose their remedial 

characteristics and take on more of the nature of punishment. Soobzokov v CBS, Inc., 

Quadrangle/New York Times Book Co., Inc., 642 F2d 28,31 (2d Cir 1981) quoting In re Grand 

Jury Investigation, 600 F.2d 420,423-24 (3d Cir. 1979); Lambert v. State of Montana, 545 F.2d 

87,89-91 (9th Cir. 1976). 

The aim of the Court was presumably to compound the coercive effect of confinement 

with a financial sanction. However, Ms. Manning has not been, and cannot be moved by threats 

of financial ruin, any more than she has been moved by her eleven month confinement. To 

impose the less ha.rsh sanction of fines after concluding that the harsher sanction of confinement 

has failed may be legally permissible, but is practically counterproductive. It is still less 

reasonable to imagine that the concurrent imposition of fines and confinement could be construed 

as merely coercive where a witness is prepared to endure both for sixteen months. That is, once 

the witness proves themself incoercible, all sanctions are shown to have been merely punitive . 

These fines, assessed without any meaningful evaluation of Ms. Manning's financial 

wherewithal, are particularly punitive. 
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B. Ms. Manning can neither testify nor pay the financial sanction. 

As discussed above, Ms. Manning is constitutionally incapable of cooperating with the 

institution of the grand jury. Equally, she cannot pay these fines. The limited financial records 

provided to the Court in July and August did not reflect that she has any financial capacity now, 

or any prospect of earning anywhere near the half a million dollars that could accrue by the end 

of her confinement. She has already been fined orders of magnitude more money than she 

currently has, and she is not expected to earn, or even to be able to earn enough money to pay 

these fines even were she to relinquish ten percent of her salary over the course of forty-five 

years. 

Just as a court should not impose a contempt on a party when compliance with a court 

order is impossible, neither should they impose sanctions a contemnor is unable to satisfy. United 

States v. Rylander, 460 U.S. 752, 757,(1983). Although the burden rests with the contemnor to 

show inability to comply, they must have an opportunity to show that they cannot, and to 

demonstrate the degree to which they could comply. This inquiry never took place. Such an 

inquiry must now be held, and it will show unambiguously that Ms. Manning, despite being a 

public figure, is not a wealthy person. 

The fines are wildly disproportionate to Ms. Manning's income. Even at her highest 

earning point, Ms. Manning never earned close to $1000 per day. Her earning potential is largely 

speculative. She has spent very little of her adult life not in prison. Her primary marketable skill 

is in being Chelsea Manning, and while she is a person of intrigue and interest, the documentary 

made about her has not made enough money for her to have benefitted financially at all, and the 
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autobiography she is supposed to write has been so disrupted by her incarceration that there is 

reason to think that whatever earnings it might yet yield diminish by the day. These fines are 

absolutely disproportionate to her financial wherewithal, are not a fine for any offense she has 

committed, have not coerced her to testify, and cannot be enforced against her in any practicable 

way. 

In the same way that enforcing an impracticable contract is unconscionable, so would it 

be unconscionable to reduce the nearly half a million dollars in fines to a judgment enforceable 

against Ms. Manning, once it has become clear that she cannot be coerced. Furthermore, there is 

no injured party. The government has not been prevented from obtaining multiple indictments 

regarding the only events about which Ms. Manning could possibly testify. She has not profited 

in any manner from her refusal, and likewise, the government has not suffered in any manner as 

a result of her refusal. 

As she cannot be coerced into testifying, and as these fines were never calculated to exert 

a coercive, but not a punitive impact on her, they have functioned as a penalty in violation of due 

process. They must be vacated. 

Conclusion 

Chelsea Manning has shown unwavering resolve consistently throughout her life, even in 

the face of excruciating consequences. Her declaration (Exhibit A) articulates her perceptions 

and the moral basis for her recalcitrance. Her solemn patience during eleven months in jail 

without having been accused, let alone convicted of a crime, speaks for itself. The report of Dr. 

Sara Boyd (Exhibit B) identifies and explains the characterological attributes from which Ms. 

Manning's persistence and morals spring, and those attributes that function to entrench and 

fortify those morals. The letter of Nils Melzer (Exhibit C) not only casts serious doubt on the 
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permissibility of coercive sanctions, but provides profound moral support for Ms. Manning's 

self-perception. The petition signed by 60,000 people (Exhibit D) is compelling evidence of Ms. 

Manning's wide social support, and the kind of impact the withdrawal of that support would have 

on Ms. Manning, were she to change her position. No realistic possibility remains that continued 

confinement or other sanctions will bring about Ms. Manning's testimony. Further confinement 

cannot attain its stated coercive purpose, and therefore will be not simply futile, but 

impermissibly punitive. 

Ms. Manning's recalcitrance and fortitude have only solidified with each new challenge 

and each passing day. Her incarceration is not serving its only permissible purpose. For that 

reason, the motion should be granted in its entirety. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Dated: February 19, 2020 
Alexandria, Va 

By Counsel 

Is/ Moira Meltzer-Cohen 
MOIRA MELTZER-COHEN 
(pro hac vice) 
277 Broadway, Suite 1501 
New York, NY 10007 
347-248-6771 
mo at law@protonmail.com 

Is/ Sandra Freeman 
SANDRA C. FREEMAN (VSB# 78499) 
5023 W. 120th Avenue, #280 
Broomfield, Colorado 80020 
720-593-9004 
nnd ra.c.lh:>t'Jllankpprotooma j l.C\lm 
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Is/ Chris Lejbi~ 
CHRISTOPHER LEIBIG (VSB#40594) 
114 N. Alfred Street 
Alexandria, Virginia 22314 
703-683-4310 
chris@chrisleibi~l<!w.com 

Is/ Vincent J. Ward 
VINCENT J. WARD 
(pro hac vice pending) 
Freedman Boyd Hollander Goldberg Urias & Ward, 
P.A 
20 First Plaza, Suite 700 
Albuquerque, New Mexico 87102 
505-842-9960 
vjw@fbdlaw.com 
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Chelsea Manning Tries to Kill Herself in Jail, Lawyers Say
Ms. Manning, the former Army intelligence analyst jailed for refusing to testify before a grand jury
investigating WikiLeaks, was hospitalized, according to her lawyers.

By Michael Levenson and Charlie Savage

March 11, 2020

Chelsea Manning, the former Army intelligence analyst who was jailed last year for refusing to
testify before a grand jury that is investigating WikiLeaks, has been hospitalized after she
attempted suicide on Wednesday, according to her lawyers.

Ms. Manning, 32, is currently recovering, according to her lawyers, who did not say how Ms.
Manning tried to kill herself while at a detention center in Alexandria, Va., where she has been
held since May.

The Alexandria Sheriff’s Office confirmed only that there was “an incident” involving Ms.
Manning at 12:11 p.m. and said, “It was handled appropriately by our professional staff and Ms.
Manning is safe.”

A statement from Ms. Manning’s legal team said she was still scheduled to appear on Friday at a
hearing before Judge Anthony Trenga of the United States District Court for the Eastern District
of Virginia.

At the hearing, the judge is expected to rule on whether to end the civil contempt sanctions
imposed on Ms. Manning after she refused to testify before a grand jury investigating the
publication of thousands of American military and diplomatic files that she had provided to
WikiLeaks in 2010.

Ms. Manning was also detained for two months starting in March 2019 for refusing to testify, then
briefly released when that grand jury’s term ended — taking advantage of the window to
announce that she had a book deal that she said would focus on her personal life. But prosecutors
subpoenaed her again for testimony before a new grand jury, and she again refused to testify and
was locked up again.

“In spite of those sanctions — which have so far included over a year of so-called ʻcoercive’
incarceration and nearly half a million dollars in threatened fines — she remains unwavering in
her refusal to participate in a secret grand jury process that she sees as highly susceptible to
abuse,” said the statement from Ms. Manning’s legal team.

“Ms. Manning has previously indicated that she will not betray her principles, even at risk of
grave harm to herself,” the statement said.

Joshua Stueve, a spokesman for the office of the United States Attorney in the Eastern District of
Virginia, declined to comment.
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A federal prosecutor had previously said that the Justice Department did not want to have Ms.
Manning detained, but she had a legal obligation to testify before a grand jury when subpoenaed.

Ms. Manning has attempted suicide at least two previous times, both in 2016 — once while in
solitary confinement at Fort Leavenworth, Kan., which was itself a punishment for an earlier
attempt to end her life that year.

“Her actions today evidence the strength of her convictions, as well as the profound harm she
continues to suffer as a result of her ʻcivil’ confinement,” Ms. Manning’s lawyers said in their
statement on Wednesday.

The grand jury investigation is part of a long-running inquiry into WikiLeaks and its founder,
Julian Assange, that dates to the Obama administration and which the Trump administration
revived.

Ms. Manning said that when she appeared before the grand jury, prosecutors had asked her
questions about WikiLeaks, but she refused to answer every question, saying it violated her
constitutional rights.

Although prosecutors in the Eastern District of Virginia granted immunity for her testimony, Ms.
Manning had vowed not to cooperate in the investigation, saying she had ethical objections. A
federal judge ruled that she must stay in civil detention until she testified.

In a letter last year to Judge Trenga, Ms. Manning described the investigation as “an effort to
frighten journalists and publishers, who serve a crucial public good.”

Before her current incarceration, Ms. Manning served seven years in a military prison, including
11 months of solitary confinement, the statement said.

She was originally convicted in 2013 of providing more than 700,000 government files to
WikiLeaks, exposing American military and diplomatic affairs around the world.

President Barack Obama intervened in her case in 2017, commuting all but four months of her 35-
year sentence.

During Ms. Manning’s trial in 2013, testimony showed that she had been deteriorating, mentally
and emotionally, during the period when she downloaded the documents and sent them to
WikiLeaks. Then known as Pfc. Bradley Manning, she was struggling with gender dysphoria
under conditions of extraordinary stress and isolation while deployed to the Iraq war zone.

Last year, the Justice Department unsealed criminal charges against Mr. Assange, who had been
holed up in the Ecuadorean embassy in London but was arrested. Prosecutors initially charged
him with a narrow hacking conspiracy offense, for purportedly agreeing to try to help Ms.
Manning crack a password that would have let her log onto a military computer system under a
different user name, and cover her tracks.

But prosecutors later drastically expanded the case against Mr. Assange by bringing charges
against him under the Espionage Act for soliciting, receiving and publishing classified information
— an unprecedented effort to deem such journalistic activities (a separate issue from the debate
over whether Mr. Assange himself counts as a journalist) as crimes that raise novel First
Amendment issues. Mr. Assange has been fighting extradition in a London court.
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The criminal case against Mr. Assange does not involve his later actions in publishing Democratic
emails, stolen by Russian hackers, during the 2016 presidential campaign.

Sandra E. Garcia and John Ismay contributed reporting.

Charlie Savage is a Washington-based national security and legal policy correspondent. A recipient of the Pulitzer Prize, he
previously worked at The Boston Globe and The Miami Herald. His most recent book is “Power Wars: The Relentless Rise of
Presidential Authority and Secrecy.” @charlie_savage •  Facebook

A version of this article appears in print on March 12, 2020, Section A, Page 20 of the New York edition with the headline: Manning Tried To Kill Herself,
Lawyers Say
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF VIRGINIA

Alexandria Division

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

JOHN DOE 2010R03793

Grand Jury 19-3
Case No. 1:19-dm-12-AJT-2

ORDER

By Order dated May 6, 2019 [Doc. 2], the Court granted Chelsea Manning full use and

derivative use immunity, pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 6002, and ordered Ms. Manning to testify and

provide other information in the above-captioned grand jury proceeding ("Grand Jury").

Subsequently, on May 16, 2019, after Ms. Manning stipulated that she would refuse to

comply with the Court's May 6, 2019 Order, the Court found Ms. Manning in civil contempt,

determined that a coercive sanction against Ms. Manning was appropriate, and remanded Ms.

Manning to the custody of the Attorney General until such time as she purges herself of

contempt or for the life of the Grand Jury, but in no event longer than 18 months. [Doc. 9]. In

that May 16, 2019 Order, the Court also ordered that, if Ms. Manning did not purge herself of

contempt within thirty (30) days, she shall incur a conditional fine of $500 per day until such

time as she purges herself of contempt; and if she did not purge herself of contempt within sixty

(60) days after issuance of the Order, she shall incur a conditional fine of $1,000 per day until

such time as she purges herself of contempt or for the life of the grand jury, whichever occurs

first. Id. at 2.

By Order dated August 5, 2019 [Doc. 27], the Court granted Ms. Manning credit for the

time she previously served in connection with a prior grand jury matter (Grand Jury 18-4), id. at
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