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Mr. Ohly. This is a transcribed interview of

conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform.

This interview was requested by Committee Chairman Darrell Issa as a

part of the Committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S.

diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and the subsequent ARB.

Could the witness please state your name for the record?

Mr. Certainly. My name is .

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. My name is John Ohly. I am a professional

staff member with the committee's majority staff, and I'll ask everyone

else at the table to introduce themselves.

Mr. Beattie. Brien Beattie with the Oversight committee.

Mr. Skladany. Jonathan Skladany from Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Powell. Jason Powell with the minority staff.

Mr. Knauer. Chris Knauer, minority staff.

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang, State Department.

Mr. Choo. Robert Choo, State Department.

Mr. Ohly. We appreciate your appearance at the interview today.

Your position and public service offers a unique insight that's

extremely valuable to the committee.

Before we begin, I would like to go over the ground rules of how

the interview will proceed. The way the questioning proceeds is the

majority staff will ask questions for up to an hour and then our

colleagues on the minority side will ask questions for a period of time

up to an hour. We'll do our best to limit the number of people directing

questions at you during any given hour to simply the staff who's turn
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it is to ask questions. We'll rotate back and forth in that manner

until all questions have been asked.

If you'd like to take a break whenever it's convenient, whether

it's every hour or even in the middle of a round, whatever you need,

if you need to get some water, step out for a few minutes to confer

with counsel, please just let us know. We'd like to make this process

as easy and comfortable as possible.

This interview is unclassified, so if a question calls for any

information that you know to be classified, respond only with

unclassified information. If we need to have a classified session at

a later date, that can be arranged.

We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely

consult with counsel, and you do have counsel present today. Could

your counsel please state his or her name for the record.

Mr. Choo. Robert Choo.

Mr. Ohly. As you can see, an official reporter is taking down

everything you say to make a written record, so we ask that you give

verbal responses to all questions -- yes, no, versus nod of the head.

Do you understand this.

Mr. . I do understand.

Mr. Ohly. And we are going to ask the reporter to jump in, in

case you do respond nonverbally.

Also, we should try not to talk over each other so that we can

make sure we have a clear record. We want you to answer our questions

in the most complete and truthful manner possible, so we will take our
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time and repeat and clarify questions, if necessary. If you have any

questions or if you did not understand any of our questions, please

just let us know.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not

remember, it's best not to guess. Please give us your best

recollection, and if there are things you do not know or can't remember,

just say so.

You should also understand that although this interview is not

under oath, that by law you are required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully. Do you understand that?

Mr. . Yes, I do.

Mr. Ohly. This also applies to questions posed by congressional

staff in an interview. Do you understand this?

Mr. Yes, I do.

Mr. Ohly. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false

statements. Do you understand this?

Mr. . Yes, I do.

Mr. Ohly. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful

answers to today's questions?

Mr. No, there is not.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. Okay. That is the end of my preamble.

The clock now have reads 10:05, and we will begin with the first hour.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q Just to start off, I was hoping you can just walk us through

your background and your experience with the State Department?

A Certainly. I joined the State Department in September

of 2002 as a special agent. While attending the basic agent course,

I was deployed to Iraq with the Army National Guard for a year and

returned back in July of 2004. I completed my training as a special

agent in the November timeframe of 2004. I was first assigned to the

Los Angeles field office where I conducted criminal investigations into

passport, visa fraud, and I did VIP protection, protective detail for

VIP individuals coming into the Los Angeles area.

After that I was assigned to the -- as an Assistant Regional

Security Officer in Zagreb, Croatia. It was summer of 2006 to summer

of 2008. From there I went on to be the Assistant Regional Security

Officer in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, from 2008 to 2009. And from there

I was reassigned to Riyadh as the Deputy Regional Security Officer in

Riyadh for 2009 to 2010.

In October of 2010, I was assigned to DS International Programs,

Near East/Asia, which is DS/IP/NEA, and that is -- I was there from

October 2010 until November of 2012. And currently I'm assigned as

a supervisor where I supervise agents

conducting criminal and visa investigations and conducting VIP

protection.

Q That's very helpful. Can you walk us a little bit through

what your role and your responsibility was in the year, year-and-a-half

leading up to the attacks in Benghazi?
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A Certainly. I was the desk officer in DS/IP/NEA, so I had

responsibilities for numerous countries within NEA. Primarily would

be Morocco, Algeria, Tunis, Libya, Egypt, and Yemen. These

responsibilities varied as staffing varied throughout our -- within

DS/IP/NEA. But those were my primary responsibilities.

Q Can you walk us through a little bit of your reporting

structure, where you fit into the overall chain of command?

A Certainly. In DS/IP/NEA, I was a desk officer. I reported

to the Deputy Regional Director for DS/IP/NEA, who in turn reports to

the Regional Director for DS/IP/NEA. The Regional Director reports

to the DS/IP Deputy Director. The Deputy Director reports to the DAS,

Deputy Assistant Secretary, for DS/IP.

Q Can you walk us through some names of those folks just to

help us understand?

A Certainly. The names varied a lot within DS/IP/NEA. Is

there a specific timeframe?

Q Let's start September 2011 forward.

A Excuse me just second.

Q If you don't recall all of them --

A I know all the names. I just got to figure out who was where

when.

September of 2011 would have been -- Regional Director would have

been and the deputy for DS/IP/NEA would have been

.

The Deputy Director for DS/IP would have been , and
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the DS/IP in September 2011 was DAS Lamb?

Q And was that consistent through the next year?

A It was not.

Q Can you walk us through a little bit --

A Certainly.

Q -- how that changed?

A retired on or about October of 2011.

retired on or about November or December of 2011. They were

replaced by as regional director. I believe he arrived

in the November/December of 2011 timeframe. And the deputy was

. He arrived in the same timeframe. I can't exactly remember

when. And the Deputy Director for DS/IP was for the vast

majority of the time I was there. He departed for Islamabad the summer

of 2012. DAS Lamb remained throughout the time I was there.

also retired. He retired in would have been February

timeframe of 2012, and he was never formally replaced until August

of 2012 with .

Q In your position as a desk officer, it's our understanding

that you had fairly substantial visibility into sort of the operational

level of how things were being implemented, but did you have any, you

know, policy or decision-making authority?

A I personally didn't have any decision-making authority in

DS/IP/NEA or at post. At post it would be the Regional Security

Officer. Within DS/IP/NEA, it would be my superiors.

Q Okay. But in your role, you did have visibility into the
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operational aspects of what decisions had been made and implementing

those decisions?

A The -- yes. I was the primary POC for post. It was the

interaction between how post -- Regional Security Officer, in

particular, would interact with DS headquarters, DS/IP, and the various

other offices within DS. I was their primary POC, so it was lots of

conversations, lots of communications.

Q So, given that sort of being the focus of the point of

contact, can you walk us through a little bit -- you can start at a

high level -- but your recollection of events starting in late 2011

and moving forward, your perception of how things evolved?

A Certainly. In the -- late 2011, we were still -- the U.S.

Embassy opened in Tripoli in September of -- 22nd, 2011, is as good

place to start as any. Once that opened up, it had to be started from

scratch as the previous embassy compound was destroyed on or about

May 1st by looters.

With the return of the Ambassador as the primary officer, U.S.

representative into the country, the Special Envoy, Christopher

Stevens, his mission kind of -- he still remained in country, but it

definitely changed the dynamic of it. At that time, the mission in

Benghazi remained open. We had heard several conversations it was

closed, it remained opened, it was unclear basically at that time in

late 2011, but we were moving forward assuming that it would remain

open with planning.

Q Leading up to the decision to extend it, let's talk about
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that time period there.

A Certainly.

Q So in December 2011 there was a decision to extend the

presence. What was your visibility into those discussions or the

feasibility of that, and what was DS' role in those discussions?

A Certainly. In the late November, early December timeframe

lots of options were being discussed on how to best proceed with the

Mission Benghazi, if it was going to go forward, which we felt -- I

mean, the underlying tone is that most likely it would, so we had a

lot of work to look at different options on how best to have the mission

carry on.

Q And what was your visibility of that or your role in that?

Were you looking at the -- what post's concerns were or what post's

interests were, what was -- what was your role?

A My primary interlocutor was the RSO in -- the TDY RSO in

Benghazi, and he was providing us with the options, the pros and cons.

They were looking at different properties essentially. Obviously, we

are looking it with an eye towards sense of security, the other offices

within the Department are looking at for whatever their perspective,

you know, specialty, the management office is looking at their stuff,

the facilities manager is looking at their stuff. So that's what was

going on in the late November, early December timeframe.

Mr. Beattie. In that timeframe we've looked at a lot of

documents, we've been doing this for a while, we know that there were

a lot of different agents that went through that position as the TDY
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RSO in Benghazi. During this particular timeframe that we're talking

about, who was that person?

Mr. . In late November, early December, it was

.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Who were the other offices or branches that were involved

in sort of evaluating this decision?

A I don't know all of them. From who I interacted with?

Q Yeah, who you interacted with.

A The primary interacting that I did -- of course, with

several offices within DS, but outside of DS, I interacted primarily

with NEA/EX, which is Near Eastern Affairs Executive Office, their desk

officers, and with NEA/MAG, which is Near East Asia/Maghreb, which is

the -- it would be like the political officers for the Department back

here. Those were my primary interlocutors, but there were others.

Q And who would you interact with in those offices?

A Generally I interacted at the desk officer level, so each

office would have a corresponding -- someone equal to me, essentially.

So I generally operated -- or had communications with them.

Q Was M, the Under Secretary's office, involved in any of

those discussions?

A Yes.

Q To what level? Were they sort of just -- I know the memo

eventually went -- the memo recommending the extension of Benghazi
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eventually went to the Under Secretary, but were they involved in sort

of the decision-making process leading up to that?

A Yes. They were involved. In most of the meetings I

recall, he had a representative at the meeting. I don't recall him

in any of those meetings, but his representatives were there.

Q Was his office providing input on how the mission would be

shaped or the length of time or the facilities that would be used or

was that strictly left to DS or NEA?

A I wouldn't call it input. I mean, the staff assistant or

whoever the representative was from the office would make comments,

and obviously we take those, you know, to heart because it's coming

from, essentially from M, but not really. So your department might

have a differing point of view, but they were actively involved in the

process, so they did make comments. I can't remember anything

specifically about we're going to do this, we're going to do that.

Mr. Beattie. Would you describe the process -- it sounds like

there is multiple offices involved in the discussion -- would you

describe it as sort of a negotiation among the different offices or

how would you characterize that?

Mr. . I wouldn't call it a negotiation. In the meetings

I attended, it was a collaborative effort to try and find the best option

in which to move forward.

Mr. Beattie. Yeah. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Was there any interagency input into this?
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A There was.

Q Do you recall who was providing input?

A I went to one meeting with a government agency. Mostly it

was classified, I believe.

Q Understood. From September 2011 onward, was there any

sort of regular Libya planning meeting or did that -- did you attend

any of those?

A I attended a lot of Libya planning meetings, various -- both

with NEA. I think there was a weekly one which had most of the

Department players, and then we had smaller meetings or phone

conversation, I wouldn't call them meetings, within DS.

Q Can you provide a little context of what those meetings were

about and what was discussed?

A Certainly. It was a Libya meeting, so we talked about both

Tripoli and Benghazi matters. I don't remember any meeting

specifically. If you have a specific question. We talked, we

collaborated, and we were working on the planning. Benghazi was going

to remain open. We were also working on the establishment of the U.S.

Embassy, the new U.S. Embassy in Tripoli.

Q Was there discussion of security personnel or resources?

A Yes.

Q After the point in 2012 when it was -- or 2011 when it was

extended through 2012, would that be a regular discussion at these

meetings?

A I don't recall specifically any times, but the fact of the
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matter was the RSO TDY staffing was a constant issue, so it most likely

did occur. I just don't remember specifically any one meeting, but

it was a constant thing.

Q After the extension in the years leading up to the attack,

so from end of December 2011 to September 2012, what sort of concerns

were you hearing, or were you hearing concerns from the RSO or others

at Post about the security assets or facilities?

A The facilities or the assets?

Q Let's start with assets and then you can do facilities.

A Well, when you mean assets, I don't know what you're looking

for.

Q Personnel or --

A Okay. Personnel, I would get -- the RSO in Tripoli was

constantly -- we were constantly talking about staffing. The RSO in

Benghazi -- or as they changed, the different RSOs in Benghazi, this

would be a constant theme. I also heard from the principal officers

in Benghazi, at least two of them that I can recall particularly, and

also from the DAS NEA. So from various sources.

Q And what were you hearing from them?

A They requested -- were requesting or talking about

the -- they wanted more resources so they could continue with their

mission of political reporting. That was the nexus of it.

Q Was it your understanding that they didn't have enough

agents to get out and move around or to do what they were presumably

there to do?
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A From my understanding, they were able to move around often.

There were times when they were unable to move around due to staffing

and for other -- sometimes it was security related.

Q Do you know what prompted their concerns? Were there not

a number of agents they were expecting?

A The December 27th memo had in the background information,

the number of five, which I know the RSO was using that as -- this was

for Benghazi.

Q Yeah.

A He was using that as his basis for the number of five agents

on the ground. And I believe, but I do not know for sure, that the

POs and the Benghazi RSOs also, in that timeframe, believed that, in

the early 2012 timeframe.

Q And at any point in that year did it get to five?

A It did.

Q Do you recall when or for how long?

A It wasn't for very often or that long. I don't recall

specifically.

Q Do you have any sense what the typical number was?

A I would say the typical number was probably two to three.

Q And was that adequate?

A I couldn't judge that.

Q Were there concerns about the number of agents?

A As I stated previously, there were constant concerns

about -- not concerns, but requests for additional RSO personnel. Post
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RSO, they believed that five was the number that they should have in

Benghazi, at least in the beginning of 2012.
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BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q You mentioned the memo, the December 27th memo from 2011,

it had the number five in there. We were just curious. How did that

actually get generated? Like, what was the process sort of in the

negotiation of the discussions? Like, you know, obviously DS -- we

are assuming DS had a lot input into that, you're agents, you guys have

the expertise, so we're just curious to understand how do you get to

that number five?

A Certainly. I wasn't a factor in that particular planning

aspect. At the time it was being handled by -- at the time it was Acting

Regional Director to come to that number. I don't know

specifically what was his thinking on the matter, but I know in the

summer of 2011 they were down to five agents for several months, so

that was the -- in Benghazi -- that was the lowest number that was on

the ground in Benghazi that I'm aware of at that time timeframe prior

to December of 2012.

Also, with the memorandum, the staffing of Benghazi was much

larger. I think they had seven reporting officers in the early -- well,

the 2011 summer, basically from April until the U.S. Embassy opened

in Tripoli, seven reporting officers. So it was -- I don't know if

you're aware, they moved from a hotel to a compound.

Q To Betsy.

A Correct. And so there were less people, and then also the

memo reduced the compound size. We had three compounds. We went to

two, so --
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Q You lost Villa A and you went down to --

A Correct. So just from a security standpoint in general,

I don't know what the reason behind the five is, but you know, smaller

area, less people --

Q Sure.

A -- logically would dictate less security, potentially,

depending on the threat, of course, but that's where I believe that

number came from.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you know why there was difficulty getting to five or why

there were so infrequently five agents?

A Yes.

Q Can you explain?

A Certainly. In October of 2011, I assumed responsibilities

for obtaining TDY staff for all of Libya. Prior to that, it was a desk

officer colleague of mine. The mission in -- around the same time,

September, October, the mission in Benghazi changed essentially from

a protection mission, which was run by our dignitary protection unit

here in Washington, to a more traditional RSO program management

position, which pushed it back into DS/IP's, my office's realm.

So at that time the mechanism to get agents changed, they have

a task-oriented system, we have a -- it's hard to describe, but it's

a system where basically we get volunteers to go. It's usually the

high threat posts. And our system is, generally we

cover -- traditionally we cover one RSO position like over a summer
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transition or during a break. It was very difficult for us to get the

type of numbers on kind of a continuous basis through the volunteer

system.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So is that because -- I'm just referring to what you said,

correct me if I'm wrong -- but is that sort of system designed -- it

sounds like you're alluding that the system was kind of designed to

deal with one absence here or one absence there, but is that because

typically with a traditional RSO model you've got a more regular

staffing kind of already set up and you're just kind of staffing the

gaps, like during vacations in August or something like that?

A That's correct. Typically we just cover the gaps, but we

did do -- occasionally we would do -- particularly in the beginning

of Arab spring, it was very busy, and we had to find TDY support. But

generally it wasn't near that number. It was never near that number.

And it was for a much shorter timeframe, usually only one or two 60- to

30-day deployments for agents.

Q So is it fair to say that Benghazi being a sort of a

non-official post but still needed a significant number of TDY agents,

that sort of created challenges for you guys in staffing that, given

your model?

A Definitely.

Mr. Beattie. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And did you all try to do anything to make that easier or
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was there anything you could have done to facilitate it?

A I don't know the answer to that. I definitely tried to -- I

identified the problem immediately because you can see the staffing

chart as was coming down. So when I took over the program in October,

I immediately had conversations with my direct supervisors, and we

generated an action memorandum with numerous recommendations on how

we thought or I thought we could alleviate this problem.

Q And was this just specifically focused on Benghazi or --

A I believe it was Libya-centric --

Q Libya.

A -- but I can't remember if it was Benghazi specific.

Q And do you recall the timeframe that that actual memorandum

circulated?

A The date was mid- to late October of 2011.

Q And was that ever signed?

A It was approved by my immediate supervisors.

Q Did that help alleviate the concerns?

A It was not approved through their superiors, so it never --

Q So where did it stop?

A It stopped, as far as I know, at the -- I don't know where

it went. I know it went up to the Deputy Director/DAS level. Which

one of them looked at it or which one didn't, I don't know.

Q Did you ever understand why it didn't get approved at that

level?

A No, I did not.
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Q Was there a disagreement -- were there any disagreements

between the personnel on the ground in Libya and those in Washington

about what was necessary in terms of the number of agents that would

be placed in Benghazi?

A Like I said, particularly in the timeframe of the

December 27th memo from M, which had the reference of five agents,

that's what RSO was essentially quoting, as, you know, hey,

I'm supposed to be have five agents on the ground, where are they?

Q Yeah.

A That type of thing. So that was the primary concern in

Benghazi.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So is that reasonable from your perspective? I mean, put

yourself -- you have done RSO duty. I mean, from his perspective, I

mean, if there is a document that says five agents is the target, I

mean, you know, if you were in his shoes, how would you feel about not

getting that, you know, on a regular basis?

A I think the RSO acting prudently. When you read the memo

itself, it wasn't as clear as it potentially could have been. It was

referenced in the background material. But if I was the RSO on the

ground, I would have wanted five agents, any prudent security officer,

I believe, would.

Q Particularly in a place like Benghazi, presumably, with a

nonstandard security profile or --

A I mean, if you -- as a security officer at any post, if you
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feel that you need something you're going to try to get it. I

understand where RSO was coming from, yes.

Q Did Mr. ever express the view that -- because our

understanding is that Benghazi, you know, it's not a typical post, but

you could say the same thing about Tripoli, is my understanding, about

the Embassy, I mean, as far as walls and, you know, barricades and that

kind of thing. Did he ever express concerns about the fact that it

wasn't sort of a normal situation structurally?

A Yes. I mean, the physical security at both facilities was

a concern of the RSO's.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I guess we're just trying to get a flavor. You had a lot

of conversations back and forth with the RSO and others about concerns

throughout the year. We know there were some disagreements about the

numbers they were getting or some concerns about the numbers they were

getting, and just trying to get your flavor on that given your

background, your experience working in the field, you know, what your

take on everything was.

A Certainly.

Mr. Choo. Which aspects?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just as the year evolved. What were you hearing from the

post? Did you feel those concerns were reasonable? What were the

disagreements and what was driving that disagreement?
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A Is there a specific timeframe or just --

Q Let's -- we can do it in chunks. We can do -- let's do --

Mr. Choo. That would help.

Mr. It was a long time.

Mr. Ohly. Yeah. Let's do January to the end of March, so that

March memo.

Mr. Certainly. I don't know what memo you are referring

to.

Mr. Beattie. From the cable, you mean?

Mr. Ohly. Cable, I'm sorry.

Mr. Beattie. Security cable, March 28th, there was a --

Mr. . Okay.

Mr. Beattie. -- security cable that came in.

Mr. So in that timeframe specifically is the stuff we

pretty much already mentioned, but I'll just recap it again. The RSO

in Tripoli, the primary RSO, he was -- you know, he wanted his five

agents which he thought was due to him from the memorandum that was

signed on December 27th. Several different issues impacted on

the -- particularly in that timeframe. We already spoke about the

trouble we were having getting TDY personnel. At that time I was still

attempting to get five agents for most of that period?

In mid-February, in conversations with DAS Lamb, it became

quite -- she made it quite apparent that she wanted three agents on

the ground in Benghazi. From that time on, I was attempting to get

three agents into Benghazi at all times.
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Mr. Beattie. How did you -- I mean, you said she made it clear.

How did that become clear to you that was her position?

Mr. I don't specifically remember. I believe the -- on

or about February 16th we were preparing for DCM from Tripoli to come

in for a meeting on security-related issues, and at that time I

specifically recall the conversation about the number of agents in

Benghazi. So that's the last thing I can recall specifically?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Can you elaborate on that conversation?

A Certainly. While discussing RSO staffing in Libya, the

topic came up in Benghazi, and DAS Lamb became aware of the fact that

two of the agents were essentially -- excuse me -- their primary duty

was driving the movement team vehicle. And traditionally overseas

posts, the vast majority of them, their drivers are provided by the

post. They're locally engaged staff drivers. So she wanted to

alleviate that program or that duty, so to speak, in her mind. That

was one of the factors. There could have been more. That was the

factors that she made known to me and my superiors.

Q Was that possible in Benghazi at the time?

A I believe so. They ended up eventually hiring two drivers

there, plus I know they sent at least one TDY driver from Tripoli to

Benghazi.

Q Okay. So that's February 16th. Anything else, moving

forward?

A That was relayed at post somehow, I think it came back from
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the DCM actually.

Q Was that ?

A That's correct. So that -- not only that, I continued to

try to provide three for that timeframe, and the next thing we saw,

I think, was the cable requesting five from the RSO, which is what he

wanted, he felt prudent.

Q Did you have any conversations with the RSO in advance of

that cable being sent?

A We had lots of conversations, particularly about staffing

with both the RSO in Benghazi and in Tripoli. I would send them -- it's

like an Excel spreadsheet with all the agents we had lined up. They

would have to sign off on all the visas, so they knew well in advance

who was going to be there and when. So we had lots of conversations

on particularly staffing and getting people in and out of Benghazi.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So when you were interacting with Mr. around that

time, of the March cable, was he aware that DAS Lamb had decided that

three was the appropriate number for Benghazi?

A Yes. I don't remember specifically when he was made aware,

but it was definitely before the cable.

Q Okay.

A I think that specifically -- I mean, I don't know. I can't

read Mr. mind, but I mean, I think that's why he put it

down in writing that he wanted five because I think that --

Q Did he share with you why that was that he felt he needed
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to ask for five officially, despite the three policy?

A Like I said before, as far as I know, I mean, you need to

go to him directly to get his full reasoning, but it was evident to

me he thought that he was -- could get five based upon the memorandum.

I don't believe he talked specifically about, you know, the security

posture for what each agent is kind of doing, but it was basically he

was going to be on the compound and movement teams in general and how

many movement teams you could have. So, I mean, that's where the

conversations were going most of the time. But his primary belief,

I believe, was he thought he deserved five from the memo.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Now, was the RSO the only one who wanted the five, or was

this something that post supported or did --

A Sorry. Go ahead. Finish.

Q Or was this also supported by the RSO in Benghazi? Start

there.

A Certainly. The conversations on staffing changed in this

timeframe. The principal officers, I know I had direct contact with

I think two of the principal officers during that timeframe, and they

wanted their five so they could do their mission, which is reporting,

getting out, and doing what they do. So I know they wanted the five,

and they were basing it off the same -- the RSOs in Benghazi, I assume,

wanted to do that as well. I'm sure they did. I can't recall

specifically, but they wanted to get, you know -- if they could get

five agents, great. I mean, the more agents, the better in their mind,
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I'm sure.

Q Did others at the post, for example, the Ambassador, or

others support five?

A The Ambassador signs off on the March cable, so obviously

he supported five, but I didn't have -- I wouldn't have any direct

conversations with him.

Q And this is just a point of clarification. For requests

from Benghazi for additional resources, how was that -- did that flow

through the RSO in Tripoli or did that come directly to you?

A It was supposed to come directly -- or excuse me, to -- the

RSO in Tripoli is the overall, we call him like the head RSO. I mean,

he is responsible for all the -- not responsible, but he's the one who

works with all security personnel in Libya. So all requests should

go to him. was extremely busy with his own embassy. So if

they did send it to me directly, I'd try to get -- I almost always got

Mr. back into the loop. I tried to cc him on everything that

I could.

Q So then we have the March cable comes in, and what was the

reaction from the folks in D.C. to the March cable?

A It was surprise. Generally speaking, we get a -- I don't

know what you want to call it -- a back channel cable, like a draft

essentially, and we had not received a draft, so it took my superiors

by surprise, I would say.

Q But there had been discussions about, we want five, we're

going to ask for five, we just -- they didn't send a draft of the language
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or was it --

A No, it wasn't -- we had discussions, but we didn't know what

cable was coming.

Q Okay.

A That's all. I think the cable itself was a surprise. In

my mind it was no surprise on the number that the RSO was representing

because that's the number he represented throughout that timeframe.

Q So what happened in response to that cable? You said your

superiors were surprised. Can you provide specifics as to who was

surprised and what their reaction was?

A Certainly. I know my Regional Director was surprised.

The surprise was the fact that we didn't know that this was coming.

That was very rare. That would be -- is it wrong? No, but kind of

out of etiquette would be the proper way to describe it.

Q Not the standard practice?

A Definitely not.

Q So what did the Regional Director do, what was his response?

A I believe he had a telephone conversation with RSO

soon after the cable went out to discuss the items in the cable.

Q Did you get feedback from either of them about that

conversation?

A I was probably in the room. I don't recall the specific

conversation, but RSO was standing by his cable, his request.

And the Regional Director had his marching orders. I mean, he works

for DAS Lamb. The RSO works for the Ambassador. So I know that the
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Regional Director had his orders, which were similar to mine, which

was three -- I don't know, I can't remember a specific conversation

about that, but I'm sure they talked about -- we talked about -- like

I said, I can't remember ever being in that conversation, to be honest

with you. I probably was. I just don't recall.

Mr. Beattie. Was it a cordial conversation?

Mr. . I think -- I mean, it was over the telephone. They

were both professional, I would say. I mean, I really can't remember

the conversation itself. I just can't remember.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So what was the fallout of that conversation? Did anything

change after that conversation or was the -- was three then established

and that was where things would stand?

A The cable had an official response. I can't remember the

number or when it came out, but that would be the Department's response

for the cable that was sent.

Q And did you have any discussions with the RSO or others when

that response was going to go, giving him a head's up, this is what

it says, or after it was sent did you have any discussion with him and

what was his reaction was?

A We had constant discussions with the RSO, particularly me,

usually through email, but sometimes with phone calls. And I'm sure

the topic, when we were working on this, I was sending him -- as I got

each little portion, a clear answer of the language we were going to
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use, I would send that to him. I recall doing that. And so, yeah,

we were in direct conversation with the RSO.

Q And what was his reaction?

A I mean, I don't recall his specific reaction. I'm sure he

would be disappointed if he didn't get what he asked for. But you'd

have to ask him directly.

Q So let's move forward. We've gone through -- was there

anything else between the time of the cable and the response cable?

A Well, in regards to staffing, I think we missed a key point.

We had -- Libya itself was just growing as a government and they started

instituting -- before we issued airport visas, it was essentially, if

I could identify you today, I could send you tomorrow, but they started

their visa process, which significantly caused a backlog and problems

getting agents, which just compounded the already problem that we had.

So I would just mention that.

During that same timeframe, it was the year of the -- first year

of the anniversary, February 17th, I believe, and the RSO in Benghazi

had expressed some concerns. There was potentially going to be not

anything that we believed would be anti-Western, but lots of people

in the street demonstrating, celebratory fire, things of that nature.

So I believe the RSO in Tripoli, sent some SST personnel

to Benghazi during that timeframe.

Q Was there any other timeframe where the SST were sent over

to supplement in Benghazi?

A Yes.
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Q Do you recall when?

A Yes. It was -- they went in November of 2011 with

Ambassador Cretz, when he went out there. They went in February,

around February 17th for that stated reason. I know Lieutenant -- the

commander, I can't remember exactly who it was -- went with the RSO

in the end of March for a couple of days, and they were assessing whether

or not to send some more security personnel there in the future, which

they did. They sent another group in April.

Mr. Beattie. Is that maybe?

Mr. . It could have been him, but I don't recall. I

believe it was, but I just can't remember who was in charge at that

particular moment. I believe it was him.

Mr. Beattie. Sure. Thanks.

Mr. . And then, again, I know went

out there in June.

Mr. Ohly. Do you know why they were -- what prompted them to go

out and assess security at the end of March? Was this before the cable

or same time?

Mr. . It was the same timeframe. I think they went out

at the very end of March, but I could be mistaken. They were going

out -- I mean, the RSO hadn't been to Benghazi, and so I'm sure he wanted

to put eyes on the security situation for himself in the compound. I

mean, just in general that would be standard practice, so he went out

for that.

Also, that particular time, we were experiencing major visa

31



32

issues, no one was getting visas from the Libyan government. It was

putting a significant strain on our staffing there. We actually went

down to one agent for I think it was pretty close to 2 weeks on the

ground. So they were there in part to alleviate that and in part to

do with security assessment so they could SST personnel, which they

ended up doing in late April for I can't remember how long exactly,

but maybe 10 days or so.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q And after the RSO went out and did a security assessment

in -- you said that was March?

A It was late March timeframe.

Q Late March, yeah. Was that before or after the cable had

gone, do you recall? In other words, did the security assessment

prompt or feed into the cable or was the cable first, do you recall?

A I think the cable came first. I believe he went out at the

very end of March, but I would have to check that. I just can't -- I

can't --

Q Sure.

A It was very close to the timeframe.

Q Do you recall having any discussion with him post his

security assessment about the security situation in Benghazi?

A I mean, he didn't do an official security assessment, but

he wanted to put eyes on --

Q Sure.

A -- which is what he would do.
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Q Yeah.

A I'm sure we talked about it.

Q Nothing particular you can recall about it?

A No.

Q Expressed concerns or --

A I mean, he was still -- he wanted his five agents, that's

for sure, and, you know, I'm sure he was concerned in general, but I

can't remember anything specifically he talked about, he and I talked

about, because of that trip.

Q Sure.

A I know he sort of as a result of the trip, he did authorize

sending SST personnel for a certain amount of time, so --

Mr. Ohly. To supplement the security staffing?

Mr. . Correct.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q And not to distract from the timeline, I want to get back

to that, I just, while I'm thinking of it, you mentioned the visa

process, and obviously we weren't familiar with that, that there was

an issue there. I think you were talking about early in 2012 certainly

was a big problem. Did it get better over time, let's say up to

September 2012? Did it improve at all or did you guys continue to have

about the same level of problems with the visas?

A Sure. Two phases in my mind. When they first initiated

it, it was a surprise to us, we weren't aware it was going to happen.

So basically you went from airport visas where you just kind of show
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up and was having to see if you had the right passport and you get

stamped. And then you go to a visa process where they weren't quite

ready yet, this end in -- at the Embassy to issue visas. So it was

very confusing. They didn't have their process down. The bureaucracy

wasn't working too well in their Ministry of Foreign Affairs, we call

it the MFA, and back here in Washington. And that was in the

December 2011 timeframe.

That kind of got sorted out in the early January 2012 timeframe

and it did -- that way the process at least, it would take 2 or 3 weeks,

but as long as we know the process, we can usually work around it.

And then it collapsed again in that end of March/April timeframe,

and that one was pretty significant. That one was much longer, and

it was difficult, and they were essentially, to my knowledge, they were

changing from a -- they were using stamps before. This is probably

too much detail for you guys, but -- and then they went to foils, and

they didn't have the foils, so they had to get the foils, no one had

the foils. I mean, it was convoluted.

Q So, I mean, so it collapsed again about March. I guess,

from March on, I mean, did you ever see like it was improving? I mean,

was it always kind of 2 to 3 weeks? Was that kind of the standard or --

A It actually got longer after the foil issue was resolved.

So it was probably -- it usually took me about 6 weeks to get from

identified to out there, and 4 weeks of that would be about -- for the

visa process. I tried to get the visas in 1 month before the departure

date, and that was standard until basically 9/11.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. So we've gotten up through the beginning of April

and end of March, I guess?

A Okay.

Q What was the next thing in the sequence to your

recollection?

A Sure. We're still talking about staffing?

Q Staffing, yes.

A Correct. So, we had a major problem with staffing in April

due to the visas primarily. I had agents lined up, but they couldn't

get in.

Q Is this the period where you had the one agent on the ground?

A Yes. One agent on the ground for a significant portion of

time, in my mind, which was almost 2 weeks, I believe. It was even

longer that he was there. I mean, the RSO came, so the RSO was there

for like 3 days. So it was probably closer to 20 days total, but there

were other security personnel on the ground.

So that was obviously a great concern to post. They couldn't do

anything really. It really limited their ability to perform their

mission due to the staffing. How far are we going from April now? We

going for the next 3 months?

Q Were there any incidents at that time when there was just

the one -- the one agent on the ground?

A Yes, there was a significant incident. Basically the

mission in Benghazi had an IED, they called them gelatina bombs, which
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we believe it was, which basically they use it for fishing. It's very

common in Benghazi. It's probably three-quarters of a stick of

dynamite. It was thrown over the wall, I don't know, about April 5th,

and at nighttime, about 10:30 or so, and detonated.

Q And it was just the one -- one agent on the ground at that

time that was responsible for coordinating the QRF and everybody

responding while also managing the post, is that --

A That's correct. The RSO on the ground did a fantastic job

really. He activated duck-and-cover, make sure everyone was safe and

accounted for. The QRF, which was the 17th February Martyrs Brigade,

responded. The ones on the compound, they went off the compound, they

captured two people who we strongly believe were the perpetrators. The

compound was secured. We had captured two perpetrators. The QRF, the

17th February's headquarter responded rapidly with, I think, 3 to 4

trucks, maybe 10 to 12 guys in the technicals basically. You know what

technicals are?

Mr. Beattie. Yes.

Mr. . And the two individuals were apprehended who were

both -- one was a former guard we just terminated for insubordination

or graffiti, I think it was actually, and the other guard had just been

demoted. I don't know the exact cause.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And did this happen before the response to the March/April

[inaudible]? Did this happen before the response to the March cable?

A I believe so, but I don't know the exact date of our
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response. I mean, because if the cable came out in March 28, I mean,

I don't think the cable went out that fast. In fact, I know because

we had a meeting on or about April 9th to discuss the cable response,

so this happened prior to the response from Washington.

Q And when you say "we," can you elaborate on who "we" is?

A For which --

Q You said "we" had a meeting to discuss the response.

A Certainly. We had a meeting with the Contingency Operation

Working Group, which is essentially a -- when the DS would get together,

what's called the COWG for short, DS would get together, and everyone

with an equity in Libya would come to this meeting and they would

discuss. It was numerous items, some of which were classified, but

basically was a laundry list of items which they went through

which -- the list was established. There could be specific Libya

items, but the list was established for basically our other contingency

operations -- Iraq, Afghanistan, Yemen. Syria, I think, also had one.

Q Who would chair that meeting?

A It was chaired generally BY DAS Lamb, but the PDAS, on

occasion, would attend if the schedule was available. Do you

know -- I'm sorry, do you not what PDAS is?

Mr. Beattie. Yes, the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary.

Was that Mr. Bultrowicz?

Mr. . At that time it was.

Mr. Beattie. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q We have gotten up to the response cable, I think.

A Okay.

Q In April. And then let's walk forward from there. After

that response cable, do you recall any discussions with post, or what

was the next big event?

A Certainly. More discussions with post. We had sent out

a -- we got some visas in finally, and we had sent out a fairly senior

RSO at that point, along with the staff they got replaced, and we had

more discussions. The SST came out. So actually they experienced a

time with probably five or six agents -- agents and SST -- for a period

of time in April/May timeframe. So basically they were relatively

happy at that -- in that particular phase. I didn't hear too

much -- until it was getting time for those agents to leave, it was

pretty --

Q And when was that?

A They would have been there -- I mean, I don't recall

specifically, but it would have been -- they would have been there for

at least 30 days, but up to 45 or even longer.

Q So mid-May or late May?

A I believed that RSO departed in late May.

Q Okay. So let's walk from May to June. Was there anything

that took place in that time period?

A Certainly. A couple of different things. When the RSO was

departing, I remember specifically she mentioned -- I think that DAS

Lamb was talking to her directly -- I mean, I had a BCC on it -- that
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she thought, too, would be a reasonable number of agents on the ground,

I specifically remember that. And then she departed post, so the RSO

came in.

On June -- on or about June 6, we had a significant -- well, there

was an incidents before that as well that -- prior to June 6th, the

International Red Cross, I think it was May 22nd or on or about that

date, was attacked at night with RPG fire. It was, like, 2:25 at night,

I believe, so that was a significant security incident. That was the

first time that we're -- well, it wasn't the first time, but it

was -- there had been other incidents. The UN had a gelatina bomb

thrown at it, at one of their motorcades. But this was a very

significant incident in my mind, at least, against westerners

basically.

Q Was that before or after the email about the two or --

A It would have been around the same timeframe.

Q Okay.

A But I don't recall specifically.

Q And what was the reaction to the attack on the ICRC?

A The RSO on the ground had contact with the security officer

in Benghazi for the ICRC, International Red Cross, and they talked about

the incident. Apparently two RPGs were fired at night, and then

the -- later on they identified a Facebook or something on the Internet

that stated that a group associated with the blind sheik were targeting

them for -- I believe it was for -- they believed they were proselytizing

or preaching Christianity.
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Q Did that change any of the thinking about the number of

agents in Benghazi or raise any concerns about Benghazi?

A That particular incident didn't. It seemed to be pretty

well directed and had a -- I mean, just from the open source information,

it seemed to be focused on them and what people believed -- what they

were doing or not, I have no idea, but it seemed to be rather focused,

at least initially.

Q Was there a movement at that point to try to sort of draw

back to two based on what the RSO at the time had said?

A No, we remained at three.

Q And then walk us through June and what took place.

A Certainly. At the end of May, the same timeframe, either

it was one of the FSNs in Tripoli or Benghazi -- FSN is Foreign Service

National, same as LES, it's the old term that is utilized within the

Department -- identified a threat to the U.S. mission. It stated

something to the effect that we know what you're doing in Derna, and

you're next, we just hit the ICRC. So it was a fairly specific threat.

Q And what was the reaction to that?

A I know the principal officer submitted a diplomatic note

to request additional host nation security.

Q And did that materialize?

A I don't recall. I believe so. But the date that the

request actually ended, it seemed to be pretty time specific, and I

seem to recall the dip note saying it was -- I think it was actually

misquoted as like start on May, whatever date -- the end of May, when
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they saw it, and it was supposed to end on May 6, but I think they meant

June 6. As far as I know, they came, but we'd have to check with the

RSOs on the ground there.

Q Did anything else happen at the beginning of June?

A Yes. A terrorist attack essentially happened at the front

gate of the U.S. mission in Benghazi.

Q Can you walk us through that and --

A Certainly. It was either June 5 or June 6, I can't

remember the exact date. The guard working at what I would consider

the main gain, I don't know what they call it there, but I believe

Charlie gate. He noticed an individual, it was fairly late at night,

probably 3:25, or it was early morning. Significant nighttime, I don't

know exact or dark thirty. But it was definitely not even close to

our hours of operation.

A vehicle, a white pickup truck, I believe he described it, pulled

up to the front gate area. A lone individual got out of the vehicle.

The guard observed him place a device next to the wall. The guard

believed it was some type of explosive device, so he activated the

duck-and-cover and proceeded to move away from the front gate area.

Q And what was the reaction in Washington to that event?

A It was rapid, actually. The detonation blew a hole in the

wall, a pretty significant hole. It was -- could have been a couple

of gelatina bombs, we never really found out, but it seemed to be that

type of effect. It didn't appear to be any shrapnel. And the funds

were quickly rallied back here in Washington, and they got a contractor
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and rebuilt a wall. The RSO on the ground, he was able -- the response

again that night was good from the QRF. No one was injured. Everyone

was accounted for. QRF responded, QRF being February 17th Martyrs

Brigade. They actually established four checkpoints, one on each

corner around the mission. That lasted for probably 2 weeks or so,

10 to 14 days. I'm not quite sure of the exact date.

The RSO in Benghazi also requested and received additional local

guard support, which was the Blue Mountain Group. So they had

additional guards on at night. And then the RSO in Benghazi, they

requested me for additional staffing, RSO staffing, agents staffing.

Q How did that request come in?

A I believe -- we definitely talked on the phone and then he

sent an email to follow up with that. But first we spoke on the phone

and then we sent an email.

Q And what was the number requested or --

A Sure.

Q How did that proceed when that -- after that request came

in?

A Certainly. The number he requested at the time was I think

he said five agents, and he specified a timeframe through the election

period, which was going to be probably in a month, so on or about -- I

think it was earlier scheduled -- it was early July, so roughly about

a month, and then he recommended having four agents remain at the

compound.

Q Based on your experience, just from a personal perspective,
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did you support that number or support that assessment?

A Yes. Not only did I support it, I sent it to the RSO for

clearance as well, which he supported fully, and I drafted an action

memorandum stating the RSO's request.

Q And what happened to that action memorandum?

A It was approved by my direct supervisors, and then it was

upstairs for a while. And we didn't hear anything. We felt it urgent

enough, my supervisor scheduled a meeting with DAS Lamb, and in the

meeting with DAS Lamb, essentially the long and short of it, the memo

was denied for additional resources, personnel-wise.

Q Can you walk us through that in a little more detail? How

long was it upstairs? So your immediate supervisor, that would be Mr.

A At that time it was , correct.

Q So he approved this action memorandum, and then it would

go to Charlene Lamb. Is that correct?

A It went to -- I know it was in -- I don't know where it went

in between. Probably to her staff assistants or the deputy prior to

her. But it definitely made it to her because that's who we had the

meeting with.

Q And how long was it up there before the meeting?

A I think the memo actually didn't get sent up until after

the incident with the UK protective detail, so it was probably mid-June,

June 15th, I believe, the date on the memo. So I think it was late

that week. Maybe June 18th. I can't recall it specifically.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. And what is your recollection of that meeting? Or

why was it denied?

A Well, I mean, by the memo, I thought it was pretty clear.

I had outlined the anti-Western attacks. My feelings, along with the

RSO's -- and both RSOs opposed, and my superiors, we tried to advocate

for additional security resources. It was denied. It wasn't outright

denied. It was -- she wanted to know specifically what programs that

the additional agents would be working on.

Q And so what was the response to that when she -- was there

an effort to justify the additional agents or --

A Yes.

Q And can you explain?

A Certainly. I reached back to the RSO in Benghazi, and I

told them the response that we had received from DAS Lamb and asked

them to come up with what he would be doing, you know, what these

agents would be -- what programs they would be running. So he

generated a list of items. The focus turned toward -- after that, the

focus turned toward physical security measures that could be

implemented to help ease the workload of the agents that were already

out there.

BY MR. BEATTIE:
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Q I'm sorry. But given that there has been an attack on the

consul, on the post, did you find it odd that the response from the

requests -- the recommendations for more agents -- that the response

back was, one of the programs -- I mean, at least from my perspective,

one of the programs, we would be protecting the compound. I mean, did

you have any thoughts about that?

A Obviously, I thought it should have been accepted. That's

why I wrote it and sent it up.

Q Sure.

A I mean, I stand by the memo as it's written. I mean, I don't

have all the factors or the information potentially that DAS Lamb had.

I don't know the availability of agents. I don't know what other

information she's getting from her superiors. So I don't know the full

reasoning behind her decision, her judgement. You would have to ask

her.

Q Okay.

A But I stand by my memo as it was written.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any sense that her superiors did have input

on this?

A I don't know.

Q So after the post provided these justifications for

programs that the additional agents would be working on, was that shared

with your superior or DAS Lamb?

A Yes, I believe it was. But it kind of got overtaken by
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events. We were focusing on some physical security aspects, items that

we can't discuss in this environment. But that got superseded then

by the July cable, which came out in early July, which stated, I believe,

three agents in Benghazi. So we went back to three.

Q Okay. We are approaching my hour. We're going to get into

that I think probably in the next hour. But we'll go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Powell. On behalf of the minority staff of the committee,

I would like to thank you for your appearance here today. Although

we previously introduced ourselves, I will just introduce myself again.

I'm Jason Powell. I'm the minority counsel with the committee. This

is my colleague Chris Knauer. So I will be the primary questioner,

but I may defer to him to fill in gaps. And actually, I think he will

begin with the questioning in this round.

So, before we get started, I want to apologize in advance if I

ask you any questions that seem to be repetitive of questions that were

asked in the last hour. I think there may be issues that we would want

to clarify, or there may be some very basic questions that we want to

get on the record just to hear your response.

So, before we begin, I would just like to thank you, again, on

behalf of our staff that for your service to the country and what you

do.

And with that, I will note the time as 11:10 for the record. And

I would defer to my colleague to begin.

Mr. Knauer. Thanks.
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q So I want to go back and cover a little bit of the ground

that my majority colleagues covered regarding the number of DS agents

that were asked for and provided to the special mission compound. We

had made note of the fact that there was a December 27 memo. And this

was the memo to Under Secretary For Management Mr. Kennedy. And that's

where the five initially gets laid out, is that correct?

A That's where it's officially written down, yes.

Q Okay. And you were saying that there were multiple

occasions where the RSO on the ground was asking for additional agents

to DS, is that correct?

A Yes. Through telephone conversations and email.

Mr. Knauer. Okay. I want to enter the unclassified

Accountability Review Board report, the ARB, into the record as Exhibit

1.

[ Exhibit No. 1

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q And if you can just turn to page 31.

If you look at the last two paragraphs, starting with the second

to last. I'm just going to read it, quote, "The board determined that

DS staffing levels in Benghazi after Embassy Tripoli reopened were

inadequate, decreasing significantly after Then-Special Envoy

Stevens' departure in November 2011. Although a full complement of
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five DS agents for Benghazi was initially projected and later requested

multiple times, Special Mission Benghazi achieved a level of five DS

agents (not counting DOD provided TDY site security team personnel sent

by Embassy Tripoli) for only 23 days between January 1, September 9,

2012."

And then the next paragraph, it says, "As it became clear that

DS would not provide a steady complement of five TDY DS agents for

Benghazi, expectations on the ground were lowered by the daunting task

of gaining approvals and the reality of an ever-shifting DS personnel

platform?"

Do you agree that finding, that that describes the reality of what

was taking place generally?

A The only thing I would say is that for a mission that size,

I don't think the five or the three would necessarily be inadequate.

That would be pretty standard for what I had seen through my experience.

But everything else I would agree with.

Q Okay. And so what I've been trying to understand is that

the RSO is asking for what he thinks are the requisite number of DS

agents that were promised, which was five. And that request goes to

DS and I guess to you. Generally, what happens to those requests?

A I don't know if he was promised five.

Q Or as laid out in the December 27 memorandum.

A So it would come to me. They would already know what the

staffing pattern was through the Excel spreadsheet I have. They would

notice the -- they would request their five agents either officially

48



49

or through telephone conversations or email.

Q And there was reference to the March cable that was sent.

Can you just summarize what that cable was asking for? This is the

March cable from Tripoli to DS asking for additional resources.

A Sure. It was a request for security resources that had

numerous components. I can't remember specifically.

Q And is this the cable that DAS Lamb essentially says that

I'm not going to give you five; I will give you three because two of

them are being used as drivers?

A That wasn't in the cable.

Q Okay. But was that the beginning point where she decides

to make the decision from five to three?

A No. That was in mid-February of 2012.

Q Mid-February. Okay. All right.

So when these requests get made from post to DS, you had mentioned

several times where there were instances where five were asked for.

And I guess it goes from you up to DAS Lamb. And can you just describe

what DAS Lamb does with this information? Does she evaluate it?

A I don't know. Generally speaking, five was the

number -- it depends on the time frame. So they were asking for five.

We were trying to get give five for a time.

Q When you say "we," who do you mean by "we"?

A Myself and my direct superiors in DS/IP/NEA.

Q And why can't five be arrived at? And I know, I'm speaking

generically here. I don't know if it makes sense to break this up by
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period, months, or whatever. But if five were what was being asked

for, why can't DS provide the five?

A Certainly. We touched on this earlier. But as a

high-threat post, in DS/IP, we would take only volunteers. And as a

volunteer, the people that were interested in attending would not only

have to volunteer themselves, they would also have to get their

superiors and potentially their superior's superiors to sign off on

the TDY, which could be a significant amount of time away from whatever

their current duties were. So that was one of the other factors.

Q Okay. And then the visas was the other factor?

A The visas were a factor. But it wasn't a factor on

obtaining five a lot of the times.

Q Okay. And what role did resource constraints then play in

providing DS agents to post?

A Certainly. As a temporary mission, there was no allotted

agents or a pool of agents which just -- there were no full-time

positions we could send to Benghazi. So we had to draw from a pool

of resources. We sent only high-threat-qualified agents. That pool

was also being utilized in other areas of the world, including Iraq,

Afghanistan, Pakistan, Yemen. During this time frame, it was the

backdrop of what was the Arab Spring, which was, you know, in recent

history, at least, it's an unprecedented time of political upheaval,

which has caused numerous posts within NEA to actually go close, order

departures, and have numerous security issues.

Q So was this then a fairly shallow pool from which you could
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pull these resources at that point in time?

A Yes. Relatively speaking. I mean, compared to all the

agents that work with DS, it's a much smaller pool. Less than half.

Q So resources were an issue then?

A Yes, I would say so.

Q Okay. All right.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q I'm going to back up for a little bit and go back to some

of the questions that were asked to you in the first round about the

general organization of DS and your office. You explained your

individual reporting chain. But I was wondering if you could provide

us a little bit more context, how your office was organized, and

generally, what are some of the different reporting chains or areas

of responsibility that are covered?

A Sure. Well. We covered all of Near East Asia which

was -- are you familiar with that region as the department describes

it? It includes -- and then we would break that up into -- certain

desk officers would have certain responsibilities to cover their

specific countries, like the countries I described I had. Other agents

would have like Saudi Arabia, UAE, Doha. Usually geographically,

they're broken up. And then we would report to the deputy regional

security officer for DS/IP/NEA. We would report to the regional

security officer. And I'm not quite sure what you are looking for.

Q No. Just a general context. I think you described your

reporting chain. And I just wanted to put it in the context of the
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office in general.

A Sure. There were I think a total of five of us in the office

for most periods, but there were some significant staffing gaps. And

then you would have to take on the responsibilities of their countries

as well, or backfill them when they are out of the office.

Q And again, I mentioned that I would ask you a few more

general questions. But I was wondering if you could just generally

describe the role of DS within the department.

A Certainly. DS is a bureau which falls under under

secretary of management, under M. Our primary goal is to provide a

safe and secure area of operation for the promotion of diplomatic

relations.

Q Who is the decision maker with respect to security at a

particular post?

A At a particular post?

Q Yes.

A It would be -- the ambassador is overall responsible for

the security of all chief of mission personnel at any post.

Q Will you explain the role of DS in the field at a particular

post in planning and providing security?

A Certainly. The RSO, regional security officer, is the

chief adviser to the ambassador. So they would do the day-to-day

operations. They would create plans and do whatever was needed from

a security-related aspect or a law enforcement-related aspect. It

depends on the post. But definitely for the security of the mission
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itself and --

Q And I think we've kind of covered the various aspects of

the post in Washington. But I guess could you explain, I guess, the

general interaction and how that decision interplays between post and

in Washington and the ambassador as a practical matter.

A Certainly. We have DS/IP is broken up into regions similar

to our colleagues over at the other bureaus, NEA, EUR, SCA. They would

be -- similar to me, they would have desk officers assigned. Our role

is to provide guidance to the RSO in the field. So it's essentially

a dotted line from DS headquarters to the field because the RSO actually

reports to the DCM and ambassador. So we would provide guidance and

would support the request in the field as best as we could based on

availability of resources and other threat information.

Q Specifically, which functional bureau within the State

Department is predominantly responsible for determining the staffing

levels of security personnel specifically for -- or for Libya

specifically and Benghazi?

A That would be DS/IP, which was DAS Lamb. Four temporary

positions. Full-time positions is a different story.

Q Who was the main person in Libya in charge of security for

Benghazi for the roughly year preceding the attack? And I understand

that you've kind of touched on that earlier. And I think you mentioned

that it changed over time. But if you could kind of walk us through.

A From September 22 until Ambassador Cretz left, he was

primarily responsible until Ambassador Stevens arrived.
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Q Okay. And who were the DS personnel responsible for that

period of time, the RSO that may be responsible?

A There were several. Do you have a specific time frame you

are looking at?

Q All right. So I guess, when you say several, about how

many? How about that? And a rough guess.

A This is for Benghazi, correct?

Q Yes.

A At least 11 but probably more --

Q Okay.

A -- in the entire time frame.

Q Who was the main person at DS in Washington in charge of

security for Benghazi during that time frame? And if that changed over

time, if you could --

A The ultimate responsibility would be DAS Lamb's DS/IP.

Q Okay. I'm just curious, have you ever been to the Benghazi

post?

A I never have.

Q So, within DS, whose responsibility was it to assess the

physical security situation in Benghazi and make a determination as

to its adequacy or lack thereof?

A That would be the RSOs on the field in coordination with

our DS comrades, which is a different office within DS, a different

directorate. So they would be in coordination with them, the Physical

Security Division. I think PSD is their acronym. So it would be the

54



55

RSOs in the field working with the PSD.

Q And can you give us an idea of -- I guess the general

background, the training that they have in order to make those sorts

of assessments. You know, what kind of training do they have? What

information do they have access to? What are they, generally speaking,

relying on?

Mr. Choo. By that, you mean the RSO?

BY MR. POWELL:

Q The RSO. The person who is making a specific assessment

as to the security at a post.

A Sure. We use a template that is provided for by POT. It's

based mostly, primarily on the OSPB standards. Are you familiar with

what that is?

Q Yes.

But specifically, but they do get specific training in order to

make some of those assessments?

A When I went to RSO school -- I can only speak to my

experience -- I don't recall that particular class. I'm sure I took

it, but I just don't recall. Primarily, you would reach out to the

PSD. They would send you a template. I mean, it's pretty

straightforward. But I'm almost positive we must have discussed that

in the RSO training, basic regional security officer training. But

I don't recall specifically the course.

Mr. Choo. And again, just to clarify, you are talking about the

physical security assessment?
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Mr. Powell. Yes.

Mr. Choo. Right. Okay. I just wanted to make sure. Okay.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Including that, what would be the training or the background

in order to determine, say, the number of -- you know, the number of

DS agents needed at post? You know, what kind of training is it that

you all are given in order to assess that?

A To assess the number?

Q You know, the number of agents or guards or the general

security situation at the post. I guess what I'm asking is --

A There isn't like a ratio or a formula. It's going to be

based on several different factors. The security environment, the

host nation's capabilities. There are lots of different factors that

go into such an assessment. It's usually not done at my level. I've

never done it personally. I have requested additional personnel. I

have requested an FTE, which is full-time positions, and temporary

people, while I have been overseas. So it's hard to answer that

question because I don't have that experience.

Q I guess what I'm more asking is, would it be reasonable to

ask, say, someone in a policy position at a regional bureau at the State

Department to go out and assess the security situation and make a

determination as to, say, the number of agents needed or whether

physical security is adequate at a particular post?

A I don't understand what a policy person -- who's that?

Mr. Choo. You mean NEA?
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q Yeah. Policy, say -- yeah, a policy person within NEA.

A I mean, I don't think they have any, I mean, experience

or -- unless they have something from their background. But generally,

it would be DS through looking at the threat information, the physical

security. I mean numerous factors. Host nation security support,

availability, and confidence that would be factors all into what the

staffing would be. Also, the mission, what the mission was doing.

There's no formula -- if there are five Americans, there needs to be

one agent.

I don't know of that formula.

Q But so, essentially, what I'm hearing from you is that,

based on knowledge and expertise of being trained and working in DS,

in security, that you would be able to make those sorts of

determinations; is that correct?

A I guess I'm really not understanding what you are asking

for. I don't understand. I mean, I have never worked in that process

before. I have only served in overseas posts. I have never worked

on the staffing previously. So I don't know what you are asking, to

be honest with you.

Q Who, as a practical matter, made the determination as to

the number of DS agents at the post in Benghazi?

A It was DAS Lamb.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Let me ask a question regarding that February period where
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DAS Lamb discovers that there are two DS agents being used as a driver

as opposed to I guess conducting themselves as DS agents for movements

or whatever their duties would require.

I think you had mentioned that -- at that point in time sets the

number of five down to three? Is that what you said, something along

those lines?

A That's correct. In conversations with -- I don't recall

exactly. It was around that time frame. But I definitely remember

the meeting with DCM , where it was set as three as far as,

you know, DAS Lamb was my superior and my boss' superior. So when she

said it was three, that's the number we tried to attain. And it was

more of a program management is what we traditionally do in DS/IP, vice,

hard skills, such as driving, which we would do doing protection but

not overseas.

Q And did you ask her why three? Or did you query her further

about, okay, we thought it was going to be five or they're asking for

five, but now you are saying three. Why three? Did you query her about

that?

A It was very clear to me that -- from the conversations we

had, that the prime reason that was made evident to me was the driving

issue. And that is standard practice through the vast majority of the

world is that LES

or FSNs provide the drivers for the mission.

Q But DAS Lamb then said, okay, so now we're only going to

provide three?
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A She told me the number to provide was three.

Q And how far into the future does that directive carry her?

A That carried her right until I received word otherwise,

which I never did. So three was the number that I always tried to obtain

officially. As far as I was concerned, three.

Q So, from your perspective, it was your marching orders given

to you by DAS Lamb that three was the number of agents that you were

to try to supply --

A Yes.

Q -- to post.

A Clearly, around the February 15, 16 time frame, that was

made evidently clear to me.

Q And when you say "evidently clear," she had a conversation

with you?

A Yes. We spoke about it, not just with me directly but with

my supervisor as well.

Q Was she emphatic about it?

A That was the number she wanted, yes.

Q And what about once post got LES drivers?

A Which they did eventually. I believe in April, they

started to get drivers. One TDY driver, for sure, went to Benghazi.

And I know they hired two. At one point, I think one ended up leaving

or something. But it remained at three, like I said, from February

15 until September 11.

Q And did she continue to reinforce that directive throughout
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the year? I mean, you had the initial conversation I guess in February.

But did she --

A Certainly. It was reinforced when we did our cable

response where the RSO asked for five.

Q When you say "it was reinforced," how was it reinforced?

A When we crafted the response, the answer was delineated that

it would be talked about in the process. It wouldn't be five,

basically. They didn't say, okay, you are going to get five. It was

very vague, the response to that particular request. And then, again,

in the June 15 -- at the June 15 memo, when we essentially requested

again to go higher than three, it was essentially denied.

Q Did you write the response to that cable?

A I drafted it, I'm sure.

Q And what did you say in the draft, do you recall?

A I don't recall the drafts.

Q But did she make it clear to you in writing or orally that

it would be three as our response?

A Orally, three. In writing, it was not written down.

Q Okay. But she told you that orally?

A Oh, yes.

Q There would be three. You said "oh, yes," as if it was --

A Yes. That was her position.

Q Okay. And you had said that she had reinforced that

decision on additional occasions. Can you articulate where else she

articulated that to you?
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A Certainly. After the June 15 action memo went up and we

had the meeting there with my superior, that was one time.

Q And did you ever have arguments with her about this number?

A No.

Q And that's because, what, she's your superior, and you just

don't do that or --

A No. Like I said, it wasn't outside the realm of what would

be considered standard practice, to be honest with you. Like I said,

the mission had reduced significantly back in the fall of 2011 from,

what -- I think we had seven Americans on the ground to two essentially

non-DS personnel. So three agents for two reporting officers. That

would be pretty standard, I would consider. High even.

Q Okay. But as you are getting additional requests from the

RSO at post that you need additional agents, up to five -- and I guess

this is through RSO as the year progresses, do you communicate

Mr. concerns or needs to her?

A She's aware of Mr. needs, yes. It was a topic

of conversation the entire time I was there pretty much until the July

cable comes out where the RSO asks for three, or states three.

Q Okay. But prior to that -- so what is her response to RSO's

request, RSO request for five?

A With emails and conversations, it was evident where RSO

was coming from, requesting five. But those aren't -- as

official requests, they don't require a direct answer. RSO

knew that the number was going to be three that was going to be provided.
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He could see that, particularly in the spreadsheets I would send out

to post, which had the positions lined up and who was going to fill

them.

Q And again, you say he would see this. Again, he could see

this because DAS Lamb is saying to you, we're not going to give the

post five. We're going to give the post three?

A I mean, he sees it in the spreadsheet. I don't know what

conversations they had directly, which they did have conversations.

But my direction when I spoke to RSO was that there was going

to be three, per DAS Lamb.

Q Per DAS Lamb. But you had also heard that from DAS Lamb

then?

A Yes.

Q Okay. All right.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q So this may be the same answer you had given already in

response to a different question. But who was most directly

responsible for making sure that there was an adequate number of

security staff at post in Benghazi?

A Ultimately, it's DAS Lamb. For temporary.

Q Wait. Could you explain that?

A Certainly. Tripoli had full-time positions that were also

unstaffed for considerable amounts of time.

Q I'm not sure I understand. As far as the difference

between -- I'm not sure I understand what you are saying.
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A Certainly. Each post, embassy, will have FTE full-time

positions. So a standard post will have, you know, one RSO at a minimum

usually but sometimes two. But it depends on the threat. And it could

have up to -- you know, Iraq has almost 100 I think or something like

that. But a contingent of RSOs are assigned to U.S. Embassy Tripoli.

Those agents in this particular case, because of the way the embassy

closed, they were reassigned. So they didn't finish their tours.

Actually, RSO was TDY himself. He was on a Y tour out of

the Bureau of NEA. So he actually wasn't signed on to either. Almost

everyone who went out there prior to the spring of 2012 were temporary

duty. The full-time positions are what the positions, the three RSO

positions, one RSO, two ARSOs that are filled by -- I don't know what

office they fall under. But it must be under HR somewhere. We call

it the CDO office, the Career Development Office, but I assume they

work for HR.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q And that's because Tripoli is a permanent post and Benghazi

was a temporary --

A That's correct.

Q -- mission. All right.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Can I turn your attention to page 32 of the ARB?

A Certainly.

Q Actually, for the record, have you previously reviewed the

unclassified ARB report?
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A I read it at the time it came out, and I did a review of

it in preparation for this meeting.

Q Okay.

Mr. Knauer. Did you say classified?

BY MR. POWELL:

Q I said unclassified.

A I have never seen the classified version.

Q Okay. In the first sentence of the first full paragraph

on page 32, the report notes, "DS' reliance on volunteers for TDY

positions meant that the ARSOs in Benghazi often have relatively little

or no prior DS program management or overseas experience." Is that

an accurate statement?

A Yes.

Q Did you see that as a problem before the attack?

A Not necessarily. Obviously, it's beneficial to have RSO

experience and the primary TDY RSO AIC, that was a requirement. But

for the agents that weren't the RSO, as long as they were high-threat

trained and qualified, they could be sent out. But yes, they would.

I agree with the statement.

Mr. Choo. Just for clarification, it might be helpful to clarify

what you mean by AIC.

Mr. Agent in charge. But the RSO is what they were.

It's a term we use.

Mr. Powell. Thank you.

BY MR. POWELL:
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Q It's been represented to us that DAS Lamb managed things

in such a way that she bore significant accountability for security

in Benghazi. And I think we obviously discussed her role in the

decisionmaking as far as staffing goes. And you know, just broadly

speaking, could you explain your understanding of DAS Lamb's

responsibilities as deputy assistant secretary for international

programs.

A I mean, I don't know what her job description is. I just

don't know.

Q You don't know.

A She is in charge of DS/IP, which is International Programs.

She was my -- like four levels above me superior. And from what I could

see, she made the decisions within DS/IP/NEA. What she says is what

we did. But I don't know her -- she is overall responsible for the

security of all of the posts mission-wide, generally speaking and

obviously interacting with other DASes at that level. But I have never

actually seen what her requirement statements are or anything like

that. But that's just from my observation.

Q That's okay. Thank you.

Was DAS Lamb responsible for allocating funding to -- I think you

answered this before. But allocating funding and resources to

Benghazi security?

A Well, not all. I mean, DS/IP/NEA, we only provided TDY

support funding. And she did authorize a few other smaller items that

I can recall, just miscellaneous equipment items that the mission was
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having difficulty getting. But overall, that would fall to

the -- actually, some of them which were in her per view, like DS/IP

OPO, which is our Overseas Protections Office. They were in charge

of our resident security at post. And she was in charge of them as

well. That fell under the DS/IP umbrella. They did provide

sufficient -- well, not sufficient. But on numerous occasions, they

provided funding for various things, including the guard contract,

stipends for -- and then there were other offices that also provided

funding, DSC, countermeasures. So she wasn't exclusively the decision

point or the -- who provided funds for requests or anything Benghazi.

Q Where were you the night of the attacks? Did you play a

role? If so, what role did you play?

A Certainly. The day of, I was actually out-processing. My

tour had ended at -- I was supposed to out-process on Friday of that

week. My replacement had arrived. We were exchanging portfolios,

giving briefings and what not. The day of September 11, we received

word from our DS command center that there was a large demonstration

occurring in Cairo and that they had actually breached the perimeter,

and the host nation security forces were not responding to our request

for assistance. So, during that day, myself and my colleague who was

replacing me, we monitored the situation, speaking to the RSO, just

monitoring the demonstration, and providing guidance, as necessary,

if there was any. There wasn't much to provide.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q What time of day was that for you?
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A That was probably 10 or 11 in the morning roughly. It could

have been earlier. I don't recall specifically.

Q And when you started hearing about Cairo, what did you do?

Did you go to operations center?

A I went down to operations myself. My regional director and

my replacement went down to the command center, which is what we call

the operations center, the DS command center, which is just a couple

stories down from us in our building. And we were working with the

RSO and helping them try to coordinate a response and just monitoring

the protests in general.

Q And so the protests were based, I believe, on this

anti-Islam film that had motivated the Cairo attacks, at least as

reported, is that accurate?

A That's the way I understood it.

Q Okay. Go on. And then so --

A Certainly. The incident in Cairo lasted a significant

amount of time. So we started to take shifts down in the command

center. At one point, I had come up. It was early afternoon. And

I received a phone call. I just literally sat down back at my cubicle.

And the RSO from Tripoli called me and told me that the U.S. mission

in Benghazi had been stormed or something to that effect. I told him

to -- immediately briefed him on the Cairo situation, saying that their

compound had also been breached, and hopefully, it was a similar

incident because we had been monitoring the information in Cairo. They

weren't -- they were being malicious. They were stealing
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miscellaneous items, doing graffiti, posing for pictures, things of

that nature in Cairo. So I was hopeful of that. But I told him

immediately to contact the DS command center, where we could better

coordinate a response. I told my superior, who I believe told his

superiors. And we went down to the command center. When I was down

there, definitely within a matter of moments, DAS Lamb and Principal

Deputy Assistant Secretary Bultrowicz were there, and we started

coordinating with the RSO in Tripoli.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Were you communicating directly with the RSO?

A My primary role throughout the evening was communication

with the various agents on the ground in Tripoli and in Benghazi.

Primarily, we spoke with Tripoli. We kept an open line with Tripoli,

just because, during the attack, we didn't want to -- hey, this is

headquarters. You know, how's it going? We knew it was going bad from

the initial reporting we were receiving. And the RSO in Benghazi was

in frequent contact with the RSO in Tripoli. And we were receiving

very frequent updates. So we were satisfied with the amount of

information coming from Benghazi at the time.

Q Could I direct your attention to page 37 of the ARB report?

A Certainly.

Q The last sentence of the first full paragraph on page 37

says, and I quote, "throughout the crisis, the acting NEA assistant

secretary provided crucial leadership guidance to Embassy Tripoli's

DCM, and Embassy Tripoli's RSO offered valuable counsel to the DS agents
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in Benghazi," end quote. Lower it says, quote, "the board found no

evidence of any undue delays in decisionmaking or denial of support

from Washington," end quote. And then if I could direct your attention

to the last sentence of the first full paragraph on page 38, it says,

and I quote, "the operations center and the Diplomatic Security Command

Center (DSCC) were exemplary in eliciting information from Tripoli- and

Benghazi-based colleagues without overloading them," end quote.

Do you agree with the ARB that the response to the attack was well

coordinated?

A I do. I don't know what the acting NEA assistant secretary

did. So I can't speak about that. But I know in the command center,

we were in constant communication with the operation center. I think

it was on the line for most of the time we were there. But definitely

lots of contact with them. And the coordination with DOD and other

government agencies was occurring at a rapid pace, in my mind. I wasn't

actually working on those items specifically, but I could hear them

going on in the background.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q You said that you were in the command center. The command

center was in communication with Tripoli the night of the attack. Were

you concerned about Tripoli itself?

A Yes, very much so. Tripoli also received some threat

information. So they were in the process of actually packing up and

moving to the annex to co-locate with the all chief of mission personnel

there. So while this was going on, they were also trying to coordinate
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their own evacuation, essentially.

Q From a DS perspective, how real did you think that threat

information was? Or how serious did you think that was?

A I believed it was serious because now we had seen at least

two instances. One very violent. And basically, two of our missions

had been breached, one embassy and the mission compound at Benghazi.

So it was a significant concern.

[Recess.]
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q We will go back on the record.

We will pick up where we left off in the last hour, talking through

the timeline leading up to the attack. I think we left off right after

the June 15th action memorandum or June timeframe action memorandum

that you had prepared that had been approved by your supervisor and

then denied by DAS Lamb. You said it was then overtaken by events.

Can you be more specific about the events?

A Early July, I can't remember a specific date, a cable came

out from post with RSO and then with Ambassador approval that stated

the appropriate number in Benghazi, but it was a

three -- essentially -- staffing for Benghazi. I can't remember the

specific language.

Q Were there discussions leading up to that cable between you

and RSO?

A Yes, much more than previously.

Q And what were the nature of those discussions?

A We were talking various topics, security related matters.

Q Were there concerns at the time? Can you be specific?

A There were a couple things that come to mind. I can't

remember everything from the cable off the top of the my head. But

obviously, the staffing was an issue we spoke about. SST, which was
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the security -- the DOD component that was there, to the forefront of

my mind.

Q And can you elaborate on what was discussed?

A We were talking basically numbers.

Q Was this focus mostly on Tripoli, or was it also focused

on Benghazi?

A I believe that one, the vast majority was Tripoli.

Q Do you know if there were any discussions between DAS Lamb

and the RSO leading up to that cable or prior to that cable being sent?

A I can't think of anything specifically, but they were in

contact directly on occasion. I can't remember.

Q Were there disagreements about whether to send that cable

or not to send the cable?

A I don't think on that particular cable there was any

disagreement on whether or not to send it.

Q From the post, or even internally?

A I mean, from my perspective, I was collaborating with RSO

. It appeared to me it was going to be sent, and we were

already collaborating, which would be the normal process before a cable

was actually launched. So I can't think of any disagreement to that

particular case.

Q Okay. So everybody in Washington was on board with what

was in the cable?

A As a draft, we were just working on copies. I can't speak

for everyone in Washington.
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Q Or people that you were aware of, DAS Lamb, her superiors,

they were all comfortable with the contents of that cable prior to it

being sent?

A I believe so, but I can't specifically recall. Because we

were working together, I am sure I was sharing information with my

superior, who most likely was sharing it with DAS Lamb, but I can't

speak for certain.

Q Was there any disagreement over their request for MSD or

SST resources?

A There were conversations on both topics because, now that

you mention it, the MSD teams were getting ready to wind down their

mission in Tripoli.

Q Was there concern about that from RSO at the time?

A There were discussions about that.

Q When you say discussions, just debates, or they were

expressing concerns?

A I believe they wanted to keep that MSD team there at that

time, in the early July timeframe. I think there were still two on

the ground at that time.

Q Okay.

A I am sorry, do you know what MSD is?

Mr. Beattie. Yes, multi-security detachment.

Mr. Deployment, actually.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So, to your knowledge, everybody in you ever chain of
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command was aware this cable was coming and was comfortable with the

contents of that cable, through your chain of command, up to DAS Lamb?

A As I said previously, I am pretty sure my boss was in line.

I think there were still some things that hadn't been hashed out, even

when the cable came out. But we were working on it. I think they moved

away from naming specific entities and going to a number, which is what

I told you we were working on numbers, quantifying what those numbers

represented.

Q The number of security personnel?

A Correct.

Q However they are provided?

A Correct.

Q From whatever team.

A Correct.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q I don't know if you have more on the July 9th cable, but

just one question I had on that was do you recall was there ever a

response cable from Washington back to post to the July cable?

A There was no response cable sent.

Q Was that usual or unusual?

A That would be unusual.

Q Okay. Do you recall why there was no response cable?

A I do not know specifically. It was cleared through DS/IP

with the draft that we provided. DAS Lamb cleared on it, I recall that,

at which point it went to higher than her. And from there, I think
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I saw an email from July 24th, where they were still working on some

issues with MSD, and relatively that was the last I had seen anything

of it that I can recall.

Q Okay. The reason that I asked, I will be candid with you,

back in, I think, October, DAS Lamb actually came in, and we talked

to her. And we asked her this question, and she said, to her

recollection, the response cable got lost in the shuffle, is how she

described it. Does that sound familiar to you, or do you know what

that might be?

A That would be -- I think it was operating well above -- it

was outside of DS/IP. I would assume that is how it went. I just don't

know, to be honest with you. It was up above. I didn't know if it

was in someone else's clearance queue still or being worked on issues.

I just didn't know.

Q Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Now, in the June action memorandum that you had drafted,

there was a number above three for Benghazi that was proposed and that

you stood by that number I think you stated earlier, is that correct?

A I did.

Q Do you know what prompted the shift in language in the July

9th cable?

A I do not.

Q Did you have any discussions about the numbers for Benghazi

prior to that cable?
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A I don't recall any about Benghazi. Specifically, we were

working on the numbers in Tripoli for the majority of the time. So,

no, I don't recall.

Q This is a little bit repetitive.

A Certainly.

Q Was there ever a concern that the lack of numbers in

Benghazi, and this may be retrospective to some of the period we have

already covered in our timeline, but was there ever a concern that the

lack of numbers in Benghazi or drawing resources away from Tripoli to

support Benghazi?

A Well, yes. On numerous occasions, the RSO in Tripoli, he

was doing a start-up embassy himself, and some of the same factors that

were a security factor in Benghazi were also a security factor in

Tripoli. So any time -- he wants to try to do his mission at the

embassy, which has a lot more American people, so it would be a drain

on him.

But that being said, as the RSO, I mean, that is common practice

for the primary post to provide security support to a constituent post

that you are responsible for. I myself went to Dhahran from Riyadh.

I know my supervisor went to Jeddah from Riyadh. So that was a common

practice. But I don't think he was happy with it, would be the term.

Q Did any of that factor into the request for the five or to

increase the compliment in the Benghazi?

A I believe it did. Because if you actually read the July

cable, it is kind of weirdly written. When he says the three, it is
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three unless someone from Tripoli is there, and then it is four. So

the way I translated that was he was essentially trying to punish

headquarters for not sending an additional body, maybe. But he could

add his own factors. You would have to ask him.

Q Did you ever discuss that with him prior? You said there

was a lot of back and forth on the language. Did you ever discuss that?

A I don't recall discussing that specific --

Q Portion.

A I don't. He departed soon after that. We didn't have many

opportunities to speak. I think he departed on or about July 24th.

The cable was still being worked, as far as I knew.

Q All right. So we have gotten to the July cable, and now

we walk forward through the rest of July. Anything that stands out

in your mind as important in that timeframe?

Mr. Chuang. Important about what?

Mr. . Yes, with the security threat?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Whether it is a security threat, or how Washington was

responding to the cable, or --

A Well, I can speak about what I know.

Q Yes.

A We were diligently preparing the response to the cable, in

my mind. It left IP relatively quickly, maybe a week or two, which

is pretty fast actually.

Q And what was the response? I am sorry to cut you off.
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A I don't recall specifically, but basically, we did a

whole -- and I working together, we prepared like a long list

of -- I mean, we had it all mapped out, how many security teams, who

was going to be doing QRF. It was a very like detailed plan, for lack

of a better term.

Q And that is for how many agents, what they would be

responsible for?

A Well, it wasn't -- we wouldn't do it with agents. They went

with security personnel.

Q So you were working on that plan. That gets, we will go

with lost in the shuffle.

A It was approved through our office. It was never sent.

But I acted as if it was approved because DAS Lamb approved it, so in

my mind, that is what we were doing. So it was clear to me, my

instructions were clear.

Q And did that change the security personnel that were

provided in any way?

A I can't recall specifically what we said we were going to

provide from before, but it called for some different things. I think

we were going to utilize SPSers. Do you know what SPSers are? Special

protective specialists, which is a weird acronym. But generally they

are used in our AIP high-threat countries. So we were going to gain

authorization to use them, was one of the topics. And we had the LES

bodyguards had, the first group had already completed training and had

obtained their MOI, mission of interior, weapons permits. So we were
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going to incorporate them into the security plan, which is very common

in places of a similar threat, like I am thinking of Beirut and Yemen,

at least in NEA, that was a model that TS had used before.

So things of that nature were in the cable. But I can't

specifically recall sitting here whether it was like written down.

Q Were there any security threats that you were aware of in

Benghazi or eastern Libya at that point in time?

A Yes. I think the July 12th and 13th timeframe the

International Red Cross had another attack. Once again, it was an off

hour. It was late at night, same clients from the same group, the blind

sheik group. One or two perpetrators exited their vehicle, fired 10

to 20 rounds at the compound. It was an off hour. I can't remember

if it was early morning, but it wasn't during business hours. So that

occurred.

And then we had, almost within a night or two of that, an

individual went and put a -- I think they called it a box, I can't

specifically recall, put a message of some type in front of the ICRC

in Benghazi, and the message said "leave now" or something to that

effect.

Q Was there any concern in these attacks about what they meant

in terms of the environment in Benghazi or eastern Libya in general?

A That specific group who we associated with the attack on

us on June 5th or 6th, the other IRC, and they were claiming these things

on the Internet in open forum. They also did an attack on the ICRC

Marada, which is pretty far away, I can't remember the date on that.
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But I mean, it was an item for concern, but they seemed to be, for lack

of a better term, although terrorists in action, and they definitely

could cause injuries with the things they were doing; their motivation

just didn't seem to be what I consider to be, oh, my gosh, these guys

are coming for us.

They preferred to attack off business hours. It appeared to be

only one person; in our attacks, we could see it on the footage we had,

but it seemed to be a very small group, maybe only one or two people

that we were aware of operating actually doing these kinetic attacks.

So their modus operandi was very -- don't get me wrong, there was

still concern. Obviously, the things they were doing could still cause

death, firing rounds, firing RPGs, putting bombs against the walls.

But in the grand scheme of things, it was relatively almost like they

are trying to tell you to get out politely but meanly, is the kind of

way I described it. And they seemed to be very focused on the ICRC.

And we hadn't seen any threats back directed towards us, and they

announced their threat to us prior. So it was -- we were monitoring

that very, very closely. Our intelligence threat analysis people,

they primarily do that mission. So it was something we were keeping

a very close eye on.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Was there any sense that these may have been confidence

building in nature, the attacks, or was that not discussed?

A It wasn't discussed by me. It was probably in our

intelligence threat analysis. But they all seemed to follow the same
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modus operandi from my perspective, which was not during business

hours. They sent a message, you know, they gave a nice little box with

a letter in this saying, you need to leave now. I mean, they seemed

to be, I wouldn't call them confidence builders. It seems to me from

what it appeared they really didn't want to hurt anyone is what it

appears like. I mean, it doesn't mean it isn't going to happen. They

were definitely dangerous things, and we were definitely watching them,

but just the way they were operating, it just didn't raise the level

of let's say an al Qaeda style attack that happened in Jeddah or Damascus

where it is quite evident that they are coming on the compound to kill

people specifically.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So, the end of July, you have one RSO in Tripoli

transitioning out, a new RSO transitioning in. Is that time period

correct?

A I can't remember specifically. One of the RSOs from

Tripoli was in Benghazi from early July because he was there for the

election period until right around the time of the new RSO came in,

so on or about July 24th that he returned to Tripoli to work with or

meet with the new RSO. Then the new RSO came in at the end of July-early

August.

Q I am focusing on replacement.

A Oh, I am sorry. That is in Tripoli. Yes, he arrived on

or about July 24th. He would be the first permanent RSO. The two

previous permanent FTEs were filled prior to that.

81



82

Q And did he do any sort of his own assessment of needs or

assets or capabilities when he came in?

A Yes.

Q And what was his assessment?

A I know he had input on our cable response. One of the

particular things that had changed since the beginning of July was the

MSD team and whether or not they were going to stay or go at the end

of August. Essentially, DAS Lamb had asked him specifically for his

input because he was the one that was going to be inheriting these

programs, they wanted his input on whether or not to have the MSD team

remain in country to start the next LES bodyguard course.

Q And this is the new RSO?

A This is the new RSO, correct.

Q ?

A That is correct.

Q So, other than that, did he have any other assessments, or

did he do any other review of the security in country?

A I mean, I am sure he did turnover with RSO Tripoli.

Q Did you have any conversations with him about security in

Benghazi from when he took over?

A Well, before he left, departed post, he hard consultations

with us where I provided him with a full briefing and also the

intelligence threat analysis. He has got a whole laundry list of

people. Basically, he goes to see everybody who has equities in Libya,

and they would have to have meetings with him, and they would discuss
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whatever their topic was. For me it was staffing, it was the background

of the mission and how things had proceeded up-to-date.

Q And were you comfortable with where the mission was at that

point from your personal perspective?

A I still stand by my memo from June 15th at that time.

Q So you felt an additional --

A But I want wasn't on the ground and the RSOs were there,

and the big RSO in Tripoli had made the decision. So I was comfortable

with it. I wasn't, oh, my gosh, we have got to change this or anything.

Q And let's now walk through August.

A Certainly.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Before you do that, could I just step back real quick. We

went back and were talking about the ICRC target attacks, and you said

it seemed they were probably just trying to send a message. Would you

include the hole in the wall attack on the U.S. embassy or on the

Benghazi post? Was that in the same vein in your view, or was that

more of a --

A Yes. We believe that -- there were two open sources

reporting that they claimed responsibility.

Q The same group basically.

A Correct.

Q What about the attack on the U.K. ambassador. Was that of

a similar vein or was that more of a direct sort of terrorist type threat

or a bodily harm type threat from your point of view?
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A That was obviously a direct attack. There was no

open-source reporting. No one claimed responsibility for that in open

source. There is some classified information --

Q This is purely open source here.

A That we can't talk about. I particularly recall a

political reporting item that was unclassified that stated there was

a rally in Benghazi in that time frame, maybe June 8th or June 9th,

where it had a lot of Islamic fundamentalists, and they were from out

of town basically and they had a rally. And this incident happened

at the end of that, and there was some speculation in that piece, if

I recall correctly, that potentially this group could do it. But that

was open source.

Q Do you recall if Ansar al-Sharia was part of the rally?

A No, I don't recall.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I am sorry, I want to step back to one thing. There was

a decision to end the SST's work in Tripoli I believe in the July

timeframe. Were you aware of that?

A Yes. As part of the cable response, that was one of the

topics we were covering.

Q What was your understanding of that decision and how that

evolved?

A What specifically?

Q The decision to end the SST, was that supported by post?

Did they want to keep an element in country?
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A We had discussions on this in the July timeframe we are

talking about, and that is why we are discussing this, is when we came

up with the security personnel advice, who they were. So in the cable,

post's response was security personnel; they didn't really care, SST,

MSD, trained agents, they were very generic. So post's response, which

was in the official cable, which I took to be their response, what they

believed, is that is what they were looking for.

Q Do the know if the ambassador had any input on that?

A The ambassador signed off on the cable. He cleared it.

Q Do you know if he edited it or provided any --

A I don't recall if he did, but I am sure he did. He cleared

it. I am sure he reviewed it before he sent it.

Q Did you have any sense from post that they wanted to keep

a full compliment of the DOD personnel in country?

A My sense is that the RSO -- I mean, you have to speak to

the RSO directly. It is hard for me to judge. But from what I gathered

from my perspective is that the RSO, at least, , he liked the

idea of having SST remain.

Q Do you know if that factored into their planning at all or

if they were going to have a difficulty replacing those numbers?

Obviously, it would be tough --

A The numbers we came up with as the skill sets that they could

bring to the table, that was the issue more.

Q I am sorry, we were in August. Thanks for backtracking.

Leading through August, were there any security incidents of concern?
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A I don't recall any specific incidences, but I know post sent

a cable that expressed them.

Q Do you have any sense of what prompted that cable, without

going into any classified space?

A Like I said, I don't recall any specific incidents off the

top of my head, and unfortunately, the cable is classified so it is

difficult to talk around, but I think overall generally they were

concerned about a deteriorating security situation, "they" being the

RSO in Benghazi.

Q What was the reaction or what was the reaction in Washington

in your chain of command, those that you were aware of, to that cable,

to the extent that it can be discussed?

A I mean, obviously, we see the cable. It is an EAC,

Emergency Action Committee, cable which comes from post, so it is an

attention grabber in itself; it always is, by its very nature. They

are not always sent, only when there is something going on basically.

But we were reviewing it. We read the cable, obviously. We reviewed

what was in it, and we were standing by for further information, as

was stated in the cable.

Q And did additional information ever come?

A It did.

Q Can you discuss that information?

A I can't -- yes, I believe I can actually. It arrived in

DS/IP on September 28th or thereabouts.

Q So it was subsequent to the attacks.
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A Yes. Basically the RSO in Benghazi was working with the

RSO in Tripoli, and it hadn't gotten out of the RSO Tripoli's office

yet, but it was being discussed.

Q Were you aware of any concerns with the security support

provided by host nation at the U.S. mission in Benghazi in the late

August timeframe?

A Yes.

Q Can you elaborate?

A Certainly. Throughout Benghazi and in Tripoli, the host

nation, it was difficult to see -- host nation support, security support

was weak, for lack of a better term. The central authority, it was

difficult to tell. I had faith in our individual in Benghazi in the

17th February Martyrs Brigade. Based on their past performances

during direct attacks, they performed what I thought to be good and

rapidly. So that particular element I wasn't concerned about.

It was the SSC, which is Supreme Security Council, I believe was

their name. They appeared to be nonresponsive to our requests and they

just didn't seem to -- they were just nonresponsive.

Q And that would be sort of the equivalent of police force,

or was that the ministry of interior?

A They were some type of national security police force type

of deal.

Mr. Beattie. TNC?

Mr. . No, we are past the TNC now. They were the national

police force, for lack of a better term.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q And they were not trustworthy, or inconsistent?

A I don't know been trustworthy, but they were definitely

inconsistent, and nonresponsive would be a better term.

Q As we went through late August, was there any discussion

or concern about the memorandum of understanding or of agreement with

the QRF? Did that become an issue at any point?

A It did, but I believe that was early September. I believe

that was one of the first things that the RSO in Benghazi was dealing

with when he arrived on post in September. But it may have started

at the end of August. I just don't recall.

Q Do you know why that became an issue?

A Yes.

Q Can you elaborate?

A Certainly. The LGF, or, excuse me, the 17th of February

members on the compound, they would assist us with our movements as

well. So they would be in the vehicles, help us get through

checkpoints, allow us to get VIP access to certain locations through

their very status as 17th of February Martyrs Brigade, which held in

high regard in Benghazi, after the fighting. So then that moving with

us put a damper on our -- it would lessen our ability to operate

effectively in Benghazi.

Q So did they withdraw movement support?

A Yes.

Q And that was prompted -- do you know what prompted
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their --

A I do not.

Q And do you recall exactly when that was?

A It was early September.

Q Shortly before the Ambassador visited?

A Yes. Or late August, I can't be precise. It was shortly

before the Ambassador arrived because I specifically remember the RSO

mentioning that, okay, we understand, because they are doing it at their

leisure. I mean, it is their call to make. But the Ambassador is

coming, could you assist us through the ambassador's timeframe, and

they said no.

Q Was that a concern to you or others in DS in Washington?

A At the time, I wasn't aware of that particular portion of

the request. It was a concern. We were just working on the the MOA.

They were essentially our host nation security and our quick reaction

force, so it was a concern. We know -- I know DSI/POPO, which is our

Office of Protected Operations, which would handle something like that,

was working very closely with the RSO on a memorandum of agreement.

One had been generated previously but not signed. So they were trying

to generate that back out.

Q Do you know why it was not signed and the time period?

A I seem to recall -- I don't recall the time period, but it

was much further back, obviously. But I believe Special Envoy Stevens

at the time had hesitations about it because the status of the 17th

February Martyrs Brigade, I mean, it was a militia; it wasn't
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technically -- nobody was, but it was difficult to describe the

relationship toward at the time the TNC, the Transnational Council,

which was the government of Benghazi during the civil war. So it was

difficult to -- it was murky, for lack of a better term, so the

relationship with them.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Was this in early September where they indicated they needed

support, movement off compound, was this the first indication you were

aware of that 17th of February may have been, for lack of a better word,

disgruntled or maybe had concerns about the arrangement they were

under?

A I mean, they had some minor things when it first got started

about their accommodations that were provided for them, just some basic

housekeeping things. But this would be, as far as I know, the only

time that I can recall -- I wouldn't call it even disgruntled, it is

just that they stopped their service. And why they stopped, I don't

know. Maybe they had -- I just don't know why. I just can't recall.

I don't think I did know. But they weren't going to continue it any

more.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any discussions with the RSO, talking early

September now, in the lead up to Ambassador Stevens' travel to Benghazi?

I will start with when did you become aware that he was going to travel

to Benghazi?

A I didn't know he was traveling to Benghazi until I got the
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phone call from on September 11th from the RSO in Tripoli.

Q So you did not have any discussion with the RSO about

concerns about travel to Benghazi?--

A No.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q On the February 17th, just to step back for a second, it

is our understanding of this militia as sort of a larger guerrilla type

organization with perhaps different elements inside of it and perhaps

not the tightest command and control centrally. Is that a fair way

to describe it, that sort of underneath the February 17th umbrella,

it was sort of different factions, if you will?

A I think that is a good term to use. However, the people

we were working with directly really didn't change throughout. I think

there were some minor staff changes on the compound itself. And they

called it the headquarters, I don't know. I had never been there so

I don't know, but they called it the February 17th headquarters was

2 kilometers away, and that is where our QRF responded to on both

occasions that I can recall. So, with them, I didn't notice any changes

or was aware of any changes in personnel.

Q And we have both read and also been told by various folks

that some individuals who were under the umbrella of February 17th may

have had more sort of Islamic extremist tendencies. Is that something

that you were aware of at the time?

A I wasn't aware of it at the time that I recall.

Q So you don't recall any concerns about that specifically?
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A I don't recall any specific organizations or militia

sub-groups. Like I said, definitely with the groups we were working

with, or the group which I considered to be the February 17th, I don't

know if they had a sub-group or whatnot, but the individuals we were

operating with appeared to be responsive, pro-Western, for lack of a

better term, until they stopped doing the movements very well in my

opinion.

Q And then based upon, this is jumping ahead a little bit,

but based upon what you learned, and, again, this is open source

unclassified if you can, post-September 11th attack, did you have any

concerns that the February 17th or members of it may have been complicit

in the attack on the compound?

A I never heard that. I do recall after the incident

occurred, the attack occurred, that their camp was overrun, and I think

they disbanded. But I don't know, to be honest with you. I just don't

know. But if it was one of their sub-groups, I didn't know.

Q You have done a really great job of walking us through

chronologically. What we might want to do now, I think, is just

introduce a couple of documents to go back and fill in some holes.

Mr. Beattie. So if I could -- what are we on, two now, Exhibit

2. So if I could produce Exhibit 2.

[ Exhibit No. 2

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q I think it is in reverse chronological order, so if you want
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to flip over to the back, that is probably the most logical way to

familiarize yourself.

A Okay.

Q Just one small question about this one, and it is just one

particular part of it. First, let me ask you this. The part of this

chain that comes from on December 23rd to ,

did you recall receiving this email? It is a little unclear whether

you were on this or not. It was DS staffers. I don't know if that

would have come to you.

A I am not on the DS staffers distribution list.

Q I see you are at the top here. I don't know if this was

a forward. It is a little unclear how this was produced to us, frankly,

so I just wanted to establish your familiarity with this, if any.

A That obviously me. It looks like we got it from

sent it to us, which is the desk officer in NEA/EX.

Q Sure.

A Which would be standard. That would come from her.

Q All I wanted to ask you about was that part of it from

. I am going to read it for the record. It says, and this is

unclassified, "acting PDAS clears the attached AM to M

on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment this operation

continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel resources."

I take it this is if, if you could just clarify this for me, I

take it this is in reference to what became the December 27, 2011 memo,

is that your understanding, the extended Benghazi?
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A Yes.

Q Okay. Could you just provide from your experience some

context under this position? I know it is not your stated position,

but Mr. says here -- has characterized that the Benghazi operation

continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel resources.

Can you just explain that?

Mr. Chuang. It is written by somebody else.

Mr. Yes, I can't speak for .

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Are you familiar with or did you ever hear Mr. state

this or anyone else state this type of position before?

A Yes. As a temporary mission, the basis behind this -- I

mean, I obviously cannot speak for , but the basis behind

this is as a temporary facility, not a U.S. mission accredited, PDAS

or embassy or consulate, everything that was provided, everything that

was provided to it had to come from somewhere else, someplace that

something was already allotted to essentially. So, for funding, at

least in my experience, we would have to draw from other sources within

DS/IP/NEA for other programs that we were supposed to be doing. And

for personnel, in my experience, the agent pool that I pulled from

mostly was from domestic operations. And they have a mission as well

which they are supposed to be doing. So we had to pull them from that

as well. So I believe that is the point he is trying to make.

Q And the reason I asked about it is we talked earlier about

some of the constraints, difficulties you guys faced in staffing, for
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example, Benghazi. I guess we are trying to understand when you have

a normal post, I mean just a regular established post that you are

tasking DS officers to on a permanent basis, there is a procedure for

that. And I guess we are trying to understand when you said there were

challenges in Benghazi, was the challenge in staffing DS agents to

Benghazi in large part a function of the fact that it was not a sort

of normal official post, that it was a temporary post?

A Well, yes, that is a factor. There is no pool. There is

not agents waiting to be grabbed to go that are standing by, at least

agents that I was deploying, the TDY agents.

Q So I guess sort of the next question would be if the decision

had been made to make Benghazi a permanent post, either an interim

facility going to a permanent facility or actually a permanent

facility, would there have been -- would the challenges of sort of

staffing DS agents to Benghazi, would that have been sort of smoothed

out by putting in the normal process?

A Well, obviously, we are getting hypothetical here, but most

posts have an RSO when they are permanently staffed. Some have several

RSOs. So they would be permanently staffed, which is -- the agents

on TDY you are pulling from their permanent position, so, obviously,

if there are agents in that permanent position ready, that is part of

the business. It is hard to describe really.

Q If you had to compare the challenges of staffing a normal

permanent post versus staffing a place like Benghazi, how would you

compare the two?
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A Well, this is extremely difficult for the temporary, just

for the mere fact that, like I said, you are pulling someone

personnel-wise from whatever their mission is that they are doing. We

don't have a pool of standby agents waiting in the coffee lounge or

wherever to deploy. If we do, they are WAEs, while actually employed.

But they are usually senior RSOs or retired -- they are actually retired

DS personnel, and they are the ones that we would use to serve, to cover

a staffing gap at a post. So that would be DS/IP/NEA's pool.

And obviously, although we did use one in Tripoli for a specific

task, generally speaking, and this is the type of missions the agents

were performing in Tripoli and Benghazi, they weren't what they would

normally do, not to mention most of them don't have high-threat

training, which is a relatively new skill set, for lack of a better

term, training course that we in DS use. So most of our retired agents

just don't have that.

Q I guess the reason, just for your own background, one of

the reasons we are interested as Congress is obviously Congress funds

the State Department, so I think we are trying to understand sort of

the challenges of it. Is this more of a Congress didn't appropriate

enough money for DS, or this is more of Benghazi is really a strange

bird, if you will, that doesn't fit within the normal process.

A Well, Benghazi was definitely unique in almost every -- I

can't think of a mission similar to this ever, and definitely in recent

history. Potentially the closest I can think of was when we went into

Monrovia, but there we had pretty decent host nation support, as far
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as I know.

Q I am sorry, so Liberia had better host nation support than

Benghazi?

A That was my understanding. I wasn't there. But that is

just the impression I received.

Q Sure that is interesting. Thanks. Okay. I just am going

to do these as fast as we can.

Mr. Beattie. This is Exhibit 3.

[ Exhibit No. 3

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Ohly. Take your time to review it. Don't pressure him.

Mr. Beattie. Again, reverse chronological. Actually, the

bottom one, the first one is actually from you, I believe. We will

start there. Take your time.

Mr. Chuang. He is only on the first email at the bottom, right?

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q That is my understanding.

A Okay.

Q I just want to ask you about the one you are on.

A Certainly.

Q I will just read it for the record. So it is an email from

you on Friday, February 3rd, 2012. It is unclassified. It looks like

it is to and CC and . The

subject is "DS/IP meeting on Tripoli." So you wrote, " , we had

a meeting with DAS Lamb and DI/IP/OPO yesterday on Tripoli. Here are
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a couple of takeaways. One, DS/IP is not going to support extension

of the DOD SST team past April 5. Please start thinking about what

post could potentially need from DOS assets (high threat trained agents

and SPS were both mentioned)."

I just want to ask you about that first bullet. So our

understanding of the SST mission is that there were periodic extensions

required because they were initially the exec sec, or, I am sorry, the

ex ord was for a certain time frame. So I guess what we would like

to know is, one, that you had a meeting with DAS Lamb that you are

referring to here, right?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And could you just characterize for us what that

meeting was about, specifically with the issue of extending SST past

April 5.

A Certainly. Whatever extension we were on, I don't

specifically recall which one, but it was coming close to do within -- so

this is April 5th, obviously, and one of the things that DAS Lamb

mentioned in this meeting, obviously, was she was not going to support

the extension of the DOD/SST team.

Q And with why was that?

A I don't know specifically. I can't recall. I believe that

she was -- as a -- she believed -- you know, I can't speak for certain.

I can't recall specifically. I mean, we had lots of conversations

about the SST. I can't specifically talk about the factors behind this

email.
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Q Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q To your knowledge, was post interested in extending the SST

at that point in time?

A Yes.

Q Was that conveyed to DAS Lamb?

A Yes. That is probably where this became a conversation

piece.

Q But she disagreed with that or wanted to find an

alternative?

A Yes.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q But you don't recall why?

A Like I said, not specific to this email.

Q Okay. It our understanding that SST was provided by DOD

on a cost reimbursable basis. In other words, the State Department

was ultimately paying for it. Was that your understanding, or do you

not have an understanding of that?

A That is what was written in the executive order, but I am

sure we provided them with food and lodging.

Q Sure.

A Yes, I guess overall.

Q Sure.

Mr. Beattie. I have got Exhibit 4.

[ Exhibit No. 4
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was marked for identification.]

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Take your time. Again, it is reverse chronological.

A Okay.

Q So again this is an email from you on June 11, 2012, to

and and Cc-Ing and .

Could you just clarify who Mr. and Mr. are?

A actually we call him and he is -- at the time

he is the acting RSO because most likely is out for R and

R or training, or he is not in country.

Q But he is in Tripoli.

A is in Tripoli, correct, and is the TDY/RSO in

Benghazi.

Q Okay. So this is June 11th. Is this, refresh my memory,

was the date that the U.K. ambassador was attacked?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. Thanks. And the subject on the email, unclassified

email says, "DS/IP recommends you request a combined EAC," and then

you write, " , DS/IP recommends that the mission hold a

combined EAC with Tripoli and Benghazi to go over the security situation

in Benghazi. It seems we have crossed a tripwire for consideration

of authorized departure, which also makes it fall into events

triggering heightened security posture (12 Tripoli 504, see link).

Please highlight any additional security support that is requested as

part of the EAC measures to consider under heightened security posture
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and/or considerations for authorized departure such as requesting

additional DS/TDY support," and then it looks like you just pasted in

what was going to be the tripwires. I don't know if you did the

tripwires for Benghazi specifically or sort of general tripwires.

A I think, at that time, they had the same, but I can't recall.

But it was the tripwires that would be relevant to Benghazi.

Q So I guess I am wondering, actually the recommendation from

DS/IP was that they hold an EAC. Now, the part where you say it seems

we have crossed a tripwire, was that your view just only, or was that

something that was the view of DS/IP, do you recall?

A I don't recall, but I think we were talking about the attack

where there is somewhere in here probably attacks against Western. It

is a pretty standard tripwire we have against Western -- you know, our

allies essentially. I don't recall specifically if that came directly

from DS/IP, but definitely the intent behind it was there. Whether

or not DS said that specifically, I can't recall.

Q How would you describe just briefly the purpose of tripwires

in general? Not just here, but any post, and what is the purpose of

them?

A Certainly. The tripwires are established, you can see with

events triggering -- essentially when things go bad. It could be

anything from an earthquake to a terrorist attack. It runs the gambit.

It is whatever national disaster. It could be a hurricane. It depends

on your region. So you could have tripwires for all of those. It is

part of the emergency planning that we do. We, I mean, post does I
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should say. So they can write things out when things are calm and

peaceful, instead of trying to go with the emotion of the moment to

make a decision.

Q Sure. I am assuming that, obviously, you never, not you,

but the DS or the State Department obviously never executed an

authorized departure for Benghazi as a result of this?

A No, we did not.

Q Was it seriously discussed, do you recall?

A I don't recall the EAC response. Definitely, it was DS/IP

recommended -- we thought it probably could be warranted. It really

isn't -- DS usually doesn't make that call. It comes from post or from

M, in my experience.

Q And do you recall, and, again, if it is classified, that

is fine. I understand EAC cables sometimes are. But do you recall,

did post seriously discuss authorized departure?

A I just can't recall that. Whether it is classified or not,

I can't recall.

Q What about M. Do you recall if M, if anyone at M discussed

authorized departures here?

A I don't believe so, but I can't recall.

Q During the entire time here, we are talking about -- let's

call it from when the embassy in Tripoli reopened to the attacks in

September, do you recall any discussions at headquarters about some

kind of authorized departure from Benghazi as a result of security

incidents?
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A No. I mean, it would have been difficult to do anyway.

Just the mere fact that -- the number of personnel on the ground, if

we were going to depart anyone, we would have to depart everyone, and

that would be logistically challenging because of all our stuff there.

Not that we couldn't do it. But the size of the post would impact on

the -- you know. No is the answer, they never were. And I definitely

would have known. If it -- it fits the designation now. Libya was

already in unaccompanied status, which is already a status different

than a normal post, which basically means no family members are

authorized in country.

Q Okay. Thanks.

Mr. Beattie. Now we are going to introduce Exhibit 5.

[ Exhibit No. 5

was marked for identification.]

Mr. I am on this list.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q I thought you might be. We talked about this I think

earlier. Just for the record, this is a June 15, 2012, action memo

for DAS Charlene Lamb from DS/IP/NEA , subject, "TDY

staffing support for Benghazi, Libya." The summary reads "Due to the

deteriorating security situation in Libya with an active terrorist cell

planning and implementing attack operations against Western interests,

including the U.S. mission in Benghazi, the RSO is requesting

additional TDY staffing for Benghazi. DS/TDY staffing for the mission

is currently set at three personnel. The TDY/RSO in Benghazi and RSO
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in Tripoli both recommend increasing staff to five agents through the

election period currently scheduled for July 7, 2012. If approved,

the RSOs anticipate a staff reduction from five to four agents after

the election period. DS/IP/NEA's current operating budget is

$196,276. Given our current operational tempo, we believe that these

added TDY positions can be funded from our current through FY 2012.

Recommendation that DS/IP authorizes additional TDY security personnel

as requested by the RSO for Benghazi."

There is an approved line or disapproved line. They both appear

to be blank. It looks like there is a background section that

summarizes the series of attacks I think we discussed earlier.

A I think, yes, we talked about all of these.

Q And then a blank draft or blank cleared section. So I guess

in your thoughts about this, I know we talked about it earlier --

Mr. Ohly. Just to clarify, is this the June memo that we

discussed earlier that you were familiar with and you drafted?

Mr. Yes. This is it.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Thank you. I guess it strikes me that right up front is

the reference to the deteriorating situation in Libya with an active

terrorist cell planning and implementing against Western interests

including the U.S. mission in Benghazi. Refresh my memory, I apologize

if I don't remember, but you met with DAS Lamb about this memo, is that

right?

A Yes, we did, myself and , who is the regional
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director.

Q And do you recall, was the deteriorating security situation

discussed at that meeting?

A Yes. It was evident. I tried to advocate for this

position.

Q And what about the part about the active terrorist cell

planning and implementing attacks. Did that come up in the meeting?

A Yes. Everything in this document I tried to convey.

Q Okay.

Mr. Ohly. And your supervisor, , agreed with you

on that?

A Yes.

Mr. Ohly. We are sort of at a break. Let's go off the record.

[Recess.]
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BY MR. KNAUER:

Q So I want to go back to Exhibit 2. You have a copy of that,

I think.

A I have it here, sir.

Q Okay. There was reference to the phrase "unfunded mandate"

in that December 23, 2011, email.

And we were talking about differences between a permanent post

versus a temporary post, and there were questions about how you get

staffing in a temporary post versus a permanent post. And I think you

said something to the effect of, when you have a permanent post, it's

easier to get a steady stream of employees and resources. Is that

generally correct?

A It's two separate items, actually. That really isn't -- if

it came across that way, that's not right.

Q Okay. What --

A It's almost like two different streams to the same source.

So the full-time positions are allotted, as it would be at any post.

And it's like a formal process that is utilized to do that; we call

it the bidding cycle. And that would fill those.

So if it was an actual post, there would be positions available

that could be filled. So, like, I believe in Tripoli there were three

permanent RSO positions, and people were bidding on those to get put
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into those positions. That's the normal process for filling our posts

overseas.

A temporary is just that, temporary in nature. So you're pulling

from someplace else. So the full-time people, that's their job, that's

what they're going to do. The temporary people are in a job already.

They're going to do this job temporarily.

I'm not sure if I'm explaining it well.

Q No, I'm following you. And so, in the permanent post, you

have these positions determined, e.g., I'm going to have X number of --

A Correct.

Q -- slots to do this job. And you would have a permanent

person assigned to do that job so you're not constantly scrambling to

try to find temporary people to do the job. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. And so what are the challenges in a temporary post

in terms of bringing in TDY? Are they what you pretty much described

to this point, that you're trying to find where can I get a body to

allocate to this post from around the world for these short periods

of time, and you're constantly struggling to do that?

A Yes, I would say that characterizes it pretty well.

Q Okay. So, in the case of Benghazi, if there was desire to

be in Benghazi, would it have made matters easier if, in fact, Benghazi

had become a permanent post?

A And we're still talking staffing?

Q Yeah, in terms of staffing.
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A Obviously, FTE positions would be assigned there, I would

assume, and they would be able to fill those positions through the

normal cycle. So that would -- I mean, it would be easier if there's

a position there. It's just a different cycle than the temporary, as

we spoke about.

So if they were moving into -- I mean, the example we can use is

Tripoli -- moving into the embassy that was already previously vacated,

there were positions there that could be filled. So I don't know if

it's easier or not, because people still have to bid on those positions,

but from DS/IP/NEA, my perspective, I wouldn't have to worry about that.

It wouldn't be my focus, because it's a different office's

responsibility.

Q Okay. It could bring stability, in other words, to the

post, though?

A Well, those full-time positions are generally much longer.

Q Right.

A I think the shortest full-time position we have is a year.

Q And wouldn't that bring stability, though?

A Certainly. I mean, continuity, yes.

Q Okay.

What does this term, "unaccompanied status," mean?

A It's a term in the Department. We'd have unaccompanied

status, ordered departure. It's just different levels that the

mission in a specific country is operating at. And, in particular,

unaccompanied status basically refers to, we call them EFMs, this is
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extended family members. And they would not be allowed or they would

need special permission to come into the country.

Q And so why would you do that?

A Well, the example that I'm aware of is in Iraq. Sometimes

you could get EFM positions to -- it would entice, or if an EFM actually

had a job at the embassy, it would make it more enticing for an

individual who is married to go to that post because then they could

have a job for their spouse, and they could actually go to post, where

normally they would not.

Q But what about -- why wouldn't you have your family be able

to come to a post? Is this because of the atmosphere of the country?

A Yes, generally speaking. The accompanied post -- I mean,

there are several -- it could be crime, it could be a general threat.

There are various reasons why it could become unaccompanied. It could

be just a natural disaster. But it's usually because the environment

has changed in such a way where the Department doesn't feel that family

members should be there.

Q Right.

So, in the case of Libya, the term "expeditionary diplomacy" has

been used a lot in reference to Libya. And what does that mean?

A Expeditionary diplomacy, from my perspective, it's a

relatively newer term, but it means to get out there and to engage with

the people and their contacts diplomatically. It was kind of to get

us out there at the forefront. We'd have gone through several years

of building the embassies and the facilities, and I think that the
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Department's feeling was that we needed to get back out there. And

that was kind of my take on what expeditionary diplomacy is.

Q And so, back to the term "unaccompanied status," is this,

in a sense, almost a tool to sort of manage that risk, to say, look,

we know that we're going into a country that is not always stable, that

we're still feeling our way into this country due to the new government,

and this is a way that we can at least say we're going to have people

there but not necessarily their families, because we don't necessarily

want to have to deal with, you know, the risk that would be -- or the

footprint, even, that would require these additional people to be in

country.

In other words, I'm just trying to understand why you would -- why

you would have this unaccompanied-status posture.

A Well, part of what you said is correct. I mean, I think

it is a tool to limit our footprint, would be a good way to describe

it. And, you know, the less footprint you have, the less, you know,

risk is associated with those, because they're not there. So it's

just, you know, sometimes -- I don't know, I'm not sure if we're clicking

on the same --

Q No, I'm just trying to understand why it's used and how it's

used.

A It is.

Q All right.

You were also asked a question, Exhibit 5, and that was the

June -- let's see, this is your action memo for DAS Lamb.

110



111

A I drafted it. It's actually from .

Q Right. And so why is it sent to DAS Lamb?

A In DS/IP, the way we're structured, this type of decision

would need to be made by DAS Lamb.

Q Okay. She's the principal decisionmaker --

A Yes.

Q -- on staffing for Benghazi. Is that right?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And so you actually had a meeting with her on this?

A Yes.

Q And can you just describe how that meeting went a little

bit more? I mean, what did you guys say? Did you just hand her the

memo, or did you sort of articulate sort of the basis of the memo?

A I mean, she was -- first of all, it was myself and the

Regional Director in the room with us with DAS Lamb. I believe we were

the only three present at the meeting. And we discussed the security

situation in Libya, using this memo as a reference. She was definitely

aware of security incidents that were on here, perhaps not the -- nope,

all those ones.

And, I mean, I can't remember the specifics of the conversation

we had, but I was advocating and so was the Regional Director to,

essentially, to approve this request for additional security staffing

in Benghazi, per the RSO's request.

Q And, then, so you float that idea with her, and does she

say anything back in response?
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A Yes. She asks about the programs that the additional

divisions would be handling. And we also focused on some physical

security and technical security aspects to essentially make the job

of the current staff easier.

Q And did she draw any conclusions at that meeting? Did she

say, "Well, here's my views on this"? Did she hint at her views?

A I mean, I don't know -- I don't understand exactly what

you're asking.

Q Well, in this memo, you're asking -- you're saying we should

increase staff to five agents through the election period. And so,

what does she say in response to that?

A Well, she says no, specifically, and then says -- you know,

I didn't have that information on some of the physical security and

technical security, and I didn't know specifically what programs the

RSO in Benghazi was going to have with these agencies, so I had to do

a send-back to the RSO-Benghazi. I sent him an email with the request.

Q And did he send that information back to you?

A He did.

Q And then did you give that to DAS Lamb?

A Yes, I believe so, but I can't recall specifically. And

then we kind of moved on to talk about the physical security, technical

security stuff, and that kind of dominated the conversation for a little

while.

And then, from that point on, it was already, like, July, early

July, and the cable came out, which essentially -- you know, in our
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mind, the RSO wanted three in Benghazi, so we kind of focused on that.

It kind of changed our focus, for lack of a better term.

Q So, up to the point where the RSO sends the cable back saying

three, it was, again, your understanding that DAS Lamb was pretty

emphatic that it was going to be three?

A Correct. We were working on some physical security.

Mostly was working on it. I believe I was out of the office, I

can't recall why, for a week or so in July. And the Regional Director

was pushing forward some physical and security, technical security

stuff, which I believe ultimately were approved or determined or

something. It came to a positive resolution.

Mr. Knauer. Okay. All right. Well, I think that I just wanted

to ask you some follow-up questions on those few exhibits.

So I think we can turn back to you guys, at this point.

Mr. Powell. Let's go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Ohly. We'll go back on the record.

Let's start with Exhibit 6.

[ Exhibit No. 6

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Ohly. I want you to look through this first.

Mr. Chuang. Just to clarify, there is only one email in this

chain.

Mr. Yeah, I'm not familiar with these at all.

Mr. Ohly. Yeah, I'm more focused on the chain below it that was
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forwarded to him, on the second page.

Mr. Let me find me in here again.

Mr. Skladany. The CC line on the top.

Mr. Yep, I see it. I was looking for if there's anything

more.

Okay, I have reviewed this.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is a chain of emails that begins on Friday,

June 29th -- this is all unclassified -- with an email from

to a distribution of folks, NEA, SCA, ,

. It says, "Greetings, all. Attached is the agenda for

the NEA/SCA/EX monthly meeting with Under Secretary Kennedy on Monday,

July 2nd, at 3:00 to 4:00."

This is forwarded to Ambassador Boswell, who responds to Charlene

Lamb -- or forwarded by Ambassador Boswell to Charlene Lamb,

, Scott Bultrowicz. He says, "Re: the Benghazi item. DS should

express its concern over the resource strain that the endless TDYs in

Benghazi is inflicting on us and also concern that the overall security

situation in Libya, Tripoli included, is deteriorating. We can't keep

up these TDYs indefinitely." It's a word that is unreadable. "Having

said that, if we are required to keep going in Benghazi, we must salute

and do it. One plausible scenario is that Libya may break in two of

even three, counting the south parts, in which case it will no doubt

be viewed as in the U.S.' interest to maintain a presence permanently

in Benghazi."
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Charlene Lamb requests a TIA assessment, and then it's forwarded

to you.

A On the CC line.

Q On the CC line. It is not directed to you. You're just

on the CC line --

A Correct.

Q -- as an awareness. Do you recall this exchange?

A Looking at it now, I can see I received it, but at the time,

I mean, I received it, but I didn't -- I don't recall this particular

email stream.

Q Do you recall the meeting that it is discussing, the --

A I do.

Q -- July 2nd meeting with Under Secretary Kennedy?

A I do.

Q Did you attend that meeting?

A I did.

Q Can you provide us your recollection of that meeting?

A Certainly. Generally, I did not attend these meetings. I

went to this one. I've been to a few before, as well. None of these,

that I recall -- , Bultrowicz, Ambassador Boswell, or DAS

Lamb -- were at that meeting. I believe it was two other DS

representatives, senior officer representatives, who were at the

meeting. And this particular topic was not brought up, to my

recollection.

Q And by this topic, do you mean the Benghazi item?
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A Correct. From my recollection, the only Libya mention was

a question NEA -- I believe it was NEA/EX, but it could have been

NEA/MAG -- about the continued presence in Benghazi.

Q And was the question posed -- what was the question posed

to him?

A Essentially, I can't remember the specifics, but are we

going to continue with the mission in Benghazi.

Q And was Under Secretary Kennedy present at the meeting?

A He was.

Q And do you recall what his response was?

A His response was he had to check with S.

Q And by "S," what does that mean?

A That would be Secretary of State.

Q Okay. Thank you.

Were you aware of any other discussions of whether or not to

maintain a presence in Benghazi?

A Yes. Throughout the August timeframe, there was

discussions -- because we must have been getting close to a decision

point. I don't recall specifically. But there was already talk about

either expanding the presence and making it more official, like an

American presence post or a consulate, or -- so that was starting to

be socialized around the Department.

Q Was that just an internal discussion to DS, or was that a

discussion throughout the State Department?

A Well, I can only speak for my office. We really didn't
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discuss it at all in DS/IP/NEA, for the most part. But I know through

emails and conversations that post was starting to talk about.

Q Who would they be directing those comments or questions to?

A That would be -- I received my information from the RSO at

the time in Tripoli. And they were just socializing it, I hadn't seen

anything official that I'm aware of, just talking about, you know,

establishing some type of continuing presence in Benghazi, either

American presence post or consulate. So there was rumblings. I can't

put my finger on anything specific that I can recall at this time.

Q Maybe I can help clarify.

A That'd be great.

Q Exhibit 7.

[ Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

Mr. I've reviewed the document.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. This begins -- this is unclassified email from

August 21st. Excuse me, it's a chain that begins on August 21st, 2012,

from to .

And who is ?

A is the -- I believe he's the branch

chief, but he was the primary contact that I had on Libya matters in

DS/IP OPO, which is Office of Protective Operations, which essentially

handles our guards and residential security programs overseas.

Q And you and are CC'ed on this email,
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subject: "U.S. presence in Benghazi." He begins the email discussing

about a new guard contract solicitation.

And the second paragraph reads, "Before we get too far into

preparing a new solicitation, where does post management stand on the

issue of maintaining a U.S. presence in Benghazi? I spoke with NEA/EX

this morning, and they mentioned that they are interested in hearing

where post currently stands on the issue. I understand that this is

bigger than you, but I'm sure post will need your assessment of the

security environment in Benghazi before making a decision. In any

case, I wanted to get a general discussion started so that we have a

better idea of which way things are likely to go?"

responds on August 22nd, quote, "It looks like

there's going to be a push from post to keep Benghazi open past December.

I'm starting a security assessment on what needs to be done to make

that happen. I'm obviously not comfortable with what we have going

on out there now, but we will have to see where it goes from there.

It looks like we will have to operate this for years to come."

Do you recall this email?

A I do now that I'm looking at it, yes.

Q Do you know what Mr. meant by -- or had you talked

with him about not being comfortable about what they had going on out

there? Did he mean Benghazi, to your knowledge?

A I believe he's referring to Benghazi, yes.

Q Had you talked about his discomfort with what was going on

in Benghazi?
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A We talked often, RSO and I, and I'm sure we talked

about this topic. But I don't recall any specific conversation.

Q Okay. Do you know if he was concerned about maintaining

a presence there?

A Yes. I believe -- I recall other emails where post is

writing up an assessment that he did not have an opportunity to look

at. But I can't recall specifically when that was.

Q Was he concerned because he hadn't had a chance to look at

it? Or was he concerned because he wasn't certain whether maintaining

a presence there made sense from a security standpoint?

A I don't know where it was, but around the same timeframe,

remember, he has asked the RSO out there to do a security assessment,

an official one. So he's probably, in my position, prudently waiting

for that official assessment.

Q This is more -- this question is directed over a longer

period of time, but do you recall any discussions within DS or otherwise

about whether it made sense to be there at all in Benghazi if there

were issues getting security assets there or --

Mr. Choo. So, just to clarify, not just related to an extension.

It's like --

Mr. Ohly. Just at any point, were you aware of any discussion

where people opined, "We're not getting the assets we need," or --

Mr. Chuang. That's a different question.

Mr. Yeah, I'm having trouble.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q Let me rephrase.

A Thanks.

Q Were you aware of any discussion, throughout the period

leading up to the attack, where you or others questioned our presence

in Benghazi?

A I don't think "questioned" is the proper term. There was

discussion. I know I talked to people, particularly with RSO-Tripoli.

If it would close, we could use the assets and the materials that were

going to Benghazi in U.S. Embassy-Tripoli.

That's kind of my myopic view, because I was responsible for

Tripoli and Benghazi at the same time, so the less the post would be,

you know, less -- closing down Benghazi would provide the U.S. Embassy

in Tripoli with additional resources and essentially make my job easier

by less TDY staffing because I wouldn't have to fill that anymore.

But that was from a personal level -- well, I shouldn't say

"personal" -- that's from the official, my little cube level. But in

the DS's position, you know, I believe what was quoted by Ambassador

Boswell. I mean, those were our marching orders in the beginning and

maintained throughout.

Q I want to touch on that again. He talks about how it's a

drain on -- Ambassador Boswell, in his email, had stated that it's a

drain on -- the endless TDYs in Benghazi are --

A Sorry, what number was that again?

Q I'm sorry. It is --

Mr. Choo. Number 6.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q Number 6.

A I'm not very familiar with that email chain.

Q Okay. When he's talking about, "We can't keep up these TDYs

indefinitely," "DS should express concern over the resource stream that

the endless TDYs in Benghazi is inflicting on us," is this sort of a

similar sentiment to what you were just discussing?

A Yes, from my level. I mean, we talked about it being

closed, but it wasn't like -- there was no decisions particularly at

my level or even at the post level that I'm aware of.

I mean, from my conversations with the desk officers and with the

principal officers that were there, I mean, they seemed to like the

reporting that was coming out of there, and their diplomatic mission

seemed to be important. So if it was important, then, you know,

I -- it's kind of above -- definitely above me and even above DS.

Q I understand it's not your decision to make, whether we're

there or not there, and, you know, that the political side of it is

a different side. I was just trying to get your feel from a security

standpoint, the discussion amongst the security folks, was there ever

a discussion of, you know, how much sense does this make?

A I remember at one point with RSO we talked -- I

believe it was on the phone, though -- about, you know, at some point

we're just protecting ourselves, because the political officers were

down to -- well, I think there was one in the IMO, so he was expressing

frustration about it. But that was a telephone conversation. I can't
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even remember when it was or -- but that does come to mind.

But I don't think -- I mean, that was just -- I would consider that

to be venting, basically. It wasn't that he was going to go -- I mean,

he never made any official notifications of that or he never expressed,

that I can recall, anywhere, in writing or in email, "This needs to close

now" or anything like that, neither him or RSO

Q Okay.

Let's turn to Exhibit 8.

[ Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This begins with a July 5th email from to

and Ambassador Stevens. It appears to be a draft of the

July 9th cable.

And that email is responded to by Ambassador Stevens. And he

says, "Gentlemen, I have taken a close look at the cable and edited

it down and rearranged the paragraphs. My intention was to give more

focus on what we're doing to end our reliance on TDY support and let

the Department figure out how to staff our needs. I deleted the

discussion of the medical issue because I think we can pursue that

separately. If it looks okay to you, please run it by DS."

This is forwarded to and yourself, along with

, by . And he says, " and , this

is an updated draft of the TDY extension request which incorporates

significant changes and further discussions at post after speaking with
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DAS Lamb. I've also included our planned LES close protection team

deployment schedule, which is also just a draft, but it gives you an

idea of how post is thinking. With only 15 LES bodyguards, by 7/18

we will have to modify the details down and fill with U.S. TDY security

support or do away with altogether."

And you forwarded this . Who is that?

A was the Regional Director for, I want to

say -- I can't guess. He was another regional director at one of the

other -- it wasn't NEA, but it was either -- he was another regional

director, so he was equivalent to . But at this

timeframe, the then-Deputy Director had moved on to his next post, and

his replacement hadn't arrived yet, so was the Acting

Deputy Director for DS/IP.

Q Okay.

And your email says, " said you were asking about Tripoli

staffing. Below is a draft cable that post is preparing to send. We

expect post to request an extension of the SST personnel, as well, but

from our last conversations with DAS Lamb, she does not support that

request. If you have questions, please let us know."

And you're not on the next email, but then it comes back around

to you, so bear with me.

She forwards -- is it he or she, I apologize, ?

A is a male.

Q He forwards it to Charlene, informing that he spoke with

you. " said they have not requested MSD for one more rotation
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to replace the team leaving on July 12th but will do so this afternoon.

They may push back."

She responds, "No, I do not not want them to ask for the MSD team

to stay." And that's where you were CC'ed back on the email.

Do you recall this discussion?

A I do.

Just one point for clarification. I see on the CC

line on the July 6 -- so he was probably doing training or something

in preparation. So it looks like he was going to come back at some

point.

Q Okay.

A I just want to clarify that.

Q And can you just clarify who he was?

A He is the -- was the Deputy Director for DS/IP, basically

DAS Lamb's deputy.

And then I'm sorry, I lost your question now that you asked about.

Q Do you recall this chain?

A Yes.

Q And can you just walk us through your recollection of what

this was all about and what it all meant?

A Certainly. Basically, this is much more of the process

we're familiar with, with cables coming first, getting a draft or a

back-channel copy of the cable to do work on, you know, coordinated

efforts to our responses -- coordinated, for lack of a better term.

So had had that approved through Ambassador
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Stevens, and then he forwarded it on to us. I believe -- I definitely

would have shown it to DAS Lamb at some point. Maybe I printed it out

and brought a hard copy, because she had a telephone conversation with

the RSO. And then I was receiving instructions from DAS Lamb on how

to proceed.

Q Do you recall any discussion on that conversation with the

RSO?

A In general. I think it's pretty well highlighted here.

She doesn't support the second MSD staying. I believe they were

scheduled to rotate out right after the election period, which is, I

think, July 7th -- nor the SST personnel.

Q We've heard reference at times that DAS Lamb thought it

would be embarrassing to request an extension of the SST. Is that

something that you're familiar with?

A I wouldn't say embarrassing, from my perspective.

Q Right.

A I think DAS Lamb considered these resources to be emergency

in nature or kind of temporary -- "temporary emergency" is a term I'm

trying to put together here for you. But both mobile security

deployment and SST, they're a finite resource that have

responsibilities around the world. So I think she was trying to get

away from that.

And I base that upon her conversations, plus the fact that I know

she was trying to match skill sets. And that's where the medical

conversation comes in, what the SST were providing that DOS could
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provide in lieu of SST.

Q But you never had a discussion with her where she expressed

any feeling that it would be embarrassing. It was more of a --

A "Embarrassing" is a term I never heard her use on that. It

was basically, like I just said, that was supposed to be a temporary

emergency type of thing, and I think she supported using Department

of State assets. But "embarrassing" is not a term I would use, at least

that was expressed to me.

Q Okay.

I want to go back to the first exhibit, the unclassified ARB

report. And on page 4, the last sentence of the second paragraph under

finding number 2 reads, "Embassy-Tripoli did not demonstrate strong

and sustained advocacy with Washington for increased security for

Special Mission-Benghazi."

As someone who was interacting with Tripoli fairly frequently,

do you agree with this conclusion?

A I primarily was speaking to the RSO in Tripoli,

, for the vast majority of the time, so I really can't speak

for Embassy-Tripoli. I thought was pretty adamant in

his -- you know, he sent numerous cables, and he was fairly vocal about

his opinion on this case, particularly with staffing. So I believe

that was doing a good job, being a prudent security

officer.

Q Do you know if he had the support of the Ambassador in the

request that he was providing?
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A Well, definitely in the cables. Those are all cleared by

the Ambassador, signed by the Ambassador before they are sent. So I

would assume that, in general, yes.

Q If an RSO is having trouble getting the resources that they

need or they feel that they're having trouble interacting with DS or

anybody, what course of action do they have to try to elevate it up

the chain?

A Certainly. Well, he has his own chain of command, which

is the ambassadorial level, which is essentially -- that would go

directly toward Ambassador Boswell, which is the Assistant Secretary

for DS. That's probably the easiest way.

And then I know particularly , you know, he had

interactions with -- it wouldn't be unheard of for -- to have

interactions, himself, with the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary

or Assistant Secretary. As a matter of fact, I know he did through

emails. I don't know if he telephoned them or not.

Q And just to clarify, are you referring to Mr. Bultrowicz

and Ms. Lamb, or are you --

A No, Bultrowicz, principal -- essentially, kind of, in his --

Q Or, I'm sorry --

A Essentially, he's going higher than what would be -- it's

hard to describe because they don't fall right under our org chart;

it's a dotted line. But he's going to the next higher level in DS.

Q And I apologize, I meant Bultrowicz and Boswell.

A Ambassador Boswell, correct. Or, like I said, he could get
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the Ambassador to advocate for him at his level.

Q And do you know if that was ever done?

A I don't know.

Q Okay.

We'll move to page 30. I'm sorry, not page 30. Still on page

4, the first paragraph, finding number 2 states, "Systemic failures

in leadership and management deficiencies at senior levels within two

bureaus at the State Department resulted in a Special Mission security

posture that was inadequate for Benghazi and grossly inadequate to deal

with the attack that took place."

Do you agree can this assessment?

A First of all, the "two bureaus," I don't know the second

bureau they're referring to, the ARB, so I don't want to comment about

that. I assume the DS is one of the two bureaus.

And, you know, the ARB had numerous interviews and they were

gathering information from sources other than what I had available or

from my perspective. So they had a lot more information that they had

available to them that I just didn't have access to, through interviews

and information that they were gathering for their investigation.

So it's difficult for me to make any opinion based on basically

what they're saying. It's just difficult for me to make that

determination without having access to that type of -- the same

material that they had.

Q Understood. Is it possible that the second bureau is NEA?

A It's possible.
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Q And I think you mentioned briefly earlier that you had

interactions with NEA. Who, specifically, would you interact with?

A Certainly. I mean, normally I would interact with the desk

officers in NEA/EX, which were my equivalents, and then also with the

desk officers in NEA/MAG, which is my equivalents as well.

Q Did you ever interact with anybody above a desk-officer

level in NEA?

A Yes.

Q And who did you interact with?

A Which NEA?

Q Either MAG or EX.

A Certainly. NEA/EX, above the desk officers that I often

interacted with, I don't know what their titles were, but they were

deputies of some type. I would put them at the equivalent of my Deputy

Regional Director. And then the Regional Director, I don't know his

exact title, but he was the equivalent of my Regional Director, in

NEA/EX was

And then in NEA/MAG, once again, I'd interact on occasion with

the Regional Director, which was my supervisor's direct, you know,

contact level. That would be . And I'd often interact

with his deputy, as well.

Q Is that ?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever have any interactions with anybody in the NEA

front office?
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A I don't know --

Mr. Chuang. What do you mean by "front office"?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Meaning Deputy Assistant Secretary or above?

A Very -- no, not with the -- do you know who specifically?

Q Did you ever have any interactions with Mary Maxwell?

A No.

Q Did you ever have any interactions with Beth Jones?

A I don't believe so, but she was probably in the M meetings

I attended. I recognize her, and I can't recall specifically. I

didn't interact with her, but she was at the meetings, I'm sure.

And I may have interacted with other, like, in Yemen or on other

issues, other countries I was handling. But I don't recall anything

specific. I would very rarely -- I mean, "rarely" isn't even the word.

I don't recall a single time I interacted directly with the DAS of NEA.

Q Elizabeth Dibble?

A Never --

Q Okay.

A -- to my knowledge. Perhaps an email that I was on that

they were on. But I was probably either CC'ed or they'd send it to

Libyan management, like a distro list that essentially, you know,

everyone who has, you know, an equity in Libya is on. So, potentially,

I could have gotten emails from them, from any of those people on that.

But direct contact, negative, no.

Q Okay.
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Do you know or did you have any visibility, other than at an

operational level working with NEA/EX or occasionally with the Maghreb,

how -- let me rephrase. What was the purpose of coordinating with NEA

on Libya issues?

A MAG or EX? They have different levels.

Q Let's cut them separately. Let's start with MAG.

A Certainly. My primary interaction with NEA/MAG is they

were the interlocutor, the primary contact with the Ambassador, the

Libyan Ambassador to the United States. So I had frequent contact with

them regarding visas. We had to go through their office for each and

every visa to get a cover letter and work on the various issues with

them. That was the primary -- what I did most frequently with them.

But, also, I attended their weekly meeting, which was usually

hosted by -- or ran, hosted, it was ran by or his deputy

or one of the desk officers, just depending on their availability.

That was every Wednesday, I believe. And they'd talk over policy

issues, and if I had something relevant to add, I would, but not too

often. But, like, when the elections came along, we talked about the

election security plan that we'd put together with the post, and just

pass information.

That's pretty much it for NEA/MAG.

NEA/EX we worked with a lot. They were our primary support for

logistics. They'd help us just get things to Libya, things of that

nature. They also would support us with funding for certain items,

such as, as I can recall, the armored vehicles that post had requested
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that were approved. NEA/EX provided the funding for those.

They controlled the -- not controlled, but they were in charge

of running the airplanes, the U.S. airplanes, that we were using in

the early days.

So administrative in nature, like logistical support, for NEA/EX.

Q Let's go to page 6. The last sentence of the paragraph

right before number 3 begins --

A "Among various"?

Q Yeah. The sentence reads, "Among various department

bureaus and personnel in the field, there appeared to be very real

confusion over who ultimately was responsible and empowered to make

decisions based on both policy and security considerations."

Do you agree with that assessment?

A Once again, it's difficult for me to -- I did not have the

access to the information. Just from my perspective, I only can talk

about what I know, you know, from my desk officer position. The ARB

was getting information from all different sources that I just didn't

have available. It's difficult for me to -- I mean, what specifically

are they talking about. I mean, bureau communication, I mean, that's

well above me on an official level.

Q I guess, from your perspective, can you shed any -- like,

from the desk officer position, can you shed any light on that?

A Well, I mean, for me, it's relatively simple. I mean, my

decision process began and ended pretty much with DAS Lamb. I mean,

that's who made decisions within our office. But that was just DS/IP,
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Internationals Programs, not DS, the Bureau.

Q You talked a little bit earlier about the meeting you

attended with Under Secretary Kennedy on July 2nd. We've heard from

witnesses at our May 8th committee hearing and others that Under

Secretary Kennedy was involved in a number of decisions relevant to

Libya or specifically security in Libya.

Do you agree with that testimony, from your knowledge of events?

Mr. Choo. I don't think he's seen the testimony.

Mr. Chuang. Yeah, the specific testimony you're talking about.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Let me rephrase. Do you agree that Under Secretary

Kennedy -- were you aware that Under Secretary Kennedy was involved

in decisions related to security in Libya?

A We report, as a bureau, to Under Secretary Kennedy. M is

above our Assistant Secretary Boswell. I know he signed the

December 27th memo, and so, to that regard, yes.

Q Other than the July 2nd meeting that you attended, did you

have any interactions with Under Secretary Kennedy about security in

Libya?

A Not personal, but, like I said, I attended a few of those

meetings. I can't remember how many specifically. It was less than

five. They were monthly meetings I usually did not attend, but I did

attend on occasion. I never talked to him personally at all. I'd work

through his staff assistants.

Q Overall, what was Under Secretary Kennedy or M's level of
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involvement in decisions about security and personnel, security

resources or personnel in Libya?

A I mean, for --

Mr. Chuang. When you say "M," are you talking about the official,

like Mr. Kennedy, as opposed to his entire office?

Mr. Ohly. And the office or Under Secretary Kennedy.

Mr. Chuang. Can you break it down?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Let's start with M, the office.

A Okay. Well, I'll start with the personnel portion. Other

than the two items already mentioned, the personnel issue -- as a post

that was unaccompanied, every single Chief of Mission person that went

there had to have M approval. That's what it's called. And it's

basically the Under Secretary has to sign off on all VI -- or, not VIP,

but -- VIP, as well, but -- not VIP, I don't know that. But any TDY

personnel going to post had to be cleared in M's office. And that was

frequent because there was a lot of TDY personnel. My most

interactions with M staff was with that.

And then on the other side of the coin, in the beginning,

particularly, when we had lots of Libya planning meetings, there was

always an M staff representative at the meetings.

Q When you're talking about issues like staffing, approving

the TDYs, is that something that can be approved at the M staff level,

or does that have to be approved by the Under Secretary?

A I don't know. It was sent to the staffers, and it would
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come back approved or not. I can't recall if M signed -- if Under

Secretary Kennedy signed off on it or not or someone from his staff

who had that authority to do that. I don't recall.

Q And that would be for any TDY agent that needed to go in

or any political officer or any staff that was going into Libya?

A Anyone that went under Chief of Mission authority was

required, even from the other departments.

Q Okay.

Mr. Ohly. I'm not quite at my hour, but we'll go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Knauer. We can go back on the record.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q When we were talking about Exhibit 7 and there were

questions about whether Diplomatic Security had ever recommended

shutting down the post, do you recall that?

A I don't ever recall the MAG security or AS saying that we

were going to shut down the post ever.

Q Okay. But ? You said you had a phone call.

A Right. I believe it was a phone call.

Q Okay.

A It really -- it just kind of stuck in my mind, the way you

phrased it.

Q All right. And you said that NEA liked the reporting that

was coming out of there?

A I believe so.
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Q Okay. What kind of reporting?

A The political reporting that the officers were providing

for them, their duties.

Q What is political reporting?

A I'm not a political officer, but they do lots of -- they

do the TIP Report. There's all sorts of mandated reports that they

have to generate on various topics. I mean, you'd have to ask one of

them what specifically it is. But they're very busy doing them.

Q Why is that useful?

A I'm not a political officer. It goes -- I don't even

know -- in general, I assume it informs the Department on -- some of

them are mandated, like I said, that they have to respond to. It's

not really my area of expertise to comment on them. But I know of some,

like, the TIP Report is one, just in general conversations with the

political officers. And there, they were always interested in talking

about the host nation's progress, and the big topic was the elections,

the democratic elections, specifically to Libya.

Q How did you know that they liked the reporting that was

coming out of there?

A It just appeared to me that way.

Q Okay.

A I don't have -- I can't point to anyone saying, "This is

great reporting," or anything, but --

Q Okay.

Mr. Knauer. John, go ahead. I just wanted to ask that question.
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Mr. Ohly. We can go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q It is 2:40, and we are back on the record.

I want to go back -- we touched on it briefly earlier -- about

the night of the attacks. I understand you were in the DS command

center, and you can't get into too many details about what you all were

seeing or hearing that night in the in this setting. But I want to

ask some general questions.

A I'll do my best to reply.

Q That immediate night, was there ever any discussion or

indication that there was a protest prior to the attack?

A No.

Q Would it be unusual for a post not to report a protest or

a demonstration?

A Yes.

Q Would it be unusual for a post to be surprised by a

demonstration or a protest?

A It could happen. "Unusual" would not be a good term for

that. I think there was general information on Cairo. But we

certainly were surprised immediately after that in the other posts

where it occurred -- in Yemen, Tunis, and Khartoum. So a lot of times,

we'll have notice or prior notifications, but sometimes we will not.

So --
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Q Was it your understanding that night that it was an attack?

A Yes.

Q That night, when the Embassy Tripoli -- I believe you

mentioned moved to annex -- or the personnel moved. Do you know why

that decision was made?

A Yes. They had received threat information on the U.S.

embassy at Tripoli that there could be a protest or there could be an

attack. I can't remember which one of those two it was. But it was

one of those two reasons. That's why they moved.

Mr. Chuang. You are talking about info regarding an attack on

the embassy?

Mr. In Tripoli, yes.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And from your perspective, was that move conducted to place

them in a better position to defend or be in a more secure location?

A I think the colocating was a good idea. I don't know -- I

don't know the reasoning behind which way they decided to go. But

colocating the partial resources, put them together in one place would

be a good maneuver.

Q Have you ever visited Tripoli, or either of the facilities

in Tripoli?

A At what time period?

Q Prior to the attacks.

A I was in Tripoli at the old embassy.

Q Okay.
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A So, no, not the current facility or the annex.

Q Okay. After the initial attacks, the night of the attacks,

what was your role or responsibility? Or did you have any role or

responsibility related to evaluating what transpired?

A In the direct aftermath of the attacks, we were extremely

busy. I worked through the night. I provided a briefing to Assistant

Secretary Boswell that morning after everyone had been evacuated from

Benghazi. And they were then subsequently moved to Frankfurt. I went

to bed for several hours. And then when I went back into work the next

day, Yemen was already -- the protests at Yemen had already occurred.

And we started working on that immediately, and that lasted all of that

day. The next day, I believe, or the next day after, Tunis and Khartoum

were both experiencing violent demonstrations that resulted in the

embassy compounds being breached and lots of damage. The same as

Yemen. So I was focused on those events more so than the aftermath

of Benghazi. We were still dealing with events in realtime.

Q Was the perception at the time that all events were related?

A From my view, yes. This appeared to be to me because they

all happened in order. And I mean, it seems to be related in my eyes.

Q Did your perception of that change at any point?

A No. I still believe that today.

Q There's been a lot of controversy and discussion about the

talking points used by Ambassador Susan Rice and what she said on the

Sunday talk shows. Just from someone who was witnessing what was going

on at the time, what was your reaction to that?
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A Actually, I was still working. I didn't see the talking

points or even know about them until it became news, essentially. And

it became a talking point in the news much later.

Q Did you have any reaction to the controversy or the

disagreements or anything?

A I mean, no, not really. I mean, it was not really my role.

Q Just on a personal level, did you have any reaction?

A Like I said, I still believe -- I believe they were grouped

together. Whether it was a common thread or not, the video, or the

protests were successful in Cairo, that led to the Benghazi one, I don't

know. But it appeared to me that they all were related.

Q Okay.

A It still does today.

Q Just in general, do you have any concerns with how the State

Department has responded to this event?

A No.

Q Okay. Now I want to transition to the ARB.

A Certainly.

Q Were you interviewed by the ARB?

A I was.

Q Was it individually or as a group?

A I was individually interviewed by the ARB.

Q Do you know approximately when that took place?

A I do not recall specifically. It was in the

October/November time frame of 2012. I believe it was a few weeks after
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they had been initiated. So I think it was the end of the October time

frame, early November time frame.

Q And was that your only interview with the ARB?

A That was my only interview, yes.

Q Did you receive advanced notice of their interest in

speaking with you?

A I did.

Q How was that presented to you?

A It came as an email, but it was an like an official letter

looking email that they were sending to people that they wanted to

interview.

Q Were you notified of your right to have counsel?

A I was.

Q Did you have counsel present?

A I did.

Q Was it personal counsel?

A It was our AFSA union --

Q AFSA union.

A -- counsel.

Q How long was the interview?

A I don't recall specifically. It went well over the

allotted time. I want to say several hours, but it was pretty lengthy.

Q Do you recall which members of the board were present?

A I believe all of them were present.

Q Was the interview transcribed?
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A No, it was not.

Q Do you know if it was recorded in any way?

A Yes.

Q How was it recorded?

A They had I believe two note takers specifically assigned

to, I believe, their staff, working at either end of the table. And

then each of the members had their own personal pads, which they were

taking notes down on.

Mr. Choo. John, were you asking about video or audio recording?

Mr. Ohly. Just --

Mr. That was all that there was.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And do you recall what the focus of the interview was or

what sort of questions you were asked?

A Yes.

Q Can you elaborate?

A Yes. Basically, we went over a timeline very similar to

what we did here initially. We talked about the chain of command in

DS. We talked about various documents very similar to what we did here.

Q Did you discuss the June 15 memo?

A Yes, I did.

Q Okay. What was the reaction of the board to your presence

or your testimony?

Mr. Chuang. You mean what they said?

Mr. Ohly. Were they receptive?
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Mr. Choo. -- about that memo, but in general?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Let's start with the memo?

A Okay. I mean, they were interested in the topic,

obviously. But I mean, I could judge how they were -- we talked about

other things as well. It wasn't like we focused on that -- we talked

about it for a while, but it wasn't -- so it's hard to judge them. They

are pretty stoic. And that was throughout. It was hard to -- I didn't

read them other than there appeared to be an official review and --

Q Did you feel the questions were thorough and that they were

well prepared?

A Yes.

Q Did you feel there was any information you weren't able to

convey to them that you wish you had been able to convey?

A No.

Q Did you have any follow-up interactions with the ARB members

or staff after the interview?

A I did.

Q And how did that take place?

A They asked some specific questions I couldn't recall at the

time. And it was essentially do-outs. Once I referred to my notes,

I was able to provide responses.

Q Do you recall specifically what that was about?

A I don't.

Q During the course of the ARB review -- so from the time it
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began to the end of the report, did you have any discussions with the

members or staff outside of your interview?

A Yes.

Q Can you explain?

A Certainly. As the desk officer for Libya, I had the most

comprehensive files or data on the -- from DS' perspective. So I

coordinated getting all those documents to them for all the DS/IP,

actually. And then sometimes I would get specific taskers. I was

directed by Assistant Secretary Boswell to be fully cooperative in

responding to all of their taskers, and I received numerous taskers.

But mostly, they were specific questions about security-related

topics, obviously, but clarification on points on emails or helping

them locate documents was one of my primary duties within the mass of

materials that was provided.

Q And was this an interaction at the staff level?

A Yes. I interacted with their staff assistants.

Q Was that the only form of interaction, just interaction with

the staff on requests for --

A Yes.

Q -- additional information or pointing them in the right

direction of documents?

A That's correct.

Q What was your overall impression of the ARB process?

A I thought it was very thorough. From who I know they

interviewed -- just by secondhand -- I was not provided a list. But
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just through the course of business and working, continuing to work

the desk, I was aware of several of the people they interviewed, and

they seemed to be very -- particularly with me, they were very focused

on particular issues, and they seemed to be very -- Admiral Mullen and

Ambassador Pickering particularly, but there were other specialists

as well -- they were very knowledgeable about the inner workings of

the department and the greater intelligence community as well. So,

overall, I think they did a pretty good job.

Q Did you feel it was fair and objective?

A Yes.

Q What was your reaction to the ARB report? I know you

mentioned earlier you had access to the classified but did not have

access to the classified?

A Like I said, overall, I concurred with the overall nexus

of the ARB report. I thought it was well prepared and well written.

Q Was there anything that you disagreed with or felt that they

could have gone further with?

A No. Several of the points in there were things that I had

brought up specifically in my conversations. I don't know about what

other people brought up or other points outside of my realm. But they

definitely listened to what I had to say. And some of those things

were incorporated in the recommendations.

Q Did you have an opportunity to review the report or discuss

its findings prior to releasing it to the public?

A No.
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Q When did you first hear or learn that specific individuals

had been singled out for criticism by the ARB?

A It would have been maybe a week or so after. I was on annual

leave -- well, leave.

So I was not in the office, but I read it through -- you know,

I still had my BlackBerry. So I was still working remotely, basically.

And I think it was a week later or right around December 18 or so. I

don't recall. But it was soon after the release of the unclassified

version.

Q How was this information brought to your attention?

A I don't recall. It was probably in an email or telephone

call, just speaking to my colleagues.

Q And what did you learn at the time?

A I learned that the assistant secretary, Ambassador Boswell,

Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary Bultrowicz, and Deputy Assistant

Secretary, DAS, Lamb had been placed on administrative leave.

Q What was your reaction to this?

A I mean, reaction is hard to judge. I think the ARB did a

good job evaluating the material at least that I presented and in

looking at all the information. I didn't have access to all of the

information that they had. Just from my perspective, my world, they

focused on the decisionmaker, which was DAS Lamb and where I worked,

and I really didn't have much of an opinion on -- I didn't know, you

know, the PDAS and the AS, you know, how much of a role they had. So

I really didn't have much of an opinion.
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Q You didn't have visibility into their level of involvement?

A No.

Q There was also one individual from NEA. Were you made aware

of that --

A Yes.

Q -- at the time? Were you surprised by that?

A I didn't know who that individual was.

Q You have not had any interaction with him?

A No.

Q And that would be Raymond Maxwell?

A Correct.

Q In your interviews with the ARB, were you asked any

questions about the performance of -- these individuals' performance

or responsibilities?

A Certainly.

Q In the context of your reporting chain or their decisions

related to --

A Both.

Q All four individuals or only --

A No. I don't recall any specific questions on Principal

Deputy Assistant Secretary Bultrowicz or Assistant Secretary Boswell,

but there were lots of questions about Deputy Assistant Secretary

Lamb's judgment and responsibilities. And I told them the truth, that

her job is especially difficult. And a lot of the stuff I'm saying

is -- you know, my position is Libya-centric. I'm supporting the RSO
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in the field's view on security matters. And she had a much larger

role and responsibilities, weighing all of the world's -- all of DS'

responsibilities. So there were factors that I was unaware of, I'm

sure, that could have impacted her judgment or her decisions that I

just didn't have visibility on.

Q Just from your level and from your perspective, did you

question her judgments?

A I didn't. I didn't agree with several of them. But at the

same time, they were not outside the realm of what I would consider

reasonable or what I had seen at other posts, that they were operating

in similar environments, particularly in Beirut and Yemen.

Q Do you think it's appropriate that this individual has been

placed on administrative leave?

A That's an H.R. issue that I have no --

Q Have you ever heard of administrative leave?

A I have heard of it before but mostly for disciplinary

actions resulting in, you know, negligent behavior or doing something

wrong outside of your duties or something like that.

Q Do you have any concerns with how the individuals named by

the ARB have been treated?

A I don't.

Q We know security is not 100 percent. You can't guarantee

security anywhere at any time. I just wanted to get your read, as

someone with background in this field and expertise. We are not

experts in this. But do you believe that the ARB report does enough
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to help prevent or do its best to ensure a similar tragedy doesn't repeat

itself in the future?

A The attack in Benghazi was unprecedented in scope. It's

extremely large. We hadn't seen anything like that in modern history.

Normally, it would be like two or three attackers in Jeddah and

Damascus, I'm thinking specifically. This was a lot of armed

individuals on the compound. And it would have been -- most posts I've

been to, either TDY or otherwise, would have be hard-pressed to

withstand an attack of that magnitude. And hopefully, some of the

decisions made by the ARB will fix that. I know they're working on

a couple of different things just through secondhand knowledge. So,

hopefully, that will improve the security posture for posts, the ARB

and DS in response to the ARB.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Let me just ask a quick clarification. Just going back to

the night of the attack and the couple of days afterward, I just wanted

to clarify how you first learned that there had been an attack on the

Benghazi facility.

A Certainly. I received a telephone call from the RSO. I

just returned from my cubicle from coming from the command center. It

was in the early afternoon. It might have been 3:45 or 4:45. I can't

quite remember now. But as soon as I sat down, the phone rang, and

the RSO from Tripoli contacted me and said that the -- I can't remember

if he said the Benghazi compound has been stormed or they are under

attack. And I told him they have also breached a compound in Cairo.
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They're not doing anything, just causing damage. So hopefully it's

that as well. Call the command center right away. So that's how I

was informed.

Q I think you just touched on how the attack was first

described to you. A minute ago, you testified that it was

unprecedented in scope. There were a lot of armed individuals. Was

that something that was communicated to you the night of or is that

something you have learned subsequently?

A Not in the initial report. I don't think the RSO had the

numbers or -- I believe he used the term "attack," which would indicate

it is not a protest, people just climbing over the wall. He probably

would have said so if that was the case. So, from my recollection,

the RSO meant it as an attack. And then, obviously, as the night

progressed and we started talking and getting more information, it

appeared to be incredibly violent, and it was definitely not what we

were seeing in Cairo, which was very malicious in nature. And to be

honest with you, a breach of the compound perimeter is a serious

security issue. But they weren't trying to break in. They didn't

build battering rams or anything like that. It didn't look like they

were there to hurt anybody from what we could tell. But in Benghazi,

I mean, they went in initially and just started -- one of the first

reports I recall was they went in and instantly started lighting fires

and also explosions and gunfire was heard at the onset of the attack

like initially. So it appeared to be a terrorist attack.

Q And there was nothing like that in Cairo, nothing like the
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fires?

A No. No. But there were a lot of people in Cairo. A lot.

I mean, it was unnerving to find out the numbers that that they had

mobilized, I guess, would be the proper term.

Q Do you remember when you first heard mention that the

attacks in Benghazi might have been connected to a protest or a

demonstration?

A I don't. Probably the talking points that were put out.

I mean, from my perspective, where I was, it was all meshing together

as one. So we really didn't have time to analyze one in particular

from another. It could have just -- I mean, it's hard -- everyone in

Benghazi had guns. So who knows what their initial intent was or what

their intent was. But the way they all -- one of them right after

another and then stopped, it seems to signify to me that they were

related in some way, shape or form. And the only common thread that

I can see is the video.

Q So, in your opinion, at the time, Cairo was pretty clearly

a demonstration or a protest that had become, you know, vandalism, some

sort of hostility. But in your mind, it was clearly a protest in nature

and might have had some connection to the video. And because of the

timing, the correlation with the Benghazi attack, you thought that

there was a possibility that Benghazi was a similar event that had

gotten even more violent, more dangerous?

A I mean, that's part of it. I don't want to sit here and

tell you exactly. I mean, I don't know. But some of the things I
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witnessed in Cairo, I mean, the protesters were doing a lot of tweeting.

Are you familiar with what a flash mob is?

Q Uh-huh.

A And then when we were reacting or coordinating responses

in the command center, the Twitter pages were going crazy. It was

unbelievable to see how much Twitter traffic was transpiring during

the attack. This is in Libya now. And it was amazing. I had never

used Twitter. I don't use Facebook. I barely even use a computer,

for that matter; emails are about it. But I was awestruck at the speed

and the ability for them to communicate and then to get resources and

people together where previously to that -- at least historically, if

you want to get a big demonstration together, you had to start making

announcements, sending out flyers. If you are going to get a big

turnout, you have to get the word out. And generally, we could pick

up on those types of things. But with the Twitter and those things,

then they can have a flash mob together very, very fast. And it's

difficult for a host nation or us to respond. And there's no doubt

in my mind that that was a strong part of it. The first phase of the

attack on Benghazi, there was already Twitter stuff starting. In what

I would call the second phase or the looting phase, that was all

Twitter-fed. You could just tell. They are tweeting. And you

know -- it was -- the mob -- the number of tweets running up the screen.

We had a huge screen, and it was just running. It was unbelievable.

Q Do you remember how you found out that there was no

demonstration in Benghazi prior to the attack?
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A I just relied on the conversations with my agents. They

said they did not see one. They didn't know of one.

Q Do you remember at what point you had those conversations?

Was it the night of?

A No, it was after the fact.

Q How many days approximately?

A I don't recall. I mean, they didn't even come back for

several days. They were in Frankfurt, speaking with the FBI. So it

was a week maybe. I don't know for sure.

Q Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Since we are on this subject, can you walk through, starting

with the Cairo attack, what DS was dealing with from Cairo to Benghazi

and in the days of the additional incidents at other locations that

you were responsible for?

A Certainly. In Cairo, I believe that we had some prior

notice of a demonstration in Cairo. I don't 100 percent recall. But

I believe the post knew because they were already in -- they weren't

open for business, and it didn't appear -- it appeared they were aware

of it. It looked like they were ready for it. The demonstration

began. And like I said, it lasted several hours. They breached the

compound perimeter wall and were doing miscellaneous things, like I

said, and that was going on for an extended period of time because the

host nation wouldn't respond or couldn't respond to --

Q Does DS at this point send something out to the other
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potentially affected posts that this is something you need to pay

attention to?

A Yes. It went out. I know for sure that Benghazi got that

information.

Q And what do you tell them?

A I don't specifically remember the message going out. I

didn't work on that aspect of it, but probably demonstrations in Cairo,

breached perimeter, could be an ops alert or something to that effect.

Q Okay. All right. And then Cairo bleeds into Benghazi?

A Well, yes. For me it did. Like I said, it was going on

for so long, we started to do shifts. So, at some point late in the

morning, it started. And now we're talking late afternoon. And my

shift had just ended down in the command center. So I was heading

upstairs when the phone call came.

Q And then what about the days after Benghazi, what's taking

place?

A I don't think -- the day after Benghazi, I don't believe

anything happened. It was the following day that the protests in Yemen

occurred.

Q And what was that like?

A It was a very large demonstration. They breached the

compound in Yemen and did a lot of significant damage to the -- they

didn't breach the chancery, but they did significant damage to the

chancery grounds and our vehicles and --

Q Was that serious?
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A -- equipment there. Yes, I would say it was serious.

Q And was Tunisia also one of the --

A Yes. Tunisia occurred, I believe, the following day after

Yemen. Tunisia and Khartoum were the same day. And once again, the

protesters were able to gain access into the chancery compound. They

weren't able to gain access into the chancery. And the same thing

occurred there. They did a lot of physical damage. They started some

fires. And they burned down an adjacent American school. It wasn't

on our property, but it was across the street. So it was pretty

significant there as well.

Q Violent?

A Yeah. Violent, yes. And destruction of property. And

lighting fire.

Q And you had mentioned that these were motivated by the

videotape?

A I mean, in my belief. I'm fairly certain that the Cairo,

the Tunis, the Khartoum ones were -- and Yemen were motivated by that

tape. The Benghazi one was a little more -- that's more conjecture

on my part just because I don't think there was a direct link that I

ever saw or heard.

Q You said something to the effect of all events were related

or that you still believe that they were related to the this tape?

A I do.

Q Why is that?

A Well, the mere fact of the time frame of them together. It
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could have been a coincidence, of course. But now we are talking my

perspective. And I believe, I read somewhere one of the local guards,

contract guards that was in Benghazi, he was interviewed and said that

when he was being beat up by the attackers that this was for making

fun of Mohammed or something like that. And they made reference to

it. So that's what I base my information on.

Q Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just the last question. Is there anything that we haven't

touched on today that you feel would be important to bring to our

attention?

A Well, obviously, we didn't talk about anything classified.

But I think that was pretty thorough today.

Q Do you believe that there's a need to have that discussion?

A I think this covered in general the topics, I mean, what

was necessary.

Q Okay. I appreciate that. Well, we appreciate your time

today. And this has been very helpful. With that, the interview is

complete.

A Thank you for your time.

[Whereupon, at 3:10 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Mr. Ohly. This is a transcribed interview of Ambassador Victoria

Nuland, conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and Government

Reform. This interview was requested by Chairman Darrell Issa as part

of the committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya.

Could the witness please state your name for the record?

Ms. Nuland. Victoria Nuland.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. Good morning. My name is John Ohly. I'm

a professional staff member with the committee's majority staff and

I will ask everyone else at the tale to introduce themselves as well.

Mr. Beattie. With the majority staff.

Mr. Skladany. Jonathan Skladany from Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Pinto. Ashok Pinto, also with Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Powell. Jason Powell with the minority staff.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority.

Mr. Visek. Rich Visek, State Department.

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang, State Department.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. The committee appreciates your appearance

at this interview today, and your decades of dedicated public service

to this country offer unique insight that is extremely valuable to the

committee.

Now, before I begin, I would like to go over the ground rules and

explain how the interview will proceed. The way the questioning will

begin is we will have an hour, up to an hour of questioning from the

majority staff, and then up to an hour of questioning from the minority
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staff. We will do our best to limit the number of people asking

questions during any given hour to the staff whose hour it is to ask

questions. We will rotate back and forth in that way until we are out

of questions and the interview is over.

Ms. Nuland. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. If you would like to take a break whenever it is

convenient for you, even if that is in the middle of an hour, if you

need water, or if you need to step out for a minute, please just let

us know. We would like to make this as easy and comfortable as

possible.

Ms. Nuland. Great.

Mr. Ohly. This interview is unclassified, so if a question calls

for any information that you know to be classified, respond only with

unclassified information. If it's determined at some point that we

need to have a classified session, we can do so at a later date.

We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely

consult with counsel, and you do have counsel present today. Would

your counsel please state his or her name?

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang from the State Department.

Mr. Ohly. As you can see, an Official Reporter is taking down

everything you say to make a written record, so we ask that you give

verbal responses to all questions; yes, no, as opposed to nods of the

head. I'm going to ask the reporter to feel free to jump in in case

you do respond with a nonverbal response.

Also, we should try not to talk over each other so it is easier
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to get a clear record.

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and

truthful manner possible, so we will take our time and repeat and

clarify any questions, and if you have any questions. So please do

not hesitate to let us know if something isn't clear.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or don't

remember, it is best not to guess. Please give us your best

recollection and if there are things you do not know, or can't remember,

just say so.

You should also understand that although this interview is not

under oath, that by law, you are required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully. Do you understand that?

Ms. Nuland. I do.

Mr. Ohly. This also applies to questions posed by congressional

staff in the interview. Do you understand that?

Ms. Nuland. I do.

Mr. Ohly. Witnesses these knowingly provide false testimony

could be subject to criminal prosecution or perjury for making false

statements. Do you understand this?

Ms. Nuland. I do understand.

Mr. Ohly. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful

answers to today questions?

Ms. Nuland. No.

Mr. Ohly. Okay, that is the end of the preamble. The clock now

reads 10:07, and we will get started with the first hour of questions.
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Mr. Chuang. John, could I just throw one thing on the record

just briefly? In speaking with committee staff, we had requested an

opportunity to have a classified session after this today, because

based on the expected subject matter, the witness as well as the

Department believes that a full and complete understanding of the

issues would require that. And I understand that the committee has

declined to do that right now. I just wanted to make sure that it was

clear that that had been requested.

Mr. Pinto. We understand the request. I wouldn't say it has

been declined. The chairman has taken that request under advisement,

and may choose to schedule at a later date.

Mr. Chuang. Thank you.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:

Q To start, it would be helpful if you could just walk us

through your background and your experience with the State Department.

A I'm a career foreign service officer. I joined the

Department in fall of 1984. I have served in overseas jobs in China,

Mongolia, Russia, and two tours at the U.S. mission to NATO in Brussels.

I have also served in the Department in a variety of capacities over

that time. My most recent job was as spokesperson for the Department

under Hillary Clinton.

Q And what is your current title?

A I'm currently in transition. I am -- I have been nominated

by the President to serve as Assistant Secretary for European and
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Eurasian Affairs pending confirmation from the Senate.

Q Thank you. And I believe you just briefly stated this, but

what was your title and responsibility in the year or 18 months leading

up to the attacks in Benghazi?

A Beginning in May 2011, I was spokesperson for the State

Department.

Q In that capacity, what was your level of visibility or

understanding of the State Department's role, or presence in Libya?

A I was obviously privy to any information that I needed in

order to keep the press appropriately apprised of our activities,

missions, goals, strategy in Libya. I briefed on Libya regularly to

the press. I also helped prepare the Secretary and other Department

principals to speak about Libya, at what point I traveled to Libya with

the Secretary at one point.

Q In that capacity, can you, or from your understanding from

that capacity, can you walk us through what your awareness of our

position in Libya beginning, say, in August of 2011?

A You mean post-fall of Qadhafi?

Mr. Chuang. What do you mean by position in Libya?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q The transition of our mission to Tripoli; how that was

transpiring; how we were postured in the country; what our objectives

were.

A Well, again, I was in a communications role in this job,

not in a policy role. So the question to get the broadest answer would

165



8

best be addressed to the people who were responsible for policy. But

as a general matter, after the fall of Qadhafi, our overriding objective

was to help a new nascent state in Libya establish itself,

democratically, securely, to promote prosperity, inclusion,

democratic values to the extent that we could.

Q In the year leading up to the attack, were you aware of

concerns with security in Libya, specifically, security or threats to

U.S. facilities or personnel?

A In my capacity as spokesperson, when there were security

incidents in Libya, I would occasionally be questioned by the press.

I think I took questions in April. My deputy took questions in June.

There were some follow-up questions in August when incidents happened.

So obviously, we were following the unclassified aspect of

security in Libya.

Q Do you recall what those concerns were, or what those

incidents were that came to your attention in that time frame?

A There had been the attack on the U.S. -- on the U.K.

ambassador. I can't recall -- I think it was his convoy. There had

been an incident when we had had an attack on the wall of the exterior

of the compound in Benghazi. You know, there were various protests

by disaffected groups, that kind of thing.

Q Did you ever reach out to people at the mission, or elsewhere

in an effort to understand what was happening in Libya or in Benghazi?

A There was at least one incident that I recall. I believe

it was in June when I reached out to Ambassador Stevens for his
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assistance in how best to discuss and express our level of concern with

the security in the country. It was not an infrequent practice of mine

to reach out directly to ambassadors to get a sense of what would be

most helpful to them in their goals with the government to have come

from the spokesperson's mouth at the Department.

Q And at the time that these events are taking place, security

incidents, were there -- were you privy to any discussions amongst

senior leaders of the State Department of the security conditions in

Libya?

A No.

Q Did you feel the Department was taking appropriate steps

to address these incidents, or addressing these security incidents?

Mr. Chuang. Are you referring to incidents or to security for

the post?

Mr. Ohly. Well, we will talk about incidents, and then the

response to those incidents, whether the post had adequate resources

to respond to such incidents.

Ms. Nuland. Again, I wasn't privy at that point to the full set

of policy considerations, nor was I part of conversations about

security for the U.S. presence. My role was to address press

questions, to speak to the press about our general posture in Libya.

So to the degree that the press had questions, I would seek an

appropriately calibrated response from the Department policy folks,

and I would use that at the podium, but I was not part of the policy

process or part of the security process in the role that I was in.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q So prior to the attacks in September --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- what was your understanding of the situation in Libya

from a security perspective?

A From a security of the Nation's perspective or from the

security of the post's perspective?

Q Of the Nation.

A It was clear that the government of Libya, the new

transitional government was challenged as many transitional

governments are, in establishing national security forces that were

unified, that were trustworthy. We were, as a Nation and with allies,

trying to support them in that process, but it was not unexpected that

they would have these challenges.

Q And then the second part of that, what was your awareness

of the security situation at our mission, both in Tripoli and in

Benghazi?

A Well, beyond having to speak to, or I think my deputy spoke,

I think I was on the road when this happened, but apart from having

to speak to the incident when the hole was made in the exterior wall,

we weren't involved in thinking about that or decisions about that at

all.

Q Prior to the attacks, were you aware at all of what the State

Department or administration's plans were for Libya moving forward?

Were you involved in any of those discussions or privy to any of those
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discussions?

A Are you talking about our policy goals, or are you talking

about our --

Q Presence?

A -- American presence footprint?

Q Uh-huh.

Mr. Chuang. Going forward from -- after a certain period?

Mr. Ohly. In the -- in the period leading up to the attacks. So

in the months leading up to the attacks, or, say, 6 months leading up

to the attacks, were you aware of any discussions or privy to any

discussions about the future, or what the U.S. footprint would look

like in Libya moving forward?

Mr. Chuang. And are you talking about sort of post-December 2012

after the time period had already been established for how long we would

be there?

Mr. Ohly. Let's say after September 30th, 2012.

Ms. Nuland. I wasn't part of any discussion about the long-term

footprint of the U.S. presence, or about sizing, or you know, locations

beyond Tripoli. It was clear when we visited Tripoli with the

Secretary, I think that was in if fall of -- I can't remember when it

was, actually -- that you know, they were going to -- they were going

to be working on establishing a formal embassy.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So that would probably be in the fall of 2011?

A I think that's when it was. I can't recall. I have to say
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we took so many trips that they kind of blur together in my brain.

Q So did you have any awareness or had you heard any rumor

that the Department wanted to establish a permanent presence in

Benghazi?

A I was not aware of where the discussion was on that.

Obviously, we had -- you know, I was aware that our first presence when

we returned to Libya was in Benghazi, that that was the seat of the

revolution, and that we had retained a presence there. In terms of

whether we planned to stay there long-term, you know, I was aware of

some of the programmatics that were going on out there, but I didn't

have a sense of how long that would last or whether it would be

permanent.

Q I guess just to back up one piece. When the mission was

extended in December of 2011 --

A The Benghazi mission?

Q The Benghazi mission -- were you aware that that decision

was being made, or discussed?

A I was not.

Q So I want to move forward to the night of the attacks.

A Uh-huh.

Q And it would be helpful if you could just walk us through

the -- when you learned of the attacks, and the next few days.

A Well, to remind that on September 11th itself, at the time

of my regular midday briefing to the press -- I gave a press briefing

every day -- we already had a serious protest ongoing in Cairo.
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Q And to clarify, is this around midday?

A Yeah, I think I went out, you know, 12:30, 1:00 o'clock,

something like that. So I answered some press questions that day with

regard to the security concerns in Cairo around our mission. By the

middle of the afternoon, if I recall correctly, we were already dealing

with press increase with regard to serious protests in Tunisia. There

were security concerns in other parts of the broader Middle East, so

I spent my afternoon answering press queries which was my standard

practice throughout the afternoon.

I believe I became aware initially from the press sometime around

5:00, 6:00 o'clock, but I'm not sure. I can't actually say that we

had an emergent situation in Benghazi. And then I later became

part -- I later alerted senior folks in the Department as we began to

be besieged by press inquiries about what was going on.

Q And what were you hearing from the press in those first few

hours?

A I have to tell you that I can't recall specifically, but

you know, it was along the lines that our post in Benghazi had been -- was

under attack. It was along the lines that there were questions

about -- it was known that Chris Stevens had been paying a visit there.

There were questions about what he was up to at that moment, where he

physically was, that kind of thing.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Just to be precise on that, you were saying the first you

learned of the attacks was from the press?
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A I believe so.

Q It was about 5:00 o'clock, about 2 hours after the attack?

A I believe so. I just can't -- I can't recall for sure.

Q Sure.

A But that would be consistent with the role that I was

playing.

Mr. Beattie. Yeah, thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So once you had learned about the attack, what was your role,

your interaction with the rest of the State Department at that point?

Were you simply interacting with the press, or were you interacting

with senior leaders?

A I was back and forth on the phone and in person with the

seventh floor trying to understand what we could say publicly, what

we should say publicly, what we were sure enough about to say publicly.

I then, at about, I don't know when it was, 6:00, 7:00 o'clock, began

to be included in an email chain that was started by the Acting Assistant

Secretary for NEA as they were getting information from the post and

from Tripoli about the ground situation.

So it was a question of, you know, whether we were in a position

to confirm any of it to the press. I mostly spent that evening telling

the press that we would get back to them as soon as we could, and as

soon as we were sure.

Q And what were you all hearing that night, or what was your

understanding that evening?
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A Well, my understanding evolved as the situation evolved.

Q I understand. I'm --

A Yeah.

Q I'm just saying, as the events were progressing, what were

you all hearing? Who were you hearing it from?

Mr. Chuang. About what part of the night?

Mr. Ohly. This is once she has learned about the attacks, and

she is interacting with folks on the seventh floor and elsewhere about

what you can say --

Ms. Nuland. Yeah?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q -- and what you can't say.

A So between about 7:00, and when I ultimately went home,

which I think was about 1:00 o'clock in the morning, I was aware in

an evolving way that the consulate had been attacked; that the walls

had been breached; that a group of extremists had gained access to the

compound. I was initially aware that Ambassador Stevens and one of

his close protections had moved to the safe haven; that we were, or

the guys on the ground were endeavoring to figure out a way to get them

out. I don't recall at what point I knew that the safe haven building,

I guess it was the residence, had been set on fire, but certainly at

some point that evening, I became aware that there was a raging fire.

We became aware that we had lost one DS agent. I cannot -- I can't

recall exactly when, but it would have been around 8:30, 9:00 o'clock,

because then the conversation ensued as to whether we could confirm
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one American dead, as the Secretary later did in a statement that

evening. There was at least 90 minutes of back and forth as to whether

we had confirmed identity, confirmed death, contacted next of kin, all

of those things that have to happen before a public statement is made.

My memory of that is that at least some press had caught wind of

it, and we were beginning to get, you know, flooded with inquiry. So

I participated in discussion about whether we should issue a statement

that night, whether we could. And the drafting of that first statement

the Secretary issued, I think about 10:30 and, then obviously I did,

you know, I was responsible for the physical execution of that

statement, pushing out to the press, answering follow-up inquiries,

that kind of thing. So I was very much involved in that.

I became aware -- I can't recall exactly when, but certainly

sometime in the 9:00 to 10:30 period that Chris was missing; that we

weren't able to locate him; that they were making repeated efforts to

try to find him. I was aware at the moment, not at the moment, but

I was aware subsequently that they had failed to find him; that they

had to protect the lives of those searching, had called it off, and

that they had begun to evacuate to the next -- to the alternate site.

I was aware that there was serious trouble both on the road, and

when they reached the subsequent destination. I was certainly aware

that we had -- I can't remember exactly when, but I believe it was that

evening that I knew that we had tried to -- we were sending a plane

from Tripoli into Benghazi to try to get people out.

There was a lot of rumor and lack of clarity as to where Chris
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was. There was rumor coming from the press which I was briefing folks

on that Chris had been at the -- had been moved to a hospital in Benghazi.

I believe Libyans were saying that to the press, so you know, my job

was not only to convey information to the press, but also to convey

back to policymakers what the press had gleaned. So I was playing both

roles. And I was then, you know, for the next 4 or 5 hours besieged

with press questions as to whether Chris was alive or dead, that kind

of thing, and spent a lot of time telling the press that we would tell

the press what we could when we could.

Q In those first few hours, what were you hearing from the

press? What were the general sentiments that were going through?

A Again, it was pretty much all over the map in terms of what

was going on. And as is so often the case in these cases, there were

kernels of truth in what some members of the press had, and a lot of

it was inaccurate, or --

Q Inflated?

A -- inflated, or because most of it was coming from Libyan

sourcing of varied interest background understanding of the press. So

it was things like that Ambassador Stevens had been killed on the

compound, that he was alive, but had been taken hostage, all kinds of

crazy rumors.

Q Maybe a discussion of an RPG attack on a car or something

like that?

A I don't recall that. I don't recall that.

Q And then was the other source of information, was that Beth
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Jones, I think you mentioned the Acting Assistant Secretary of NEA was

getting updates. Were there other streams of information coming into

the Department at that time?

A There were various people on open lines to Tripoli. I

frankly can't recreate who all those folks were. But there was an

unclassified email chain that was added to as people got more

information, you know, there were also folks who were getting little

bits and pieces. But you know, from my perspective, if I couldn't use

it with the press, if it wasn't solid enough and sure enough, it was

just a lot of rumor.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q You mentioned that you became aware that the team that was

evacuated from the consulate to an alternate location was in some kind

of trouble. Were you aware simply that they were under fire?

A I don't recall whether I knew that while it was going on,

or whether I only knew subsequently. I certainly didn't appreciate

the extent of the violence on the road until considerably later.

Q And did you become aware that night that the alternate

location also came under fire?

A Yes, because I subsequently knew -- I guess it was sometime

in the wee hours of the morning that we had lost two more Americans

there.

Q And so just to be precise, were you unaware the alternate

location was under fire until reports of the mortar attack, or were

you aware that there was perhaps fire going on there prior to that?
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A You know, my information in general was not strictly

contemporaneous because I wasn't the most important person.

Q I completely understand that. I'm just trying to gauge

your awareness.

A Yeah. I can't completely reconstruct it, but it was after

I got home, which was about 1:00 o'clock, and none of us slept much

that night, that I became aware first that we had confirmed that Chris

had passed, and that we had lost two other Americans in the evacuation.

I didn't have the details as to the precise circumstances, the firefight

on the roof, et cetera, until considerably later.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q In that -- in those first few hours after you got word of

the initial attack, was there much discussion of a protest, or you know,

the motivations for the attack, or was it simply the facts of what was

happening?

A I have to say that I can't recall. In preparation for this,

I tried to think back about that question in particular, especially

because it comes up again in the talking points.

Q Uh-huh.

A I can't recall whether we just assumed that there must have

been because there had been protests at so many other posts, or whether

there was precise information, which turned out later not to be

accurate, coming in from somewhere. I have to say that I personally

was not sure that there had not been a protest until late September.

I recall being asked as late as the week of September 20th by members
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of the press, hey, we are hearing there might not have been a protest,

and responding that, you know, the information I had at that point was

that there was.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q And just to be precise, I think you had said that you thought

back about this. Did you say that you can't recall whether it was

simply because you were -- people assumed that there may have been a

protest because of what had been happening in Cairo, or because there

had been some precise information that indicated that? Your testimony

is you can't recall which of those things may have led at the time?

A Correct.

Mr. Beattie. Okay, thank you.

Ms. Nuland. And frankly, you know, from my point of view, the

press was not particularly interested in that. They were interested

in who did it, why they did it.

Mr. Beattie. Sure.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So I want to introduce the first exhibit. This is -- give

you a moment to familiarize yourself with this.

A I like your high-tech sticker system.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 1.

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Nuland. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is an unclassified email that begins with a Tuesday,
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September 11, 2012, 10:08 p.m., release of the Secretary's statement.

The statement reads: "I condemn in the strongest terms the attack on

our mission in Benghazi today. As we worked to secure our personnel

and facilities we have confirmed that one of our State Department

officers was killed. We are heartbroken by this terrible loss. Our

thoughts and prayers are with his family and those who have suffered

this attack. This evening, I called Libyan President Magariaf to

coordinate additional support to protect Americans in Libya.

President Magariaf expressed his condemnation and condolences and

pledged his government's cooperation. Some have sought to justify

this viscous behavior as a response to inflammatory material posted

on the Internet. The United States deplores any intentional effort

to denigrate the religious beliefs of others. Our commitment to

religious tolerance goes back to the very beginning of our Nation. But

let me be clear, there is never any justification for violent acts of

this kind. In light of the event today's, the United States is

government is working with partner countries around the world to

protect our personnel, our missions, and American citizens worldwide."

And I think you mentioned working on this statement earlier. Is

this the statement you were referring to?

A Yes.

Q The part of the reason I was asking about, you know, what

role or understanding --

A Right.

Q -- the quote about "some have sought to justify this viscous
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behavior as a response to inflammatory material posted on the

Internet." I'm just trying to understand where -- what you all were

hearing that was linking the two things?

Mr. Beattie. Actually, first can we just, what is the -- what

was your understanding of the inflammatory material posted on the

Internet? What was your understanding of what that was?

Ms. Nuland. There had been -- I have to dredge this out of my

memory banks. There had been a movie about the Prophet Mohammad that

had been released, in fact, a few months earlier, and in the context

of September 11th, there had been a -- which -- go back. The movie

was considered by many Muslims and particularly religious Muslims to

being blasphemous. The U.S. Government was -- because the movie was

made in America, the U.S. Government was being targeted in the region

in Twitter campaigns and other campaigns as being responsible for it,

as seeking to incite denigration of the Prophet.

We had been -- this was particularly virulent in Cairo, and

Tunisia. There had been, you know, Twitter activity throughout the

region about this. And we were trying to do two things: First of all,

make clear that this film was not an American Government -- was not

an American Government product; that we respect religious tolerance.

And also, the response, that Twitter and other social media were being

used to incite people into the streets in Cairo, and Tunisia, and other

parts of the broader Middle East at that time to attack American

facilities.

So we were trying to say on the one hand, we reject -- we reject
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the message of the film, but on the other hand, a film should never

be this kind of inflammatory thing, should never be an excuse for

violence. So we are trying to blunt violence in response.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And I understand there may have been some awareness at the

embassy in Cairo, that there was unrest about this video, or that there

may be protests that day that they had some anticipation of that?

A Yeah, the night before, and I wasn't aware of this at the

time, but I was aware the next morning on September 11th. On

September 10th, the public affairs section in Cairo began to see

trending on Twitter about the movie encouraging folks to come out into

the streets. They alerted us to that. They were working with the NEA

press people on a statement that they could put out on Twitter

distancing themselves from the movie.

We had -- we had a go around with the embassy in the morning because

the statement that they ultimately issued that morning had not been

appropriately cleared in Washington, and we thought only covered half

of this message that we wanted to put out and we had them revise it.

So we were obviously aware of all that and we were watching -- the

embassy was watching the use of social media as a tool for stirring

violence, both in Cairo, and Tunis as well.

Q Were you hearing any similar chatter coming out of Libya?

A I frankly can't recall whether we had any specific

information about Libya, but we had so much information about Twitter

spreading and these incitements spreading throughout the region that,
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you know, we may well have just assumed it was also being picked up

in Libya. It may well have been picked up in Libya because these were

all Arabic sites that people throughout the region were watching, and

had used regularly. So --

Q Prior to the protest in Cairo, was there legitimate concern

that this would become an issue throughout the region?

A The Prophet movie?

Q Yes.

A Yeah, we had to -- in fact, when it was first released

several months before, there had been quite a bit of work done in the

Department, not by my side of the public affairs shop, but by the other

side to prepare to deal with a reaction if it came.

Q So when you start to see this reaction building in Egypt,

and I think you said Tunis, was there anything shared with the embassies

in the region, or any heads up from anybody in the region that, hey,

this is starting to gain some momentum?

A Well, my memory of this, and again this wasn't the side of

the shop that I worked in, but my memory of this was that well before

September 11th, the Department had issued instructions for posts, if

there was a reaction to this film, you know, here was the way the

response was supposed to be crafted. We had done some presetting. But

one of the reasons why this particular paragraph went into this

statement was that we were seeking to speak not just to the Libya

situation that night. We were seeking to calm the movie-inspired calls

for violence throughout the region.
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Q Because this statement doesn't make any reference to any

other parts of the region --

A Right.

Q -- or any other activities, and this may be just hindsight,

but does it begin to link the two activities, the attacks in Benghazi,

to this movie, I mean, the language of some may have suggested that

this is tied to this? Was there anything to indicate that someone had

suggested, at that point in time, that it was tied to this inflammatory

material?

A Well, again, remember that this statement is issued within

hours of the attack.

Q Uh-huh.

A So we don't actually know or have very much information at

all --

Q Uh-huh.

A -- as to the motivation for the attack, the attackers, their

links, whether they were following this really active, you know,

violence-inspiring Twitter conversation or not. So that's why it is

couched the way it is. We weren't sure, but if that was a motivation,

we wanted to try to calm it.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So just to be 100 percent precise where is says in the

statement from the Secretary, "some have sought to justify this viscous

behavior." So that is in reference to the attack in Benghazi, correct,

the viscous behavior?
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A Yes.

Q And but when it says: "Some have sought to justify," did

you all have any specific evidence that some had thought to justify

the attack in Benghazi based upon --

A My memory of this, and you know, I can't be sure, but my

memory of this is that as our embassies were being attacked in Cairo,

in Tunis, and then in Benghazi, there was considerable cheerleading

and further calls to violence continuing on social media and all of

the things that were being linked on social media. So that's what that

referred to. It didn't refer to any specific information about

motivations of the attackers themselves.

Q So it just -- I'm sorry to -- just, it is important, I think

to us. At 10:08, or 10:00 o'clock whatever this p.m. on the 11th when

this came out, the only specific information that you all had evidence

that some had thought to justify the attack on specifically Benghazi

being in response to the Prophet movie that we discussed, there was

no specific information about that?

A Look, I was only privy -- I was only privy to unclassified

information at that time.

Q At that time?

A At that time.

Q Yeah.

A So I can't speak to whether others involved in the drafting

of this had more specific information. But it was certainly the case

that as the attack on Benghazi began, it added fuel to this social media
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fire inciting people to continue to attack American embassies.

Q Just to be clear, you don't know if anyone else drafting

this statement may have had access to classified information that may

have suggested this?

A I don't know whether anybody else had anything that directly

linked the Benghazi attack, but it was certainly the case that social

media was full of it.

Mr. Chuang. Are you asking whether she has information that

people knew the motivation, the actual motivations of the attackers,

or whether she had information that there were people out there who

were justifying this, or defending the behavior because of the movie?

Mr. Beattie. That's a fair question. I guess maybe just to talk

it out, I think from my perspective, if I were -- if I were clearing

on a statement where the Secretary of State was saying that some have

sought to justify the attack in Benghazi in response to the Mohammed

video, I mean, me personally, I would think that it might have some

specific information to justify that, and if you didn't, then it would

seem to be an assumption.

Mr. Chuang. What I was asking is, you know, if you are asking

whether there is information indicating that the actual attackers were

motivated by this movie, that is one thing. And obviously, no one had

talked to them, to the attackers at that point.

Mr. Beattie. Sure.

Mr. Chuang. But if you are asking whether there people out in

social media universe or otherwise who had sought to justify this
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behavior by saying it was okay because, you know, it was a good thing

to have happened because of the movie, that's a different set of

information.

Mr. Beattie. Yes.

Mr. Chuang. And so I just wanted to clarify which two of those

you were asking about.

Mr. Ohly. Were you hearing anything from sources, you know,

whether it was in the press, social media, anywhere? What were you

hearing at the time that would --

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Well, I think it may it will be helpful. I mean, Theo has

a great point, I mean, maybe to separate the two. I think we have

already established that you were hearing social media about people

who weren't involved directly in the attack --

A Correct. Correct.

Q -- that may have been justifying -- were they justifying

the attacks specifically at this point by 10:00 o'clock.

A There were -- I mean, "justify" is a certain word that can

have legal implications.

Q Sure.

A I think the point here was there was considerable

cheerleading on social media throughout the region for violence against

U.S. missions, facilities, personnel.

Q In general?

A Ranging from Cairo, to Tunis, to after it became public
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about Benghazi --

Q Sure.

A -- to Benghazi, and it was linked in social media to a

response to the movie, but it was also, you know, pent up anger. So

this was an effort to get in the Secretary's name a clear paragraph

out there for the entire region to see that we condemn, you know, we

considered the stuff on the Internet inflammatory; that we deplored

any efforts to denigrate religion, so separating ourselves from the

content of the film, reasserting America's response to respect for

tolerance, but also beginning this trope that you see in all of the

public statements for the following week that nonetheless, it's not

a justification for violence.

So we were trying to speak to the whole region in her voice, which

is why you see me later encouraging the public affairs sections to

amplify this statement as much as possible.

Q And just to go back to Theo's first category because I think

he put it very precisely and helpfully, were you aware at the time of

this statement of any, for example, social media from the attackers

or those who may have been affiliated with the attackers themselves

in Benghazi linking the attack to the video?

A I didn't have any information to indicate that the actual

attackers were planners of -- were or were not involved with social

media as well.

Q Specifically related to the video?

A Correct. Correct.
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'm going to introduce Exhibit 2.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 2.

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Nuland. Do you want this one back?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Set it aside.

A Okay.

Q I will give you a moment to familiarize yourself with this.

I will clarify for the record that you were on the beginning of this

chain. You are not on the second email of this chain.

Mr. Chuang. Reading from the bottom up, right?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

Mr. Beattie. Yes.

Ms. Nuland. All right. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And this just -- you have touched on others involved in this

statement, and I was hoping -- this is an email that begins on September

11th, at 9:32 p.m. It is an unclassified email. Subject: U.S.

Government public response. USD Public Response to Events in Libya,

and Egypt. From Bernadette Meehan, to a large distribution of which

you are one of the recipients. She states: "All, starting a chain

with the interagency communicators regarding USG's public response to

the events today in Benghazi and Cairo, so we are all on one chain.

State Department will release a statement tonight regarding the events,
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and we ask all other agencies to refer to that statement as you receive

press inquiries. We will work on detailed guidance for all briefings

and gaggles tomorrow which we will circulate to ensure everyone is on

the same page. On an important note, the press statement released by

Cairo this morning is not coordinated with Washington. We need to do

everything we can to emphasize that USG's views are represented by the

(forthcoming) State Department's statement and not the Embassy Cairo

statement. Please do not refer anyone to the Embassy Cairo statement

which is causing significant negative backlash. Please use this chain

as needed to ensure everyone is on the same page with updates and

guidance going forward and do not hesitate to reach out."

Can you clarify who Bernadette Meehan is?

A Yeah, she was -- was, still is, in the National Security

Staff's communications shop with responsibility for Middle East North

Africa.

Q So if I'm understanding this correctly, and please correct

me if I'm wrong, the statement that was released by the State Department

was sort of coordinated with the interagency, with NSS and the White

House?

A Yes, yes.

Q And conveying the message that they wanted out there along

with the State Department?

A Yes.

Q Who was involved in crafting that?

A In writing the original message that went out under the
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Secretary's name?

Q Yes.

A Yeah.

Mr. Chuang. Exhibit 1?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Yes.

A In writing Exhibit 1.

Q I assume that's the statement she is referring to in her

emails?

A Right. I can't recall who the original drafter was,

whether it came from the NEA Bureau, or whether it was written by a

combination of people. I may have been part of the drafting of it.

I can't recall, but a number of people would have been involved in the

clearance of it, including myself, NEA, deputy chief staff policy,

obviously, the NSS staff at the Meehan level and above.

Q Her email talks about asking everyone to refer to this

statement, and I think in Exhibit 1, there was the communication from

you about amplifying this in the region. Was that sort of the agreed

upon interagency strategy --

A Yes.

Q -- of amplifying this in the region?

A Yes, and again, we were seeking to separate ourselves from

the content of the movie, but nonetheless, make clear that -- and you

know, emphasizing U.S. respect for freedom of religion at the same time

that we were trying to send the message that this kind of material,
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nonetheless, does not justify violence.

Q Aside from referring people to the statement released by

the State Department --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- were there any other steps that you were aware of that

were taken to amplify this message?

A Well, as you can see from the instructions here, we had a

huge number of amplification platforms publicly that we could use. All

of the embassies' Facebook pages, Twitter, push lists, to senior

influentials in different countries, used by Americans appearing on

TV in the region, ambassadors, and public statements, et cetera. So

that was the way things worked when we had particularly a -- always

worked when we have senior leader statements that we will have amplified

them and encourage everybody who is out to use them.

Q So moving forward, what was the process, or the role

for -- how was messaging determined moving forward? Was it always this

interagency White House, NSS involvement in anything the State

Department was putting forward or others were putting forward? Were

they really controlling what was put out?

Mr. Chuang. What's date are you talking about?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q From this point that we just discussed, September 11th

moving forward?

A That is -- "control" is not the right word. This was -- was,

is, remains, has been for my life experience in the State Department
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of 30 years, standard interagency coordination with regard to

communications. The agency of record would do a first draft, then

other agencies with equities, including the NSS, would be invited to

clear. When everybody was comfortable, then it could be released.

Q So there's no final clearance, or there's no one entity

that's driving the message?

A Well, usually the entity that owns the statement in this

case, it was our statement, is responsible for ensuring that all

stakeholders have had a chance to look at it and are comfortable before

releasing.

Q So this statement goes out. At the time that this went out,

were you all aware of the attack on the alternate location?

A I frankly don't have the timeline firmly in my head. I

believe that by the time this goes out, they have been evacuating to

the other location. You know, I probably -- and again, I don't recall

precisely. If this statement went out at 10:00, it probably took me

45 minutes to do nothing but finish the coordination on this, so I

wouldn't have been -- I would have been focusing on this, not on exactly

what was going on on the ground at this period.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q What was the -- was there concern with the Cairo -- Embassy

Cairo statement?

A Yes.

Q What was that concern?

A The concern, and I don't -- I haven't reviewed that precise
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text for more than a year --

Q Sure.

A -- but my recollection was that if you look at the paragraph

in the Secretary's statement of September 11th, that Cairo had only

done the first half of the message. They had only -- they had issued

tweets, or Facebook comments, or both that deplored the denigration

of religious beliefs of others, stated that we, you know, were for

tolerance, but did not go on to say that nonetheless, this didn't

justify violence.

So the concern -- and then there was a huge backlash in the U.S.

during the day on the 11th, some of which I think I speak to at the

podium that day, that we were somehow, you know, apologizing to one

constituency, but not standing up for, you know, nonviolent expression.

Mr. Beattie. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'm going to introduce Exhibit 3.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 3.

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Nuland. Uh-huh.
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Ms. Nuland. Yes, I know this one well.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q All set?

A Uh-huh.

Q This is an unclassified email which begins with a press

office release on September 12, 6:42 p.m. It is titled: Background

briefing, senior administration officials to update recent events in

Benghazi.

A In Libya; right?

Q I'm sorry, in Libya. And it is a transcript of this

background briefing. At 7:32 p.m. Mark Toner forwards this to

.

A Uh-huh.

Q And who is Mark Toner and who's ?

A Mark Toner was my deputy. He's deputy spokesperson of the

Department, but at this point he was on leave so he is watching

this and commenting.

was my special assistant.

Mr. Chuang. And just to clarify, it is correct that Ms. Nuland

is not actually on this email chain; is that correct?

Mr. Ohly. That is correct.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q Mr. Toner says, "This is a pretty crazy transcript. Who

were the briefers? I assume Toria was one. Mr. responds, Toria

is one, Pat Kennedy two, George Little three.

In this transcript, page 5 --

A I assume we are going to be on the bottom paragraph, bottom

section?

Q Yes. First paragraph of the last response?

A Uh-huh.

Q It says, "Frankly, we're not in a position to speak any

further to the perpetrators of the attack. It was clearly a complex

attack. We're going to have a full investigation." I'm sure you're

familiar with this quote?

A I am.

Q And I just want to give you an opportunity to talk about

what your understanding of the events were at the time. Was that sort

of the guidance that you'd received to convey this message, that it

was a complex attack?

A Yes. In fact, this is the transcript of the first

government press briefing that we give after the attack seeking to

convey to the public as much as we can about what transpired and to

answer the press's questions. As you can tell, this is almost 24 hours

after the attack so the press questions had built to quite a frenzy.

So we had worked -- I did not give a press briefing that Wednesday,

a formal press briefing, so there had been none; but there had been

a statement by the Secretary earlier in the day. So we had worked most
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of the afternoon to try to compile as much as we could say to the press

that was confirmed and that was publicly releasable because there was

a considerable amount of information that was highly classified at that

time. We had prepared a set of talking points that were to be used.

Another Department principal was supposed to give this background

briefing. I was just supposed to be the facilitator, but that

individual got called off to a White House meeting so I ended up being

senior administration official number one.

It was the Department's view that the attack had clearly been

complex. I also say in this background briefing that it was conducted

by extremists, but that was as far as we were prepared to go at that

time based on the information that we had. Just to be clear, we hadn't

even interviewed our own people. At that point, we hadn't seen the

surveillance video either.

Q Was this based on some guidance that was developed, or were

the talking points for this background briefing developed through the

same interagency process?

A They were prepared in the Department based on the

information that our various participants had had from the day before

and that they had gleaned since, and then they were cleared with the

other agencies. I don't recall whether we cleared -- we probably would

have cleared with CIA, but we certainly cleared with Defense, who

participated in this backgrounder, and with NSS, as was standard

practice.

Q So they agreed the position at the time was this was an
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attack by extremists and it was a complex attack?

A Correct.

Q Go to page 6. Towards the bottom of the page, the quote

by senior administration official one, which I understand is you,

"Okay. Frankly, we don't have a full picture of what may have been

going on outside the compounds walls before the firing began, so I just

don't have really have any specifics on that at the moment."

Was that, again, your understanding at the time?

A That was my understanding that night, that it was based on

what we had seen in other missions around the region. It was highly

possible that there had been protests, but we weren't sure.

Q And just for my clarification with the --

A And again, we hadn't seen our own surveillance video at that

time. It took many, many weeks, as you know, to be able to get that.

And we hadn't spoken to our own people on site.

Q At least with the protest in Cairo, there was advance notice

of that, or advanced awareness that that was taking place, or there

was movement for that to happen; is that correct?

A There was trending on Twitter and social media calling for

people, as we talked about before, to go out into the streets. My

memory of it was the night before, and that would have been consistent

with , the PAO, coming in for guidance; but I don't think

we had that in Libya.

Q And on page 8, the last paragraph of the statement by senior

administration official one, which I understand to be you: "With
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regard to whether there is any connection between this Internet

activity and this extremist attack in Benghazi, frankly, we just don't

know. We are not going to know until we have a chance to investigate.

I'm sorry that's frustrating for you that so many of our answers are

we don't know, but they are truthful in that."

A Uh-huh.

Q Taking you back to the statement that was originally

released by the Secretary to this one and two that we discussed before,

where it says some have sought to justify this?

A Uh-huh.

Q Was it your understanding as stated here that at the time

you just didn't know if there was any link to the Internet activity?

A Again, this goes to the exchange that we had before. We

didn't know whether the actual attack in Benghazi, the attackers

themselves were motivated by social media, by the video, by the movie,

or whether it was -- you know, there was another set of motivations,

another set of links, or whether it was spontaneous or any of that at

that moment. With regard to the Secretary's statement, she was

addressing a larger community in the broader Middle East and North

Africa who were applauding the attack. She wasn't necessarily. The

intention of that statement was not to make a direct link to the film.

Q I am at the end of my hour so let's go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. We will go back on the record. The time is 11:20.

EXAMINATION
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Ms. Nuland, on behalf of the minority, I would like to take

the opportunity to thank you for appearing today to answer our

questions. We find this to be very helpful, and again, just appreciate

your willingness to come and provide us responses to the committee's

questions.

My name is Peter Kenny, just to reintroduce myself. I am counsel

to minority staff. I am joined here by my colleague, Jason Powell,

senior counsel with our staff. We are going to spend the next 60

minutes asking you a series of questions, some of which may appear to

retread old ground. That is the standard disclaimer, but I think we

are actually going to head into some new territory and kind of fast

forward here. But to the extent that we do repeat or retread some of

these questions, our intent is not to wear on our patience, it's really

just to gain a full understanding of your responses.

So with that, I would like to begin with, based on our review of

the email documents that were released by both the State Department

and the White House, and this is now relating to the development of

the talking points that were prepared for the House Permanent Select

Committee on Intelligence, the HPSCI talking points. And from our

understanding, the interagency discussion about those talking points

describing the events in Benghazi, that process seemed to unfold or

begin on Friday, September 14; does that sound about right, on or about?

A Correct.

Q Were you involved in the initial drafting or the origination
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of these particular talking points?

A No.

Q Do you know which office or agency was?

A My understanding when I received them was that CIA was the

principal originating drafter.

Q When you were brought into the process, was it your

understanding that the process was already underway, that it was moving

pretty rapidly at that point?

A My understanding was that the CIA had done at least one draft

internally, that they were at the stage of clearing them in the

interagency, that they sent them to the NSS, and the NSS then thought

other agencies had equities, including our own, and I got them from

the NSS.

Q I'm sorry, when you say NSS?

A National security staff.

Q Thank you.

Do you recall about when on Friday the 14th you may have been

provided with the first set of talking points to review?

A It was some time between 6:30 and 7:30 that evening.

Q I would like to go ahead and introduce Exhibit Number 4.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 4

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is an email, the top chain of which is dated Friday,

September 14th, at 6:33 p.m. The sender of the email is redacted, but
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there appears to be a handwritten note generalizing the affiliation

of that person, and it looks like CIA OPA which we understand to be

the Office of Public Affairs. In this email they ask you, looking at

the third sentence, they say: "Kindly indicate that you have reviewed

these points. We are planning on transmitting them to the Hill

tonight."

I would like, if I may, just to turn to the content of the first

round of talking points. I know there were several iterations of this,

so I ask you that you please bear with me.

A Right.

Q In particular, I plan on focusing on the first two bullets,

the first two bullets appear to kind of describe the events in Benghazi

based on the most currently available information at that time.

Ms. Nuland, my first question is: Does the phrase "protests at

the U.S. Embassy in Cairo" appear in this version of the talking points,

in particular, in that first bullet?

A It does.

Q Okay. Did you or anyone at the State Department, to your

knowledge, insert this phrase or request that this phrase be used in

these talking points?

A I did not.

Q Based on your understanding of the facts or the

circumstances of the events in Benghazi at this time, was there any

factually inaccurate about including this phrase?

A I didn't, as I stated previously, have any independent
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information about whether there were or there weren't demonstrations

in Benghazi.

Q Okay.

A But I didn't have any reason to question this.

Q Sure. I guess I'm focusing just on the language "the

protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo," you were, in fact, aware that

there was a protest?

A Of course, yes.

Q Now, turning to a different phrase, does the phrase

"demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired" appear in

this version of the talking points, again, in the first bullet?

A It does.

Q Thank you.

Did you or anyone at the State Department to your knowledge insert

the phrase "demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired"

or request that this phrase be used in the talking points?

A We did not.

Q Based on your understanding of the facts and circumstances

of the events in Benghazi at this time, was there anything factually

inaccurate about including this phrase?

A Again, I wasn't sure personally, one way or the other,

whether what had transpired outside the gates could or could not be

called a demonstration. Frankly, that evening I assumed that if the

CIA was writing this this way, that they had confirmed that there had

been demonstrations.
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Q Turning to a different phrase, does the phrase "violent

demonstrations" appear in this version of the talking points, focusing

now on the second bullet?

A Yes.

Q Did you or anyone in the State Department, to your

knowledge, insert this phrase or request that this phrase be used in

the talking points?

A I did not.

Q Based on your understanding of the facts and circumstances

of the events in Benghazi at this time, was there anything factually

inaccurate about including this phrase?

A Again, I wasn't aware of any information, at that point,

that would have necessarily contradicted this. I assumed that in

writing it, the CIA had facts to back it up.

Q Does the term or terms "attack" or "attacks" appear in

either of the first two bullets which focus on kind of the events and

the potential perpetrators?

A I don't see the word "attack." Maybe I'm missing it. I

see the word "assault."

Q So did you or anyone at the State Department to your

knowledge delete these terms or request that these terms be removed

from this version of the talking points?

A No. And for the record, I never requested any specific edit

to these talking points.

Q And are you aware that these terms, "attack" and "attacks"
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were part of an initial version of the talking points, but were later

struck from the version you initially received?

A I wasn't aware of whether there had been previous drafts

or what they may have said. This was the first draft that I saw.

Q Okay. And just so you know, both of those terms "attack"

and "attacks" were struck and replaced with the terms "demonstrations"

and "violent demonstrations." But that happened before you

received -- you received this version of the talking points which only

mentions the "demonstrations" and "violent demonstrations," at least

in those first two bullets; is that correct?

A That is correct. I do recall that when the government

released the full set of emails to the public in May, that I learned

at that point that there had been four, five, six iterations before

they even came to me that had considerably more detail in them.

Q Okay, thank you.

Could I ask again, and I appreciate your indulgence, does the term

"al Qaeda" appear in either the first two bullets which specifically

discuss the events and potential perpetrators?

A It does not.

Q Did you or anyone at the State Department, to your

knowledge, delete the term "al Qaeda" or request that this term be

removed from this version of the talking points?

A I did not. I didn't request any changes.

Q Okay.

A Specific changes.
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Q Are you aware that this term was part of an initial version

of the talking points but was later struck from the version that you

initially received?

A I only became aware of that when I saw the full set of emails

released in May of 2013.

Q Okay.

Mr. Chuang. And just to clarify, do you mean they were struck

before the version came to Ms. Nuland?

Mr. Kenny. Yes.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So just to take a step back here and discuss now the process,

it is 6:33 p.m. on Friday and you received these talking points. It

would be helpful for us to know, what at this time did you see your

role to be in the development of the talking points?

A Well, again, up to this point, most of the public messaging

on Benghazi had been developed at the State Department with interagency

clearance, as was our standard practice. This was the first time

another agency, to my knowledge, had developed a separate set of talking

points and was sending them out for clearance. So when I first saw

this email, and perhaps I read the top too quickly, I didn't know what

they were for. I believed when I saw it that they were for CIA briefers

to use in a HPSCI session of some kind.

So as you'll likely go over later, my first question is what are

these for? Are they for classified or unclassified briefing because

they include significantly more detailed information than government
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communicators had been using the previous 2, 3 days, and that the

interagency had agreed to. So I'm noticing that there is a lot more

detail here.

Q What then did you learn to be the role of the Intelligence

Community in the preparation or development of these talking points?

A So subsequent to my asking questions about what these were

going to be used for, I got a call from my CIA communications

counterpart, whose name is redacted here, explaining that Director

Petraeus had appeared before HPSCI. My understanding was he had

appeared in a classified session. And during that session, members

of HPSCI had requested talking points that they could use with the

press, that the members could use with the press on Benghazi, and these

were an effort by the CIA to respond to that request.

Q Thank you. I'd like now to move on and turn to an email

which has been widely quoted. It discusses some of the issues you

raised during this process, and this will be Exhibit Number 5.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 5

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is an email, the top of which is dated Friday, September

14, 2012. The time stamp is 7:39 p.m. This is from you to persons

representing various entities within the interagency. The subject

line is "RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review." In this email

you wrote, and I'd like to parse out some of this information, in the

second paragraph you wrote: "I have serious concerns about all the
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parts highlighted below, and arming Members of Congress to start making

assertions to the media that we ourselves are not making because we

don't want to prejudice the investigation."

You've been publicly asked about these statements before, but for

the sake of completeness for our record, can you help us understand

your concern at this time that the talking points may have provided

information that was not then being provided by the executive branch

to the public?

A Well, again, my job at this time was a communications job,

not a policy job, and so one of the things that I was responsible for

was consistency of message.

So as I previously stated, I had given the regular 12:30-1:00

midday press briefing, both on Thursday and on Friday, and on

interagency guidance, I had been at pains to avoid speculating about

who the attackers were until we had the results of the investigation

so as not to prejudice the work of the FBI and Justice.

So I had a number of concerns with this set of talking points.

Would you like me to go through all of them or just the ones that were

represented on that basis?

Q I think we'll take them one at time. That would be helpful.

A Okay. The first issue was we as an interagency, as an

executive branch, appeared with this set of talking points to be

encouraging Members of Congress to share more detail with the press

with regard to the situation and our understanding of it than we in

the executive had been allowed to say. So it struck me as inconsistent
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and strange that Members of Congress would be sharing more information

than I as a government communicator or others were allowed to share.

So I was, first and foremost, seeking to ensure that if Members of

Congress were going to use these, that we would also use them. That

was point one.

Q Okay.

A Because otherwise, it would come back to me and others who

spoke for the government, why is this Member of Congress saying this

when you haven't, right? So that's one point.

The second point was that the interagency guidance, and you see

this represented in the public statements that I make on Wednesday on

behalf of the Department, on Thursday, on Friday, was to say nothing

that might prejudice the work of the FBI and Justice. It was not clear

to me, since these were considerable evolutions beyond what we had been

authorized to say at noon, whether FBI and Justice had cleared on these.

So I also sought to confirm that they had been offered an opportunity

to clear and that they were comfortable that none of these statements

would prejudice their work.

Q Okay. I see at the top of this email, and I believe you

mentioned this before, but you indicated that you spoke with the CIA's

Office of Public Affairs in order to gain some sort of clarification?

A Right.

Q Did you speak with anyone else about these talking points

prior to writing this email to express your concerns?

A I don't recall talking to anybody else in the Department.
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It is conceivable, but I don't think so.

Q Did anyone request or instruct you to raise the concerns

that you raised in this email?

A No. It was my responsibility in the Department for

clearance of these kinds of things. The concerns were my own.

Q So the decision for you to do so was based on your judgment?

A Absolutely.

Q You mentioned not wanting, or I believe in the email there

is this issue of not wanting to prejudice the investigation. I believe

we are referring to the criminal investigation; is that correct?

A Yes. The FBI's investigation on the ground in Libya.

Q To your understanding, why was that particular concern

important?

A Well, without getting into classified information, it was

important that the FBI be able to run down leads without tipping off

groups that they might be interested in, or in any other way, allowing

those who might have been involved to cover their tracks, hide evidence,

et cetera.

So what we said in public always had to be cautious. And frankly,

as a spokesperson in the Department, whenever any of our work touched

on an ongoing investigation or legal proceedings, we almost immediately

would stop giving detail, because any detail about what we knew could

prejudice an investigation. So I was comfortable here because this

was standard practice with regard to an ongoing government

investigation.
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Q How seriously did you take this particular concern about

not divulging information that might materially or negatively affect

the investigation during that week? How serious was that to you?

A I took it extremely seriously. I was under instruction to

take it extremely seriously.

Q Are you aware of whether any other agency, whether

internally or externally, raised concerns about disclosures of

information that may affect the investigation?

A With regard to this set of talking points or as a general

matter?

Q With respect to this investigation?

Mr. Chuang. The investigation or the talking points?

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Raised concerns that disclosing information contained in

these talking points would affect an ongoing criminal investigation?

A I'm not sure whether anybody else had that concern.

Q That's fine.

Returning to the email and now looking at the third paragraph,

you wrote: "In the same vein, why do we want Hill to be fingering Ansar

al-Sharia when we aren't doing that ourselves until we have

investigation results."

Again, I know this is a question that you've already been asked

and answered, but did you have any concerns about including or the

substance of mentioning Ansar al-Sharia?

A No. I had no substantive concerns about mentioning Ansar
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al-Sharia. I assumed, frankly, that if it was in a CIA draft, that

they were quite confident of their information and that it was publicly

releasable. So my concern was not with regard to substance. My

concern was with consistency and with protecting the FBI's

investigation. Here again, if we were going to encourage members of

the Hill to mention Ansar al-Sharia, then I thought we, as executive

branch communicators, should also be able to point to Ansar al-Sharia.

But I also knew that there would be follow-up questions if we did, and

I wanted to ensure that we would have the appropriate support from the

interagency to be able to explain how we knew and what we knew. So

that was point one there.

The second was here again you see me reference the investigation.

So I was quite conscious that in naming one group, that might complicate

the FBI's investigation, and I wanted to make sure that the FBI was

aware we were going to do that.

Q In any of the emails discussing the talking points that you

reviewed, were any of the comments you made motivated by a desire to

remove any reference to Ansar al-Sharia in order to protect State

Department from embarrassment?

A No. We were all eager to know who did it.

Q Were you requested or instructed by anyone at the State

Department to remove -- or were you requested to remove any reference

to Ansar al-Sharia?

A I was not.

Q Let's fast forward a few hours here. We are going to
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introduce Exhibit Number 6.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 6

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So this is an email dated Friday, September 14. The time

stamp is 9:34 p.m., and the last email in the chain is from Benjamin

Rhodes to you and other persons representing various entities. The

subject line reads: "RE: Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review."

I will actually start at the bottom of this chain and work in

chronological order.

So at 9:19 p.m., the FBI press office wrote to you and others and

asked the following question: "Just a question -- but separate from

the FBI concerns, has DOJ provided input? They will have to deal with

the prosecution and related legal matters surrounding the Federal

investigation."

At 9:26 p.m., moving up, Tommy Vietor responded to this email:

"Given the DOJ equities and State's desire to run some traps, safe to

assume we can hold on this until tomorrow?"

And in response to this series of emails, Benjamin Rhodes wrote:

"We need to resolve this in a way that respects all of the relevant

equities, particularly the investigation."

Ms. Nuland, to your knowledge, now referring to this whole string

of emails but particularly the first email, was DOJ, the Department

of Justice, were they included on any of the previous interagency emails

you were included on discussing the talking points?
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A They were not.

Q To your understanding, why would it have been important for

the Department of Justice to participate in the drafting of the talking

points?

A Well, again, in my raising the issue of not prejudicing the

investigation, I wanted to be reassured that both the FBI and Justice

knew what we were about to encourage we said publicly, lest it prejudice

the investigation. So the FBI was responsible for investigating, but

to the degree there would then be a prosecution of some kind, DOJ would

have to execute that.

So here again, it was important, and I knew this from my

experience, that both the FBI and the DOJ be involved and supportive

of any public messaging we did.

Q Okay. In your opinion, would it have made sense to wait

to finalize the drafting of the talking points before releasing them

until the Department of Justice had weighed in?

A Yes. The FBI, as you can tell from this email, itself wants

that to happen. When I had previously, at 7:39, asked about

prejudicing the investigation, my understanding was thereafter, the

CIA sought to clear the talking points with the FBI. There was an email

back to me confirming that the FBI had cleared them, but then you see

the FBI itself say don't forget Justice, essentially.

Q Thank you. I'd like to return now to Exhibit 5, and I

apologize for jumping back and forth, but I would like to discuss now

a separate concern that was raised in this email. I will reread the
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third paragraph.

"In the same vein, why do we want Hill to be fingering Ansar

al-Sharia, when we aren't doing that ourselves until we have

investigation results... and the penultimate point could be abused by

Members to beat up the State Department for not paying attention to

Agency warnings so why do we want to feed that either? Concerned."

Ambassador Nuland, could you perhaps explain the basis of your

concern here, and why you felt it was important to include this?

A Certainly. Well, I think I have already addressed the

first sentence of the first clause there with regard to Ansar al-Sharia,

that the concern was not the substance of the point, it was simply

whether members should say more than the executive branch or whether

we could both say it, and about prejudicing the investigation.

So my reference here to the penultimate point goes to the point

in the talking points which reads: "The Agency has produced numerous

pieces on the threat of extremists linked to al Qaeda and Benghazi in

eastern Libya. These noted that, since April, there have been least

five other attacks against foreign interests in Benghazi by

unidentified assailants, including the June attack against the British

ambassador's convoy. We cannot rule out that individuals had

previously surveilled the U.S. facilities, also contributing to the

efficacy of the attacks."

Let me say for the record that I would be in a position to give

a more complete explanation of my concerns here if we were in classified

session. And I will do so if you would like to have a classified
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session. What I can say in this unclassified setting with regard to

this was that I had two primary concerns with the way that talking point

was written, and remember that these talking points were prepared for

Members of the House Intelligence Committee to use with the media. So

they were going to be coming out of congressional intelligence experts

on TV to the public.

So my first concern was, as written, I felt that it would give

a misleading impression to the public and frankly potentially to

Members about the scope of our respective agency's involvement in this

issue, and would lead folks to believe that the sole role of the agency

with regard to government decisionmaking on Benghazi was to issue these

kinds of pieces, which would have been incomplete and misleading.

The second point was that I thought as written, it would lead

Members of Congress or members of the public to believe that the State

Department had received numerous specific warnings about Benghazi from

the Intelligence Community and had chosen to ignore them, which was

not the case. And again, I could say more about this if we were in

classified session. But I thought it was misleading.

Q Did you have any understanding about why that information

in the talking points was included?

A I did not.

Q Can I ask, did you raise this concern because you were

attempting to shield the Department from criticism that it ignored

intelligence about the events or conditions in eastern Libya?

A I did not. I sought instead to give a fair public
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representation of what we knew and why we knew it.

Q I would like to move back to Exhibit 6, if I may. I had

read portions of this email chain before and not identified who some

of the senders were, so if we can just take a moment to ask you, who

is Benjamin Rhodes?

A He is Deputy National Security Adviser for Strategic

Communications.

Q Does he work in the White House?

A He does.

Q Looking at the email below, who is Tommy Vietor?

A He was a press spokesperson of the National Security Council

staff at the time.

Q Did he at that time work in the White House?

A He worked in the OEOB, yes.

Q Based on your experience in the process and the email before

you here, what would you say the role of the White House was in the

preparation or development of the talking points? Was their role to

generate the content or was it to act as a facilitator? How would you

characterize their involvement?

A On this chain of talking points, the White House, the

National Security staff, did not develop the contents. In fact, it

was rarely the case that the NSS developed the content. In this case,

the CIA developed the content. The NSS staff, as I saw it, were

endeavoring to ensure that the equities of all the relevant agencies

in the process were respected, that the talking points were complete,
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that they were consistent, that they were accurate.

Q Okay.

A They were also, as you can tell from Mr. Rhodes' email,

looking for ways to give more information to the public because there

was a lot of disinformation out there.

Q Referring to Mr. Rhodes' email at the top, in your opinion,

did it make sense to ensure that, as Mr. Rhodes stated, that all the

agency equities were represented?

A That was essential.

Q And that would have included the State Department, correct?

A Correct.

Q Do you recall exactly how that was done in this instance?

A Well, as you can tell from this email, there was a commitment

that this issue finalizing the talking points will be taken up the next

morning at a deputies' committee meeting.

I would say, if I may at this point, I would offer that, again,

I was in a communications role. As I looked at this, some of these

issues went to policy, not to strict communications. So throughout

this process, I did not seek to change these or edit them. I simply

sought to have policymakers review them, and that is what Mr. Rhodes

here was offering to have happen the next day.

Q You mentioned a moment ago a concern about there being

either disinformation or misinformation that was out in the public

domain?

A This was Mr. Rhodes' concern as expressed in this email?
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Q Was that a concern you also shared, or would that not

necessarily have been within your purview?

A Again, it is not uncommon when, as communicators, you're

in the situation of saying we're not going to know until we investigate,

for there to be wild speculation in advance of being able to share the

results of an investigation. There was a lot of wild speculation in

all different directions at that stage.

Q I think you mentioned before giving some examples of that

wild speculation, but do you recall seeing, for instance, reports that

the U.S. had opened fire on people unprovoked in Libya?

A I have to say that I can't -- there were so many wild theories

and there was so much speculation back and forth, not just in the

American media but in the Arab media, I can't recall all of the charges,

but some of them were quite extreme.

Q So during the process and your interaction with the White

House and the National Security Staff spokespersons in particular, did

the White House, to your knowledge, did they specifically favor one

agency over the other as seems to have been reported in the past?

A I don't actually know what you're asking. With regard to

the talking points issue or in general?

Q Yes, with respect to the talking points issue, just to your

knowledge?

A There was certainly an appreciation that the director of

the CIA had made a commitment to Congress and that he wanted to provide

some talking points and that he wanted to keep that commitment. So
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they were endeavoring to try to get a completely cleared product that

could fulfill that commitment, but I certainly felt that they ran a

fair process.

Q Did Mr. Rhodes or anyone in the White House ever tell you

or ever indicate to you that they wanted the talking points to somehow

be factually inaccurate?

A No. I never spoke to Mr. Rhodes, by the way, that evening.

Q Thank you for clarifying that. Did anyone in the White

House ever tell you or indicate to you that they wanted the talking

points to purposefully distort the facts for political reasons?

A No.

Q Let me jump back to Exhibit 5, and I apologize again for

bouncing around on the exhibits. In your email here, you mentioned

that you added or carbon copied Jake Sullivan. Ambassador, who is Jake

Sullivan?

A He was Deputy Chief of Staff to the Secretary for Policy.

Q When you say Secretary?

A Secretary Clinton. Secretary of State.

Q Thank you. Can you help us understand, what was your

rationale at this point for including Mr. Sullivan on the interagency

emails regarding the talking points? Why did you feel it was important

to do so?

A Again, I was, at this point, in a conversation with my

communications colleagues in the interagency that in my judgment,

involved issues that were no longer simply issues of communications,
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they were issues of policy. And so I wanted to alert other players

with policy equities that I had these concerns, in part, to assess

whether they shared them, but also to alert them that I did not think

I could solve this in communications channels, I thought it needed to

be reviewed by policy players which would mean that it would come to

their oversight.

Q Was that a standard practice then --

A It was.

Q -- when you had issues of policy, you would elevate them

to Mr. Sullivan?

A As a general matter in this job, I sought to resolve issues

to the extent that I could at my own level and laterally. But when

I had issues that I thought went beyond communications and touched on

policy that I could not solve at my level, it was standard practice

for me to alert and seek the advice of the Deputy Chief of Staff of

Policy.

Q I'd like to move forward now and introduce Exhibit 7.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

Ms. Nuland. Yes.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So this is now a widely quoted email, but just to describe

it, at 9:24 p.m. you wrote to the CIA's Office of Public Affairs and

you stated: "These don't resolve all my issues or those of my building

leadership. They are consulting with NSS." I know this has already
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been asked, but when you referred to issues of your "building

leadership," to whom was it that you were referring?

A So let me just give a little background. This is the second

version of the talking points that has come to me. There have been

some changes made, but the penultimate paragraph with regard to the

numerous pieces written by the agency that I had had concerns about

before is still there and is unchanged. So it's that paragraph's

continued existence in its old form that I'm still concerned about.

I have, as other emails make clear, already consulted on this

point and the others with both the Deputy Chief of Staff for Policy

and with the Assistant Secretary for Legislative Affairs. They have

both indicated back to me that they think this needs further review.

Q Okay. Aside from those individuals, did you speak with

anyone else in the Department that night about these talking points,

the development of this version or other versions?

A I did not speak with anybody else in leadership. I may have

spoken to my deputy that night just to check my instincts, but I don't

recall for sure.

Q Let me move on to another e-mail. This will be Exhibit

Number 8.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Again, just to clarify, the email at the top, the most recent

email is an email from Tommy Vietor to you and others. It's dated
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September 14, 2012. The time stamp is 8:58 p.m. I wanted to ask you

about an email that is actually embedded about three levels below that.

It is an email from Jacob Sullivan, we're on the same page, to Benjamin

Rhodes and you and others, and the time stamp on that, the same day,

is 8:40 p.m.?

A Uh-huh.
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q In this email, Mr. Sullivan wrote that "skinnying list. I

do not understand the nature of this exercise. And some of the

statements below are new to me. Can we have a conversation before this

goes out?"

Ambassador Nuland, based on this email, would it be fair to say

that Mr. Sullivan was expressing concerns to a smaller distribution

list and wanted to consult with the national security staff? Is that

a fair reading --

A Yes.

Q -- of this? Okay. And based on this email and some others

that have been released by the White House, as well as the State

Department, it appears that Mr. Sullivan had, in fact, contacted at

least the spokesperson Tommy Vietor. Were you a part of those

conversations?

A I was not.

Q Did Mr. Sullivan explain anything to you about that

conversation?

A There is a subsequent email that makes clear -- that he

writes back to me at some point during the evening, I think it's after

these, but I am not sure, in which he makes clear that he has contacted

Vietor and he expects that there will be an opportunity to address
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these.

Q Okay. And I guess looking at both this email and the prior

exhibit, your statement about building leadership, is that based on

anything that you were directed to convey or communicate?

A It was not. That was my own choice of words.

Q Okay. Could it have also been perhaps in response to

Mr. Sullivan's comment here where he appears to show some concern,

although he doesn't appear to specify a concern?

A As I said, I raised my -- I copied -- when I wrote my email

expressing concern, once I understood what the talking points were for,

I copied both Deputy Chief of Staff For Policy and Assistant Secretary

For Legislative Affairs. On this exhibit, Exhibit 8, below the part

that you highlighted, you will see a note from Assistant Secretary for

Legislative Affairs which reads, "I am with Toria. The last bullet

especially will read to Members like we had been repeatedly warned."

So I took that to be a confirmation of my concerns from the Assistant

Secretary For Legislative Affairs. And then here above that is the

one you read, skinnying -- from Deputy Chief of Staff For Policy,

"Skinnying the list. I do not understand the nature of this exercise.

Some of the statements below are new by me. Can we have a

conversation?" I took that to be a confirmation of my instincts from

the Deputy Chief of Staff For Policy that there needed to at least be

further conversation before these could be cleared.

So when I write, "don't settle all my issues or those of my

building leadership," I am certainly referring to these two individuals
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as having confirmed my instincts. But more importantly, I am trying

to say to the communications side of the CIA, we communicators can't

settle this. It has to go to policy level to be reviewed.

Q Okay. Understood. And I know you have answered a series

questions of questions about your statements in particular about the

building leadership, and I just wanted to maybe give you the opportunity

if you feel there is anything else you want to add to help people

understand what you meant by that.

A Just to confirm that I did not speak to anybody above Deputy

Chief of Staff for Policy that evening on these. I did never -- I did

not speak to the Secretary, for example. I did not speak to anybody

between those individuals. My use of the phrase building leadership

was a term of art designed primarily to make it clear that as a

communicator I was at the end of what I could do, and I thought policy

people -- that the position of our building was that there needed to

be a policy-level discussion.

Q Okay. I would like to now fast forward and turn to the final

version of the talking points that were prepared for the HPSCI and the

process. And this is now Saturday, September 15th.

A Right.

Q But are you aware that a so-called deputies meeting occurred

on or around September 15th to discuss the unfolding situation in

Libya?

A Yes. There had been deputies meetings morning and night

for several days.
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Q Okay. And did you attend this meeting?

A I did not attend the meeting on September 15th.

Q Okay. And can I just ask why you chose not to attend?

A The only reason that I was attending any of the deputies

meetings was because at the end of each meeting there was generally

a discussion of the interagency communications position to generate,

you know, guidance for communicators. So because I was not going to

be speaking publicly again until Monday, I knew that, you know, what

we could say publicly would likely evolve, and so there was no need

for me to be there on Saturday when I wasn't giving a briefing on

Saturday.

Q Okay. And what is your understanding, if any, of what

transpired at that meeting regarding the talking points?

A Well, I have seen what everybody has seen in terms of the

documents that were released in May about how the talking points

subsequently evolved. So I am a member of the public and a reader in

terms of that. I did receive, at some point on Saturday afternoon,

a copy of the final set of talking points, which were significantly

different.

Q Okay. And in speaking now of the documents that were

released in May, I would like to introduce another, this is Exhibit

Number 9, I believe. I will just give you a moment to review it.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 9

was marked for identification.]

Ms. Nuland. Should I read this one at the back?
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Yes, please.

A I don't believe I have ever seen this one before. Yep.

Okay.

Q Are you ready? So I would like to quote from a portion of

the paragraph on page 94. And again, just to provide a bit of overview,

this is -- the most recent email is Saturday, September 15, 2:21 p.m.

The names of the recipient and the sender are both redacted. But USUN

has been written in over both. It appears to forward several messages.

And I am going to quote from the content of the forwarded message.

Quote, "The first draft apparently seemed unsuitable based on

conversations on the SVTS and afterwards because they seemed to

encourage the reader to infer incorrectly that the CIA had warned about

a specific attack on our embassy. On the SVTS, Morell noted that these

points were not good and he had taken a heavy hand to editing them."

A A heavy editing hand to them.

Q A heavy editing hand to them. Thank you. Ambassador, can

I ask, you mentioned that you had reviewed the final talking points

at some point on Saturday. What is your understanding of who or what

entity wrote the final talking points?

A Well, let me say that this set of emails that you have just

shown me I was not on originally, and I frankly don't ever recall seeing

them. This seems to be internal communication between members of USUN

staff. Again, I did not attend the meeting on September 15th. I don't

want to speculate about the process that -- for revising them after
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I saw them. I don't think that would be appropriate, since I wasn't

in the meeting. But this certainly gives at least one participant's

sense of what happened there. And again, I didn't review them on

Saturday, I was simply a recipient of the final product on Saturday.

Q Okay. And when I see Morell here, I am guessing that's not

a State Department --

A Mr. Morell at that time was the number two in the CIA.

Q Okay. In looking at this now, you mentioned you weren't

on these emails, you may or may not had have had the opportunity before

to see this email chain. But is there anything here that strikes you

as nefarious about the State Department's role in the finalization of

the talking points?

A No.

Q Okay.

A I mean it looks to me, if this is an accurate representation

of what happened, it seems to indicate that it was the agency itself

that did most of the work.

Q Okay. And again, referring to the talking points that you

had viewed at some point on Saturday, the final talking points for

HPSCI, how did you view those final talking points? Did they seem to

you to be a sort of lowest common denominator? What was your view of,

I guess, the outcome, the final product?

A I frankly didn't have a view one way or the other. I noticed

that they had changed significantly. I wasn't in the business of

speculating as to why.
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Q Okay. All right. And just one last question on this

point. Are you aware that senior policy leadership, and so not just

senior officials within the public affairs shops, at the agencies with

equities in the talking points concurred in their finalization on

Saturday, September 15th? And this would include Federal law

enforcement, Intelligence Community, as well as the State Department?

A As I said, my involvement in the talking points in terms

of their production and the changes -- well, again, in terms of their

production ended on the evening of Friday, the 14th. So I can't speak

to who was asked to clear the final product on the 15th, or how that

emerged, or whether all of the agencies you mentioned were consulted.

But given the process heretofore, I would expect they would have been.

Mr. Kenny. Okay.

Mr. Powell. We will go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q We will go back on the record.

A Uh-huh.

Q I just want to go back and clarify a few things from what

we just discussed.

A Uh-huh.

Q And I am going to share some of my general understandings,

and you can correct me if I am wrong. Leading up to the 14th, the

guidance you had received as developed by the interagency process was

not to discuss anything that could prejudice the investigation.

229



72

A Correct.

Q Specifics as to who may be the attackers, or any of the

motivations, or anything to that effect. Is that correct?

A Well, certainly we were not to speculate in any way that

could prejudice the investigation. Just to remind that in the job I

was in as a communicator, I was not the maker of the content. I could

only use content that had been agreed by the interagency. So in this

instance, it was not only a matter of protecting the integrity of the

investigation, anything that we would have shared at this stage would

have had to be clearly agreed as indisputable by all agencies, and would

have to have been releasable publicly, and not classified.

Q So when you saw these talking points for the first time,

this was a dramatic shift in the guidance you had received -- in

contrast to the guidance you had received.

A I would characterize it as a significant evolution in terms

of the amount of detail we were sharing.

Q Okay.

A And again, I was not particularly concerned with regard to

the substance, particularly because it was coming from the IC. I

assumed if the substance was in public talking points that it was agreed

within the IC and that it was publicly releasable. It had more to do

with consistency and other issues.

Q You had just given a press conference that day and talked

about referring people to the FBI.

A Right.
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Q You have an ongoing investigation. Can't get into the

details.

A Right.

Q And this was a step in a different direction. It was far

more detail that was being provided to Members of Congress.

A Uh-huh.

Mr. Chuang. Speak out loud.

Ms. Nuland. Yes. I mean the question was, as I said, not whether

we could go in this direction, but to ensure that if we were going to

go in this direction, everybody was going to be able to go there, not

the legislative branch and not the executive branch, but also that this

injunction not to prejudice the investigation had not been crossed.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Uh-huh.

A And you have to think about it from a communicator's

perspective, where you have told the press for 3 days we are not going

to prejudice the investigation. And then if you give more detail, you

also have to justify why that doesn't prejudice the investigation.

Q Yes. Going back to, I believe it's Exhibit 8, yes,

Exhibit 8, on this email chain it's redacted, there is another person

that says State PA. Do you recall who else from State was on this email

chain?

A I don't.

Q Do you know if perhaps it was Philippe Reines, Reines?

A I frankly don't know.
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Q Okay. Did you ever have any discussions with Mr. Reines

about this?

Mr. Chuang. About the talking points?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q About the talking points?

A About the talking points? I can't recall having specific

discussions with him about the talking points. This would not have

been something that he would routinely be giving an opinion on. That

wasn't his role. That said, I was dealing that evening with 40, 50,

60 press inquiries of various kinds. So I was talking to him regularly

that evening.

Q About messaging?

A About how -- about responding to various different press

inquiries.

Q Okay. But you do not recall any discussion with him

specifically about the talking points or --

A I don't.

Q -- the new information that was being sort of raised in this

interagency discussion about the talking points?

A I don't. And frankly, he -- it was not his role in the

Department to get into these kinds of foreign policy issues.

Q Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Just for clarity, can you just specify what his role was

in the Department in the press office?
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A His title, I believe, is Deputy Assistant Secretary of

Public Affairs for Strategic Communications. He was primarily

involved with press events and public events that involved the

Secretary.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q The email that is also on this same exhibit that is the third

one down, Mr. Vietor at 8:43, this is in response to Jacob Sullivan's

email where he says "I do not understand the nature of this exercise.

And some of these statements below are new to me. Can we have a

conversation before this goes out?" Mr. Vietor responds, "There is

massive disinformation out there, particularly in Congress. They all

think it was premeditated based on inaccurate assumptions or briefings.

So I think this is a response to not only a tasking from the House Intel

Committee, but also NSC guidance that we need to brief Members/press,

to correct the record." You respond to that statement by saying,

"These are points for Congress to use with press. Shouldn't they be

consistent with our own public lines if we are recommending them?"

Were you aware of discussion -- was this sort of the first you

were hearing of this, you know, belief that Members were misinformed

about the premeditation of the attack or --

A Yeah. I had not participated, and I wouldn't have, in any

of the congressional briefing that week. So I was not particularly

informed as to how that had gone down, and whether there were these

kinds of questions from members.

233



76

Q And again your point seems to be consistent with what you

have said all along, that you were focused on consistency. Is that

correct?

A Right. And here you see above that Tommy Vietor comes back

and says, "We will use these too." So this is the first time it's been

confirmed to me that if Members of Congress are going to be able to

say this, then I will be able to say it too, and other government

communicators will be able to say it. So you see in the iteration of

this conversation that of the four concerns that I have raised at the

outset, they are beginning to chip away at them, but not all of them.

Q This is just a follow-up clarification from the last round

on the Exhibit 7 email. "These don't resolve all of my issues or those

of my building leadership" email. I believe you said that you did not

consult with anybody above Mr. Sullivan or Mr. Adams. Did you, just

as a point of clarification, did you consult with anybody prior to

responding to this email or sending this email? Or were they the only

two individuals you discussed this with?

A They were the only two that I discussed it with, with the

possible exception of my deputy, who I may have checked my instinct

with. I frankly can't recall.

Q And is that Mr. Toner?

A Mr. Toner was on leave. The acting was

Mr. .

Q Mr. . Okay. Thank you.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 10
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was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I am going to introduce Exhibit 10.

Mr. Beattie. It's double-sided.

The Witness. Yep. Yep. Go ahead.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So this is a long email chain. It's largely redacted, so

we will just be focusing on the few that are unredacted. It begins

with a -- trying to interpret based on what has been redacted here,

but I believe it begins -- we are going to be discussing an email that

was sent on Friday, September 14th, 2012, at 7:47 from somebody within

NSS. It was received by Jacob Sullivan and presumably a large list

of individuals, but the names have been redacted except for yu.

Do you happen to know who that is?

A ran the Washington office for Ambassador Rice.

Q Okay. Thank you. Subject of the email is Libya SVTS

tomorrow 8 a.m. It says, "All, we will have another meeting tomorrow,

Saturday, September 15th, 8 a.m. The list of invited participants is

below. Please confirm your attendance and let me know if you have any

questions. Thank you very much." It has a long list of participants

from the interagency. I am just going to focus on the State invitees.

It says Sullivan and team and then Mills. Perhaps I am making an

assumption, and you can correct me if I am wrong, that that is Cheryl

Mills?

A I would guess that's who it referred to. I can't say for
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sure.

Q This is forwarded by somebody at 8:20 on the 14th to Wendy

Sherman, , Victoria Nuland, Thomas Nides, Cheryl Mills,

Steven Mull, David Adams, Beth Jones, Patrick Kennedy, Philippe Reines

and Mr. Sullivan and some other individuals who have been redacted.

You responded to -- directly to Mr. Sullivan and said, "Since I am not

briefing I am going to pass, but we can talk about" -- "we can talk

after about whether there is anything you want me to read out? We will

look to confirm Tunis FAST team arrival, for example. Right?

Thanks." Just a brief question. Do you know who, in fact, attended

the Saturday morning meeting?

A I do not have a full list of who attended for State, no.

Q Okay. Do you know if it was anybody other than just

Mr. Sullivan?

A I would expect there was a larger participation, but I don't

know for sure who attended.

Q And I know were you not the author of this email --

A Right.

Q -- but do you know who Sullivan's team would be referring

to? It says Sullivan plus team. Do you know who his team would be?

A I think the expectation there was that Sullivan's office

would pass it on to the relevant people at State who might have a reason

to need to attend.

Q Okay. And I think you may have answered this earlier, but

just to clarify, why did you not attend?
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A Because I wasn't going to brief the press formally again

until Monday. So I assumed that the normal reason I would go, which

would be to get guidance for briefing, didn't pertain in this case.

But you do see me saying to Sullivan here if there is any evolution

in policy that we can share with the press -- and remember that we are

talking about the full set of issues that were going on -- we were still

dealing with the aftermath of Cairo and Tunis, we had issues in Sudan,

we had issues in Yemen -- that if there was anything I needed to share

with the press that I expected he would give it to me so that I could

do it. And in particular we appeared to be working on whether a FAST

team would go to Tunis.

Q So after the evening of September 14th --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- and prior to receiving whatever the final version of the

talking points that came out of that meeting, did you have any other

visibility into the development of the talking points?

A I did not.

Q Did you have any additional discussions with Mr. Sullivan

or other senior State Department officials about messaging on the 14th

or 15th?

Mr. Chuang. Messaging on the content of the talking points or

anything?

Mr. Ohly. On the talking points.

Ms. Nuland. No, not on the talking points?

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q And then to expand that, on communications regarding

Benghazi?

A Well, again, I was dealing with 40, 50, 60 press inquiries

that evening on various aspects of the turbulence in North Africa and

the broader Middle East. So I was talking back and forth with him on

various issues to get guidance all evening long. But with regard to

the talking points, I don't recall any specific further conversation

once it became clear that this issue would be kicked into the next day

at a deputies meeting.

Q And I don't want to get too narrowed onto the talking points.

A Right.

Q I am saying the Department's messaging on Benghazi

specifically. Was that --

A Again, I really can't recall specifically, but, you know,

traditionally on a Friday afternoon or on a Saturday, I would be working

with particularly print journalists who would have long stories for

the weekend, and you know, that kind of thing. So I may well have been

talking to him about what I thought would be emerging in various

newspapers here or there, that kind of thing. The kinds of things we

might have to address when we came back to work on Monday. Those kinds

of things. That would have been routine.

Q At what point did you learn that the talking points prepared

for the Members of Congress were to be used by Ambassador Susan Rice

on the September 16th? The September 16th talk shows?

A You know, I can't recall precisely when I knew it was going
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to be the same set of talking points. I did become aware on Friday

evening that Ambassador Rice had agreed to do the shows on Sunday,

which -- so there was that. And I knew by the time I got the final

set on Saturday that the expectation was that we would give them to

HPSCI, but we would also be able to use them ourselves, and probably

the first opportunity to do that would be when Ambassador Rice did her

interviews on Sunday. But I can't recall exactly when that kind of

worked its way through.

Q And do you recall how you learned that she was going to be

doing the shows on Sunday?

A I think I heard from her staff, I believe, her press staff,

who I worked with regularly, and who we had close relations with, that

they wanted to talk to me on Saturday to help understand the kinds of

questions the press was asking so that they would be ready to prepare

her. You know, in the role that I was in, I was the government -- the

executive branch foreign policy communicator who took the most incoming

fire from the press because I was out every day and we had this massive

U.S. press corps but global press corps. So I was often consulted in

terms of what the questions were out there. So she contacted me at

some point on Friday to say, can we talk tomorrow?

Q And did you end up having any discussions with her?

A We talked on Saturday. I believe it was before the talking

points were finalized.

Q To clarify, this is her press --

A Her press lead, yes. I had never talked to Ambassador Rice
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herself at any point in this. I talked to her press lead, I believe

it was in the early afternoon on Saturday. I would just remind here

again that we had also been at pains on public platforms to protect

a significant amount of classified information, particularly with

regard to the nature of our mission. And that's as far as I will go

in this setting. So among other things, she wanted to consult with

me about how we had been doing that, the kinds of questions that were

really becoming quite fast -- fast and deep on those kinds of issues

at that stage.

Q Did you have any further discussions with her staff --

A I did not.

Q -- with her staff after that discussion?

A I did not. Not before she gave her stuff.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Who was the press lead that you met with?

A I didn't meet with her. We talked by phone.

Q Who was that?

A It was , who -- she is resident in New York.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you watch Ambassador Rice's appearance on the Sunday

talk shows?

A I will admit that I was that

morning, . And I did not watch them, but I read them,

obviously.

Q We won't hold it against you.
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A Thank you.

Q When you heard the statements, or later learned of what was

said, what was your reaction?

A I don't remember having a particular reaction one way or

the other. I was more focused at that point, because she spoke at noon

on Sunday, or noonish, on the press reaction, and beginning to think

about preparing for my own next outing, or the Department's next outing,

which would be on Monday at noon.

Q And what were you preparing for at that point?

A Well, obviously trying to ensure that I had internalized

the full brief that she had given. There were lots of questions coming

from the press at that point that followed. So thinking about how I

would seek guidance on what we could answer, what we couldn't answer,

that kind of thing. Standard. Standard. I was often in the position

on Monday mornings of having to react to Sunday shows.

Q I understand. So you didn't have any concerns or questions

about what she said or whether what she said was consistent with what

you understood the position of the government to be at that point?

A You know, it wasn't -- it wasn't my place. She was a

Cabinet member. It was my place to try to figure out where the

questions were coming in as a result so that we could be prepared to

address what would come following.

Q Is it fair to say what -- that her statements were different

than what you had previously been aware of?

A Well, there was clearly an evolution in what she said from
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what I had been saying on Friday, but that was also, you know, not

particularly unexpected.

Q Were you aware of the statements by the Libyan president

on the talk shows on Sunday morning?

A I was.

Q Were you getting any questions about the --

A I was.

Q -- differences in what was said?

A I was. I would say that throughout the week, there were

Libyan officials, there were Libyans backgrounding who were at variance

from what we were saying. And this was a considerable issue throughout

the week in terms of press management.

Q I believe there may have been a reception or a public event

that the Secretary attended with the ambassador for Libya where he

referenced it as a terrorist attack or something on the 13th? Is that

correct?

A I don't have a memory of that. On the 13th would have been

the Thursday. You know, maybe it was -- Friday was the repatriation

of the remains. Was that when the Libyan ambassador would have been

present? Maybe she received him on the 13th? Is that possible? I

don't remember.

Q We will do an exhibit.

A Okay. Good.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 11

was marked for identification.]
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Ms. Nuland. Oh. Yeah. This was the Eid reception. Right. I

had forgotten this.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And I will just state for the record this is the text of

remarks at a reception marking Eid ul-Fitr that were pulled from the

State Department's Web site but copied into a Word document to make

it more printer friendly.

Mr. Powell. I am sorry, this is marked Exhibit 11?

Mr. Ohly. This is a statement from the State Department Web site.

Ms. Nuland. Can I just take a minute?

Mr. Ohly. Absolutely.

Ms. Nuland. Because I haven't looked at this document.

Mr. Beattie. Take all the time you need.

Ms. Nuland. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And I just wanted to touch on the comment on page 2, it's

part of the statement from the Libyan ambassador. He says, "I hope

that this sad incident which happened, this terrorist attack which took

place against the American consulate in Libya, it will tell us how much

we have to work closely. Our religion, our culture, never tells us

that this is the way to express your view. It is, in fact, (inaudible),

a terrorist attack."

A "Terrorist act."

Q "Terrorist act." Excuse me. "This is condemned by all the

world and by all the Libyans at the top level of the Libyan authority."
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Secretary Clinton also makes remarks, where she reiterates the points

we have discussed earlier about the actions of a -- she says, "The

actions of a small and savage group in Benghazi do not honor religion

or God in any way." She also states that, "Over the last 24 hours,

we have seen violence elsewhere. Some seek to justify this behavior

as a response to inflammatory and despicable material posted on the

Internet. As I said earlier today, the United States rejects both the

content and the message of that video. The United States deplores any

intentional effort to denigrate the religious beliefs of others." It

goes on to further reiterate that point that we have discussed earlier.

A Uh-huh.

Q The point that I am getting to here is you have a comment

where the ambassador has just called it a terrorist act. The Secretary

of State doesn't go that far in her comments. You then have on the

Sunday talk shows a contradiction between the president of Libya and

Ambassador Rice. Was there any discussion that you were privy to, or

was there concern that there was this difference between what was being

said by the Libyans and what was being said by U.S. officials?

A You mean in terms of explicitly calling that incident a

terrorist attack? What are you referring to in terms of discrepancy?

Q In terms of contradicting the Libyans, how that would help

with relations moving forward. Was their information different than

ours?

A I don't think I was privy to specific conversations about

how to deal with -- how to relate to the Libyans or how to better
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understand what they were basing their public statements on. That

would have been the job of NEA. The degree to which they appeared to

have more or different information than we did was an ongoing issue,

you know, not only that week but further on, and, you know, was something

that NEA was dealing with. And, you know, our job was primarily to

alert them that people were taking notice, that the press was taking

notice that the tone seemed to be different. You know, in some cases

this is -- this is cultural, this is experiential, in some cases it

is based in substance. So there was an effort on the NEA side to

understand that.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q You may have alluded to it earlier, it may have been off

the record, did you say that you helped work on this statement? Were

you involved in clearing this statement?

A I would have been, yes. My memory of this, now that I see

it, I hadn't remembered that we had done this. I had remembered the

statement on the 12th, her statement to camera on the --

Q Sure.

A -- statement on the a11th, the 12th, and then of course at

the return of remains the next day. This was an Eid reception. You

know, every Secretary of State does an annual Eid reception. It was

timely because, as she says here, unfortunately we had continuing

incitement to violence throughout the region. So I remember the

decision that particularly against the backdrop of Eid, which

celebrates one of the holiest times in the Muslim calendar, it was an
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appropriate point to say again that, you know, no religion incites

violence, or should. So the bulk of this statement was designed to,

again, stand with the ambassadors from Islamic countries in solidarity

in telling the entire world that violence was not justified by any

religious beliefs, which was certainly a strong conviction for us

personally.

Q And just to be clear, I think in the first hour we talked

about the Secretary's prior statements, and I believe you ended up

paraphrasing -- if I have this wrong, correct me -- but I believe you

said at the time that those statements were drafted clear and then put

out. You didn't have in the press office any specific information

which indicated that the attackers in Benghazi were motivated by the

video. At this point for this statement had you obtained any

information to that effect by the time this statement was drafted and

cleared, or was that still the sort of status quo, that you didn't have

that specific indication?

A Again, in terms of what I was aware of, what I knew at the

time, it wasn't even clear to me that we had actually identified the

attackers, let alone have a sense of what motivated them or what their

connections were. What we were concerned about was that we had people

throughout the region applauding the event and citing Islam as a

justification for it.

Mr. Beattie. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I am going to move forward and introduce Exhibit 12.
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A So this is Monday?

[Nuland Exhibit No. 12

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Ohly. Yes, I believe it's September 17th.

Mr. Beattie. 16th was Sunday, so it would be Monday.

Ms. Nuland. Yeah.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q For the record, this is a copy of the transcript of the

Monday, September 17th daily press briefing pulled from the State

Department's Web site, pasted into a Word document. Also inserted page

numbers so it's easier to refer you to quotes. So I want to refer you

to page 3. And I am going back over what we discussed a little bit

earlier. In previous press conferences, or prior to and up to the

14th --

A I am smiling because I can remember which journalist. Can

I review?

Q Absolutely.

Mr. Beattie. Please.

Mr. Ohly. We will go off the record.

Ms. Nuland. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q As we discussed before, I think the guidance that you had

going into the -- at least up to the 14th was not going to discuss

anything of the ongoing investigation. You have the statements on the

Sunday talk shows which go a little bit beyond that, suggest that there
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was a protest that evolved into an attack. So you received some

questions about this at the Monday briefing. And I am just going to

point to the one quote, you state, "Well, let me start by reminding

you that Ambassador Rice outranks me, as does my own boss, so she is

often at liberty to say more than I am. And I guess that's going to

continue to be the case. What I will say, though, is that Ambassador

Rice, in her comments on every network over the weekend, was very clear,

very precise, about what our initial assessment of what happened is.

And that is not just her assessment. It was also an assessment that

you've heard in comments coming from the Intelligence Community, in

comments coming from the White House. I don't have anything to give

you beyond that. She also made clear, as I had on Friday, that there

is an ongoing FBI investigation.

So frankly, I am not sure that it's useful to go beyond that. I

am not capable of going beyond that, and we'll just have to see what

the FBI investigation brings us." At this point, and I think we have

covered this, but I just want to reiterate, your understanding was the

information that she conveyed was accurate, and in fact the

government's assessment that there had been a protest that evolved into

these -- that these attacks evolved out of a protest?

A At this point I didn't have any reason to question the IC's

assessment that there had been a protest, and that the protest was part

of the motivation or the motivation or what started it.

Q After her statements on the 16th and your getting questions

and preparing for the briefing on Monday, did you receive any additional
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guidance on what could be discussed with the press?

A Well, we went through, as we did every day of the week that

I briefed, we had a standard guidance collection process, NEA in the

lead, working with the rest of the building, interagency clearance,

we had the standard interagency conference call and consultation as

to what we could share that day.

Q And was there any specific guidance given as to how to

respond to what was said on Sunday, or any discussion about what was

said on Sunday?

A Only insofar as we were all reiterating the point that she

had made and that had been made on background after her appearances

that the information that she used was based on the best assessment

of the Intelligence Community at the time.

Q Okay. At that point in time were you aware of any reports

from State Department personnel in Libya about whether there had been

a protest or not?

A I was not. I will volunteer at this moment that in fact,

in terms of my personal sort of evolution of understanding, I remember

some 2 weeks later being up in New York for the UN General Assembly,

and having one of my regular press corps members come up to me and say,

you know, we have people, we have journalists on the ground in Benghazi

who say that there actually never was a protest. And my saying back,

you know, all I can give you is the information I am being given. So,

you know, it was actually considerably later that this whole question

of had there actually been a protest or was it -- or not comes up. And
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it was pretty clear in all the drafts that the IC certainly thought,

you know, at that point that there had been. And we hadn't seen, as

you know, our video, our surveillance video. We didn't see that until

considerably later in the month.

Q So you weren't aware of any reporting from individuals in

Tripoli who may have been in contact with folks in Benghazi or --

A I wouldn't have. Yeah.

Q Okay.

A Yeah.

Q I am going to go to page 9 of the same transcript. At the

top, I am going to focus on the question and response at the very top

of the page.

A Okay.

Q Not the first question, but the second question and third

question.

A Yeah. Okay.

Q So the question here asked is, "Simply on the basis of what

Ambassador Rice has publicly disclosed, does the United States

Government regard what happened in Benghazi as an act of terror?" And

you respond, "Again, I am not going to put labels on this until we have

a complete investigation, okay?" You receive another question. "You

don't -- so you don't regard it as an act of terrorism?" Your response,

"I don't think we know enough. I don't think we know enough. And we're

going to continue to assess. She gave our preliminary assessment.

We're going to have a full investigation now, and then we'll be in a
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better position to put labels on things, okay?"

Had you received any guidance as to how to describe these attacks,

whether to refer to them as an act of terror or act of terrorism?

A In fact, at that point I think in the communications world,

we had not discussed at what point we would or could or should formally

label it terror. You know, in reading this back over, the President

had already, the previous Friday, referred to acts of terror in his

statement at the return of remains ceremony.

So I probably should have right here pointed folks back to that.

But I remember standing there and not being sure whether we were ready

as a government to say that. And certainly it wasn't my place to be

the first one to say it unless I was explicitly instructed. So what

I should have done here probably was refer folks back to what the

President had said on Friday, but I just didn't have the wit to do it

there, and we hadn't had that conversation as I recall. So I was

dancing.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q In the communications world as you described it, are the

phrases acts of terror and terrorism or an act of terrorism, are those

interchangeable or do they describe different things to you?

Mr. Chuang. From a communications perspective as opposed to

legal or something else?

Mr. Beattie. Yeah, her perspective.

Ms. Nuland. I mean if the President had called it an act of

terror, then I probably could have said act of terror, terrorism, same
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thing for this purpose. But again, I didn't have the wit, standing

there when the question came -- you should try this, it's not easy -- to

remember that the President had already said it on Friday. So I

probably could have gone there.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I am going to change gears a little bit here for the moment.

A Are we done with this one?

Q We are. I want to talk a little bit about the ARB. I will

start off with were you interviewed by the ARB?

A I was not.

Q Okay. And did you, at any point, request to be interviewed

by the ARB?

A No.

Q During the course of the ARB review, did you have any

discussions with the ARB members or did you have any connection to the

ARB in any way?

A Only insofar as we facilitated their press availabilities.

There was one, as I recall, when the ARB stood up. As I recall, there

was a short press availability with Pickering and Mullen that I

facilitated and worked with their staff on and hosted. And then when

the report came out there was obviously another one.

Q But you didn't have any discussions with the ARB or their

staff or --

A I didn't other than, you know, Tom Pickering is a friend,

and I would see him in the cafeteria and say hello, how's it going,
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and he would go, yeah, it's going fine.

Q Uh-huh. But no discussion of the contents of the report

or anything that they are were hearing?

A No, no, no. Would not have been professional on their part.

Q Did you have an opportunity to review the report or discuss

its findings prior to its release to the public?

A I was permitted to read the classified and the unclassified

version about an hour before release, so that I would be ready to support

their press availability and I would be ready to answer any follow-ups

or direct any follow-ups in the right place, and also so that I would

have a better understanding of what aspects of it were classified and

needed protection.

Q As someone who has a long career with the Foreign Service,

when you read the two reports, what was your reaction -- or the one

report with the two versions of the report?

A I am going to say two things here. And I would be prepared

to talk more about this in classified session if you would like. I

was proud of our agency for forthrightly and publicly saying very

clearly that we had made many mistakes and that there was much that

needed to be corrected. I was very pleased that so much of the report

was declassified, I hadn't expected that that would be possible, so

that the public could see it. I thought that it was pretty tough on

State, and appropriately tough.

Q What was your reaction to the recommendations or findings

related to accountability?
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A You know, I wasn't in a position to assess that because I

really hadn't been privy to all of the information about how the various

bureaus were staffed, who did what when. I simply was not in a position

to evaluate either the thoroughness or the fairness of those aspects.

Q Do you recall if this information was available to you when

you first read the reports?

A You mean about the disciplinary action?

Q About who was named or who was -- what the ARB's findings

were regarding accountability. Was that included in the classified

version that you reviewed?

A Yes. That's in there. Yeah.

Q And you were able to review those sections?

A I was.

Mr. Chuang. Just to clarify, you are talking about there are

certain pages about individual people. And then there is also general

findings about accountability.

Mr. Ohly. Right. There is more specific language.

Mr. Chuang. You are referring to the specific pages about four

people.

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

Ms. Nuland. Yeah, I read the complete classified report.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. What was your understanding of what was going to

happen with these individuals?

A My understanding was that the Secretary -- at that point,
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at the point of release, that the Secretary would have to -- that the

report would be released to the Secretary, that she would then have

to make a determination about, A, whether to accept the findings, all

the findings, some of the findings, B, how to take any remedial action

that was required, which included action with regard to personnel.

Q And do you know how the Secretary responded immediately

after the release of the report or --

A I was not part of the discussion about how to craft the

formal response. Obviously, before the formal response was released,

again, I was part of the team preparing the public rollout of that,

and I had to speak to it at the podium as well. I can't recall actually,

I didn't go back over this, whether the Department gave a press

briefing. I think we did -- when her response came back to Congress

or was publicly released, I think we did facilitate a press conference

about what her response had been.

Q What was your initial understanding about the Secretary's

reaction to the section on accountability? So how the Department would

respond to that portion of it.

A You mean how did I react to the decision that she made?

Q What was your understanding of her initial decision based

on the, what was included in the ARB on individuals at State?

A Look, again, I wasn't involved in discussion with her about

what her options were. It was clear to me, as a long-serving

professional, that the decision that she made initially was an effort

to take some action in advance of getting a complete picture about,
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A, what her options were under the personnel --

Q I am just trying to clarify what was that initial action

that you are referring to?

A That she suspended people?

Q You are talking about administrative leave.

A Administrative leave, yeah. That she put people on

administrative leave. So clearly, administrative leave gave the

Department and gave her the opportunity to further review the

individual cases, further review her options under government

personnel regulations, which are quite complex. And also gave the

employees a chance to have due process, which I think was something

that the Department was very conscious of.

Q Do you know if there was any sort of point at which these

individuals were sort of relieved of their duties and then subsequently

placed on administrative leave? Was there any sort of difference

there, or was it one seamless, as far as you know?

A I don't recall. I have to tell you. And don't recall

having to talk about it specifically.

Q As a career Foreign Service officer, are you familiar with

the process of administrative leave?

A Have I heard of it being used before?

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q Have you ever witnessed it being used before? Not

personally.
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A Yes.

Q Can you explain how the process unfolds? What is the

process for administrative leave and the review process?

A I have to tell you that I have never been in the management

chain or in the recipient chain when it's been invoked. So I really

don't have too much detail except that it's not easy to do, and it's

not -- and it also does allow for reclama and legal recourse by the

employees.

Q Do you believe that the ARB report does enough to

ensure -- can't ensure -- but help prevent similar tragedies in the

future?

A The AR -- that was not the ARB's report's intent. The ARB

report's intent was to identify deficiencies in the way the Department

dealt with events before, during, and after such that we could remediate

those. There is no such thing as 100 percent security. So --

Q Okay.

A And all of us know that.

Q Yes.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Just real quick, to step back, the conversation you had with

Ambassador Rice's primary press assistant on September 15th prior to

her going on the Sunday shows, as part of that discussion do you

recall -- and I know it was some time ago -- was there a discussion

about the inflammatory Internet video at all?

A No. Not that I recall. I mean --
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Q Not that you recall?

A Not that I recall.

Q Okay.

A It was -- it was -- my recollection of that conversation

was that it was almost completely, okay, what kind of questions are

you getting? Who are you getting them from? What is it based on? How

are you dealing with the fact that there is considerable amounts of

classified information that have to be protected here even though they

are beginning to leak out in public? You know, that kind of thing.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

Mr. Ohly. We will go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

[Recess.]
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q We can go back on the record. And I'm going to start this

round, and then may have a little bit of back and forth, so I hope you

don't mind.

A Uh-huh.

Q I want to go back to something that you were discussing with

my colleagues on the other side of the aisle in the first hour, which

was the events during the week of September 11th that occurred not just

in Libya, but elsewhere in the Middle East and North Africa, and I was

wondering if you could maybe walk us through that week, and help us

understand what was happening, and you know, provide maybe a little

bit more context to what was going on in the region.

A Well, first of all, there is always the question on every

September 11th anniversary whether it will be exploited somewhere

around the region. So prior to September 11th, we as a department had

sent a worldwide warning both to embassies and to the public just to

be vigilant in terms of security with regard to September 11th. And

then as we have already discussed, we started to have social media

trending with regard to the Prophet film in Cairo the evening of

September 10th, and then by September 11th, we had very large protests

outside of Embassy Cairo. We had some breaching of the walls by the

mid afternoon, as I recall. My timelines may not be right but we had
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a very large protest at Embassy Tunis. We had people over the walls.

We had a school burn down, significant violence. We had protests in

Yemen, and Sudan, and all over the region, Pakistan.

Q And this was all right around the same time as you were

starting to --

A All September 11th, yes.

Q -- hear reports about the Benghazi attack?

A Yes, we had been dealing with all of these all day.

Q And I think you mentioned also during the first hour, that

you can't recall whether at some point you assumed there may have been

a protest at Benghazi because you had been hearing about these protests

in these other -- at these other places?

A Again, I was not the originator of information, nor was I

close to those who were the originators. I was, you know, receiving

the collected information from folks in the building who were talking

to people in Libya, so I cannot recall whether it was simply our

assumption that there might have been a protest because, or that there

was because there had been everywhere else, or whether we were actually

getting that information from the Intelligence Community or from

somebody else, since in subsequent days at least the Intelligence

Community seemed quite convinced that there had been.

Q But there was information that was floating around about

the various protests that were going on?

A Of course, yeah, and were sizing them in other places and

getting embassy reports from other places.
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Q You know, were you aware of, I guess, discussions or

disagreements with regard to the motivations for any of these other

events?

A The motivations for the other events in Cairo?

Q Yes.

A You know, I don't think that -- that we were in the business

at that point on September 11th itself, of parsing motivations. We

were obviously watching what was happening on social media which was

inciting people to violence partly as a result of the video, partly

September 11th. There were a lot of things out there in the ether.

We were very much focused on how do we calm things? How do we

issue -- at least on my, the public affairs side -- how do we issue

the kinds of statements that will be calming, that will help our

embassies and both governments secure security, et cetera.

Q I guess just as a last point, you know, how difficult or

challenging was it for you to present information on these events when

information is really unfolding in real-time? Can you give us a sense

of what the challenges were?

A Yeah. Well, with regard to Benghazi in particular, there

were significant challenges which went to the fact that the post was

far-flung. It didn't have, you know, by the time we needed to talk

about it publicly there was nobody -- everybody had been evacuated.

We didn't have access to -- we couldn't talk to our own people directly.

We were talking to people -- to our folks who were in Tripoli already,

some removed, that there was a lot of misinformation coming from Libya
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itself and elsewhere, that, again, it would be some period of time

before we, the State Department, could get access even to our own people

because once you have an investigation, the FBI takes precedence and

they get the first crack. So we hadn't seen the surveillance tape or

any of that stuff.

Q All right, I think I will turn it over to my colleague.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Sure. I was hoping if we could return to Exhibit 1 if we

may. This is the email chain that includes then-Secretary

Clinton's --

A First statement.

Q -- first statement on the attacks. I just wanted to ask

a couple of follow-up questions to help, I think, clarify perhaps some

misperceptions about this statement. I guess my first question is,

I notice in the first paragraph here, the statement refers and uses,

in fact, the word "attack," is that correct? In the very first

sentence?

A Uh-huh, it does. It says: "We condemn in the strongest

terms the attack on our mission in Benghazi today."

Q Okay. Did you view that as a fairly strong statement, or

a strong statement for the Secretary to be making at that time?

A I don't think any of us thought it was in doubt that we had

been attacked.

Q Okay. And turning now to the second to last paragraph, and

this is a statement about which you were asked in previous sessions,
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but the statement, and I will reread the sentence that, "Some have

sought to justify this vicious behavior as a response to inflammatory

material posted on the Internet."

And I believe you were explaining this in one of the prior rounds,

interview rounds, but when you used the -- inserted the word "some"

here, or used the word "some," this is not necessarily referring to

the supposed assailants or perpetrators of the attack, is that correct?

A Correct. This is "some" was meant to mean people

throughout the region, people who were looking at this set of events

and were trying to justify them on social media based on the film.

Q So these may have just been third-party observers of events

evolving?

A This "some" does refer to third-party observers. There was

no intent with this paragraph to get into the minds of the attackers.

We had no way to do that at that stage.

Q Okay, and just again to clarify, this is in no way a

definitive statement about the motivation of the actual attackers?

A Of course not. We didn't even know who they were or had

a chance to get anywhere near them at that point.

Q Okay, and the other part of the sentence we had focused on

relates to the inflammatory material posted on the Internet. You had

earlier referred to that as the video relating to the Prophet Mohammed,

is that correct?

A Right.

Q So I would like, at this point, to introduce an exhibit.
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This is going to be Exhibit Number 12 --

A It's 13, I think.

Q Thirteen, thank you.

[Nuland Exhibit No. 13

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q And I do apologize. It is a lengthy article. I will do

my best to --

A Whose piece is this? I can't tell.

Q This is an article from Al-Monitor, and the author of the

article is John Rosenthal. The date is July 8th and the title of the

article is: "New Evidence Links Benghazi Attack to Anti-Muslim

Movement."

Mr. Chuang. July, 2013, right?

Mr. Kenny. Yes, and that's not stated, but it's evident in the

context of the first paragraph.

Ms. Nuland. Do I need to read all the way through this, or --

Mr. Kenny. It's not stated there -- okay, thank you.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So actually, I think maybe a more efficient use of our time

would be just to go to the bottom of page 4, and through page 5. And

this is -- it's a report that includes some open-source reporting

specifically refers to statements made on social media regarding the

attacks in Benghazi. And I will give you just a moment to read this

portion.

264



107

A Interesting. Okay.

Q Okay. And just to summarize a bit, the article describes

a social media, appears to be a Facebook posting by -- it attributes

the posting to the February 17th Martyrs Brigade, and do you know who

they were?

A They were one of the militia groups based in Benghazi. They

were also the group that we, on the advice of the Libyan government,

and based on our own understanding of them, hired to serve as the guard

force for mission Benghazi.

Q Okay, and so the militia had people who were on the ground

in Benghazi and were potentially in a position where they could observe

or perhaps understand the events as they actually unfolded, is that

correct?

A They were responsible for perimeter security outside the

gates at mission Benghazi, yes.

Q Okay.

A So they should have been on -- at least some of them should

have been on the post that night.

Q So I will read, the article provides a translation, because

the original posting is in Arabic, so allowing for the potential of

there to be some translation issues here, it translates the posting

to say: "The February 17th Martyrs Brigade denies categorically the

occurrence of any confrontation between it and the young men who overran

the embassy, jealously protecting our noble Prophet and protesting

against the insult to him."
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So I wanted to focus not on the first part of that sentence about

the denial, but rather the second predicate referring to young men who

overran the embassy, jealousy protecting the noble Prophet. When you

see the words "protecting the insult to him," I know you may be seeing

this for the first time, but what does that mean to you?

A Again, I'm seeing this piece for the first time. I'm not

in a position to evaluate whether, in fact, this is an accurate

reflection of something that was on the February 17th Martyrs Brigade

Web site.

Q Sure.

A If in fact it is, and it was on their Web site that evening,

it seems to indicate that February 17th at least, the guard force at

least, believed that the guys who overran our mission were doing so

on the basis of the video insulting the Prophet. But I can't, you know,

speak to the veracity of any of this.

Q Of course, but based on your reading of this now, that

strikes you as perhaps a reasonable interpretation of the use of the

term "insult" here.

A I mean, they are pretty clear linking it -- linking it back

to the film. I assume that's what that means.

Q Okay. And again, without knowing the veracity of this

posting or the article summarizing or translating this, I guess, does

it strike you as possible that there was some sort of social media

reporting before the statement was issued that --

A The social media was certainly in use in Benghazi. I don't
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have an exhaustive sense of what was on it that evening. It's certainly

possible.

Q Okay.

A Right, I mean, I frankly don't remember having reporting

of what was on Libyan social media that night.

Q Okay.

A But it is certainly conceivable that what was on Libyan

social media, and you know, you should investigate this yourselves,

was equivalent to what was on Egyptian social media, Tunisian social

media, Yemeni social media that night, or that the same people were

reading, you know, sites based in Cairo.

Q So were there persons responsible or tasked with monitoring

social media in Libya at this time?

A Well, certainly there would have been folks in the

Intelligence Community who would have been monitoring social media

throughout the region. In Tripoli, as you know, we had a very skeleton

crew, so we were not generally able to do real-time monitoring in

Tripoli the way we could in Cairo with a much bigger staff.

Q Okay. And again, relating back to the Secretary's

statement that "Some have used the video to justify the attacks," is

it possible that perhaps not this statement, but maybe some others,

that "some" may have been referring to others, either the February 17th

Martyrs Brigade or others who perhaps in hindsight had used the video

to justify or explain what happened in Benghazi?

A The Secretary's statement was designed to address anybody
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in the region, anybody in that community, whether they were in Cairo,

or Libya, or Malaysia, or Pakistan or Indonesia who were seeking to

assert or justify the attack based on the film.

Q Okay. Thank you.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q I just have a few more questions for you, Ambassador. And

these are on some of the allegations that have been made with regard

to Benghazi. There have been a lot of allegations with regard to the

talking points in particular. And I just wanted to respectfully ask

you a few questions based on those. And I apologize if some of them

seem slightly redundant, again.

So first, to your knowledge, was the process of developing or

editing the talking points part of an effort to mislead Congress --

A It was not.

Q -- and the American people?

A It was not.

Q Based on what you observed was the process of developing

the talking points focused more on unfairly protecting the reputation

and credibility of the State Department than on explaining to the

American people the facts surrounding the fatal attacks on U.S.

diplomatic facilities and personnel in Libya?

A The concerns that I raised were the result of my concerns

about consistency, my concerns about accurate representation of the

facts, and my concerns about protecting the investigation and about

fairness between our respective agencies.
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Q Did White House officials direct the talking points be

changed to protect the reputation of the State Department?

A To my knowledge, no. I did not, however, I did not

participate in the September 15th meeting.

Q To your knowledge, did the administration deliberately

remove references to al Qaeda-linked groups and previous attacks in

Benghazi as part of an effort to protect the State Department?

A To my knowledge, no.

Q To your knowledge, did White House officials direct that

the talking points be changed out of a desire to dismiss the continued

threat posed by al Qaeda-affiliated and other extremist groups in the

region?

A To my knowledge, no.

Q To your knowledge, were the talking points manipulated by

the White House for political reasons because it was a presidential

year?

A To my knowledge, no.

Q Is there any sort of political -- politically-motivated

cover-up regarding either the Benghazi attacks or -- and a whitewash

or an effort to protect senior officials from accountability?

A I certainly did not participate in anything like that or

witness anything like that myself.

Q All right. Thank you, Ambassador. We will go off the

record.

[Discussion off the record.]
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q Go back on the record. I believe there was something you

wanted to clarify?

A Yes, so in the first hour, we talked about when I became

aware of the first American casualty, and I think I referred to that

person as a DS agent. It was, in fact, an information management

officer.

Q Thank you. In the days following the attack, were there

any protests in -- against the violence in Libya that you were aware

of?

A Well, "protest" is the wrong word.

Q Demonstration, or --

A Yeah, "protest" is the wrong word. There were, after it

became publicly known in Libya that Ambassador Stevens had been killed,

there was a huge outpouring across the country, in Tripoli, and

Benghazi, and cities across the town, mourning him, and protesting,

and expressing concern about the security situation in their country,

and demanding better of their government. It was really quite

heartening for us.

Q Was that somewhat reflective of the Libyan population's

view of him, or the Libyan population's view of sort of what he carried

and what the message that he brought to Libya, and that the U.S.

Government of course was conveying in Libya?

A It was certainly personal to Ambassador Stevens who, as the

first American to go in while the revolution was unfolding to overthrow
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Qadhafi was very much seen as the personification of American and

international support for the Libyan people's desire for democracy,

freedom, change, and his public profile in Libya had been very high.

But I would hope it was also a reflection of support for our larger

American goal to give them a new chance, a democratic chance, and you

know, that these extremists who did this, these terrorists were trying

to roll back the clock.

Q Did you ever have any discussions with, or your staff have

any discussions with the public affairs folks in Tripoli after the

attacks in terms of how this -- any messaging about the video was playing

in Libya?

A I don't recall any direct communication with PA staff in

Libya. I think PA staff in Libya was one or two people at that time

with regard to the video or the Prophet film. We did have some

communication with regard to how the memorial service would be handled.

There was a memorial service for the slain, about what would go on

YouTube, that kind of thing, images of Chris. There had been, as you

know, some very gruesome pictures and we were quite concerned about

minimizing exposure of those to protect his family, those kinds of

thing.

Q Changing topics, you, I think, mentioned earlier, you

didn't attend the deputy's meeting on the 15th?

A Correct.

Q You said you had attended previous deputy's meeting as you

would be briefing that day. Presumably there was a discussion at the
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end of those meetings about public affairs, is that correct?

A Correct.

Q In those meetings, were you privy to any discussions about

a protest in Benghazi, or what happened in Benghazi to the YouTube

video?

A Let me start by saying that those were obviously classified

VTCs, so I wouldn't be able to go into detail with regard to what was

covered in those meetings.

Second point, to remind that, again, that we were dealing with

protests and violence across the region. So they were broad-gauged

with regard to what was happening all over the region, our response,

protection of personnel, all those kinds of things.

Third point, I will say that I was often late, often didn't come

until the end when my portion was discussed, and wasn't a regular

participant because of the press of other business that I was

responsible for. So I -- and I frankly don't have a good memory of

the detailed discussion day by day.

Q Okay. Do you have anything else?

Just one follow-up, or one final question is: Is there anything

that we haven't covered here today that you feel we should be aware

of, or that you would like to clarify related to this matter?

A Simply to say that I personally didn't edit these, didn't

change them, had no problem in substance mentioning Ansar al-Sharia,

mentioning previous agency product. That was not what I was concerned

about. I was concerned about whether, in total, they were consistent,
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they protected the investigation, they were accurately reflecting the

relative roles of our agency.

Right, just to say, again, that we have offered to talk more in

a classified session with regard to my concerns about how the agency

was representing its role, if you'd like, but those certainly colored

my thinking that day.

Mr. Ohly. Well, Madam Ambassador, we thank you very much for your

time and with that, the interview is concluded.

Ms. Nuland. Thank you very much.

[Whereupon, at 1:48 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Mr. Ohly. This is a transcribed interview of

conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform.

This interview was requested by Chairman Darrell Issa as part of the

committee's ongoing investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and the subsequent ARB.

Could the witness please state your name for the record?

Mr.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. Good morning. My name is John Ohly. I'm

a professional staff member with the committee's majority staff. I'll

ask everybody else at the table to introduce themselves.

Mr. Beattie. Brien Beattie with the majority staff.

Mr. Skladany. Jon Skladany from Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Powell. Jason Powell with the minority staff.

Mr. Knauer. Chris Knauer with minority staff.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff.

Ms. Safai. Raeka Safai with AFSA.

Mr. 0hly. Thank you.

The committee appreciates your appearance here today. Your

years of public service and unique position within the Department will

provide us with some valuable insight that will be incredibly helpful

to the committee.

Before we begin, I'd like to just go over the ground rules, explain

how the interview will proceed. We'll begin with up to an hour of

questioning from the majority staff, and then the minority staff will

have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time. We'll
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limit the individuals asking questions in any given hour to the staff

whose hour it is, so the minority will not interrupt us, we will not

interrupt the minority. We'll rotate back and forth in this manner

until all questions have been asked.

We'd like to take a break whenever it's convenient for you,

whether it's every hour, even if it's in the middle of a round, if you

need to take a phone call, step out, consult with your counsel. We

would like to make this process as easy and comfortable as possible.

The interview is unclassified, so if a question calls for

information you know to be classified, respond only with unclassified

information. If we need to have a classified session at a later date,

that can be arranged.

We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely

consult with counsel, and you do have counsel present today. Could

your counsel please state your name for the record?

Ms. Safai. Sure. Raeka Safai.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you.

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything

you say to make a written record, so we ask that you give verbal

responses to questions, yes, no, versus nods of the head. I'm going

to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump in in case you do not

respond verbally. You understand this?

Mr. Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Also, we should try not to talk over each other so it's

easier to get a clear record.
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We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and

truthful manner possible, so we will take our time, repeat and clarify

if necessary. If you have any questions or if you do not understand

our questions, please just let us know. If you honestly don't know

the answer to a question or don't remember, it's best not to guess.

Please give us your best recollection, and if there are things that

you do not know or cannot remember, please just say so.

You should also understand that although this interview is not

under oath, that by law you are required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully. Do you understand this?

Mr. Yes.

Mr. Ohly. This also applies to questions posed by congressional

staff in an interview. Do you understand this?

Mr. Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false

statements. Do you understand this?

Mr. Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful

answers to today's questions?

Mr. No.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. That is the end of my preamble. The clock now

reads --

Mr. Beattie. 10:06.

Mr. Ohly. -- 10:06, and we'll get started with the first hour

279



6

of questions.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just to start, it would be helpful if you could walk us

through your educational and professional background?

A I studied University -- in New York.

I started with the State Department in the Bureau of Diplomatic Security

in 1985. I was first assigned as a field office agent in

field office, worked there from late 1985, after

training, till 1987. After that I ran the protective detail

. Worked on his detail till 1988.

And then in 1988 I went overseas as an ARSO . I left

in 1991, was reassigned back to the field office

as a section supervisor. Let's see. That was '91.

After that I went to RSO , in 1996 to '99.

From there I went to the up in as the Regional Security

Officer from 1999 to 2001. 2001 to 2003, I was the RSO ,

. And then I came back to D.C. and was the Regional

Director . Well, actually I should clarify

that. I actually came back kind of unassigned and worked as a desk

officer , and then somebody retired and I became

the Deputy Regional Director during, like, a 2-year period. Then I

became the Regional Director

Q And when did you become the Regional Director?

A Let's see. I believe it was 2006, maybe, to 2007, and then
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2008 to 2010

And then from there I went over as the Regional

Security Officer . I did that from 2010 to 2011.

2011, in late October, I came back and was the Regional Director

for Near East/Asia, and that's the position I've been in. However,

after the attack, DS merged Near East/Asia and Southeast Asia to one

area, and I moved over to our high threat training, which just started

up -- I mean, sorry, high threat protection posts, and I'm an acting

Regional Director now waiting to go as the RSO.

Q And so what's your current title --

A Right now --

Q -- pending sort of a transfer?

A Pending transfer, I'm technically the Regional Director for

Near East/Asia posts in high threat training -- in high threat

protection, I'm sorry.

Q So in the year or 18 months leading up to the attacks in

Benghazi, you were the Regional Director for Near East, is that correct?

A I transferred in, in late in October of 2011.

Q So in that capacity what was your role or responsibility?

A We break down the different regions of the world into areas,

and Near East/Asia consisted of 21 posts. And I was responsible

for -- as a -- the way we break it down is kind of similar to the way

the State Department has their regions. The bureaus, we kind of try

to mimic the way they do it, so I have four desk officers that work

for me. Each of them have portfolios of different countries, and they
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keep track of what's going on there; work to provide liaison with them,

assist them with any issues, any problems. We try to help the RSO at

the post navigate Washington. So if a request comes in, we make sure

it goes to the right area of DS. For instance, our construction area

or local guard area or something like that. And we are there to assist

any way we can.

Q So it sounds like you were very uniquely positioned to have

some good visibility into what was happening between post and

Washington in the year leading up to the attack. Is that a fair

assessment?

A It's a fair assessment.

Q Can you walk us through -- before we get into the specifics

of that, it would be helpful if you could explain a little bit more

the role of the DS Bureau in personnel and physical security decisions

for the U.S. mission in Libya, sort of how that chain of command worked,

who the decision makers were.

A As far as construction security and things like that, we

have a construction area in DS, so if post has an ongoing construction

project, we would just make sure that they're dealing with the correct

area in DS and the correct desk officer for that construction area.

So specialties like that have technical representatives and we make

sure they link up the post. We are more of a liaison between the two.

Q So if post had a question or an issue, they would come in

through the desk officer underneath you, is that correct?

A Most likely. At times, post would go directly to that
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program area if they had a longstanding relationship, but generally

we like to be included on that discussion so that we can help track

it for post. If there is a delay in a project or something like that,

we like to try to help them.

Q Okay. And then what was the reporting structure within the

Bureau from let's say the desk officer up?

A Okay. I have, as I said, the four desk officers that work

for me, and then I would have a Deputy Regional Director, and above

me was the Deputy IP Director, at the time, and also before

that it was . And then above them is Charlene Lamb, who

sits over the world for International Programs.

Q Okay. And she reports directly to the Assistant Secretary?

A She reports to the Director, the PDAS, and the Assistant

Secretary.

Q And that would have been Mr. Bultrowicz?

A Mr. Bultrowicz, yes.

Q Thank you. It would also be helpful if you could help us

understand a little bit how DS interacts with other bureaus or offices

within the State Department, specifically related to security decision

making. So, for example, how does DS interact with NEA?

A On a working level, we had a very good working level with

the NEA Bureau. We would get calls from them weekly on various things.

I'm thinking, for instance, with Benghazi, we had an ongoing TDY there,

and in order to process the TDY my desk officer, would

have to put together the forms for the visa applications, send them
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over to the Bureau, get a letter from the Bureau saying that this person

will be assigned to that Embassy, and they would have it brought to

the Embassy for visa issuance, and then he'd be able to pick it up.

So there is a lot of back and forth between us and the Bureau on things

like that.

Q And who were you interacting with primarily within NEA?

A Primarily, I interacted with a few people. was

the head person I usually dealt with. was his deputy.

And then at a working level, we had a very good relationship with

.

Q So are they all within -- I understand is the

director of EX?

A Yeah, the EX bureau.

Q So is that --

A Primarily.

Q -- primarily who you all worked with?

A Yes, yeah.

Q Did you all work at all with anybody else within NEA or any

other offices within NEA?

A I can't remember any instance when I did.

Mr. Beattie. Just to be clear, the Maghreb office was the front

office. You don't recall regular interactions with them?

Mr. It was very rare when I dealt with them.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q And then I also understand that DS is underneath M, the Under

Secretary for Management, DS as a bureau?

A Yes.

Q Was there any sort of staff level interaction or what was

their role in decision making for security or personnel in Libya?

A What was his -- I'm sorry?

Q What was the -- was there any sort of staff level interaction

with M staff or the Under Secretary of Management himself on -- in your

day-to-day? Let's not focus on Libya. Let's just say generally for

security decision making.

A Not at my level.

Q Not at your level.

A Yeah.

Q Okay. And then was -- is there any interaction with the

interagency partners at your level?

A At times I worked with other agencies.

Q Without getting into anything classified, would there

be -- would you be aware of any sort of policy discussions at an

interagency level or mostly just from a security discussion? For

example, whether you were going to be in a similar location?

A I wasn't involved in any of those negotiations.

Q Okay.

Mr. Beattie. Anyone from the national security staff that you

interacted with?

Mr. On one occasion I did.
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Ms. Safai. I think that's -- you did on one occasion?

Mr. Yeah.

Mr. Ohly. Relevant to Libya?

Mr. No, not relevant to Libya. To another post that

we had closed?

Mr. Beattie. That's all I needed.

Mr. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. Were there any other interactions within the Bureau

or within the Department that you were familiar with or how DS

interacted with the others? We're just trying to understand.

Ms. Safai. With the other agencies?

Mr. Ohly. With -- no, within the State Department. So we're

just trying to understand sort of the workflow, if you will.

Mr. We regularly interacted with the EX Bureau --

Mr. Ohly. Uh-huh.

Mr. -- on mutual areas of concern, and rarely we'd

get requests for information or things from other areas of the State

Department. For those, we always made sure it went back to our front

office.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. I think we touched on this briefly, but how did

DS, or to your knowledge did DS interact with post? Was it primarily

through the desk officer or were there other avenues for post to reach

out to DS?

Ms. Safai. Which post? To Libya or which post specifically?

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q For Libya.

A For Libya, my desk officer was the primary person. He was

the subject matter expert basically for me and for DS in general, I

would say. He would call out fairly frequently, daily, if not more

than once a day, and at times he and I would do a conference call at

the post. And then on several occasions, in meeting with Ms. Lamb,

we would call from her office back to post for clarity or something

on an issue.

Q And when you're calling post, are you speaking to the RSO,

the Ambassador, the DCM?

A Whenever we called out, we'd speak to the DS representative.

If it was -- generally it was the RSO. If the RSO was involved in

something, sometimes it would be an ARSO. But most of the time it was

the RSO.

Mr. Beattie. The desk officer you referenced, was that

?

Mr. Yes.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So just a more sort of high-level discussion about the year

leading up to the attack and then we'll do a little bit more of a timeline

later on.

A Uh-huh.

Q Just from a general perspective, in the year leading up to

the attack, were you aware of concerns with security in Libya?

A Yes, I was aware.
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Q Do you recall specifically what those concerns were?

A We were working very closely with all the different areas

of DS to do a number of construction security projects in Libya to assist

them with hiring local guard force and bringing other areas online.

Q What was your general perception of how that was going or

how -- what the security situation was?

A At what time?

Q Let's start in beginning of 2012, so January or February

of 2012?

A Around that timeframe, January/February 2012, DAS Lamb had

recommended that I start a thing called COWG, Continuity of Operations

Working Group, which brought together all the different areas of DS,

and sometimes I chaired it. Other times the PDAS chaired it, on one

occasion I remember, and actually was in and sat at one

also, and we would get together and talk about posts and all the

different projects, fence line projects, construction security

projects, hiring local guards, all the different areas

that -- different areas that DS were working on trying to bring them

together so that we understood, you know, that we're trying to work

to help posts increase security.

Mr. Beattie. So was that specifically -- the COWG, was that

specifically to Libya or was that the whole region?

Mr. That was specifically to Libya.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I think you said that started in the January/February
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timeframe?

A I'm not exactly sure when it started. I know we had about

six during that time period of the 18 months roughly.

Q Okay. Maybe it's just easier if we step back and --

A Okay.

Q -- go from the time period when you began in your position

as the Regional Director. So when you began, what was your

understanding of the situation in Libya and Benghazi?

A My understanding was that we had two posts, that one post

was going to what was the Embassy, and they were working on constructing

the Embassy during that timeframe while they were working out of an

area, and then also we had an office in Benghazi.

Q And we understand there was a decision made in December 2011

to extend the presence in Benghazi. Were you involved at all in that

discussion?

A I don't remember --

Q Or the discussions leading up to that decision?

A I don't remember being directly involved in the discussion.

I'm sure that we assisted Director Lamb with information on the post,

but I don't actually remember being directly involved in the discussion

on that.

Q So you weren't familiar with the specifics of what was being

recommended in the memo or --

A I don't recall being involved in the specifics of the memo.

Q Okay. Do you know who in DS was working on this memo or
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contributed to the memo?

A I really don't know at the time.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q I think our understanding of the extension memo, sort of

our understanding of it there was a -- there may have been a -- some

kind of tab, like a DS tab that suggested a baseline of five DS special

agents for Benghazi. Were you aware of that?

A I came -- I became aware of that, I believe, the first -- for

the first time after it was signed.

Q Okay. But do you have any insight into how the -- the

decision process for deciding that five was the appropriate number for

Benghazi, given its circumstances?

A I'm not sure how they came up with that decision.

Q Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And you said you learned about it after it was signed. How

did it first come to your attention?

A I remember first seeing it -- I really can't remember when,

but I had seen it after it was signed.

Q Okay. Did you have any reaction to it at that point or did

you think it made sense?

A In looking at it, we were working to fulfill the TDYs for

there, and we had some challenges with filling them because they were

all voluntary.

Q When you say they're all voluntary, can you elaborate on
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what that means or --

A Well, the way it worked, we had a -- when we had a TDY to

a country overseas, we would put out a broadcast to all of DS agents

domestically and sometimes overseas and request agents volunteer to

go TDY to one of the posts that were needing staff.

Q Is that a normal process?

A A fairly normal process for the interim.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q What would be some of the circumstances just in a normal

way, post needed short-term staff to fill a hole? Was it somebody on

leave back in the States, something like that or --

A We had a couple of different mechanisms for that. Yeah,

sometimes it was for filling a hole in the personnel overseas. Other

times it was a request to assist the Secretary of State when they

traveled for increased manpower, basically things like that. If a

post -- if a small post had a large visit, we'd try to move resources

over to assist.

Q So this was the system that now was being employed to try

and staff Benghazi for a more longer term period?

A Yes.

Q And did you have any concerns about that?

A I believe it was January, maybe December/January timeframe

we had talked about it in the office, and I think I was out on leave

because my deputy -- I had seen a document that my deputy had sent up

to Director Lamb, to DAS Lamb requesting we use the system that they
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use domestically to direct a certain number of agents from the field

offices for assignments. We use that on protection. And we sent the

memo up suggesting maybe we could use this mechanism for overseas.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Specifically for Libya or --

A It was specifically for Libya.

Q And do you know what happened to that memo?

A It was never signed off on.

Q At DAS Lamb's level or --

A I believe so. I'm not really sure. We sent it up to DAS

Lamb, and we checked on it and it was in her office in leave and we

didn't get a reply back.

Q Did you ever discuss it with DAS Lamb?

A I believe I mentioned it on one occasion, and I can't

remember the exact time of the meeting, but I know I had mentioned it

once. And I don't think I got a response when I mentioned it, just

that we had sent up the memo on that.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Was it unusual for a memo like that to go up to DAS Lamb

and for there to be no response?

A I'm not really sure. I had recently got to the position,

and I know that DAS Lamb has -- is in charge of the world, so I'm sure

she gets a lot of different memos like this and other things.

Q And the system -- so the memo, just to be clear, the system

was -- was recommending using the system for when DS assigns
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domestically assigned agents? Is that what you said?

A Yeah. That's basically the system we were trying to use.

Q And was that system -- is it because that system was -- the

recommendation was because that system was going to be better at

assigning people to Benghazi without gaps, or what was the reasoning

behind that?

A The theory was that it would be easier because they would

be able to direct field offices for a certain number of agents.

Q So in other words, so they could actually direct a field

office and say, send this, send this number of agents to Benghazi under

that system versus a --

A Versus a voluntary way of doing it.

Q Got you.

A However, it had never been used this way, I believe, that

system.

Q Okay. Interesting.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So we sort of moved into the January/February timeframe.

You mentioned the COWG working group.

A Uh-huh.

Q I think you said that met about six times in the --

A I believe so.

Q After it convened?

A Every so often we met, if there was a reason to.

Q And who were all the participants in that? I know you
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mentioned that you or the PDAS would chair it, but who -- what other

individuals or bureaus were participants?

A We'd bring in -- occasionally, I know on one occasion we

invited the EX Bureau.

Q Uh-huh.

A And they were there. Any of the program offices in DS that

were working on issues in Libya. So our Threat Analysis Division would

be there or has been there at times, our Construction Security Division,

our Local Guard Division, our Technical Security Division. I was

trying to think what else. Representatives sometimes from OBO,

Overseas Building.

Q Uh-huh.

A Okay. Generally, it was a working level meeting, just to

see how things were going and what projects might have issues, and then

we'd -- my desk officer, would give a rundown for the

people at post, for the RSO at post.

Q Would the RSO or anybody from post call into these or

participate or was it mostly internal?

A I believe we had -- on one occasion we had a conference call

with them, and I know that one time we also did it when

was back, and we arranged it during his visit to make sure that he was

there, and that was the one that the PDAS chaired.

Q Okay. Do you recall approximately when that was?

A I don't remember.

Q Okay. In that same January/February timeframe, were you
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aware of any other discussions or familiar with any discussions with

post about what the staffing structure was going to be going forward

or how this was going to work?

A I don't know really what you're specifically referencing.

Q Maybe I'll keep it more general. Did you have any other

discussions or were you familiar with any other discussions either

between the desk officer or others in DS with post at that time about

security or security resources in Benghazi?

A I mean, my desk officer spoke with post daily. So --

Q Were there of any concerns from post at that point in time.

Ms. Safai. Security concerns?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Either about personnel or physical security concerns.

A On a number of occasions we were challenged with the TDY

going out to Benghazi, and I know my desk officer talked to that post,

as well as Tripoli, on the staffing challenges that we had out there.

Q Do you recall if there was ever any sort of decision to drop

the number of DS agents that were going to be going to Benghazi from

five to three?

A Generally, I believe in February we had gotten some emails

from I believe it was and we met with DAS Lamb about

Libya on another issue, and I had mentioned that they were making

reference to the five agents out there and that we were working to

maintain a level of at least three, sometimes four, sometimes five,

depending, because it was voluntary. So we had a discussion about what
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their operations were out there and how the agents were being used,

and I said I would look into it.

So we actually spoke with post and made a determination that

agents were being used there to drive. So for a movement team, the

way they had it working, they would have an agent in the right front

doing protection, an agent driving, and the principal in the back. It

would be a low visibility type motorcade. And then of the three that

were there, they would have one in the TOC, Technical Operations Center,

and then the other one would be working with the guards or with the

17th Martyrs Brigade at the front, and if the motorcade had a problem,

that agent would deploy with the 17th Martyrs Brigade to do what we

consider a QRF, Quick Reaction Force. So they always stayed

. So we'd have somebody

to go in and assist if they got stopped at a roadblock or came across

a demonstration or something, we'd always have a response.

And then I had also heard that the agents were being used to

protect the computer equipment. So there would have to be in that area,

one agent would have to be in there 24/7. And I had discussions with

post and with about the fact that they are using a TDY

person to drive in Benghazi, somebody from Miami or from New York, that

it isn't practical to use an agent for that. First off, they're in

a fully armored vehicle, and second off, they're driving where they

don't know the roads, they don't speak the language. We really

implored post to hire drivers. We need to get that done right away

to alleviate some of the workload that was put on these agents. And

296



23

they said they would work to do that because it made sense.

And then also, with the computer equipment, I worked with our

Science and Technology Division to come up with a proper way to secure

that device or those devices without using an agent so it would free

up some of the workload of the agents that were there.

Q Do you know if post was receptive to that?

A I believe post was very receptive to that. We had to really

bring up the topic several times about hiring drivers, though. It

seemed that they were having -- it was taking a long time to hire drivers

compared to other posts, I should say.

Q Do you know if they were just not following through on that

or whether they were having difficulty finding qualified candidates?

A Not being out at post, I don't really know the mechanism

for it because it's an HR area, but we did -- I know I did speak with

several occasions, and, you know, you really have to -- the main

thing is how to utilize your security resources correctly, and having

them drive is really wasting an agent's position.

Q Was there any push back from that position that, you know,

they were having trouble hiring drivers or that --

A They had said that they had ran some announcements and it

was hard because when people would see an announcement for a job,

everybody would show up, I guess, unskilled people. Sometimes they

had had people without licenses show up, I think, somebody had said.

You know, if it was a job announcement there people would show up. So,

yeah, I think it was a challenge for them.
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Q So the discussions we are sort of talking about right now

with, you know, you were talking with Mr. this is in the -- is

this all in the February timeframe? I know you said you had some

follow-up, and that may have extended beyond that.

A I think it extended beyond that.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q With the driver issue, were there any -- I know a lot of

people would show up, but were you aware of any security concerns about

having to vet somebody that's going to be responsible for driving an

Embassy vehicle or a Consulate vehicle?

A That would be incumbent upon the RSO to vet and, you know,

clear the individuals. So he believed he had a good process in place

for that.

Q So you weren't aware of any concerns that he had about any

extraordinary difficulties with the security environment as far as

vetting these potential drivers?

A I don't recall him saying that there was an extraordinary

circumstance.

Q Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So it's our understanding that sort of at the end of March

the Embassy in Tripoli sent a cable to Washington requesting, I think

it was 12 TDY agents. Does that sound correct?

Mr. Knauer. Twelve what, I'm sorry?

Mr. Ohly. TDY agents.
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Mr. The end of March?

Mr. Ohly. I think there was a March 28 cable they sent in with

a request for a number of agents, including five agents for Benghazi.

Ms. Safai. Do you have that cable?

Mr. Yes. If I could take a look at that, that would

probably refresh my memory.

Mr. Ohly. Sure. We'll use this as Exhibit 1.

Mr. Thank you. Okay. Okay. Yeah, I do remember

the cable.

Mr. Ohly. Do you recall what the --

Mr. Powell. Excuse me, John. I'm not sure. Did you say that

for the record as an exhibit?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

Mr. Powell. Okay. I'm sorry.

Mr. Ohly. Marked as Exhibit 1.

[ Exhibit No. 1

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you -- now that you've had an opportunity to review

this -- do you recall your reaction or other reaction in Washington

when this cable came in?

A Actually there was -- we had a meeting beforehand with

myself, and DAS Lamb. I believe we had a meeting where we did

a conference call to and discussed with him that he

needed to come up with a plan because he was using emergency resources
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and that, you know, we had to get to a plan where DS could staff these

areas, and we wanted him to break it down of his thoughts on what would

be required to replace the assets that are out there.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q This is replacing the SST and then an MSD?

A Yeah, and the MSD ones. So the post would have, you know,

normal positions at post doing those functions.

Q And to be clear, when you said replace them with DS assets,

you're not including MSD in that?

A Right, right. MSD is seen as a response to a critical

threat or an area where they needed to beef up security, so we were

looking at replacing that with regular agents who have similar skill

sets. And I do believe with this cable, after it came in, my desk

officer worked with to go over the numbers, and I believe

had said that some of the numbers he totaled up a little off, so

the numbers in the cable were not exactly what was required.

Q Do you recall what was the final number was about the

timeframe?

A You know, the number six, for six agents versus 12. There

was some way he calculated something twice, I wasn't sure, but

knew more about that than I did because he actually went through it

at length with to work to come up with a proposed plan.

Mr. Ohly. Let me introduce Exhibit 2 because I think it will help

with our discussion on this follow-up on this.

[ Exhibit No. 2
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was marked for identification.]

Mr. And in here --

Mr. Beattie. Please.

Mr. -- it also mentions the -- they mention the

agents in Benghazi being used to protect the computer area.

Mr. Beattie. Uh-huh.

Mr. And I don't know whether -- I think this factored

in the driving also.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q At that point in time, had the, as you mentioned, a solution

you were working through --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- with your science and technology folks, do you know if

that had --

A I know that they --

Q -- come to fruition at that point?

A -- they came up with a plan and actually put it in place

fairly quickly, but I don't think it was at this time that it was in

place.

Q Okay.

A I think shortly after this.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. I'm going to introduce this as an email chain,

unclassified email chain as deposition -- or excuse me, Exhibit 2. And

just so you know, it's two-sided. The first email is on the back page.

Mr. Beattie. Reverse chronological.
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Mr. Okay. Yeah, that actually goes in line with

what I had mentioned.

Mr. Ohly. So you had a conversation with Mr. after

this?

Mr. Actually, I believe did and worked

through the numbers, and I was involved in one of the phone calls.

Let's see.

Mr. Ohly. I'm going to actually just read for the record the text

here.

Ms. Safai. Uh-huh.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q It's the email on March 29 at 3:32. It's from you to Scott

Bultrowicz --

A Right.

Q -- Charlene Lamb, . In your

email you say, quote, "I've just gotten off the phone with and

after a lengthy conversation, he realized his numbers were off by

approximately six TDY SA. I told him it was always best to float a

drafted cable by DS/IP, especially when it deals with TDY SA resources.

He also did not factor in having his LES being trained in taking over

some of the TDY agent's work, i.e., bodyguards. We'll get it back on

track and run the numbers by the next COWG, then send a response cable

out to post with the correct numbers of TDY/SAs."

A Yeah. Actually there was, I believe, and had

a conversation, then we had a follow-on conversation in my office on
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the speaker phone.

Q Uh-huh.

A So it was a combination of the two. It was the lengthy

conversation that I mentioned, that basically, though, was the

one that knew the numbers and worked with on that, and I was on

the call also.

Q Was he receptive to the feedback, was he frustrated or --

A I don't think he was frustrated, that I was aware.

Q Okay.

A We were working at the time to -- at post, he was working

at the time to bring on locally engaged bodyguards and get them trained

up to take over some of the protective --

Q And that's -- is that Tripoli or Benghazi?

A That was in Tripoli.

Q That was in Tripoli. Do you recall if any of that

conversation focused on Benghazi and the numbers requested for

Benghazi?

A I know that we had -- we had spoken with about Benghazi

and the fact of the solution that they were coming up with, with the

computers, and we had discussions on a few occasions about hiring

drivers, that it's really a need that they have to do because it

didn't -- it clearly didn't make sense to have somebody from the field

office driving.

Q Okay. And so that was -- and that was prior to this coming

in?
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A It was around that time. I don't really know the exact

timeframe.

Q Okay. So it was your impression or you understood that he

was comfortable with the staffing levels discussed in the phone call

and with the plan moving forward?

A Yeah. I believe he realized, he had mentioned to and

myself that he thought the -- yeah, that he made an error in his numbers,

and we were going ahead with trying to get him the numbers that he

requested.

Q Okay. So moving forward into April --

A Okay.

Q -- I think this was the end of March, so we are now into

April.

A Okay.

Q Can you just walk us through any issues that arose at that

time or things that you were aware of in Libya?

A You are going to have to really give me an instance. I

mean --

Q Were there any --

A -- this is a long time ago.

Q -- incidents at post in Benghazi or concerns that were

brought to your attention?

A I believe there was one incident in Benghazi. I'm not

really sure if my date is correct. Around April 10th there was an

incident where a gelatina, I think it was determined to be a gelatina,
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which is an explosive device used for fishing, was thrown over the wall.

Is that what you're referencing?

Q I believe there was an attack or an incident at some point

in April along those lines.

A Along those lines. Yeah, April 6th it was, and with that

incident the agents that were on compound, they heard the blast and

saw a flash of light. I believe the guard force or somebody on the

top then initiated the emergency notification device, which is an alarm

that goes off. Everybody is trained at post, so they were all locked

into their safe havens.

One of the agents in this, when this incident happened, went to

the front gate and worked with the 17th Martyrs Brigade, who were

between four and five individuals that were there on compound and armed.

The host country wanted us to use them. So they were on compound and

at the front gate armed. They went with the agent and checked the

interior, I believe, and at the same time they called their -- I guess

you would call it barracks, which was between 5 and 10 minutes

away -- and immediately a response of 8 to 12 of the 17th Martyrs Brigade

showed up in two, they call them technicals there, which is heavily

armored vehicles with heavy weapons, and they found two individuals

that were walking in that area.

They brought them in for questioning. It was determined that -- I

believe it was determined that one was a person that was let go from

the guard force and they think he threw it over the wall as a disgruntled

employee. There was no damage to any property or any individuals. It
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was really a thing that was used for fishing that made a loud noise

and gave a loud flash.

Q Do you recall how many agents were in Benghazi at the time

of that?

A I am not really sure. I believe there might have been

around three. I know that we had one challenge during an area -- a

time when we had a visa problem with the visa system here. We dropped

down to one agent, and that was purely because the Embassy here was

unable to issue visas, but I don't believe it was during that period.

Q Okay. Did you have any concerns about this incident or --

A I always have a concern when there is an incident, but it

looked as though the security device that was put in place worked well.

For instance, the guard force reacted well, the 17th Martyrs Brigade

reacted well and showed up in force, the agents did the proper thing

by locking into the safe havens, the equipment worked, the imminent

danger attack notification system went off and everybody heard it on

compound. It looked liked the procedures and things worked correctly.

Q Do you recall if there were any other incidents in that April

timeframe that targeted their Western interests or were of concern to

the Consulate in Benghazi, the mission in Benghazi?

A You have to be specific to what you're referencing.

Mr. Beattie. What timeframe we talking?

Mr. Ohly. April.

Ms. Safai. You said targeting Western interests?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.
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Mr. Beattie. How about May, International Committee of the Red

Cross?

A Oh, I believe there was an incident with the International

Committee of the Red Cross. After hours, at like 3 in the morning,

somebody had shot a rocket-propelled grenade at the front area of the

building when there was nobody at work and nobody on the compound. I

believe there was damage to the property.

There might have been one or two. I think somebody had mentioned

in one of the reports that one might have also gone off in the air or

something. Without having documentation in front of me, I'm just going

from my memory.

Mr. Ohly. I'll make this easier and introduce the unclassified

ARB, which has the list of some of these incidents.

Mr. Okay. It was a long time period, so you've got

to excuse me.

Mr. Ohly. Yeah. No, I understand. This will be Exhibit 3.

[ Exhibit No. 3

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Go to page 15.

A Okay.

Q April 2nd, U.K. armored diplomatic vehicle is attacked

after driving into a local protest. Vehicle was damaged, occupants

uninjured. April 6, gelatina bomb, traditional homemade explosive

device used for fishing, is thrown over the SMC north wall.
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I think that may have been what you were referencing?

A Yeah, that's what I was referencing.

Q And then there is April 10th, an IED gelatina or dynamite

stick is thrown at the motorcade of the U.N. Special Envoy to Libya

in Benghazi.

A Uh-huh.

Q So just given the sort of sequence and frequency of these

incidents, was there any concern at the time, or were they sort of viewed

as isolated incidents?

A You'd have to speak with our Threat Analysis Division on

that. They'd give a full readout on intel and look at what it was

considered and things like that. We were always concerned for the

security, and I was -- I was -- I noticed -- I noted that on the device

being thrown over the wall that it appeared that everything that we

had put in place worked well to protect our people.

Q So from where you were sitting and what your sort of

responsibility for ensuring that the security systems functioned

properly, is that a fair assumption of or description?

A Well, I would say also from what post had described --

Q Uh-huh.

A -- from their input, we saw that everything was -- worked

well --

Q Okay.

A -- in that incident.

Q Okay. So we talked briefly about the May incident, the
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ICRC, and I think it's mentioned here as well. Benghazi International

Committee of the Red Cross, building struck by rocket-propelled

grenades --

Mr. Beattie. IMU.

Mr. Ohly. And then a previously unknown organization claims

responsibility for the ICRC attack and issues a threat against the

United States on social media sites. And then shortly thereafter you

have the June 8th attack on the --

Mr. Beattie. June 6th.

Mr. Ohly. June 6th, excuse me, June 6th IED attack on the SMC,

which is the U.S. compound in -- or mission in Benghazi?

Mr. Uh-huh?

Mr. Ohly. IED detonates with no injuries but blows a large hole

in the compound's exterior wall. Omar --

Mr. Beattie. Abdurrahman.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q -- group makes an unsubstantiated claim of responsibility.

June 8th, two hand grenades target parked U.K. diplomatic vehicle.

And then the British Ambassador's convoy is attacked.

A On the June 6th attack, I recall that post had notified us

that after the device went off, that once again they found there was

the imminent danger of hacking the locks into the compound. They -- the

17th Martyrs Brigade called their barracks and they responded also in

force and kind of cordoned off the area with the members of the -- I

think it was 18 that had showed up and two technicals also, within 5
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to 7 minutes there was a response.

Q So in this sort of early or mid-June timeframe, did you have

concerns about this sort of sequence of attacks or what was happening

in Benghazi?

A I believe that post had requested additional resources at

the compound from the host government to provide extra coverage there,

but we did have a concern that they had said that they had asked, I

believe, for a car out in front, and I think they even -- I vaguely

remember something about a road block being set up to limit people

coming down and things. So it seems as though host government was

providing resources, extra resources to the compound.

Q I guess my question was more general, just given the sort

of frequency or the number of attacks in a short period against Western

interests, was there any reassessment or consideration of what security

was provided at the Consulate in Benghazi or was what you just mentioned

in terms of host nation support sort of viewed as an appropriate

response?

Ms. Safai. Assessment by who? By post or by DS in Washington?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Either. Was there any discussion about, you know, we're

getting concerned about what's happening here, there is an increase

in targets against Western interests?

A I believe we had a -- in June we had a discussion with post,

and during that timeframe I think that they had mentioned the five

agents again, the RSO that was out there. I'm pretty sure it was in
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the June timeframe, around the time of these attacks. And based on

that, the TDY RSO had sent the email saying, you know, we want five

agents out here.

So realizing that we are there to assist, I had my desk officer

put together a memo, after we checked with to see whether

that was the appropriate level because he was the RSO for the country,

and he said he believed that would be prudent. So we put together a

memo to DAS Lamb mentioning the issues that had happened and also a

request for the five agents. I think that was in the June timeframe.
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Mr. Ohly. Introducing Exhibit 4.

Mr. June 15th, I believe.

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

[ Exhibit No. 4

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Yeah. This is the memo I'm mentioning.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Now, this is a version the State Department has produced --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- so there's some redactions applied, but it -- the memo

says from the SIP NEA, and the name is redacted. Is that your name

there?

A Yeah. Yes, it is.

Q So, at the time, you supported this memo, right?

A What we did was we took the information from post and sent

it up for resources, yes.

Q Do you recall if this memo was ever approved?

A It was not approved.

Q Do -- do you have any -- and do you know who did not approve

it?

A Well, we actually never got a signed version back, and it

was mentioned during a meeting that -- DAS Lamb, that Benghazi should
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have three agents there.

Q So you had a discussion with DAS Lamb about this memo?

A I had mentioned the memo during one of our meetings on Libya

in general, and I mentioned that we had sent the memo based on the RSO

requesting additional resources there, and we were told the staffing

should be at three.

Q I guess based on your experience, you've had fairly

substantial experiences in RSO and operating overseas, I

understand -- or correct me if I'm wrong, but I understand that you

supported this request from the RSO. You didn't think it was

unreasonable. Is that fair?

A Generally, I respect any requests from an RSO, and I feel

that my position is to try to get them the most that we can. With -- I

understand that, you know, at times there are limited resources,

and -- but from my area, I always tried to push for what the RSO wanted.

Q Did any of the feedback provided by DAS Lamb -- well, what

was her reasoning? Just simply that they needed to stick with three?

A I don't recall any reasoning behind the decision. I know

that it was at a time when we had -- were working with post to get a

driver position put on to alleviate some of the workload on the other

agents, and I believe around that time, the proper securing of the

COMSEC equipment was done. So I don't know. I really don't know.

Q Just to clarify what this memo says, I'll read for the record

the summary. It's, quote, "due to the deteriorating security

situation in Libya with an active terror cell planning and implementing
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attack operations against Western interests, including the U.S.

mission in Benghazi, the RSO is requesting additional TDY staffing for

Benghazi. DS TDY staffing for the mission is currently set at three

personnel. The TDY RSO in Benghazi and the RSO in Tripoli both

recommend increasing staff to five agents through the election period

currently scheduled for July 7th, 2012. If approved, the RSO

anticipates a staff reduction from five to four agents after the

election period. The SIP NEA's current operating budget is $196,276.

Given our current operational tempo, we believe that these added TDY

positions can be funded from our current budget through FY 2012."

And that's consistent with what you understand post was

comfortable with and what they were requesting at the time?

A Yes.

Q And you supported that request?

A And put together the memo and sent it up.

Q Do you know if there was any -- do you recall any follow

up on this memo after that initial discussion with DAS Lamb, where she

said it's going to be three?

A In what regard, follow-up discussion?

Q What -- did you ever go back to her or in that meeting say,

you know, there have been this series of attacks or this is what the

RSO is asking for. How do you want us to respond to him?

A I believe I had brought it up on one occasion during a

meeting and was told to make sure that we get post to concentrate on

enhancing the coverage by removing agents from driving, and that was
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the -- my response -- or the response.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Was DAS Lamb aware that there had been an attack on the

compound?

A Yes.

Q To your knowledge, was the request from post for the five

agents in the aftermath of that attack, was that informed by the fact

that there had been an attack? In other words, did they -- let me

rephrase that. Did they -- did post take into account the fact that

they had been attacked recently when they made the request for five

TDY agents for Benghazi?

A Yes. That's why we put it in the memo. I mean, we listed

all the information in the memo.

Q When you conveyed this information, when DAS Lamb said it

would be three, not the five you recommended, did you convey that to

post?

A It was conveyed to post.

Q Do you know how post responded to that decision?

A Specifically, I don't.

Mr. Ohly. Well, we are approaching our hour. I think it's a good

place to stop.

Mr. Roebuck. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. So we'll go off the record.

[Recess.]

EXAMINATION
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q On behalf of the minority staff of the committee, I'd like

to thank you for your appearance here today. Although we previously

introduced ourselves, I just want to go back again. I'm Jason Powell

with the minority staff, minority counsel, joined by my colleagues

Peter Kenny and Chris Knauer.

A Uh-huh.

Q We -- I will be the primary questioner, but I might defer

to my colleagues to fill in some gaps.

A Sure.

Q So, before we get started, I just want to apologize in

advance if some of our questions seem repetitive over questions that

you were asked in the last hour. We may -- you know, they may seem

a little bit basic, but we may just want to clarify some things or ask

you a few questions just to get it on the record.

So, you know, lastly, before I begin, I just would like to thank

you for your service.

And with that, I will note the time is --

A I think it's right there.

Ms. Safai. 11:15.

Mr. Powell. 11:15 for the record, and begin. And actually for

a short period, I will defer to my colleague, Mr. Knauer.

Mr. Knauer. Thank you.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q One of the last exhibits was this June 15, 2012, memo.
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A Uh-huh.

Q Who drafted that?

A I believe it was drafted by my desk officer, .

Q Okay. And that went to Deputy Assistant Secretary Charlene

Lamb?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And you guys had a meeting with her on that?

A We had a general meeting on Libya, and it was a little after

the memo was submitted that we I had mentioned that in that meeting.

Q Okay. And this memo, for the record, is a request for

additional agents for Benghazi from three to five. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And what did DAS Lamb -- what was her response to

this request?

A During this time period, we were working with post to -- as

I had noted before, that we were working on alleviating some of the

workload of the agents that were out at post, and we were imploring

them to hire drivers, local drivers that our mobile security division

team could train driving the

car. So that would take the workload off the agent that's actually

going there TDY and driving in a country where he doesn't know the roads.

Q Right. So what was DAS Lamb's response when you guys sent

her a memo saying we'd like five agents?

A I don't recall the exact response. I know that she

mentioned that she wanted the three agents and was also mentioned that
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post should work to hire drivers and where do we stand on that, and

then I said I'd check.

Q You said she mentioned that she wanted the three agents.

Was that her saying that we want three agents only?

A It was my understanding that she said that she wanted only

three agents there.

Q And was this basically continuing the policy from that

February time period where you had the driver issue?

A I believe so, yeah.

Q And was it DAS Lamb's decision then to essentially set the

number of agents as a result of what you learned that post was doing

with DS agents at three?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. Well, do you know?

A Yeah. I'm sorry. Repeat the question.

Q Well, so, in -- you had made reference to the fact that you

had had a conversation with RSO about how he was using DS

agents in Benghazi, correct?

A Yes.

Q And that there was some discussion that some of these agents

were being used for driving and other matters, I think guarding was

it ?

Ms. Safai. Computers.

Mr. Computers.

Mr. Knauer. Okay.
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Mr. Yeah.

Mr. Knauer. And in the process of that, was there a discussion

about how many agents you should have at Benghazi?

Ms. Safai. Is that a question?

Mr. Knauer. Yeah.

Mr. At that time period, I believe we were speaking

generally about the duties of the agents and what they were being

assigned to do while they were out there of the three that we had gotten

out there. You got to understand, it was kind of a fluid amount of

people out there. At times, there were two; at times, there were three;

at times, there were four. Because we had a voluntary TDY basis,

sometimes we had people that would volunteer for 45 days, sometimes

they would volunteer for 30 days, so --

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q All right. So in this memo, I'm quoting from the June 15th

memo.

A Right.

Q It says, quote, DS TDY staffing for the mission is currently

set at three personnel --

A Yes.

Q -- end quote. Who set that at three personnel? How did

that get set at three personnel?

A I believe it was set by Charlene Lamb.

Q Okay. And when did she set it at three personnel?

A I do not recall the specific time period.
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Q Okay. And did she ever deviate from setting it at three

to the time of this memo to a higher number that you can recall?

A Well, I know that if post had a visit or had an event there,

for instance somebody coming in to look at what was going on there,

or they had to travel outside of --

Q No. I mean permanently.

A Permanently. I am not aware of it ever being set at a higher

level permanently.

Q Okay. So, up to this point, it's your understanding it was

set at three?

A Yes.

Q So this memo comes along and you're requesting it to be set

at five?

A Yes.

Q And I think you said that she said, no, continue on at three?

Is that what you said?

A I don't believe she said no. I think she said that the

staffing should be at three.

Q Okay. So that would be what we would continue to do?

A Yeah.

Q Okay.

A And after this meeting, I met with my desk officer and

mentioned that DAS Lamb wants three on ground. And the three -- the

way I perceive it is three should be the minimum staffing. So because

we had had the period where it dropped down to one because the embassy
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had a problem with visas, I said let's -- let's try to set a system

where we have some overlap so agents coming in could brief agents going

out, and we wouldn't have a time when there was less than three. I

said she's -- she wants three. If we, at times, for a few days, go

up to four or five because of transition, that's totally acceptable,

in my view, and that's in keeping with the three agent minimum, so at

that -- from that time period forward, you'll see that if you look at

the staffing, sometimes it's up to four, sometimes it's up to five,

and back down to three. It's because of the cross-over because the

TDY's are different.

Q Okay. And this is my -- this is my final question in this

area. You had said that you had -- you mentioned this matter with DAS

Lamb in a meeting. Did you have any other follow up with her about

this memo? Did you ask her, hey, we sent you a memo. Are you going

to sign this. Or what's your response, DAS Lamb?

A No, I didn't mention the -- that.

Q Is there a reason why you didn't follow up with her?

A I believe I followed up once with a staff member from her

office who we submitted the memo to.

Q Okay.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Okay. I'm going to take a step back for a minute --

A Sure.

Q -- and just ask you to generally describe, what is the role

of a DAS in the State Department?
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A We're the principal advisor on security matters.

Q Who is the decisionmaker with respect to security at a post?

A It would be the -- technically security falls under the

ambassador, and the RSO is his primary security expert.

Q Can you, I guess, generally explain the role of DS in the

field at a particular post in planning or providing security?

A You -- if you could be a little more specific about --

Q I mean, you know, I was just looking for, you know, a general

explanation of how -- you know, how they go about --

Ms. Safai. At any post?

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Yes, at any post. This is Benghazi.

A So any post in the world?

Q Yes, any post in the world.

A DS has responsibility for many different areas of security

for a facility, from technical computer security, to physical security,

to personnel security. We work visa fraud and passport fraud, also.

We work very closely with our guard force. We work very closely with

the local host nation representatives, usually the police force that

surround the embassy. In certain places, we have Marine detachments,

and we work very closely with them. So anything dealing with security

for personnel in the chief of missions, it's DS's responsibility.

Q I guess -- and, again, I apologize if these questions seem

very, very basic, but, you know, I just wanted to kind of understand

and develop a picture for the relationship between DS in Washington,
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DS at post and then the ambassador. I guess can you kind of elaborate

on, you know, where -- you know, how the relationship, you know, takes

place in the development of security?

A The RSO is the principal security person for the ambassador

and advises the ambassador on security matters. Washington is -- it

depends on the different areas of Washington that we have, different

divisions. We have a physical security division. We have a local

guard force division. We have a counterintelligence division. We

have an anti-terrorist training division. We have a visa fraud area,

a passport fraud area. We have many different divisions of our -- of

security in headquarters that assist RSOs in the field.

Q Which functional bureau within the department is primarily

responsible for determining staffing levels of security personnel in

Libya, and Benghazi specifically?

A I think it would be -- as far as permanent staffing, you're

talking about?

Q Uh-huh.

A For permanent staffing, it would be DS/IP and the bureau.

Q Who, as a practical matter, was -- who was the main person

in Benghazi in charge of security for, say, the 1 year preceding the

attack?

A Well --

Q Who --

A Ultimately the RSO for the country would -- would be the

one that is responsible for security, during that time
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frame and then after

Q And who was the main person in DS in Washington who was in

charge of security for Benghazi for the roughly 1 year preceding the

attack?

A Was in charge of Benghazi.

Q Yeah.

A Specifically, we would be liaison for post, but as far as

an individual that was specifically responsible for a post --

Q Or to say a decisionmaker in Washington who would ultimately

be in charge.

A I mean, ultimately in charge? The assistant secretary.

Q You mentioned that you have a lot of countries that you're

responsible for. How much personal attention did you give to Libya,

or was that mostly Mr.

A It was mostly Mr. but I devoted a fair amount of

time to that post also.

Q Just out of curiosity, have you ever been to the Benghazi

post?

A I've never been to Benghazi. I was in Tripoli over the

holiday period last year.

Q Again, this may be repetitive, but within DS, whose

responsibility was it to assess the post security in Benghazi and make

a determination as to its adequacy or lack thereof?

A When you -- when you're talking about assess security, it

depends. There's a lot of areas of DS that were working to increase
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security there because there was a number of construction

issue -- issues going on and other things going on.

Q So I guess in -- what would, I guess, the RSO's role would

be in that?

A Oh. The RSO would be the lead person on assessing security

out there and working to enhance security.

Q And then the RSO would then have, if I understand what you're

saying, various experts that he could rely on?

A Rely on back in Washington, and we facilitate that.

Q Okay. And what is the background of those people, you know,

officials, personnel responsible for assessing security and providing

that security? Are they, you know, say, ex-military or trained agents

or some sort of construction experience --

A Do you mean --

Q -- or that sort of background? What -- what, I guess,

training, what background do they bring to assess and be able to ensure

the adequacy of security is provided in terms of physical security or

an adequate number of guards or --

A Right.

Q -- training, or that would include --

A We have various experts in our technical areas. So, for

construction, there are people that have been hired that know all the

regulations and know what type of walls and technical devices and have

an understanding of all those things, that work in the construction

security area or our counterintelligence area, those are agents that
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are assigned to do counterintelligence. For local guards, we have

agents that are in there along with GS employees that work on contracts

and hiring and other things. So various experts in different areas

assist the RSO at post in making decisions.

Q Did other bureaus at the State Department, for instance,

the regional bureaus, like the Bureau of Near East Affairs, have those

types of experts that could provide those types of assessments?

A I don't believe they do.

Q Who specifically as a practical matter made the

determination as to the number of DS agents in Benghazi?

A I --

Ms. Safai. In Washington?

Mr. In Washington? Yeah.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q In Washington.

A Well, see, it depends. And the reason why I said in

Washington, because if there was a visit at a post, the RSO could send

people from Tripoli to assist post, and a few times he did.

had sent SST members to assist when we had a drop in security,

because we went down to one agent. He went out actually with I believe

an SST member and went to post to look at the security and also provide

extra coverage out there. Back in Washington, resources and budgets

were dealt with at the IP directorate at the DAS level for personnel.

Q And that would be Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb?

A Yes.
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Q So you mentioned that the RSO could send people temporarily.

Would the -- you know, would the RSO be capable of making

permanent -- you know, making a decision as far as how many agents are

under those conditions in Benghazi, or RSO Tripoli, or would that just

be based on his resources in Tripoli that he'd send a number of agents

to Benghazi and say you stay there or something like that?

A He was able to use his resources effectively the way he saw

fit. If he temporarily needed to send agents or other personnel -- I

believe MSD went for one of the trips outside the city to assist with

that visit because it required more manpower. I believe

had sent agents down -- or over to Benghazi, I should say, so he could

make that determination. And actually, for the visit on

September 11th, there were two agents that were sent from Tripoli with

the ambassador during that time period.

Q Again, this may be repetitive, but who would you say was

most directly responsible for making sure there was an adequate number

of security staff at the post in Benghazi?

A It depends on whether you're meaning during a specific time

frame or in general.

Q In general.

A In general, we would always send staffing requests up to

DAS Lamb, as I did in that memo, for increases in staff.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Did post have any follow up with DS subsequent to the June

memo that you guys sent up to DAS Lamb asking for additional staff?
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A I'm not really sure of the time frame and --

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. I know that there was one meeting when the DCM

came in from Tripoli and met with DAS Lamb. I don't really recall the

time frame of that, but I know that they discussed numerous issues with

staffing and resources out there.

Q Did post send any other cables following --

A Post sent a number of cables.

Q Following the memo that you wrote to DAS Lamb, did post send

a cable after that --

A I'm sure.

Q -- asking for a certain number of staff that you can recall?

Ms. Safai. Do you remember?

Mr. I believe there was one dealing with the

election period.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Do you know what they were asking for?

A In my recollection, I think they asked for three agents for

Benghazi in that -- in that memo. In that cable. I don't recall

specifically. If you have the cable, if I could review it, that would

be helpful.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q During the last hour, you were talking about the security

staffing in Benghazi and the issues and challenges. I was wondering

if you could elaborate. What were some of the issues and challenges

328



55

in the -- in getting staff to Benghazi?

A Well, we were challenged because we were drawing agents from

throughout the country at all our various field offices. And my desk

officer, did an excellent job with sending out

broadcasts when we needed more people in the pipeline to send out to

post. He would send out an announcement, agents would respond back

whether they could fulfill the TDY, and then we'd have to get approval

by their supervisor. After obtaining that, would have them fill

out the visa form and have it sent back to him. He would then take

the visa forms and give them with the passports to the bureau, who would

get a letter from the bureau saying that these people are going to be

on an official assignment. That was brought over to the embassy and

dropped off and awaiting the visa issuance. We'd also at the same time

be communicating back to post that we were putting in for these visas

and hope -- relying on post to work with the MOI, Ministry of the

Interior, there to ensure that the visas will be issued by the embassy.

So there was a lot of work back and forth between the bureau and

ourselves on this.

Q Would you consider, I guess, say, the resource constraints

with respect to security staffing more of a process issue or as more

of, say, a supply of agents, a limited pool of agencies that you could

draw from?

A It would be both, because at times with DS, we'd have

area -- times when we would have to bring in a lot of agents for

different things, visits of the Secretary of State at places where they
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required more agents. UNGA up in New York required a lot of agents

because we had a lot of protective details. So there would be a lot

of times where we were challenged with resources.

Q You had some discussion of this already, but you were on

emails discussing the number of DS agents in Benghazi. And I'm going

to introduce as Exhibit 5 an email chain that was made publicly

available by the majority on the Committee's Web site.

[ Exhibit No. 5

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. POWELL:

Q It originates with a November 30th, 2011, email from

the RSO, to -- the chain includes emails up through

February 12th, 2012. And for the record, you're included on these

discussions. Do you recall these emails?

A The first one from I'm not on, and the

subsequent one, I'm not on either. The next one, I don't see myself

on it either.

Q Near the -- near the top, the -- I think I'm going to refer

to the --

A Oh, the very top one from Okay.

Q The -- actually the second one down, the 8:58 p.m. email

on February 12th.

A Okay.

Q But I will give you a moment if you want to review --

A I see that.
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Q -- some --

A I thought you meant the ones behind it that are attached.

Q I believe you're on emails starting at 10:35 a.m. on the

12th.

A Right, right. Okay.

Q From Charlene Lamb.

A Okay. I believe that the February 12th email that you

mention was in response to stating in an email that DS is hesitant

to devote resources, and I said that I was surprised that he would say

that, because we had gone through such lengths with all the various

program offices to support post, and I was surprised that he would make

a statement like that. I asked him to give me a call so that we could

discuss it.

Q Okay. I'll just read from that February 12th, 2012 --

A Right.

Q -- 8:58 p.m. email for the record. Okay. This is from

Mr. to you.

A Uh-huh.

Q And it says, and I quote, "I've been placed in a very

difficult spot when the ambassador tells me that I need to support

Benghazi, but I can't direct MSD there, and I've been advised that DS

isn't going to provide more than three DS agents over the long-term,"

end quote.

A Yeah.

Q So, you know, I'm assuming that was what you were referring
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to that he meant DS in Washington was not --

A Right.

Q -- was not going to provide more than three over the long

term. And you said, you -- you -- I think you discussed this with my

colleague whether that was a directive that you were aware of that DS

was not going to provide more than three at some point?

A This was, as I had mentioned, around that time period when

we were asking them what were the agents' responsibilities out there

and having post get back to us with what the agencies were doing

generally around that time period. And I believe this is one of the

periods where we had an issue with the visa issuance out at post. It

was either this period or right before this where we dropped down to

one agent that was out there because we were unable to get visas. So

some of the -- some of the problems we had was with the process for

visa issuance and -- maintaining a level of three. And that was the

reason why, after my memo, I mentioned to the desk officer that we should

keep three as the benchmark minimum and we should try to overlap, so

if it goes up, that's fine, but we want to at least keep staffing at

the three at all times rather than having it drop to this level.

Q I guess, you know, I'll go on to say that -- that

Mr. who has spoken to the committee, he's represented that

there was -- that it was made clear at some point that -- that Charlene

Lamb was not going to allow more than three agents to be provided to

Benghazi. Was that your understanding ever from --

A Yeah.
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Q -- Ms. Lamb?

A Yes.

Q And for what period was that that generally that -- what

period of time do you think that she was that persistent that she was

not going to allow more than three agents to be provided for Benghazi?

A For the general time period, I think.

Q What was -- what was represented to us was that basically

from -- from February --

A Onward.

Q -- on through --

A Yeah.

Q -- through September 11th --

A Right. That's correct. And that was when we decided to

conduct the overlap to make sure that post had adequate coverage at

all times and never dropped below three.

Q So --

A We tried to prevent that from happening by doing that.

Q Did -- did Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb make

that -- make it clear to you ever specifically that three was the limit,

the number?

A Yeah.

Ms. Safai. At any point in time?

BY MR. POWELL:

Q At any point in time. And if so, how? Was that -- did you

have a discussion, a phone call?
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A I believe, as I had said previously, in a meeting when

was present, we had mentioned that we had done a memo and that

post was asking for five, and Charlene had mentioned that post needs

to hire drivers, and with the workload out there, they should be at

three agents, something along those lines. I'm not really sure of the

specific reference.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q I think you had mentioned that that directive from DAS Lamb

went from February forward?

A [Nonverbal response.]

Q To what point forward?

A From there on.

Q Till September 11th?

A Yeah.

Q The night of the attacks. So that was DAS Lamb's directive?

A Yes. That was my understanding.

Mr. Knauer. Okay.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q So how was a request for additional security typically

handled at DS? What are the factors used to determine whether or not

additional security is warranted? Can you give me a sense of the

evaluation, discussion?

A Well, actually, I'm not the one that would be the one to

approve additional staffing at a post. We would send that up in an

action memo like I did to DAS Lamb. DAS Lamb was in charge of the world,
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and she would use resources, you know, and the budget for -- for the

world. I would have only a small piece of one of the regions. You

know, I'd be in charge of one of the regions, and if post came in with

a request, we would take it, put it together in a decision memo, send

it up, letting them -- letting DAS Lamb know that post is requesting

more security, more agents.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q But would you generally include a recommendation?

A It would be a decision memo of yes and -- yes or no, and

we would put the reason, the rationale for it in there.

Q And would any of that rationale include your independent

judgment as to whether or not the request should or shouldn't be

granted?

A I don't remember putting through that many. I think that

this was the only one that I had put through for the region during my

time period. I'm not -- I don't recall others. No. Actually -- I'm

trying to think. At times when RSO's would be -- there would be a gap,

we'd ask for a WAE, and that would go up in a decision memo, too.

Ms. Safai. Not specific to Libya?

Mr. Not specific to Libya.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So in other words, there were other action memos that you

would send to DAS Lamb for her action --

A For budget --

Q -- related to security personnel?

335



62

A Yes. Yeah.

Q But you had mentioned that you thought this was unique

initially in some way from those types of requests. Could you

elaborate?

A Well, the other requests would be because of the permanent

position. For instance, if an RSO had to rotate out because of family

reasons, or there was a gap in coverage by the RSO, we'd put in a

recommendation to use a retired agent to go in and fill in during that

period, and we'd put it in a recommendation through our budget people

up to DAS Lamb for a WAE to go in.

Q But that would be some sort of temporary plus-up?

A That would be a temporary plus-up, yes.

Q Okay. So this was the only time that you recall sending

an action memo to DAS Lamb for her decision or her action that related

to a change in the permanent --

A Personnel.

Q -- number of staff --

A Yeah. This is the --

Q -- security personnel?

A -- only time that I -- I remember ever doing that.

Q Okay. Did you have any discussions with her before doing

so?

A As I said, I did. And when we came to the realization that

agents were being used in different ways, we had discussed before this

memo.
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Q Was she aware of the fact that you were preparing this memo

for her attention?

A I don't believe she was.

Q Was she surprised when she received it?

A She didn't mention that she was surprised. During one of

the meetings, I had mentioned that we had done a memo on that because

post was requesting a plus-up, and that's when she said they really

need to -- I believe she said we really need to get post to hire drivers

out there, and we should keep the staffing level at three.

Q So when you mentioned the memo, you had previously sent the

memo to her --

A Yeah.

Q -- her staff. Is that correct?

A Yeah.

Q And was it your understanding at that meeting that she had

read the memo?

A I'm not sure if she had read the memo at that time. I know

that her special assistant had the memo, so --

Q Okay.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Did post ultimately resolve the driver issue?

A They did. They hired a driver.

Q And what about --

A Or they might have hired two you drivers. I'm not really

sure. I know they hired, I believe, one.
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Q So, once that was done, was there a revisit with DAS Lamb

to say, hey, they've fixed the driver issue. Can they now plus up?

A No. That wasn't -- that wasn't brought up again.

Q It was just three all along?

A Uh-huh.

Q Okay.

A Yes. I'm sorry.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Can I ask with -- just to help us understand the internal

department processes, procedures. When a document, such as an action

memo, was prepared, would it be ordinary or common practice for there

not to be a response, either approve or disapprove?

A We had --

Ms. Safai. You're talking about IP?

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Yes.

A Specifically with an IP?

Q Yes.

A At times we had gotten a verbal response, as we did in this

case.

Q Okay. I think did you -- did you -- sorry. Did you

interpret that response, then, as a disapprove, then, if you had to

put what that response was into one of the two buckets of the action

memo?

A Yes.
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q Do you believe that memo should have been approved?

A DAS Lamb, in dealing with allocation of resources, is in

charge of the whole world, and it's one of the reasons why we send these

requests up, so that she's aware of what post was looking at and

what -- she's the one that handles resources for the whole world and

budgets and everything. So from my limited area, I didn't see a problem

with it, and without understanding what factors she weighed in on it,

I -- I -- it's hard for me to say whether she should have approved it,

other than that we -- we thought it was a formal request and sent it

up.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q When you were working -- or when your subordinate,

, was working to draft that memo, was he in contact with

post about its content?

A Yeah. I believe he was.

Q In other words, the question I'm asking is, was it you and

that set the number at five or is this advice coming

from post?

A This advice is coming from post. I believe there was an

email from the TDY RSO requesting five.

Q And so --

A And then we made sure that the RSO at post, the permanent

RSO, , was okay with that. And I asked to follow

up with an email to him, and he came back and said yes, and I said let's
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do a decision memo.

Q I'm guessing Mr. followed up with you or

Mr. to ask what happened to his memo or to this request for

additional agents. Do you recall?

A I don't recall, actually. I don't recall a follow-up. I'm

sure that we had discussed it or might have discussed it with

him directly, but I don't recall --

Q So you don't know --

A -- specifically.

Q You don't know if you guys gave feedback back to post about

what DAS Lamb's response was?

A I know that during one of our numerous meetings on Libya

when Charlene had called out to post, was on the other

end of the phone, and that Charlene had mentioned the fact that, you

know, there -- you need to make sure that they're properly utilizing

the agents that we're supplying, and right now you're using them to

drive and you need to hire a driver. So I believe during that

discussion, it was mentioned, you know, that you're improperly

utilizing the three that are out there, and so --

Q Do you recall what Mr. response was to what she

had told him on the phone?

A I believe he said that they were working on hiring drivers.

Q Was there any follow up beyond that, that if we get drivers,

can we get the additional staff?

A No, I don't believe there was a follow up past that. I don't
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recall.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q On the issue of drivers, is that fairly standard practice,

common practice within DS to use locally employed drivers at a post,

at a mission?

A It is fairly common. What -- what we do is we have the

drivers trained to drive the fully armored vehicles, because they're

heavier, and we give them some techniques for avoidance of situations,

and without going into too much of our training, but we give them some

skills so that they'll be able to get out of a dangerous situation,

so that they're aware of their surroundings.

Q And do DS agents also receive similar sort of training,

defensive --

A Yes. Yes.

Q -- training? And when you say it's -- it's common maybe

at other posts to do or use locally employed drivers, would that then

also be common, in your experience, in your judgment, at other high

risk, high threat posts?

A Yes, it is. It is fairly common to use local drivers.

Q Okay.

A Mainly because they speak the language and they know the

roads, they know which -- the rules of the road. It could be totally

different in a country such as Libya as it is -- than it is from New York

or Washington, so --

Mr. Kenny. Okay. Thanks.
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q Just for one more moment back to memo. Should -- I guess

when it was sent up, do you think there should have been more urgency

with respect to acting on the memo, Department Assistant Secretary Lamb

approving or disapproving it?

A Well, you've got to understand that with the situation, the

two incidents that had happened, as I had said previously, the response

from host government was very quick, within 5 to 7 minutes, and a

coordinated response. I think it was quoted between 18 and 20 men

showed up in technicals, which is very heavily armored vehicles with

heavy weapons. At the second incident, they secured the perimeter for

us.

So I'm -- I'm sorry. I'm getting away from -- you asked a -- you

were -- you were saying was there an urgency to the --

Q I guess -- should it have been acted on more urgently?
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BY MR. POWELL:

Q Should there have been urgency on this issue?

A Well, we had sent the memo up the next morning after we

received the request from post. And shortly thereafter, we had had

a meeting on Libya that we had mentioned during the meeting in that

the post was requesting the additional agents.

Q Did you, I guess, shortly thereafter --

A I don't know the exact time frame of the meeting. I don't

recall.

Q Any ballpark?

A I'm sorry.

Q What was the practical impact of the memo not being

approved?

A Well, based on DAS Lamb setting the benchmark at three

agents, we came up with a plan. As I said, I instructed my desk officer

to make sure -- or ensure -- that there was an overlap of agents as

they moved through the system. TDYs try to always make sure that we

have -- when some are coming in and some are departing, we have an

overlap of a period of a few days so that at times -- if you look at

the staffing levels, I believe there was a staffing matrix put together

at one time that -- you'd see Benghazi would have four, five and then

down to three and then four and five, or it would never -- we would

always try to keep it from dropping below 3, and, that way, we were
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providing a little extra security and giving the guys that had just

come in some experience of working with the agents that were going out.

So they'd have a turnover and a proper briefing.

Mr. Powell. I would like to introduce a short selection from the

committee's October 10th, 2012, full committee hearing as Exhibit 6.

[ Exhibit No. 6

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. POWELL:

Q I'll give you a moment. I am going to direct your attention

to page 188, beginning on line 4475, I believe at the very bottom.

Former RSO testified, I believe, referring to a

conversation that he had had with you regarding a March 28th cable,

I think, that was discussed earlier, and I quote, "if I could add to

that -- and I told the same regional director in a telephone call in

Benghazi after he contacted me when I asked for 12 agents. His response

to that was 'you are asking for the Sun, Moon and the stars.' And my

response to him -- his name is and I said, ' you know what

makes most frustrating about this assignment? It is not the hardships,

not the gunfire, not the threats; it is dealing and fighting against

the people, programs and personnel who are supposed to be supporting

me.' And I added it by saying, 'For me, the Taliban is on the inside

of the building?'," end quote.

For the record, did you watch or review the October 2012 hearing

on Benghazi?

A I did.
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Q Would it be safe to say that in this segment of the

transcript, Mr. is referring to the conversation he'd had

with you?

A I don't recall that conversation, and, personally, I don't

use words along those lines, so it seems a little out of character for

me to say something like that, and if Mr. had said that it

appears that DS's -- to DS's headquarters, it's because the Taliban

is in the building, I would have been very shocked by that and would

have talked to him about his statement. I believe I would recall

something like that. I don't recall that transpiring.

Q Is that what you think he is referring to here is that he

wasn't being able to get this report from DS in Washington?

A That's what it sounds like. But, you know, as you saw in

one of the other exhibits, he had said something, and I said, Can you

please call me? I'm surprised you would say DS isn't dedicating

resources to your post.

So I would be very surprised if this statement was made, and I

would talk to him about it and kind of let him know all the things that

DS is trying to do for him or do for post to provide protection out

there. If you look at some of the construction security efforts we

had in Benghazi -- raising the walls, putting Concertina wire around,

putting in Jersey barriers, putting in a drop arm, putting in safe

havens, working with local manufacturers, hiring guard force, training

them -- there was a lot of moving pieces, and DS was doing a lot to

assist post, so I'd be surprised at a statement like this.
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Q Who made the decision to limit the number of agents that,

I think, Mr. was expressing frustration about? He is

frustrated that DS in Washington, I believe -- if I can

characterize -- is limiting the number of security resources.

A This is -- I believe this reference of 12 agents was when

and I had spoken with him about, you know, coming up with

a plan. Charlene Lamb wanted him to put in plan for the replacement

of the specialty teams that were out there. And when we went through

the numbers, as I said previously, did not factor in the local

bodyguards, and we had told him that the 12 agents really should -- you

know, if you calculate everything he is asking for in his package, there

should be six, and he agreed with that. So I don't understand the

reference here because he even admitted he had a math error on that

cable that was sent in.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Could I just ask a quick follow up on Exhibit 2?

A Okay.

Q I'm looking at the email -- it's about three down on the

page. It's from to Scott Bultrowicz and you.

A Okay.

Q The sentence I was hoping maybe you could help us understand

reads, quote, "The more personnel we provide, of course, the more post

will expand movement and work, but then the question comes about what

is really critical and whether, left with limited resources, post will

be forced to better define their mission," end quote.
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I guess my first question is: Who is ?

A was the acting deputy for Charlene during a

time period when and had a gap, so he filled

in -- he was the regional director for African posts.

Q Okay. So he's an acting DAS for --

A Yeah. Well, acting deputy DAS, I guess you'd say.

Q And I see Charlene -- Ms. Lamb -- is included on this email.

A Yes.

Q Okay, and can you just help us understand?

When he writes -- and again, these are his words, but I'm going

to ask for your understanding of -- or, you know, how you interpreted

this. When he says, you know, "post will be forced to better define

their mission," first, is he referring to the diplomatic staff side,

or is this focused on security, security operations and that mission?

A You know, if you want me to guess what he was referring to

or --

Q I'm just asking for your understanding.

A I'll just read it one more time.

I think what -- I hate to actually say what he was thinking when

he wrote this, but I presume that he was mentioning the amount of

movements that are conducted during a day, that more personnel -- more

security personnel posts will be able to conduct more movements. So

I think that's what he's referring to.

Q Okay, and can I just ask: During this time period -- and

this is the end of March 2012 -- did you share a concern that, if posts,
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perhaps, had an abundance of resources that somehow their mission would

be less clearly defined and that this is some sort of way of exacting

some sort of discipline on post?

A No, I didn't share that opinion.

Q Okay.

Mr. Powell. I think we will end our hour a little bit early. Off

the record.

[Recess.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q We're picking up where we left off at the end of the

majority's last hour, sort of walking through the timeline a little

bit. We will go ahead and begin by introducing Exhibit 7.

A Okay.

[ Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q There are a series of unclassified emails. It begins with

an article forwarded by the DS command center about a bomb explosion

outside the Tunisian consulate in Tripoli. In response, you forwarded

it to -- and this is June 26, 2012, at 9:34 p.m. You forwarded it to

, CC: and .

A Yeah. He works for me.

Q You ask, quote, "Anything to add?"

Mr. replies, quote, "Currently, our primary sources of

this incident are also the media," end quote, and he goes on to describe
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their understanding of the event, or the attack.

He then says at the end, quote, "The incident underscores the

fragile security environment and lack of security support or response

from host nation. The series of attacks against foreign targets in

the last 3 weeks indicates that persons or groups can carry out attacks

on foreign organizations or missions with very little concern about

being caught or disrupted. Any prevention and response will need to

come from the targeted organization for the foreseeable future?"

Now, I know this is referencing an attack in Tripoli --

A Right.

Q -- but this is immediately on the heels of some of the

attacks we talked about earlier, in early June, which I believe took

place in Benghazi.

A Right.

Q Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q What was your reaction to his sort of assessment of the

situation in Libya? Did you feel it was accurate, based on your

understanding at that stage?

A Yes, I believe it was accurate. However, we had seen in

Benghazi a coordinated response when we requested it, when there were

the two incidents previously, by the 17 Martyrs Brigade, from their

barracks, as I'd said earlier. They responded within 5 to 7 minutes

of an incident. So there was a response in that area.

Q And this is immediately on the heels of the memo that you
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all had sent up to DAS Lamb that she had not approved or had simply

said we're going to stick with three -- is that correct? -- for the

number of agents in Benghazi, the June 15th memo?

A Yes, and that was when we came up with the plan of providing

extra coverage by overlapping.

Q But, based on the language in that memo and sort of the

purpose of that memo, it sounds like you all, at least at the desk

officer and at your level, had similar concerns or at least were

comfortable sharing the concerns of the RSO in Tripoli that the

resources in Benghazi were needed to be plussed up based on this series

of attacks and what appeared to be this deteriorating response from

the host government. Is that a fair assessment?

A When you say "deteriorating response," in Benghazi, we had

the two previous incidents. They responded in force. They responded

quickly.

Q So maybe just the deteriorating security environment or --

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Actually, could I just -- sorry. This brings up something

I wanted to ask you about, but we didn't have time in the first hour.

We've heard from other people, too. It's not a surprise that we

heard that February 17 reacted reasonably precipitously, you know,

after the first two incidents; but just to clarify: The February 17th

Martyrs Brigade, that is not host government per se, right?

A As I understand it, when I came into the position, they were

already working with the office in Benghazi, providing security, and
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we were told by host government that they were the response that we

should use or the --

Q When you say you were told by host government, was that

supreme security council, or who would that be?

A Actually, I'm not sure. This was all in place by the time

I got to the position, so I'd be guessing, but the infrastructure was

set in place already by the time I got the position.

Q Based on your experience, the way that was working with

Libya, was that with respect to host nation and these militias? Is

this sort of a typical situation that the State Department deals with

or would this be an atypical situation with respect to host nation

cooperation on security for the U.S. mission in the country?

A It's not a common situation. I'd say that it's not common.

However, they have -- I believe, in other areas, at times, they've used

people that have been identified by host government for assistance and

protection.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I guess another way to ask what I was getting at before was

sort of the concerns outlined by Mr. here.

Is this the first you were hearing from Libya that they had

concerns about the host nation's response or ability to respond?

A I can't say that -- I'm unsure whether this is the first

time I've heard it. I know that it was discussed that, in Tripoli,

they had had a few people that were moved out of positions, from time
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to time, of responsibility and that, at various times, the people that

they would have us contact would change quite frequently --

Q Okay.

A -- as they were forming the government.

Q Moving forward, in early July, I believe, there was another

cable that came from Tripoli regarding security resources or personnel

resources. Do you recall that cable?

A I recall that there could have been a cable then if I could

see the cable you're referencing.

Q I will start with some of the --

Mr. Knauer. I have a copy of it if you need a copy.

Mr. Beattie. Is it a redacted copy?

Mr. Knauer. It was from your Web site.

Mr. Ohly. We will mark it as Exhibit 8.

[ Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Powell. There is writing on the version that I have, and I

don't know if that was originally --

Mr. Ohly. It's not on the exhibit.

Mr. Beattie. We probably marked it in a previous interview and

marked it out.

Mr. Powell. Okay.

Mr. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. It's our understanding there was some sort of back

channel discussions in advance of this cable coming through, and I'm
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going to introduce Exhibit 9 so that you have an opportunity to see

a little bit more of it there.

Mr. Okay. Sounds good.

[ Exhibit No. 9

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Ohly. Off the record for a minute.

[Discussion held off the record.]

Mr. Beattie. Back on the record.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I know a lot of the names are redacted on the version that

you're looking at. I'll walk through a little bit of that to help

clarify.

It begins with a July 5th, 2012, email at 4:22 p.m. from

to and Ambassador Stevens. It appears to

be a draft of the cable --

A Right.

Q -- that was eventually sent on July 9th.

This is Ambassador Stevens' response to Mr. email at

7:28 p.m.

It says, "Gentlemen, I have taken a close look at the cable and

edited it down and rearranged some para's. My intention was to give

more focus to what we are doing to end our reliance on TDY support and

to let the department figure out how to staff our needs. I deleted

discussion of the medical issue because I think we can pursue that issue

separately. If it looks okay to you, please run it by DS."
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Mr. then forwards this chain to you and

and .

A Uh-huh.

Q Who is ?

A was a WAE, a retired agent, that we had sent

out there to assist post, to assist the RSO office in doing a thing

called CEPA, which is our emergency action plans. We were requesting

the RSO office to make sure that they had those complete as soon as

possible in that we were having struggles getting the program completed

so that we'd have the plans in place for any emergencies. So we sent

him out to, actually, solely concentrate on that while working with

the local guard force hiring and assisting to give him -- I told

if he could, to actually work to assist and give him a

little mentoring, because he was a senior guy -- when he

retired -- and help him in any way he could.

Q Okay. So Mr. forwards it to you and to Mr.

and Mr. and it says, " -- This is an updated draft

of the TDY extension request, which incorporates significant changes

and further discussions at post after speaking with DAS Lamb."

A Okay.

Q "I've also included our planned LES close protection team

deployment schedule, which is also just a draft, but it gives you an

idea of how post is thinking. With only 15 LES bodyguards by 7/18,

we will have to modify the details down until with US TDY"

support -- "security support or do away with altogether."
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Do you recall this discussion or this exchange?

A We were requesting post come up with or actually the RSO

come up with a plan for how -- as I had said before, for how they are

going to replace the DOD element that was out of post and the

MSD -- emergency response -- with personnel, and this was the plan that

he was putting together on it.

Q So , on the 6th, forwards this on to

.

A He was the acting deputy director for Charlene at the time

when there was a gap between and .

Q It's with a CC to DS/IP/NEA.

It says, quote, " said you were asking about Tripoli

staffing. Below is a draft cable that post is preparing to send. We

expect post to request an extension of the SST personnel as well, but

from our last conversations with DAS Lamb, she does not support that

request."

Do you recall any discussions with DAS Lamb or the thinking about

SST at the time?

A Yes, I do.

Q What were those discussions?

A In a few of the meetings, DAS Lamb had said that the SST

is an emergency response from the DOD and that we needed to work with

to come up with a plan for replacing the assets that are out there,

as I said before, and this was a draft of his plan for that. I

believe -- as I said earlier, when he first sent in the
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numbers -- because he didn't run them by us at first -- he forget to

factor in the hiring of the LES bodyguards, which would change the

numbers of TDY agents because the bodyguards would be conducting the

route security, and I believe we were thinking of having one American

in the right front seat with them, working, so that the numbers would

drop.

Q And that was in March; is that correct?

A It was an ongoing debate with about the numbers. So

this is in July. Was there a cable that was previously --

Q The previous exhibit.

Mr. Beattie. March 28th. Do you want to see it again?

Mr. I believe that that was under a different

ambassador, so I think that --

Mr. Beattie. Christopher Stevens?

Mr. Correct. So I think that was the reason for

resubmitting the cable, and the numbers were of in the original one.

I apologize. I was wrong.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any sense from post that they wanted to extend

the SST? I know the SST were based in Tripoli. I'm just trying to

get a flavor for how the communication was going back and forth.

A I believe the posts were comfortable with the SST. They

were doing an excellent job there.

Q Did you think it was unreasonable to keep the SST --

A Actually --
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Q -- or did you have enough information to assess that?

A I didn't have enough information to assess that. I know

that Charlene's point of view was that the SST was a security response

to State to assist our programs and that she wanted to make sure that

we had a plan in place for them moving back to their duties and that

we were still able to cover it with the agents.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q The agents that would have been covering -- so under Ms.

Lamb's sort of envision plan, as to the agents that would be brought

in, would those be sourced in the same way that the Benghazi agents

were sourced -- sort of looking for volunteers for TDYs?

A It depends on when the actual transition would take place.

If we were given the correct amount of time, I would envision them being

permanent positions out there. We were working to establish permanent

positions basically following time there, and

-- the second RSO out there -- was a permanent position as

well as two others, I believe. Since then, we've had several permanent

positions come on line shortly after that.

Q Yes. Obviously, the reason I ask is we talked in the first

hour about how the system didn't seem to be able to handle the situation

in Benghazi, and Tripoli has a lot more agents, right?

A Uh-huh.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just one more question on this chain.

There is a July 6th, 2012, 2:57 p.m. email from to
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Charlene Lamb. You're not on this email.

A Okay.

Q It's where says, "Charlene --" in the second

paragraph -- "furthermore, said they have not requested MSD for

one more rotation to replace those leaving on July 12th but will do

so this afternoon. They may push back." Ms. Lamb's response is "No.

No. No. I do not not want them to ask for the MSD team to stay."

So this is separate from the SST team; is that correct? Is it

the same logic behind the SST team?

A I'm not sure what she was thinking when she sent that. I

wasn't involved in this discussion, so I really can't comment.

Q So you weren't familiar with any --

A Right.

Q -- discussion about not asking for the MSD team to stay?

A Well, I believe generally what we were looking at is

providing the correct number of agents at post to handle a lot of these

duties so that post would not rely on these emergency teams to stay

there. So I presume that she was factoring in a transition for the

MSD team also, whether it be -- I'm not sure of what that unit was doing,

whether it be -- one MSD unit was only doing training. So, if the

training was completed, they could rotate out. Another unit was doing

the protection. If they had the bodyguards trained and brought on

line, then they wouldn't be needed. So I don't know which team she's

talking about in this reference.

Q In the final cable that came through, which is Exhibit 8,
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the second sentence of the first paragraph says, "Post assesses a

minimum of 13 TDY U.S. security personnel, either DS MSD, domestically

assigned HT trained DS agents, DS SPS or DOD/SST personnel or a

combination of these personnel, are required to maintain current

transportation security and incident response capability while we

transition to a locally based security support structure."

Did you think that was a fair request time or did you have a

reaction to that request time?

A I don't remember saying that it was an unfair request.

Q Do you remember any discussions about responding to this

cable?

A I believe -- when was this?

Mr. Beattie. July 9th.

Mr. July 9th.

I believe we drafted a response. I'm not really sure what

happened with the response, but I believe we drafted a response back.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Do you remember, was it sent?

A It would have to go up the chain, so I'm not really sure.

Q Okay. That's fine.

Could I just draw your attention to something? This cable here,

Exhibit 8: Could you just look at Exhibit 9 next to it? Actually,

there is a draft of it earlier, on July 5th. Do you see what I'm saying?

So, actually, the line that John drew your attention to, where

it says "post assesses a minimum of 13 TDY," if you'll notice in the
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July 5th version, it doesn't mention anything about DS MSD,

domestically assigned HT trained DS agents, DS SPS or DOD/SST personnel

or a combination of these personnel.

A Right.

Q Do you have any insight into why the discrepancy? It

appears to be an earlier draft. Is that correct, first of all, based

on your reading of it? Would this be a July 5th sort of draft of what

eventually became July 9th? Is that fair?

A Yeah.

Q Okay. Any insight into why that language was added about

SST, MSD in the final cable?

A I don't know. I wasn't the person putting together the

cables.

Q Okay. So you didn't have a discussion with post about that?

A I don't recall a discussion on the specialty units being

mentioned in the cable. We were looking for a transition from them,

though, using agents, so I presume that was what they were talking about

even if they didn't mention it.

Q Okay. Had there been a discussion from Washington with

post about the propriety, or the wisdom, of keeping SST there or how

headquarters felt about it? Was that discussed with post, to your

knowledge?

A Yes, it was.

FURTHER EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q Do you recall that conversation?

A I recall a meeting between the DCM in Libya, when she came

through, and she met with Charlene Lamb. I don't remember the

time frame.

Q Was that, maybe, in sort of the February-March time frame?

A I think around that time frame.

Charlene had noted to her that some of the resources out there

were emergency resources from the DOD and from MSD and that we had to

work with the transition -- we had to come up with a transition plan

with the goal eventually of bringing the post into a permanent security

posture.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Were you aware of any pressure coming from DOD to sort of

cut off the SST mission and get their resources back?

A I have no idea. I didn't deal with DOD at that level, at

my level.

Q That's fine.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you know who was sort of the interactor with DOD on this

or who would have --

A DS has an area in IP called SPC, special programs, and they

work very closely with the military. It could have been a number of

people, but it would be outside my area of responsibility.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q You don't know basically?
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A Yeah, I just don't know.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So, to your knowledge, was there ever a response sent to

this cable?

A Not that I recall.

Q So, moving forward with our timeline, do you recall any

issues or concerns that arose in sort of late July or August, in the

weeks leading up to the ambassador's visit, about security or the

conditions in Libya?

A I don't recall anything specific.

Mr. Ohly. We will introduce Exhibit 10.

[ Exhibit No. 10

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is an unclassified email chain that begins on

August 21, 2012, at 7:01. I realize, in the version you're looking

at, the names are redacted, but I'll try to clarify as we go through.

It's from to , CC-ing and

you.

A Uh-huh.

Q Subject: "U.S. Presence in Benghazi."

He begins his email by discussing the need to put out a

solicitation for a new guard force contract, and then he follows up

with, quote, "Before we get too far into preparing a new solicitation,
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where does post management stand on the issue of maintaining a U.S.

presence in Benghazi? I spoke with NEA/EX this morning, and they

mentioned that they are interested in hearing where post currently

stands on the issue. I understand that this is bigger than you, but

I'm sure post will need your assessment of the security environment

in Benghazi before making a decision. In any case, I wanted to get

a general discussion started so that we have a better idea of which

way things are likely to go."

responds on the 22nd at 5:14 a.m.:

"It looks like there is going to be a push from post to keep

Benghazi open past December. I am starting a security assessment on

what needs to be done to make it happen. I am obviously not comfortable

with what we have going on out there now, but we will have to see where

it goes from here. It looks like we will have to operate this for years

to come?"

So, I guess, two questions. One would be: Were you aware at the

time of any discussions about extending the presence in Benghazi?

A I know that there were discussions back and forth on it,

and there was no determination made.

Q Who were those discussions between, to your knowledge?

A I think that the bureau had mentioned they were wondering

whether the mission in Benghazi would remain open or not, and then

that's where it kind of started, it sounds like, and that

had heard that also.

Q When you say the "bureau," do you mean NEA?

363



90

A NEA/EX, yeah, but we hadn't heard a determination on what

was going to be done. That was at a higher level than my position.

Q Had you ever heard that from senior folks in DS or elsewhere?

A I never heard a final determination being made during this

time period on that. I know is stating that it looks like it's

going to, but he really would be one of the people consulted on it.

Really, it's, I believe, a policy issue that I wouldn't be involved

in.

Q So that decision would be made on the NEA side of the house,

or would the DS be involved in that other than --

A It would be probably a joint decision.

Q But you wouldn't be involved on that side of things?

A No. That would be at the policy level, probably through

our DS's front office, and we would provide any input that they would

want from post.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Would the 7th floor be involved in that discussion as well?

A I don't know. I don't know. I never really got involved

in the political determinations of keeping posts open or not. If asked

for information from the post, we'd go out and get it and provide it.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q You were a conduit of information?

A Yeah, we were just a conduit.

Q Now, Mr. here, he had recently started as the RSO

in Tripoli?
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A He recently went out there as the RSO in Tripoli, yes.

Q He says in this, "I'm obviously not comfortable with what

we have going on out there," referring to Benghazi.

A Uh-huh.

Q Do you recall any conversations with him or had you heard

from him that he was uncomfortable with what was going on in Benghazi?

A I don't remember actually discussing that with him. We had

discussions on a lot of different levels, and I don't remember

specifically discussing that one aspect.

Q Or did you hear through, maybe, the desk officer or others

that he had these concerns?

A I don't recall ever hearing those concerns.

Q Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Was this the first time, in this email, you'd ever heard

this kind of concern from him?

A I don't know specifically what he is speaking about, whether

he's speaking -- he could be speaking about a number of different

elements to it. As you know, the mission out there was in a villa.

There was a lot of different things he could have been mentioning in

this or maybe the guard force in general because they were talking about

renewing the guard contract. I don't know. I don't know what he was

specifically referencing there.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall any issues toward the end of August with the
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17th February, in terms of their providing movement support, or

concerns about a memorandum of agreement?

A I don't recall what you're referencing.

Q We'll come back to that in a bit. I want to keep moving.

A Okay.

Q Going back to the unclassified ARB -- Exhibit 3 -- on

page 4, under finding No. 2 in the second paragraph, the last sentence

says, "Embassy Tripoli did not demonstrate strong and sustained

advocacy with Washington for increased security for special mission

Benghazi."

A Okay.

Q I just wanted to get your reaction to that language. Was

it your experience that Embassy Tripoli did not provide sustained

advocacy for the security of special mission Benghazi?

A In my view, it was that a lot of security was -- well, my

view of -- it's kind of strange what you asked. Let me just look at

the statement one more time.

Ms. Safai. Was the question does he agree with this?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

Mr. Oh, okay.

From our working level, I thought they did consider the security

out in Benghazi as a matter that needed to be worked on, and we were

working on it at a bunch of different levels as I had

said -- construction, security, the hiring of a local guard force.

Even for a period in April to May, we had sent out a senior RSO there,
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, and she worked with the guard force in the 17

Martyrs Brigade and worked on doing drills and restructuring the

entryway -- repositioning the Jersey barriers so that a car couldn't

get a run up on the gate. A lot of time and effort were put into

providing security out there, so I wouldn't agree with that statement.

At a working level, I know we worked very closely with post on providing

security layers out there.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Moving to page 30, the last paragraph on that page reads,

"Another key driver behind the weak security platform in Benghazi was

the decision to treat Benghazi as a temporary residential facility and

not officially notified to the host government even though it was also

a full-time office facility. This resulted in the special mission

compound being excepted from office facility standards and

accountability under the Secure Embassy Construction and

Counterterrorism Act of 1999 and the Overseas Security Policy Board."

Do you agree with that language as well or what is your view on

that?
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BY MR. OHLY:

A As I said previously, that would be really a decision from

our Construction Security technical people that would make that

decision. I know that they had been out there on a number of occasions,

that they had worked on several enhancements on the villa compound,

that they had worked on reinforcing the security out there, the physical

security apparatus, they had metal doors installed, they had grill

gates put in, they had safe havens put in, they had the walls heightened,

they had razor wire put on top, they had put in a drop arm to prevent

a car from coming onto the compound and blowing up, they had, as I said,

put Jersey barriers or the equivalent Jersey barriers that were

manufactured there in place. Security lighting was put in, cameras

were put in, an emergency notification system was put in, in Benghazi,

so a lot of work was put in place.

I'm not an expert to say whether they fall under SECCA or OSPB

because of this, but despite this, I know that there was a lot of

physical security elements that were put into that compound.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q What about the first part of the finding about the fact it

was a temporary residential facility not officially notified to the

host government, you know, it was also a full-time office facility?

Was that a concern?
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A It was my understanding that the host government knew that

the facility was there. I don't know what the formal notification was

when they started the processes before I got to the position. So I

don't know.

Q We talked in the first hour about the challenge that DS had

in getting volunteers, enough volunteers to go out and staff Benghazi

on a TDY basis. Was that a function of it being a temporary facility,

at least in part?

A I would say yes, because they weren't a permanent position

that were assigned there. However, we were putting permanent

positions in place in Tripoli also and they weren't on board right away.

It took time until rotated out and moved

into the pertinent position there.

Q And I guess one of the things we're interested in also is

this decision that they're talking about, the decision to treat

Benghazi as a temporary residential facility, where does that decision

come from? Does that come from DS?

A You'd have to ask our technical security people. I'm not

really sure on where that decision came from.

Q You don't know?

A Whether it was -- who made the decision? I don't know,

because it was already up and running when I got there, and we have

an area that deals with construction security and physical security

standards.

Q Do you think it could be construction facility standards
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that handles the -- whether it's a temporary facility or not?

A They would be involved in the equation, definitely.

Q Okay. Would anyone higher than that be involved? It

seems kind of a low level in the chain of command that made the kind

of decision like that.

A Well, I think what they're saying is the determination of

it being temporary or not temporary, and that would be a high level

decision.

Q It would, okay.

A It's a policy -- it's a policy issue.

Q Okay. Is it higher than the DS Assistant Secretary, to your

knowledge?

A I don't know about those decisions. I presume the DS

Assistant Secretary would be consulted on that.

Q Okay. What about M, would that front office in M be

involved in that, do you think?

A I presume so.

Q You presume so. Okay.

A Because he was the one that signed off on the memo in

December.

Q Sure. That makes sense.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q At our May 8th hearing a number of the witnesses, including

Mr. and Mr. Hicks, I don't know if you watched that hearing?

A I'm sorry, when was the hearing?
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Q On May 8th?

A May 8th. I saw, I think, a part of it.

Q A number of the witnesses raised, you know, questions or

suggested that decisions about security in Libya, at least some

decisions such as this one to extend it and travel to the facilities,

were approved by Under Secretary Kennedy. Is that testimony you agree

with?

A I would have to actually review the testimony to --

Mr. Beattie. Go off the record for a second.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Ohly. We'll mark it as Exhibit 11. Back on the record.

[ Exhibit No. 11

was marked for identification.]

Ms. Safai. Ninety-four, you said, and 95?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q On the bottom of page 94 Mr. Hicks says, "I think that in

our system of government the decision-making authority is at the level

of presidentially appointed, Senate-confirmed individuals. It's at

the level of Assistant Secretary or higher. Now, the reporting coming

out of Embassy Tripoli on conditions there, particularly the fact that

we had to provide a daily report of who was in country to Under Secretary

Kennedy and the fact that he made decisions as to who came to Tripoli

and Benghazi or who didn't, that budgets came to his table, and that

security threat environment reports also came to his table would
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suggest that there was some responsibility there."

I just wanted to get your reaction on your understanding of what

things go up to the Under Secretary's level.

A Okay. From this statement he is describing the process by

which M clearance is provided for post, and that means that anybody

as an official government employee heading out to a post would get M

concurrence, so that the RSO was spoken with and post management to

see whether they could actually handle a visit out there, because they

weren't using hotels and they would have to house them on compound,

whoever was visiting out there. So I think that's the process he's

mentioning here.

Q Okay. And the portion about budgets?

A And budgets come out of M.

Q Okay. Did you or anybody on your staff, to your knowledge,

have discussions with Under Secretary Kennedy or his staff about

security in Libya?

A I can't think of any direct incidents when I had a discussion

with Ambassador Kennedy on Libya.

Q Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Any special assistance?

A At times we would let them know if a DS agent was going out

there and send an email over saying that this person is on the list

for approval, things like that.

Q Is it a list of -- you said a list for M approval?
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A Yes.

Q What is that exactly?

A What they determined, when a post is on limited

authorization, that a certain number of personnel can be added to post

a certain time because of a number of different conditions, either the

threat or housing or other things that are restricted, distribution

or allocation of space. And that has to be given M approval for them

to go out to post. It's to keep post from being flooded with too many

people at one time.

Mr. Ohly. On page 4 of the ARB report, so going back to Exhibit 3.

Mr. Knauer. Page what?

Mr. Beattie. Four.

Ms. Safai. Four.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q The first sentence of finding number 2 -- or the first

paragraph of finding number 2 says, quote, "Systemic failures and

leadership and management deficiencies at senior levels within two

bureaus of the State Department resulted in a Special Mission security

posture that was inadequate for Benghazi and grossly inadequate to deal

with the attack that took place."

And I just want to get your reaction to that finding, specifically

the systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies at

senior levels within two bureaus.

A I'm not sure how they formulated that opinion and what they

factored in, not only being a very small piece of the testimony to the
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ARB. So I can't really say, you know, that there was gross deficiencies

at that senior level above me, so I don't know.

Q I think we talked about this a little bit earlier, but I

just want to clarify how you all -- or your interaction with Near Eastern

Affairs, Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs, NEA. I think you said you

had limited interaction with anybody outside of EX over there, is that

correct, or --

A That's correct. Generally, we worked with EX because they

dealt with a lot of the areas that we were working on for TDY personnel

and visas and other things along those lines, and we actually had

invited them to the COWG meeting that we had. I think they attended

one or two of the six.

Q Did you ever interact with or

from the Office of Maghreb Affairs?

A I don't recall ever working with them during this time

period.

Q Did you ever interact with Raymond Maxwell?

A I don't recall working with him.

Q Elizabeth Dibble?

A I knew Liz Dibble from when I served . She was the

DCM when I was there. So I knew her from that, but I don't recall

working with her specifically on Tripoli or Benghazi.

Q Libya in general?

A I should also say that that level is above my level of area

of responsibility.
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Q I understand. Did you ever have any discussions with her

about Libya?

A Liz, in general, no, I didn't. I saw her in the hallway

a few times and just said hello and how's the family.

Q And Jeffrey Feltman or Ambassador Jones?

A No, but that's at a level above mine.

Q I just have a few minutes left, but I would like to get

started on a few questions of when you learned about the attacks in

Benghazi and what your role and position was that night.

A Okay.

Q So if you could just walk us through sort of when you learned

and what your roles and responsibilities were there moving forward.

A As I recall, initially we had incidents happening in Egypt

and in Tunis whereby demonstrations had broken out and they were

becoming violent and people were coming over. I think it was

around -- during that -- it was during that period. I might be off

on my times a little bit, but we had that going on at the same time

that we had heard from post that there was an attack underway in

Benghazi. We got the notification from the Command Center.

I immediately sent to the Command Center to monitor

what was going on, and I went upstairs and told our PDAS, Scott

Bultrowicz and Charlene Lamb, that we had an attack happening in

Benghazi. Then I went down to check on the situation in the Command

Center, and was there. He was the one that, as I said, was the

subject matter expert, so I really kind of took a back seat and let

375



102

him handle because he knew the agents that he had sent out there

personally, he had talked with them and had provided briefings for them

before they were sent out. So I let him, you know, field a lot of the

questions there.

Also, at the same -- during that time period, we had a problem

in Egypt and in Tunis, so we were kind of -- I had other people working

that issue, and I went up to my office to say that, to the rest of the

region, that we have these things unfolding. And from what I had heard

from what was going on in Tunis and in Egypt, the demonstrators were

coming over unarmed and they were going on the compound and finding

weapons or things that they were using for weapons, ladders and

construction equipment, and I sent something out to all the RSOs in

the region saying go through your embassies, make sure everything's

locked up, these people are coming over and using our equipment against

us. So I got that out.

Q Weapons of opportunity?

A Yeah. So I put that out quickly and then went back down

to the Command Center and we were monitoring it.

Q At the time, did it appear what was happening in Benghazi

was similar, that they were also sort of obtaining weapons of

opportunity, or did it appear to be something more?

A It appeared to be something more because the attackers came

through the front gate with weapons, with heavy weapons.

Q Did you ever -- did you have any indication there was a

protest or anything in advance of what happened in Benghazi?
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A The only thing that I could recall being mentioned was that

the protesters chanted something before going through the gate, and

I believe it was a chant that "God is great." Somebody had mentioned

that and that's the only thing I could think of, and then they went

through the gate.

Q So did it seem like more of an attack than the other -- I

mean, was there advance notice of protests in Cairo and Tunis?

A I don't actually recall whether we had advance notice on

that.

Q Okay.

A But these people that came on the compound had weapons.

Q Uh-huh. So what -- moving forward in the evening.

A Uh-huh.

Q Are we still in the night of September 11th at this point?

A Uh-huh.

Q So were you in the Command Center for most of the evening?

A I was in the Command Center for most of the evening, and

there was a lull between the first attack and the second attack. And

actually I stepped away to go to the men's room and came back, and I

remember seeing there, and Charlene Lamb was in the Command

Center before and Scott Bultrowicz and . And I looked around and

I said, what's going on, you know, where is everybody? She goes, I

think they left. And I said, oh, okay, are we fine, are we, you know,

are we secure? Because I missed what was going on. And I said, what

should I do, should I stay around, being that these other people have
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left? And she said, you know, it's been a long day. I think you can

go home.

So I started -- I left and went home, and I called the Command

Center the second I got home, and answered the phone. And I said,

, what's going on? And he said, we're still here.

I said, oh, where did you go? And he said, we went to go get maps

of the area. And I said, you know, should I come back? And he goes,

you know, better for you to stay there and come in in the morning and

spell me. And I said, you're right, the two of us to be wound up,

monitoring this, it's better for you to be the subject matter expert

and be there and advise people if they need it, and I'll be in first

thing in the morning.

And when I came first thing in the morning he was still there and

said, you know, I'll stay with this. And we were working then on the

transportation of people out of Libya to Frankfurt, and we worked with

our European posts over there to receive the people in Frankfurt.

Q I'm almost up on my hour, so I'm going to stop and we will

pick up there.

A Okay.

Mr. Ohly. Off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Knauer. It's 20 after 2. We're back on the record.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q So let's just start where we left off. You were recounting

the evening of the attacks.
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A Uh-huh.

Q And you had mentioned -- well, let me just ask you this.

What time did you come in to work that day?

A I don't recall actually.

Q Roughly?

A Generally, probably around 8 o'clock.

Q There were events taking place in Egypt shortly after your

arrival?

A No, no, no. I believe this was in the afternoon.

Q In the afternoon?

A Yeah.

Q Okay. So when --

Ms. Safai. September 11th?

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q September 11th. So when did those events start?

A I don't know the exact timeframe.

Q Roughly?

A I can't say with any certainty exactly when.

Q But they preceded the Benghazi attacks or were they

contemporaneous?

A I believe they -- I could be wrong because I'm going strictly

off memory, but I -- it was a very, very confusing night with everything

going on, but I believe they had started first in Egypt and in Tunis.

Q And the ones in Tunis, what were those about, do you recall?

Were those protests?
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A I believe that both of them were protests.

Q You said this was a confusing night. Did these events all

seem related that night?

A At the time they seemed different from the fact that the

two were a gathering of protesters, and the one in Benghazi seemed as

though it was an immediate storming of the compound.

Q And then what happened in the days that followed that

attack? Were there other events on other embassies?

Ms. Safai. In Libya?

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q No, throughout the world, that DS was monitoring?

A We had -- as I recall the time period, I believe we had

demonstrations in other areas.

Q Do you recall which areas those were?

A I can't recall offhand.

Q Okay.

A I know that we had a demonstration monitoring group set up

after the things that happened in Egypt and in Tunis.

Q And what were your instructions to posts around the world

relative to those protests?

A To enhance visibility of security, enhance security where

you can immediately, let us know if you have any demonstrations planned,

things along those lines.

Q And was there fear that this thing was spreading, in other

words?
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A There was a possibility that it would spread, yes.

Q Okay. You had made mention -- or we had talked earlier

about exhibit number 4, and that was a June 15, 2012, memo where you're

asking DAS Lamb to consider additional resources?

A Uh-huh, yes.

Q Up to five DS agents. You recall that?

A Yes.

Q Okay. I had asked you a question about what happened after

that. I made mention of the July cable from post, and that was

entered --

Ms. Safai. Exhibit 8.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q -- into the record as Exhibit 8. So if you could just grab

that exhibit.

A Okay.

Q So this is a July 9, 2012, cable from post, and if I can

direct you to the second page.

A Okay.

Q And the end of the fifth -- of item 5, that's the third

paragraph down. And I'm going to read, quote, "Post anticipates

supporting operations in Benghazi with at least one permanently

assigned RSO employee from Tripoli; however, would request continued

TDY support to fill a minimum of 3 security positions in Benghazi,"

end quote.

Who wrote that language?
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A That was from post.

Q So why did post write that they needed three agents?

A Well, this was the master plan for post for the long-term

security, and I believe this was -- they're way ahead.

Q Did you guys tell them to write three agents?

A No, we didn't.

Q Did they come up with this on their own?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. And it's signed --

A I had talked to the RSO about the idea of utilizing, when

we get permanent positions in Tripoli, utilizing those resources to

go out and be acting RSO out in Benghazi to provide more continuity

between people -- between at post -- and I asked him to make sure that

he rotates his ARSOs through that position to give them a chance to

be RSO, they could still bounce things off him, and it'll provide

continuity to the program.

Q Sure. But I guess what I'm trying to understand is on

June 15, you guys are advocating for five DS agents with your June 15,

2012, memo, and then 3 weeks later this memo or this cable comes from

post advocating for three. I'm just trying to understand how we did

that quick turnaround where we start with you guys advocating five and

then post actually saying, no, we're okay with three, if you have

knowledge of that.

A I have no knowledge of how they reached this determination.

Ms. Safai. Is RSO requesting five?
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Mr. With the memo that I presented in June, the RSO

was requesting the five.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q And isn't it true that it's the same RSO in the July 9, 2012,

cable, , that is now requesting the three?

A Yes.

Q I mean, it's on -- it's on -- it's on page 3 of 3. It says,

"Released By: Tripoli: ."

A Uh-huh.

Q So, I'm just -- do you follow my logic? I'm just trying

to understand that he's asking for five and then he turns around and

asks for three, and I'm just wondering if you can help us understand

how that happened.

A You'd have to speak with on that. I'm not

going to make a determination on how he reached that conclusion.

Q Okay. There was a discussion about the SST team and the

MSD team and Charlene Lamb talking about that this was an emergency

force.

A Uh-huh.

Q That this was a force, I guess, that -- I don't want to put

words in your mouth, but she had mentioned something along the lines

that this is a DOD emergency force. Can you --

A Yeah.

Q -- fill that back in?

A In one of the meetings, she had mentioned, I believe the
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meeting with the DCM who came in, that , I could be saying

her name wrong, when she came in, that they are an emergency force or

contingency force that comes in to assist State Department.

Q And then exhibit 9, about middle of the page, there was

reference to an email that says -- I'll just read it. It's redacted.

So it says, "(Blank) said you were asking about Tripoli staffing.

Below is a draft cable that post is preparing to send. We expect post

to request an extension of SST personnel as well, but from our last

conversations with DAS Lamb, she does not support that request."

And again, was it your understanding that she did not support

continuing the SST at that point?

A As I had said, there was that meeting, and she had verbally

said that she did not support the use continually of the SST.

Q Okay. And is that reasonable at that point then, in your

estimation, that you phase out the SST? I mean, did you guys have some

sense of what was taking place in Benghazi or Libya in general that

this was a rational decision? I mean, how did she arrive at this?

A I can't speak for Ms. Lamb and what her determining factors

were. I only know my area, and Charlene deals with the military on

a bunch of different levels in her position, being in charge of the

world with DS.

Q Did you talk about the SST amongst yourselves? I mean, was

that at all part of your job to evaluate whether they should be there?

A As I said, in meetings Charlene did say that this was an

emergency response unit and that we needed to work with post to come
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up with a plan to replicate the skills of the SST members with DS agents.

Q So, was it your understanding then that it was Charlene Lamb

that was essentially tasked with determining what to do with the SST?

A I don't know whether she was tasked with what to do with

the SST. I know that she had mentioned that they were an emergency

force and we needed to work to get post to replicate that skill.

Q Okay. And there was also discussion about the February 17

Martyrs Brigade.

A Uh-huh.

Q And, you know, the ARB.

A Which report are you referring to with them?

Q Just in general.

A Oh, okay.

Q And you had mentioned that they were responsive --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- in at least two of the attacks --

A Yes.

Q -- of the April time period?

A Yes.

Q Are you able to look back and see when they became

unresponsive or less than reliable or, I mean, can you give us a

timeframe of if they were reliable in that April period from a DS

perspective, were they previously reliable and is there a dropoff

point?

A I'm not really sure if there was any indication that they
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were -- I don't remember. I don't recall anything.

Q At the time where there is discussions about removing SST,

July time period --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- were they reliable then?

A I'm trying to think if there was any communications on that,

and I don't recall any communication saying they were unreliable.

Q All right. Yes, so let me just try the opposite. Was there

ever a time period where it was crystal clear that they were not a

reliable force from a DS perspective, from where you sat?

A I don't remember ever receiving any communications to that

point from post.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Going back to Mr. as RSO, do you feel like he

was effective in his communications with Diplomatic Security in

Washington?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any concerns about the way Mr.

interacted with superiors or with Washington related to security

requests? I think you mentioned, you know, at one point being, you

know, surprised about a request that came in.

A One or two times I had asked to just be mindful of the

amount of work that people were doing back here in Washington to assist

posts. I think at times he didn't realize the effort that DS was

putting into all these different programs to get him up to speed and
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the fact that we had sent out a WAE to assist him with doing the CEPA

and sent out to assist with hiring guard force

members. Those are things that we don't normally do, but we knew that

had a lot on his plate and we wanted to help alleviate that. So

once or twice I had asked him to just, you know, understand that we're

working with you on this.

Q Moving to Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb, what was your

experience working with her, you know, in general, your interaction

with her? Can you characterize it in general?

A I had a professional working relationship with her.

Q Do you think that she effectively and appropriately

allocated resources for security, generally speaking, and then with

respect to Libya and Benghazi specifically?

A As I had said, that Charlene was responsible for the world,

and with that, I wouldn't know all the different dynamics that she

factored into the decisions. I only had a small little piece of that

as a regional director. So I believe she did an effective job, but

specific instances in other areas and things I wouldn't know about.

Q Can you describe Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb's

management and communication style generally? Were there any problems

of which you were aware?

A I never had a problem with her.

Q What was her reputation among staffers at the

Bureau -- within the Bureau?

A I'm trying to recall if there was anything. She was
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professional, that she had served a long time for Diplomatic Security

in many different assignments, and I know she was on our Mobile Security

Division team when it was first starting up years ago. I know she has

done a few hardship posts. So she had been around and done a lot in

DS, and she had been in that position for a long time.

When I had departed from the director , she was just coming

into that position, and I went and then I went

overseas and came back and she was still in that position. So she had

been there a long time and had a lot of knowledge. Knowledgeable.

Q I know we've come to the February 17th Martyrs Brigade a

couple of times, but I just wanted to ask you a couple of more questions.

I guess, you know, in general, I was just wondering if you could define

their role in Benghazi in a general sense.

A In a general sense, they were the armed contingent on our

compound from the host government, were recommended from the host

government. We actually provided a stipend to them that ensured that

they were going to work with us and be on compound. There was a way

we used all over the world generally with police forces where we would

provide a stipend so that they knew that they were getting some sort

of salary from us also. On the compound, we had a little down room

for them where they could cook meals and stay on the compound that we

provided for them, so they were at the front gate there.

From a few of the people that had transited through there, they

thought they did a good job, they had worked with them on drills with

the guard force and with them, you know, so they had both elements
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working with the agents. And I recall specifically

, who was the senior RSO who was sent out there to have

a look around and let us know what the situation is, she worked very

hard with them and said they were doing a good job with the guards.

She did a number of drills and a number of things working with them.

Q Is it a common practice to rely on local forces to supplement

security at a post?

A It's common throughout the world. For instance, when I was

we had police on the perimeter of the facility there, and

the same. , we had -- I think we had one police

officer in front of the facility. So it's very common, and it's very

common for us to also in cases provide a stipend knowing that we'll

get the same people back we know will provide coverage and be aware

of, you know, our -- the way we're going to act if there is a problem.

They'll have worked with our guard. So this way we can ensure the same

people will keep coming back.

Q Moving back to the night of the attacks, were post -- I

guess, were the post facilities and personnel in Tripoli considered

to be at risk the night of the attack?

A We believe that there was a possibility that they would also

have an attack, which is fairly commonplace when you don't know what's

unfolding in country, and for us to go to a higher level, the other

posts in country, too, while they were working on trying to get the

people back.

Q So the safety of the personnel in Tripoli, that was a

389



116

priority the night of the attack?

A Of course, yeah.

Q What were the State Department's limitations as it relates

to protecting personnel in Tripoli while assisting personnel in

Benghazi simultaneously? What were there challenges?

A There is always challenges when you have to split your

security force to respond to an incident, and that's what they had to

do that night. They had sent some members on a plane to go and pick

them up from the airport. So that's an issue.

Q There were limited resources in country to --

A Yeah. You're always dealing with limited resources in the

security realm, and they had to subtract some from Tripoli to send out

to Benghazi.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Was it wise to keep somebody on in Tripoli?

A Of course. You don't know whether a second attack would

happen at the Embassy facility.

Q So given what you knew in terms of the threat condition,

then it made sense to --

A Of course.

Q -- leave some people behind. Were they instructed to do

that or would they have just known to do that?

A They would have just known to do that.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Turning back to the ARB report, which I believe is
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exhibit 3, could I direct your attention to -- first to page 37? The

last sentence in the first full paragraph on page 37 says, and I quote,

"Throughout the crisis, the Acting NEA Assistant Secretary provided

crucial leadership guidance to Embassy Tripoli's DCM, and Embassy

Tripoli's RSO offered valuable counsel to the DS agents in Benghazi,"

end quote.

Lower it says, "The Board found no evidence of any undue delays

in decision making or denial of support from Washington," end quote.

And then turning to page 38, the last sentence of the first full

paragraph says, and I quote, "The Operations Center and the Diplomatic

Security Command Center (DSCC) were exemplary in eliciting information

from Tripoli- and Benghazi-based colleagues without overloading them,"

end quote.

Do you agree with the ARB, was the response to the attack well

coordinated?

A Let me just review that one sentence on the other page. I

kind of flipped through. I can't speak to what they're talking about

with the -- from the military combatant commanders. I have no

information on that.

Q I guess, let me move in general, do you feel like the

response to the attack was well coordinated from your perspective?

A Was well coordinated back in Washington?

Q In Washington from your perspective. I believe you said

you were in the Command Center --

A Yeah, I think the information was flowing from post back
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to Washington well. And I believe that they didn't get in the way of

the security that was dealing with the crisis at post.

Q And I believe you were asked this before, but had you -- you

had had an opportunity to previously review the unclassified ARB,

correct?

A I reviewed some portions of it, and I haven't reviewed it

in its totality.

Q Okay. Are there any thoughts that you have with regard to

the recommendations that -- I mean, how would you characterize the

report?

A How would I characterize? I mean, what aspect?

Q I guess with the recommendations. You know, can you

comment on whether the recommendations, for instance, if implemented,

would help improve diplomatic security around the world?

A If you could cite the specific ones you're talking about.

Q Okay. I was asking more in general if there were. Did

you -- do you disagree with any of the recommendations that were made?

A As I said, I didn't review it in its entirety, so I can't

really comment on that.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Let me just ask this question. Do you know enough about

the recommendations to even comment one way or the other?

A I know that one of the recommendations was for a DAS to be

made to oversee high threat posts. I thought that was a very good

recommendation, that a division of high threat posts would be put
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together and concentrated on with a structure similar to the

International Programs Directorate where there was a deputy and there

was regional directors, and those critical posts would be give

consideration by this Deputy Assistant Secretary that was named Bill

Miller. I thought that was a very good recommendation.

BY MR. POWELL:

Q Did you think previously that Deputy Assistant Secretary

of International Programs had too much responsibility vested in this

single position and perhaps that may have been alleviated by this

recommendation?

A It's hard for me to say, because I only have a small region,

one of the many regions for the world, and I thought that, without

knowing the other posts, the critical threat posts that they're talking

about in the recommendation, I thought that Charlene Lamb was

knowledgeable of information at the post and involved in the post. She

did a number of callouts, as I said, to RSOs in my region when they

had an issue with things.

I do believe that having one person in charge of the world is a

tough task on one individual, and splitting it up so that you have one

person concentrating on the critical threat posts while the other

person is concentrating on the world gives them more coverage or it

provides more -- could assist with -- in the long term maybe, more

resources and things.

Q It's our understanding the Department is in the process of

implementing most of the recommendations. Are there any other
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recommendations -- any other positive improvements that you would like

to cite or that you have seen since the ARB was issued based on the

recommendations?

A Yeah. It was interesting that I had noted in the -- with

the ARB when I met with them that I had sent out this flash email to

all our posts to go around, and when I had spoken with them, I had told

them that I think one of our weaknesses is that we have construction

sites throughout the world on embassy compounds

. And they

actually sent out a broadcast or an all back cable, I forget which it

was,

I thought that was a very

good measure.

Q And I think maybe my final question is, just based on your

experience, and I know you've said you mentioned this, that previous

recommendation in the ARB, do you have any other recommendations in

general that you would like to share with us on ways to improve post

communications or post communication issues or post security or

anything like that? I'd just appreciate your thoughts.

A I can't think of anything specifically that I'm aware of

at this point.

394



121

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Can I ask a question about exhibit 9, if you would get a

copy of that again?

A Okay.

Q And we're discussing this as a possible back channel draft

of the July 9 cable.

A Okay.

Q Is that what this set of emails is about?

A If you could refresh my memory. Who -- the redacted areas,

am I -- where am I in this?

Q I don't have the unredacted ones. I only have what --

A I know that there was somebody was mentioned or that knew

about in here.

Q This is where Ambassador Stevens is saying,

"Gentlemen" -- and I'm going to read this as a quote. This is July 5th,

2012. Quote, it says, "Gentleman -- I have taken a close look at the

cable and edited down and rearranged some para's. My intention was

to give more focus to what we are doing to end our reliance on TDY support

and to let the Dept figure out how to staff our needs. I deleted

discussion of the medical issue b/c I think we can pursue that issue

separately. If it looks okay to you, pls run it by DS. Thanks, C."

And again, just coming back to the July 9, 2012, cable, did they

write this cable or did DS write this cable?

A This came from post.

Q Okay. But you guys didn't tell them how many DS positions
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to put in this, to your knowledge?

A To my knowledge, I don't recall telling them what to put

in their cable.

Q And so it's your view that this cable is post's best

assessment at that point in time of what they need?

A Uh-huh.

Q And they're the experts --

A Yes.

Q -- in the field?

A Yes.

Q And so when the RSO signs it, he is, in a sense, the smartest

or the closest person related to the situation on the ground to sort

of advise --

A The Ambassador, yes.

Q -- a cable such as this?

A Uh-huh.

Q And by the Ambassador signing it, essentially this is a

complete package back to post saying this is what we need?

A Yes, that's correct. I don't know whether he sought input

from us or not on some of the numbers. I'm not really sure if he had

talked with on it. I can't speak for that.

Q Okay.

Mr. Powell. I think we'll go off the record.

[Recess.]
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BY MR. OHLY:

Q I want to transition and talk a little bit about your

experience with the ARB.

A Okay.

Q First off, were you interviewed by the ARB?

A Yes, I was.

Q And when did you -- when were you notified that the ARB

wanted to speak with you?

A Specifically --

Q And how were you notified?

A I was notified by email. I can't -- I don't recall the

exact date and so on. Certainly after they were formed or, you know.

Q Within weeks?

A Yeah, within weeks.

Q The first couple weeks after they were formed?

A Yeah.

Q Do you recall how much advance notice you received?

Ms. Safai. About a week or 2.

Mr. Yeah, about a week or 2.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. Did you -- were you informed of your right to have
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counsel?

A Yes.

Q Did you have counsel present?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were you given any reason for why the ARB wanted to

speak with you?

Ms. Safai. Just your position.

Mr. Yeah. I believe they mentioned in the email

that they sent, because of my position. If not, I assumed it was

because of the position.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Were you interviewed alone or as part of a group?

A Alone.

Q Were you part of any group interviews or was it just the

one interview?

A Just the one interview.

Q Do you recall the substance of the questions that you were

asked or what they focused on?

Ms. Safai. Similar to --

Mr. Yeah. Very similar to some of the things that

you have asked today about the decision memo and other things.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Which decision memo?

A The one that we had sent on June 15th on the staffing in

Benghazi.
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Q Okay. Did you do sort of an overview of all the events or

was it really focused on that?

Ms. Safai. If I recall correctly, you did do an overview --

Mr. Yeah.

Ms. Safai. -- of the -- of the day specifically.

Mr. Yeah.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So focused on the day of the attack?

A Uh-huh.

Q How about the year leading up to it other than the June 15th

memo?

A I don't recall. I recall the day of the attack, the

overview on that.

Q Do you know how -- or do you recall how long the interview

lasted?

A Approximately 2 hours.

Ms. Safai. I think so.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Which members and staff of the ARB were present?

A I believe all the staff were present.

Q The staff or the members?

A I'm sorry. All the members were present.

Q Okay. Did you talk about specific security requests made

by Embassy Tripoli for additional personnel?

Ms. Safai. I think so.
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Mr. Yeah. I believe we did, and I -- excuse me. I

believe I did in -- during the time with the ARB.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Were you asked about the threat environment or security

situation?

A Generally, I believe so.

Q In Libya generally or specific to Benghazi?

A I believe both.

Q Other than those areas, sort of the lead-up and the night

of the attack, did you talk to them about anything else?

A I had mentioned, as I had said earlier, the recommendation

that I thought they should put in the report

Q Was the interview transcribed?

A Yes, I believe it was. I'm not positive, but --

Ms. Safai. Not with a court reporter. I mean, there were

just --

Mr. Ohly. Notes.

Ms. Safai. Notes.

Mr. Yeah. People were taking notes. I saw people

writing.

Mr. Ohly. Do you recall who was leading the interview or did all

of them ask the questions?

Ms. Safai. Admiral Mullen.
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Mr. Ambassador Pickering and Admiral Mullen.

Ms. Safai. Uh-huh.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Were you able to convey all the information you believed

was relevant to their review?

A Yes.

Q Did the members and staff seem well prepared?

A They seemed very well prepared. They had a number of

documents, such as you have.

Q Did you feel the questions you were asked were thorough?

A Yes.

Q Following your interview, did you have any follow-up

interactions with the members or staff?

A No.

Q Any follow-up requests for information or anything along

those lines?

A I don't believe I had any.

Q During the course of their review, did you have any

discussions with ARB members or staff outside of an interview?

A No.

Q Before the completion of the interview?

A No.

Q What was your overall impression of the ARB process?

A I thought they were very thorough in their research of the

information, and I guess that's it. They were very thorough.
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Q What was your reaction -- when did you first see the ARB

report, I should say?

A I only recently saw the ARB report in its entirety.

Q I'm sorry?

A I only recently saw the ARB report in its entirety and then

I skimmed through it recently.

Q And that would be the classified version?

A It was the full version, I think both versions.

Q And that was -- you said it was recently.

A Yeah.

Q In the last 2 weeks?

A Yeah. I'd say within the last 2 weeks.

Q Did you request access to the full report prior to the last

2 weeks?

A I did mention that I hadn't seen it and was told that the

classified version was not generally shown throughout Diplomatic

Security.

Q Who did you ask about it?

A I forget who I mentioned it to. Somebody in headquarters.

I don't recall specifically.

Q Did they give you any further reason why it wasn't shared

through Diplomatic Security?

A I should qualify this, that actually when the report came

out I was TDY as the RSO in Tripoli for 35 days during the holiday

period. We were having challenges with getting a TDYer out there, and
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I volunteered to go because I wanted to work with post and do the best

I could to see the programs and review what was going on out there.

So during that period when -- that was the period when the report

was actually released. So I didn't see it out there. The classified

connectivity wasn't that great. And when I came back some people in

DS had already seen it and I said, oh, I didn't get a chance to see

it. So that's what the discussion was.

Q Not to get off topic, but you mentioned that you were TDY

in Tripoli. What was your experience like there, impressions of the

facility and the situation there?

A That things were moving along out there, that they had a

very large security profile and that there was construction going on

on the new Embassy compound while we were living on the other side of

it where the townhouses were, or the villas were, and then working out

of those villas also. But there was a lot of things being done to

enhance security while I was out there and a lot of programs that I

worked on to try to tighten security, too.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q What were the dates you said you were out there, just

roughly?

A I want to -- well, actually, I know the date I started. I

believe it was December 14th, -- I don't

want to say this wrong and it's --

Q I don't think that's going to be an issue.

A And then
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I did it for approximately 35 days.

Q Okay.

A Over the holiday period.

Q Mid-December to mid-January?

A Yeah, yeah. So I covered the holiday period, because we

were having -- it's hard for people to volunteer to go out there for

one of those.

Q Was the FAST team still there when you were out there?

A We didn't have a FAST team. We had a Marine unit that was

out there.

Q Was that a proper MSG or --

A No, no, no. It was --

Q Something not FAST, though?

A Right. Something not FAST. Did an excellent job, though.

They were very spot on, very, very well suited for that, and did an

absolutely great job. I went out several times at night and worked

with them, because I couldn't sleep. So I walked the perimeter with

them at 2 in the morning and things like that. They were always working

on improving their security.

Q We had heard that in October, I know this is before your

time, but one of the members of this committee was actually in Tripoli

visiting the Embassy about a month maybe after the attacks in Benghazi.

A Uh-huh.

Q There would have been an issue at the time, this is when

the FAST team was there, of one of the neighbors throwing garbage,
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personal garbage over the wall. Is that something you were familiar

with? Had that stopped by the time you were there?

A It stopped, yeah.

Q Okay.

A They had expanded the compound at that time, too.

Q Okay.

A We took over the portion behind. Maybe that was the part

that we bought to bring on the Embassy compound.

Q Okay.

A And we had also bought some of the area on the side of the

facility, and there was a few houses there. And so that might have

been it, too, and they were moved off.

Q Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q So did you see the unclassified ARB report before you saw

the classified ARB report?

A I saw some of the recommendations from the unclassified,

but I didn't see it in its entirety.

Q What was your reaction to the report?

A As I said earlier, that I thought there was a good

recommendation for a heightened awareness of the critical threat posts

into one category, where a specific division could work on them

exclusively. I thought that was a good -- very good recommendation.

Q There were 29 recommendations, I think.

A Uh-huh.
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Q Did you feel that they were appropriate?

A Without, you know, having skimmed it, without going at it

at length, yeah, I thought it was appropriate.

Q Did you think there were -- based on your experience and

your position, do you think there are areas where it could have gone

further or went too far?

A I don't know of any area where it went too far and I don't,

as I said earlier, I don't have a recommendation for anything that could

be done differently.

Q When did you first learn that specific individuals had been

singled out for criticism by the ARB?

A I believe while I was in Libya.

Q How was that brought to your attention?

A I believe I heard it on the news there.

Q What was your reaction?

A I was surprised that some of the individuals in DS

were being removed from their positions.

Q Can you elaborate on that?

A Generally without -- you know, just hearing it on the news

and hearing that these people were being removed from their positions,

I was surprised at that.

Q Were you surprised by some individuals versus others?

A Not knowing the totality of the information the ARB had to

make these recommendations, I really can't say who should be removed

or who shouldn't. I was just surprised in general that so many
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individuals in the -- at the top area -- at the senior management area

of DS were removed.

Q Did you have much interaction with Mr. Boswell or

Mr. Bultrowicz regarding Libya?

A As I had said earlier, on a few occasions I had an email

to Scott Bultrowicz concerning -- I forget what we were talking about

earlier, but concerning the security out there and the staffing. And

then one time when we had a COWG, I let him know that

was in town, and he said he would chair the meeting. So we had spoken

about it there, spoken about post with there.

And generally Scott was the director, so he was in charge of the

whole of DS, so I didn't see him that often anymore. I used to see

him when he was in International Programs before he got the assignment

quite a bit, but I only saw him occasionally in the hallway or at

the -- every week there would be a meeting with the PDAS and the

Assistant Secretary and all the staff. So I would be in the room and

see him there and see Ambassador Boswell, too. And I had seen

Ambassador Boswell on one of the briefings for an ambassador going out.

I believe I sat in on that meeting. But I didn't see them that

frequently.

Q Based on your experience, were they involved in decisions

related to security in Libya or were decisions made before it reached

their level?

A It really depends on what you're speaking to, what decisions

that you're speaking to.
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Q Well, for example, responses to cables or requests for

additional personnel?

A A response to a cable would probably -- well, normally it

would go from my area up the chain to Charlene and to the PDAS and

out -- generally I believe even the -- even the Assistant Secretary

would see it and sign off on it before going out. I know it got that

level of attention at times.

Q Would they have been involved in the substance or be briefed

on the substance of the cable before it goes out or was it more of a

check the box?

A I guess it depends on which cable we're talking to. In

relation to the staffing and things like that and Benghazi, they'd

probably get the substance, too. They'd request information and

substance.

Q Would it go above their level as well?

A Generally cables from DS are shared with the Bureau. I

don't know whether it was before the release or after. I'm not really

sure of the mechanism at that level. I know there's a procedure and

I know it goes into the State cable system, so the Bureau would

definitely see any cables that we put out.

Q Since it has to do with --

A I don't know whether they actually clear on that.

Q Say, for example, the response to the March 28th cable,

since it has to do with staffing and numbers, would, say, M be involved

in that at all, or since they had approved by, once they approved that --
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A After it leaves my area, I wouldn't really know.

Q Okay. Did you attempt to speak with the ARB or anybody at

the State Department to understand the criticisms of specific

individuals in the report?

A No, because I didn't see that section of the report.

Q When you heard that individuals had been named, including

three individuals within DS, did you talk to any of your colleagues

or your superiors about what had transpired?

A I don't recall speaking about it.

Q At the time of your interview at the ARB, did the members

or staff provide any indication that individuals were being scrutinized

for their actions?

Mr. Beattie. For accountability, being singled out in the

report.

Mr. No, they didn't mention the specifics of the

report they were putting together at the time of my interview?

Mr. Ohly. Well, did they ask questions that would provide any

indication that they were focused on one person or multiple people and

how they conducted themselves?

Mr. Beattie. Yeah. Specific people.

Mr. They had mentioned my action memo from

June 15th. And as you have, they asked, you know, was the decision

made, did I get a written copy back, things along those lines.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Are you aware of the reasons why Mr. Maxwell was cited by
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the ARB?

A Only from what was mentioned in the press, that it was

because -- my understanding of what was in the press was because the

Bureau should have accountability and interest in the security at post,

something along those lines.

Q Did his name make sense to you as someone who would have

been accountable for security within NEA?

A I didn't deal with him at my level. As I said, I dealt with

and . I didn't go for that level. Maybe

others in DS did. I didn't.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So was it your perception that was at a lower

level than Mr. Maxwell or about the same?

A I don't -- I don't know.

Q You don't know?

A No.

Q Okay. That's fine.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q It's our understanding these individuals were placed on

administrative leave. Is that a process that you're familiar with?

A Having not been put on administrative leave, no.

Q Have you heard of it being used before or --

A I mean, I've heard of getting administrative leave for other

circumstances, but not for this.

Q So in your supervisory role, you've never been involved in
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putting anybody on administrative leave?

A [Nonverbal response.]

Q Or having anybody under your supervision be placed on

administrative leave? I guess that's what I'm asking.

A I believe we did once on a medical issue.

Q In that instance, did you have any visibility into the

process of --

A No.

Q -- how the administrative leave was assessed?

A No. No, I didn't.

Mr. Beattie. Is it typically kind of a defined, like in a time

sense, is it bounded by time, like this is typically how long it takes

and then there's some sort of administrative decision at the end of

it that addressed the -- whatever the issue was?

Mr. I don't know that much about HR regulations.

Ms. Safai. This is something for L.

Mr. Yeah.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Generally, do you have any concerns about how the

individuals named by the ARB were treated with -- by the Department

or how the Department reacted to the findings in the ARB regarding

accountability?

A As I said previously, I wasn't privy to the totality of the

information gathered by the ARB and then what they factored in when

they came down with a decision. So not knowing that, I didn't have
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an opinion on what they had done --

Q When you --

A -- other than shocked when it first came out that that had

happened.

Q When you had an opportunity to review the complete report,

were you able to review the accountability section?

A I did not review the accountability section.

Q Was that provided to you or was it something you just chose

not to review?

Ms. Safai. You were just given it.

Mr. Ohly. You can go off the record if you'd like to.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Back on the record.

A Okay. When I conducted a review of the ARB findings, the

classified sections that dealt with individuals I was not privy to

because it dealt with personnel issues and other things that didn't

concern me.

Q Do you feel that the ARB report let any individual or

function of the Department or government off the hook or didn't go far

enough in looking at any of those issues?

A No, I don't believe that.

Q There were some press reports this morning about a new

report coming out by a best practices panel that was recommended by

the ARB.
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A Uh-huh.

Q It was composed of outside security experts. I think it

was chaired by Mr. Sullivan, former Director of the Secret Service.

A Uh-huh.

Q I think one of the recommendations that was mentioned in

the -- in this report was to remove Diplomatic Security from under M

and have a separate under secretary for Diplomatic Security. I just

wanted to get your reaction, if you're familiar with this report or

that it was --

A I haven't seen the report. I know that there were two

panels that were recommended in the ARB and that were going around DS

reviewing things. I think there was a best practices panel as well

as this other panel, and --

Mr. Beattie. I believe we're speaking about the best practices

panel, just so you're clear. Just so you know, I think what we're

talking about is --

Mr. Oh, the best practices panel. I'm sorry.

Mr. Beattie. Yeah. That's fine. I just want you to know.

Mr. The best practices panel I had spoken with. I'm

sorry, what was the question again?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I think just one of the recommendations I caught in the story

was that Diplomatic Security be removed from underneath M and a separate

under secretary for Diplomatic Security be created to elevate the

importance of the function. And given your experience with Diplomatic
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Security and as someone who's worked in that department and would be

interested -- in that Bureau -- I'd be interested in your perspective

on that.

A Not seeing the report and exactly what goes into causing

Diplomatic Security to split away from M, without knowing how they

resourced it or other things, I really can't comment, because our

budgets come out of M, and I know that at the senior levels DS works

very closely with them on a number of different issues.

Q Just a couple follow-up questions from some of the ground

we covered earlier.

A Okay.

Q I want to introduce exhibit --

Ms. Safai. 12.

[ Exhibit No. 12

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Okay. The question, please?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just for the record, this is an unclassified memo. It's

an action -- January 12th, 2012. It appears to be a draft -- an action

memo for DAS Charlene Lamb, through DS/IP , from DS/IP/NEA

, subject TDY staffing and funding support for Benghazi,

Libya. And the summary reads, quote, "M approved a continued U.S.

presence in Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012. See

attached. DS TDY staffing for the mission is currently set at five

personnel. DS/IP/NEA lacks an effective means to identify, seek
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necessary approval from unit supervisors, ASACs and/or SACs, and obtain

the required visa approvals for these TDY agents on a continuing basis.

DS/IP/NEA requests $283,050 to fund these positions through the end

of fiscal year. Note, a funding request for these TDYs was also sent

as part of the DS/IP/NEA request for additional funding for org code

17718, dated December 15th, 2011."

There are two recommendations. Quote, "That DS/IP request

assistance from domestic operations so that personnel can be selected

and tasked from the field offices by the DS Command Center to fulfill

these TDY positions." The second recommendation is, quote, "That

DS/IP approves additional funding for DS/IP/NEA for a total of thirty

45-day TDY positions from Feb 1 through September 30th, 2012, in

Benghazi. The total estimated cost to fund all 30 positions is

$283,050."

We had talked earlier about a memo that was sent up in the --

A Right.

Q -- beginning of 2012. I just want to confirm that this is

that memo?

A I believe that this encapsulates what I was speaking about,

the directed versus the voluntary, but I think one was done by my deputy,

, that I had seen that was sent when I was on leave. So I'm

not sure whether this morphed into that one or what, but it was saying

the same thing, that we want domestic operations to use their offices

to direct TDYers rather than us going on the voluntary method,

basically.
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Q And both of those would have gone to Charlene Lamb or --

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A Yeah.

Q And to your knowledge, whether it was this one or the other

one, neither was approved or responded to?

A That's correct, to my knowledge.

Q And you have no knowledge as to why it was not responded

to, or do you know why it was not responded to?

A I'm thinking. We shortly after that had gotten to the

discussion of the tasking of the agents, so I don't know whether that

was combined in this whole process of what is the staffing doing out

there, what are they using our agents for. I believe it was combined

with this whole process that we had requested, and then we sought to

find out clarification of what their duties were. And then I told Ms.

Lamb that, as I said previously, two of the assignments were one driving

and the other one dealing with computer equipment, security, and we

were working to alleviate those tasks from the agents.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Yeah. In the body of the memo background, right at the

bottom of that second page, starting with the -- well, actually we'll

start with the paragraph there. "The extraordinary amount of TDY

support to date may warrant comment from the NEA Bureau asking NEA to

acknowledge DS' funding requirements to maintain an effective security

posture is advisable and could enlist support from NEA. With a yearly
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financial plan of $228,000, DS/IP/NEA does not have the budget to

support this unfunded mandate in Benghazi. The only means to

continually fund the recurring TDY support within the NEA region is

by transferring funds from other DS/IP regional directorates or other

IP offices, including DS/IP/OPO."

Could you just explain what that means?

A It means that for the continuing TDY, that we needed to find

a funding pool for that and that we were seeking assistance from Ms.

Lamb's office to decide what areas she wants to pull the money from.

Q And the taking it to NEA and getting their -- I mean, was

there an idea that NEA might kick in some funds or am I misunderstanding

this?

A I believe with this memo we were thinking of what areas could

be used to supply funds. And unsure of the budgetary constraints, we

were saying this is a possibility in the memo.

Q And then this kind of funding issue that you're citing here,

what you call an unfunded mandate, which is a term we're familiar with

in Congress, is that a function of the fact that this Benghazi post

was a temporary mission? In other words, if it was a more permanent

post -- how are permanent posts sort of -- are those fit -- when you

guys do a budget planning cycle, I mean, do you sort of know how many

posts you have and you can kind of plan out how that -- you know, what

you're going to need to cover the security needs, or how does that --

A We try to encapsulate what we need for unforeseen security

needs or TDYs and things. And I had a budget officer that would have
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put that together, and he came up with these options as a possibility

of ways of funding it and we sent it up.

Q So the Benghazi post, that sort of doesn't fit within the

sort of plan that you got. I mean, you guys do a plan presumably every

budget cycle, right, for -- how does that work, for a post that's

established, let's say an embassy in Tunis, for example? I mean, it --

A We have a small budget for TDYs to assist posts within the

region.

Q Yeah.

A Anything that's extraordinary, we bring it up to DAS Lamb,

who is able to, I guess -- I presume she's able to move funds around

within IP.

Q Okay. Because the -- yeah?

A I'm not a budget person.

Q No, no, sure. I understand. Yeah. I'm just

trying -- we're just trying to wrap our heads around it.

You know, we talked about it in the first hour and again, I think,

just a little while ago about Benghazi needing to be staffed by these

volunteer TDYs. This sort of unfunded mandate that you're seeing here

in this memo, this is sort of a function of the fact that this is how

you were having to staff the Benghazi DS officer --

A Right.

Q -- need, right? Okay.

A And then occasionally in IP they would have a budget call

where we would have to put in things that needed to have an increase
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in funds. That would be in line with this also.

Q One of the things that we've heard about from other people

that we talked to about this whole issue is this -- and I think the

ARB talked about it a little bit, too -- is the need to balance the

policy imperative of saying you need to have a post in place X with

the security reality, which seems to kind of then get thrown over the

transom to DS and say, you know, here's the policy imperative, we need

to be in this place, and, DS, you guys need to staff it.

I mean, is this something that you're familiar with? Is that sort

of a good way of thinking about the challenges of balancing, you know,

the policymakers wanting to be someplace versus DS having to protect

the Americans that are there?

A Well, I think always DS tries to work with the Bureau on

any of the mandates and where they're looking at, I guess, putting

individuals and how we're going to protect them. So not at my level,

but I know at the assistant secretary level and at Charlene's level

also and Scott Bultrowicz's level, they would be involved in that

decision-making process, or at least provide input, I would assume,

to the Bureau and to other areas.

Q To your knowledge, would the M office be involved in that

discussion as well?

A Of course, because it's resources.

Q Thanks.

A I presume. I mean, I'm not at that level --

Q I understand.
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A -- so I can't really --

Q Thanks.

Mr. Ohly. I'm going to introduce Exhibit 13.

[ Exhibit No. 13

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And this has a rather lengthy attachment. I'm not going

to ask you about the details of the attachment. It's more --

A Okay.

Q -- just the substance of the email.

A The chain. Okay.

Q It begins with an email on June 10th at 3:17 p.m. from

Patrick Kennedy to Eric Boswell, cc'ing . Who's

?

A She's a staff assistant. Or she was a staff assistant with

Eric Boswell's office.

Q Okay. Subject, forward mission Libya, updated tripwires.

The message from Ambassador Kennedy says, " do we have an interim

or similar who could update CEPA, given staffing limitations at post.

Regards, Pat."

Ambassador Boswell forwards this to Charlene Lamb and yourself?

A Uh-huh.

Q And you respond to Ambassador Boswell, stating, "Sir, in

regards to updating CEPA, our WAE, , is deploying Thurs,
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and this is one of his projects. Also heading out this week is PCS

ARSO . Updating CEPA will be one of his primary duties,

so we think it will be covered."

Just for our clarification, what is CEPA?

A Oh. I had mentioned this earlier in our discussions. CEPA

is the electronic version of the emergency action plans that posts have.

And as I said earlier, was having a challenge putting

it all together. It's a very encompassing document of all different

scenarios, and you have to have input from every different section.

It takes a long time. It's a lengthy process. So in discussions with

Charlene, we decided to send a retired senior DS agent, ,

out to assist post with CEPA and also assist with -- there were some

problems with guard hirings -- have him go out there and assist post

that way.

One of the other people going out there was , who's

an ARSO, and that was going to be one of his projects, too, so we would

have them both working on it and have it done fairly quickly.

When I actually went out on the TDY, there was another person that

we had moved from the CEPA program who was out there, and we finished

the last portion of it and it was all put in the program and it's been

completed.

Q I apologize if I have a rudimentary understanding of this,

but is it -- so basically at the time they were -- their evacuation

plan was based on the tripwires. They didn't sort of have a formal

approved document, for lack of a better term?
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A CEPA is an all-encompassing thing for earthquakes, for

storms, any type of disaster. It has a lot of different sections, a

lot of different information that, depending on the emergency, you

could use. So it's off the shelf. And the military relies heavily

on that, so we wanted to make sure that we had it ready for this post.

That's why we gave extra resources to post to get it done quickly.

Q Is that sort of a normal level of detail for the under

secretary to focus on?

A At times if there's a critical threat post, he, I believe,

gets reports of what posts are deficient in CEPA, or his staff does,

and they review it, and if they see somebody is delinquent, that it's

a critical threat post, they would send something back to DS saying,

what's going on with this?

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q But specifically critical threat posts.

A Yeah. High threat posts, I guess you would say.

Q Or high threat.

A Yeah. I mean, not having it done for any post is, you know,

something we concentrate on --

Q Sure.

A -- getting it approved quickly.

Q Yeah. Of course.

Mr. Ohly. Apologize for jumping around a bit here, but we're just

cleaning up some things that we were touching on earlier. I'll

introduce Exhibit 14.
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[ Exhibit No. 14

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And for the record, I'm just focused on the bottom email

of this.

A Okay. Oh, the one from Okay.

Q Yes.

A Okay.

Q So this is an unclassified email from ?

A Yes.

Q Sent on September 20th, 2012, to Charlene Lamb and cc'd to

you, , himself,

, and .

A Uh-huh.

Q Subject, Ambassador's protective detail in Benghazi.

says, "DAS Lamb, per your request, the mission in Benghazi made

a request for additional security support for the compound during the

duration of the Ambassador's visit. RSO Benghazi stated that the

request asked for three vehicles with security personnel, one for each

entrance gate, 24 hours a day. The request was made in a diplomatic

note and orally through a personal meeting between the principal

officer, , and the MFA. RSO Benghazi reported that only

one vehicle showed up sporadically and was most often unaccounted for.

"In a meeting on 9/8, RSO Benghazi was informed by the 17th Brigade

leadership that they would no longer authorize 17th Feb members
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assigned to the mission to support movements. RSO Benghazi asked for

continued movement support, but his request was denied. RSO Benghazi

asked for support specifically for the upcoming Ambassador's movements

only, and his request was denied."

Then it goes into this driving the --

A Ambassador --

Q -- Ambassador's movements.

Focusing on this portion first, we had talked a little bit earlier

about the February 17th at the end of August?

A Right.

Q Do you recall this sequence of events?

A I don't recall this specific email; however, in reading it,

I think it's dealing with the preparations for the Ambassador going

out to Benghazi and the requests they put in during that time period.

And the way we had it working before this was, as I had said, we had

a car with an FAV with an agent in the right front and we'd have the

17th Martyrs Brigade that are assigned to the Embassy respond to the

QRF if something had happened.

This is dealing with, I believe, not knowing totally what

was specifically queried about, a rundown on the Ambassador's visit

and what the host country was going to provide for that separate to

the November 17th assigned to the Embassy.

Q The February 17th?

A I'm sorry. February 17th.

Q Reading this, does it jog any memory of what was going on
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with the February 17th in the week or so, couple weeks leading up to

the attacks?

A I don't know whether -- I actually don't recall whether

there was any other things out there. This is dealing specifically

with VIP movements, and I know that post had put in a request, we had

heard after the fact, with host government and also had come up with

a follow from the other members.

Q Okay. And then I also want to ask a quick question about

the last portion of this email. There's two lines that read, quote,

"I've also attached the Benghazi travel policy prepared by RSO

that states that all Com personnel will be accompanied

by DS security presence, minimum one, regardless of travel inside

or outside of Benghazi city."

A Right.

Q And I just want to clarify that with the driver discussion

that we were having earlier.

A Right.

Q Is this still consistent with your understanding?

A Yeah. The one DS agent in the right front seat.

Q Okay.

A And this would also fall in with the policy if they had a

visit come in that the RSO at times would task people to go and provide

increased security in Benghazi for the visit, as was done with the

Ambassador coming down. Two agents came with him.

Q There was some discussion earlier about the testimony at
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the committee's October 10th hearing by Mr.

Ms. Safai. Eleven?

Mr. Ohly. Exhibit 11.

Mr. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. No. That's not it.

Mr. Beattie. October 10th?

Mr. Ohly. Off the record for a minute.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This was the discussion in exhibit 6 about the sun and the

moon and stars and Mr. recollection of his phone call with

you.

A Right.

Q And I just want to clarify. I know you said you couldn't

recall the conversation or didn't --

A Right.

Q -- didn't recall the substance of that. I thought it would

be helpful to just share an email where it has exhibit --

Ms. Safai. Fifteen.

Mr. Ohly. Fifteen.

[ Exhibit No. 15

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'll give you a moment to look that over.

A Okay. Okay. And the question?
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Q So this chain of emails begins with, it appears to be 28

of March, 2012, Mr. emailing , yourself,

, and . It's forwarding subject, request

for DS, TDY, and FTE support.

A Right.

Q " this is a consolidated support request for Libya

as discussed with and requested by DAS Lamb and PDAS Bultrowicz during

my last meetings in D.C. With the visa delays, the current staffing

of only one agent in Benghazi, our immediate needs are TDY agents in

Benghazi, Tripoli, and ARSO support to replace when he departs on

or about 6 April. I'm in Benghazi with SST commander until Friday."

A Right. I assume this is the time period when we had the

problem with the visa issuance from the Embassy and we were -- it was

outside our control.

427



154

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And he is forwarding the March cable -- is that

correct? -- with the request for 12 agents that we discussed earlier?

A Yeah.

Q responds, " we tried to catch you to talk and

on your cell. No luck. Give at a call at his desk." I'm assuming

" means yourself.

A Of course. Yeah.

Q Then this is Mr. recollection of the call.

You're not on this email, so I understand that you may not have had

an opportunity to react to this, but I just want to mention a few of

the things he brought up.

He emails to on March 29th at 10:43, quote, "After

a rather lengthy, exhausting and, at times, heated call with DS/IP/NEA

regarding our cable requests, which the regional director described

as a request for the, quote, 'sun, the Moon and the stars,' end quote,

DS HQ could not understand why we were asking for (inaudible) plus 12

TDY agents -- 18 total -- when we supposedly had 12 LES bodyguards

graduating on 4/20. I pointed out that the cable reflected post

intention to contract TDY resources accordingly. As post LES team

reaches full operational levels, neither post nor RSO plans to maintain

more than the 18 security personnel we had in September. I underscored

that the cable represented our plan to reduce reliance on MSD teams,
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but did not factor into it LES bodyguards, who may or may not be ready

by May 1st and who may or may not be authorized to even operate by the

GOL. DS planning assumptions are, however, based on the best case

scenario of 12 LES bodyguards and 6 TDY DS agents. It's clear they

have no intention of pushing a second group of six agents out to replace

the second MSD team departing on or about 12 May, and we should expect

to utilize the 12 LES bodyguards graduating in late April instead."

It goes through more details.

A I don't remember having a heated conversation with Mr.

I know that we had discussed MSD, and there was a plan to

move because he didn't have the correct number of bodyguards available

for training at that time to move the MSD team that was conducting

training, , to assist with the bodyguard program

there, and then when his team was hired and ready to come to train,

they were going to come back and provide training. I think that's what

this relates to. I'm not really sure of the time frame, but I tend

to think that this is what this is specifically addressing. When he

says "may not be replaced," I had said that they would come back to

provide training. I think that's what he's referring to.

Q On the second page of this email, he says, "The regional

director also advised that the FTE number of six has now been revised

down to five by DS HQ, and those positions probably won't be ready by

winter cycle 2012."

Do you recall what he was discussing here?

A I believe he's discussing -- we were looking at using SPS
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positions, which are -- SPS. I'm sorry -- special protective

people -- to supplement the security there, and rather than have an

agent be in the right front, we were going to have an SPS-er there.

We had used it effectively in Yemen and also in Israel. It's a change

in the program to allow them to work outside of Baghdad, but we were

able to do it under the contract that we had for the SPS-ers, and being

that we were drawing down in Iraq, we thought that that would be a good

utilization of those skills without using an agent to be right front

seat, because these are hired protective people on a special contract.

So I had talked to them about -- I know that we had discussions with

him about using SPS-ers. I don't know whether -- I believe it related

to this. I don't know the circumstances around this in seeing this

email cold.

Q I appreciate that.

A I presume that's what I meant, and he might have been upset

with the fact that we were going to use them other than agents, but

SPS-ers are fully qualified to perform that function.

Q There are just a couple of other things I wanted to cover.

He says, "I doubt we will ever get DS to admit in writing what

I was told reference Benghazi, but specifically, DS/IP was directed

by DAS Lamb to cap the agents in Benghazi at three and, quote, 'force,'

end quote, post to hire local drivers. This is, apparently, a verbal

policy only but one which DS/IP/NEA doesn't plan to violate. I hope

that nobody is injured as a result of an incident in Benghazi since

it would be particularly embarrassing for both DS and the DAS if it
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was a result of some sort of game they are playing."

Do you recall discussing the number three with him on that

phone call in that directive from DAS Lamb?

A After -- I believe that might have discussed it. I'm

not sure whether I specifically discussed it on this phone call. I

know that, after we received word that it was going to be three agents

out there, we came up with the overlap plan and that I continually,

over a period, was telling we really have to work to hire drivers.

I believe -- even when the DCM was in that meeting, I think that was

mentioned, too. So we had asked post on several occasions to remove

the duty of driving from an agent to a driver, thus not over-tasking

them. So I think that's what he's referring to here.

Q And just to clarify, was it your understanding that they

were not pursuing that or that they were having difficulty in pursuing

that?

A We had asked on several occasions, and I think that they

were having challenges because their H.R. person was on leave or

something at one period, and then, another time, they had run an ad,

and they had -- as I had said, some people said they were qualified,

and they weren't. So there were challenges, of course, on hiring a

driver.

It also mentions in here the fact of the WAE person going out

there -- -- and I was involved in that negotiation with

Charlene Lamb, as I said, so I'm surprised he would put that in there

that I know about it to do the emergency plans. In fact, I briefed
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before he went out and asked if he could help out the RSO in

other areas, if needed, and provide some mentoring because it seems

like he's struggling with --

Q Was that subsequent to this or before this? This would be

March of 2012.

A This is March. I don't really know the time frame when he

was out there. It was kind of around that time. We sent him out fairly

quickly, I think, because he was dealing with CEPA, and that's a

priority.

Q Then, in the last paragraph, it says, quote, "I suggested

that, rather than berate RSO and post for requesting what we believe

to be prudent resources, resources which were discussed at length in

recent meetings in D.C. -- the DS/IP/NEA approved, denied or offered

whatever resources they felt they could provide -- the RD also directed

RSO to forward all requests to DS/IP/NEA in draft form so they could

review and prepare an answer ahead of time. While I affirmed RSO's

commitment to work with DS/IP/NEA on future requests and resource

needs, I stated it was unlikely that we would go through such steps

simply to avoid an unexpected request or prevent IP/NEA from having

to make a difficult decision. I also explained that the hardest part

of this assignment was not dealing with the Libyans or the environment

at post but managing the personnel in offices in DS HQ, which are

purportedly there to support posts, adding that the only times I had

been contacted by the RD for DS/IP/NEA was to criticize, admonish or

second-guess a post level decision."
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I know you're not on this email.

A Yeah. I could cite numerous occasions when I had said that

you're doing a great job out there. Specifically, I remember over a

weekend that there was some fighting at the airport, and was

calling in, giving a lot of different incidences of where the embassies

stood compared to the airport road and things.

I said, Look, . You're doing a great job out there -- that

comes to mind quickly -- and, you know, you're doing a great job

reporting. You know, Keep your head down, and let us know if we can

do anything back here, on a number of different times.

I think he was feeling frustration with the system. You know,

this was his first time as an RSO. He was an ARSO-I, I believe, on

one of his previous assignments, and that was one of the reasons why,

when I met with before he went out, I said, Look, can

you work with him and do some mentoring and other things, because it

is a daunting thing dealing with Washington on multiple projects and

other things, but we were -- as I had said, we had formed a COWG. We

had all the various areas of DS -- we weren't doing that for any other

posts in my region -- to enhance the security out of post. We took

a number of measures. We sent WAEs out there. We sent -- we tried

to provide as much assistance as we could, and I didn't think he was

seeing that.

Mr. Ohly. My hour is up.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q If I could just get one last, quick follow up as to the

433



160

SPS-ers that you talked about: Did any of those ever go out?

A Yeah. There are, I believe, two SPS-ers -- maybe

more -- out there now. When I was out there, there were two SPS TDY

out there, but we put in for permanent positions for there.

Q Was that the kind of position that they could be directed

to go or are they called volunteers?

A No. No. No. That was part of their program, so they were

permanent positions we were putting in place there, and we had TDY-ers

going out there.

The SPS-ers were a little different because, generally, they come

from military backgrounds, and they are signed up for protection so

that they want to go to the less nice places, and they volunteered

regularly for them. There was no problem with getting TDY-ers out of

the SPS area.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

Mr. Ohly. We'll go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Knauer. It's 4:15. We'll go back on.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q I want to go back to Exhibit 15, which is the exhibit we

just recently visited, and this specifically makes reference to a

March 29, 2012, email from to , and, here,

back to the sentence where Mr. says, quote, "I doubt we will

ever get DS to admit in writing what I was told reference Benghazi,

but specifically DS/IP, was directed by DAS Lamb to cap the agents in
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Benghazi at three and force post to hire local drivers." I'll just

end the quote there.

Is that a true statement?

A That he wouldn't know that --

Q No, that DAS Lamb is forcing this to be capped at three.

A She did say the staffing level for the agents would be

three --

Q And that carries --

A -- but I wouldn't say "caps," because the RSO always has

the opportunity to send added resources -- for instance, in this

circumstance -- from Tripoli down in the event there is increased

coverage needed, a threat.

Q I understand, but I'm talking about permanent at Benghazi.

When I say "permanent," I understand they're TDY but dedicated to

Benghazi. Is it true that she is capping that at three as she seems

to imply?

A Let me think of the time frame of this.

Q It's March.

A March. At this period, it was when we had discovered that

the -- it's around that time frame when the agents were used as drivers,

and we had asked support from post to hire drivers so that the agents

wouldn't be performing that function, so --

Q I think that you had said in your previous testimony that

that "three" limit carries all the way forward --

A Right.
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Q -- to September.

A Yes.

Q Okay. This will hopefully be the last time I ask you a

question about the July 9, 2012, cable --

A Okay.

Q -- from post.

We talked about some of the angst that post seemed to have up to

this point in terms of resources, and we were just referencing this

email from Mr.

Is it, at that point in time, e.g., July 9, 2012, which is the

date of this cable -- is Mr. satisfied at that point in time?

Did you have conversations with him?

A What do you mean?

Q Was he satisfied with the level of three?

A As per the cable, post sends back that the three TDY-ers

are requested.

Q And that's your interpretation then that he's satisfied

that three is the right number?

A Well, the cable came from post, and he assisted with the

drafting, so that's my conclusion.

Q Okay.

A I had also spoken with him, as I had said earlier, about

having one of the ARSOs posted there as RSO to provide continuity and

coverage and -- continuity between the liaison with the members of the

17 Martyrs Brigade and others there. It's so that they'd have
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continuity rather than a TDY-er there.

Q Got it.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I'd like to turn, if I may, to Exhibit 13.

A Okay.

Q I just wanted to note first that the subject line for this

reads: "Mission - Libya." I guess, to continue our discussion of the

CEPA, was the CEPA countrywide? I mean, did it apply to all posts

within country?

Mr. Knauer. When you say "CEPA," can you articulate?

BY MR. KENNY:

Q The CEPA.

A It depends on the portions. The CEPA probably would have

been handled countrywide for Libya with an addendum to it for Benghazi.

Q When you look at this attachment then, Tripoli 504 --

A Sorry.

Q -- which looks to be a --

A Oh, it's on the back.

Q Tripoli 504 appears to be a fairly comprehensive document.

Would you say that this looked to be specific to -- sorry -- more

generally applicable to Libya? You'll note again that the subject line

reads: "Mission-Libya -- updated trip wires."

A I'm sorry. I don't understand the question.

Q I'm trying to understand --

A Do you mean this is all encompassing for all of Libya?
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Q Sure. To which facilities -- to which posts -- would these

updated trip letters apply based on your understanding of this

document?

A Let me just review it for a second, and I'll be able to answer

your question.

This is for both. If you look on page 7, in the second to last

paragraph, it says, "Marked decrease in number of armed militias and

checkpoints in and around Tripoli and Benghazi." So it is citing both

in this reference.

Q Okay. Thank you. I believe, actually, in other portions,

it also mentions Tripoli.

A Yeah. I haven't reviewed the whole thing, but I noticed

that.

Q So I guess then, in returning to the emails -- the cover

emails here -- and in looking at the first forward in the email chain

from Patrick Kennedy, I guess I'm just trying to understand. When he

says, you know, "Do we have an interim or similar who could update the

CEPA given the staffing limitations at post," it's not really clear

here which post he's referring to.

A No. No. No. No. CEPA is more than just trip wires.

That's one little aspect of it. There are other things for evacuation.

As I said, it's an all-encompassing document that handles all different

crises and criteria, so the trip wire area, it appears, has been fleshed

out here. He was talking about bringing in somebody to work with post

to finish the rest of the sections of the CEPA.
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Q Okay. When we say "post," we mean both Tripoli and

Benghazi; is that correct?

A From reading this, it appears they've used them and combined

them into one document --

Q Okay.

A -- because that post was such a small post.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I just have a few follow up.

A Okay.

Q You mentioned the stationing of an ARSO to assist with the

transition or continuity.

A Uh-huh.

Q Would that be included in the three or in addition to the

three?

A In looking at the cable that they sent out, they were saying

three additional TDY-ers with that.

Q So that would be a total of four?

A Uh-huh.

Q Okay.

A He would be taking the ARSO out of his resources by doing

that.

Q Understood.

A couple of quick follow-up questions on the post-attack period.

A Okay.

Q Were you involved in the preparation or the discussion of
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talking points used by Ambassador Susan Rice on the September 16th

Sunday talk shows?

A I don't recall ever being provided talking points for Susan

Rice.

Q What was your reaction to the statements made by Ambassador

Rice on the Sunday talk shows?

A You know, actually, I didn't see the shows, but I had heard

afterwards, and I didn't have an opinion either way on it.

Q Did her assessment of the events make sense based on your

understanding of what had transpired?

A I heard in the press the commentary on what was said by her.

So, without actually specifically hearing what she stated, it didn't

appear to be the conclusion I reached that night of the attack.

Q And the difference being that you concluded that it was an

attack --

A Yes.

Q -- versus a protest?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever discuss her statements with anyone or question

her statements?

A No, I don't remember discussing her statement.

Q Okay. That covers it.

I just want to give you an opportunity as we wrap up. If there

is anything that you feel we haven't covered or you feel that is

important for us to be aware of, you have that opportunity to share
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that with us.

A I don't have anything that I can think of. I think you've

covered a lot, so --

Mr. Ohly. We want to thank you very much for time your time today.

With that, we will be off the record.

[Whereupon, at 4:27 p.m., the interview was adjourned.]
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Mr. Ohly. This is a transcribed interview of Jacob Sullivan

conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform.

This interview was requested by Chairman Darrell Issa as part of the

committee's ongoing investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya.

Could the witness please state their name for the record?

Mr. Sullivan. Jacob Sullivan.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you.

My name is John Ohly. I'm a professional staff member with the

committee's majority staff, and I will like everybody else at the table

to introduce themselves at this time.

Mr. Beattie. Brien Beattie with the majority staff.

Mr. Skladany. Jon Skladany from Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Pinto. Ashok Pinto, also with Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority.

Mr. Knauer. Chris Knauer with minority.

Mr. Visek. Rich Visek, Office of Legal Adviser, U.S. Department

of State.

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang, State Department.

Mr. Ohly. The committee appreciates your appearance at the

interview today. Your position and experience will provide unique

insight that's valuable to the committee.

Before we begin, I would like to go over the ground rules, explain

how the interview will proceed. We will begin with up to an hour of

questioning from the majority staff and then have up to an hour from
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the minority staff. We'll go back and forth in this fashion until all

questions have been asked. We'll limit who speaks per round to the

staff whose turn it is to ask questions.

We would like to take a break whenever it is convenient for you,

whether you need to have a glass of water, use the restroom, consult

with counsel. We want to make this as easy and as smooth as possible.

This interview is unclassified, so if a question calls for

information that you know to be classified, respond only with

unclassified information. If you need to have a classified session

later, that can be arranged.

We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely

consult with counsel, and you do have counsel present today.

Could you please state your name for the record?

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang from the State Department.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you.

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything

you say to make a written record, so we ask that you give verbal

responses to all questions, yes, no, versus nods of the head, and I'll

ask the reporter to please jump in if you do give a nonverbal response.

Do you understand this?

Mr. Sullivan. I do.

Mr. Ohly. Also, we should try not to also talk over each other

so we can get a clear record.

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and

truthful manner possible, so we'll take our time and repeat and clarify
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questions as necessary. If you have any questions or do not understand

the question, please let us know.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not

remember, it's best not to guess. Please give us your best

recollection, and if there are things that you do not know or can't

remember, just say so.

You should also understand that although this interview is not

under oath, that by law you are required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully. Do you understand that?

Mr. Sullivan. I do.

Mr. Ohly. This also applies to questions posed by congressional

staff in an interview. Do you understand this?

Mr. Sullivan. Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Witnesses who knowingly provides false testimony

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false

statements. Do you know this? Do you understand this?

Mr. Sullivan. I do.

Mr. Ohly. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful

answers to today's questions?

Mr. Sullivan. No.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. That is the end of the preamble. The clock now

reads --

Mr. Beattie. 10:04.

Mr. Ohly. -- 10:04, and we will get started with the first round

of questions.
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EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:

Q To start, it would be helpful if you could just walk us

through your educational, professional background?

A Sure. I graduated from college at Yale. I did a master's

degree in international relations at Oxford. I did a J.D. at Yale Law

School, and then spent 2 years clerking. And after I clerked, I moved

home to Minnesota where I spent a stint as an associate at a law firm.

I then came to work in the Senate for Senator Amy Klobuchar for a brief

period of time. And then I joined Secretary Clinton's -- then-Senator

Clinton's -- Presidential campaign as deputy policy director. I

worked on the Obama campaign in the general election and then joined

Secretary Designate Clinton's team to prepare for her confirmation and

transition, and then joined the State Department.

Q And what was your role -- position or title at the State

Department?

A I spent the first 2 years as Deputy Chief of Staff for

Policy, and the final 2 years of the 4-year stint at the State Department

as both Deputy Chief of Staff and Director of Policy Planning.

Q And what is your current title?

A National Security Advisor to the Vice President.

Q And when did you begin that role?

A February of this year.

Q Thank you.

In the year leading up to the attacks in Benghazi, what was your
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title and responsibility at the State Department?

A I was Director of Policy Planning and Deputy Chief of Staff.

Q And can you describe your responsibilities in those roles?

A Sure. They were two different titles, but effectively I

served in one single broad set of responsibilities. As Director of

Policy Planning, I managed a staff, the policy planning staff, of

roughly 30 people. And the policy planning staff at the State

Department provides the Secretary with medium-term and long-term

strategic advice on significant issues facing the Department and facing

the United States. It also works with the various bureaus at the State

Department to supplement the work that they are doing on policy issues.

As Deputy Chief of Staff, my job was to help formulate and

communicate the Secretary's policy priorities and to assist people in

the Department, both in the building and out in the embassies, in teeing

up for the Secretary issues for decision related specifically to policy

areas.

Q Okay. In that capacity, what was your responsibility or

awareness of issues in Libya?

A I was aware of the ongoing developments in Libya and U.S.

policy towards them. I would be happy to answer more specifically if

you have a particular focus in mind.

Q Well, let's begin in, say, September of 2011, and into the

fall of September 2011, what was your awareness or what was your

involvement in discussions about the U.S. posture in Libya, how we were

going to be positioned, where our resources would be, and what the
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objectives were?

A In September of 2011, which was just after the fall of

Qadhafi, I was involved in policy discussions about the various ways

in which we would support the ongoing Libyan transition.

Q And what did -- what were the options being discussed at

the time?

A They related to the amount of funding and types of funding

that we would provide to the transitional Libyan Government; to how

we would work together with partners in the international community;

to how we would engage with United Nations, which had a significant

presence in Libya; to how we would try to assist through technical

assistance and other means the transitional authorities in Libya. And

in October of 2011, I traveled to Libya with the Secretary of State.

Q And did any of those discussions involve the facilities in

Tripoli or Benghazi where U.S. resources would be, where the U.S. would

have a presence?

A In terms of management issues related to facilities and how

we were postured or structured, that wasn't something that was

centrally within my bailiwick, but I was broadly aware of the fact that

we had stood up a mission in Tripoli, and that we also were going to

have a presence in Benghazi.

Q If -- as in, I believe, around this time the embassy in

Tripoli was being reopened; is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q And the resources that had been in Benghazi or a lot of the
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personnel that had been in Benghazi were shifting to Tripoli; is that

also correct?

A That's my recollection.

Q Was there -- as those resources shifted to Tripoli, or as

the focus of the government moved to Tripoli, were you aware of

discussions about keeping the facility in Benghazi open as well?

A I was broadly aware of them. I wasn't a participant in

decisionmaking on how the facility in Benghazi would be structured,

but I was broadly aware that there was talk of maintaining a presence

in Benghazi going forward.

Q Were you aware of the discussions about the benefits of

keeping a presence in Benghazi?

A I guess -- could you -- could you be more specific with the

question?

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Maybe, were you aware of what the policy imperatives for

keeping a U.S. diplomatic presence in Benghazi were at the time?

A I don't know about policy imperatives, but obviously the

policy considerations relating -- relating to the role that Benghazi

played in the revolution and the transition was something I was

certainly familiar with.

Q What was your understanding of the -- maybe it would be

helpful to talk about the -- what the advantages were that the

Department saw in keeping a diplomatic presence in Benghazi at the time?

A Well, as I said, I didn't -- I wasn't participating
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regularly in conversations about keep it open, don't keep it open, but

the basic notion that an ongoing diplomatic presence in Benghazi could

help us reach out to significant political actors in the country

following the revolution was certainly something I was aware of and

familiar with.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q From your perspective -- or what was your understanding of

how a decision like that is made, a decision to, say, keep a presence

in Benghazi when the focus is shifting to Tripoli? From your -- from

where you sat -- or what was your understanding of how that decision

was made to keep an extended presence?

A Well, this was a unique situation, obviously. We had

opened a presence in Benghazi during a conflict that we were

participating in, and we had previously closed our embassy in Tripoli,

so there wasn't, I would say, a manual for how to work out this kind

of thing. It would have been done organically through a process where

the relevant regional policy folks and the management folks worked

together to sort out how this would proceed.

Q But the overall decision on how -- on whether to proceed,

were those folks the ones making that recommendation, or would that

be guided by your shop or others?

A It wouldn't be guided by my shop.

Q Or others?

A Well, I --

Q That you were aware of?
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A I honestly don't know who ultimately took the decision to

keep open or extend the life of the mission in Benghazi. I don't know

exactly how that decision was arrived at.

Q Okay. So you wouldn't have visibility into the

considerations of the costs or benefits of doing -- of keeping a

presence there?

A Well, as I said, I was aware of conversations about this.

I may have even been present for some discussion of this. I don't have

a specific recollection of it, and I wasn't a participant in those

conversations.

Q Do you recall -- if you don't -- you already said you don't

recall a specific instance, but do you recall generally who those

conversations would involve?

A They would have involved NEA and Pat Kennedy, chiefly.

Q Okay. Discussions about how to structure the facility or

whether to keep it open would be between NEA and Pat Kennedy?

A Well, I don't want to speculate on how exactly this was all

taken forward because I wasn't involved in that decisionmaking, so I

can't -- I can't tell you.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q But you were aware of the discussions?

A I was aware of discussions about Benghazi and about a

continuing presence in Benghazi.

Q And who -- who were you aware were having those discussions?

A As I said, I think that Pat Kennedy and NEA were having
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discussions along those lines, but it's not something that I was

directly involved with, and it's not something that I have a strong

recollection of. So I wouldn't want to state specifics on that because

it wasn't something that I dealt with on a daily basis --

Q Sure.

A -- or had kind of direct familiarity with.

Q Is it fair the say that you -- you were aware of the

conversations were taking place, you were aware that NEA and Pat Kennedy

were involved in the conversations, but you were not aware of the

specific content of those conversations; is that a fair description?

A Can you say that again?

Q Sure. You were aware that there were conversations taking

place about whether to keep a U.S. diplomatic presence in Benghazi past

September 2011; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q You were aware that Pat Kennedy --

A Past what date?

Q Past September 2011.

A I guess, I didn't know --

Q That's when the embassy reopened is in September 2011?

A So I couldn't --

Mr. Chuang. I thought it was December 2011 was the date that

was --

Mr. Beattie. September 2011 the embassy reopened.

Mr. Chuang. Right.
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Mr. Visek. In Tripoli.

Mr. Beattie. Right.

Mr. Chuang. But I though the decision point that has been under

discussion was one that was what happens after December 2011.

Mr. Beattie. Well, I mean, we can --

Mr. Ohly. We plan on getting there, and the timeline of our

discussion has kind of led to that point.

Mr. Sullivan. The short answer is I couldn't tell you

September 2011, October 2011, November 2011.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Okay. So that -- I mean, our understanding is the embassy

reopened in September 2011, right?

A Right.

Q So once the embassy reopens, would that be a -- was that

a time when the Department had to make a decision whether to keep

Benghazi open?

A Would that be a time -- just because Tripoli reopens, I don't

know that there's a specific trigger as a result of that.

Q So these conversations you were aware of of keeping Benghazi

open that you were aware were going on, do you remember exactly, roughly

when?

A It was in the fall of 2011.

Q The fall.

A But I just -- I couldn't -- I don't want to state something

that I'm not sure of.
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Q Sure.

A So I can't say for sure it was September of 2011 --

Q Sure.

A -- as opposed to October.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is in advance of December's decision to extend Benghazi

in 2012?

A It was in the fall of 2011.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you know if the Secretary or others on the seventh floor

had thoughts about extending a presence in Benghazi?

A I never spoke with her about it. I don't have any specific

recollection of whether she shared thoughts with other people.

Q Okay. After December 2012 -- I'm sorry, 2011, what was

your visibility or awareness of the conditions in Benghazi or in terms

of the security situation there?

A In 2012?

Q Uh-huh.

A I was aware of a variety of security incidents and an

increasing tempo of militia activity in Benghazi and across eastern

Libya.

Q Were you involved in any discussions in that period after

December 2012 about security or security personnel at the U.S. facility

in Benghazi?
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A About security, no, not that I'm aware of at least, or that

I recall.

Q Were -- when the security incidents in the eastern part of

Libya were showing up, did you have any concerns about the U.S. presence

in Benghazi?

A Not -- not any specific concerns. We have diplomatic posts

and facilities in very dangerous places all over the world, in war

zones, in Afghanistan, in Iraq, in dangerous cities like Sana'a, Yemen

or Lahore, Pakistan, so I had confidence in the capacity and quality

of our Diplomatic Security Service to be able to security a facility

even in a city that wasn't fully safe.

Q So it is to the best of your knowledge the Department had

taken appropriate steps to address the security situation or provided

adequate security given the conditions on the ground?

A I had no reason to question the security steps that were

taken. I wasn't familiar with what they were, but I just had no -- no

reason for questioning them, any more than I would to question security

steps in any of those other high-threat areas.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q We have heard that -- you raised a number of other places

where we operate diplomatic missions in dangerous locations, like

Afghanistan, Iraq, Yemen, you said Pakistan. Do you recall having any

discussions about -- I'll take them one by one -- the difference, let's

say, between a place like Yemen or Pakistan versus Libya, where our

understanding is the host nation government situation was a bit fluid.
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Was that discussed at all?

A I didn't discuss it. That wasn't something that I dealt

with. The management or security at the facility wasn't within my

purview.

Q In the fall of 2011 into 2012, what was your understanding

of the stability of the host nation government in Libya?

A The transitional authority was performing in some ways

better than one might expect, have expected in terms of its ability

to engage the political stakeholders across Libya, but it was clearly

lacking in capacity to fully carry out its mandate.

Q And would that lack of capacity to carry its mandate, would

that extend to the provision of security, for example, to protect

foreign diplomatic missions in Libya and the borders of Libya?

A I guess I didn't get into the specific issue of the

government's capacity to provide security to missions, but more broadly

I could say that the transitional authorities didn't have the capacity

to extend the writ of the state through security to every corner of

Libya.

Q Sure.

A Militias held sway in many places, had significant power,

and the transitional authorities only had so much resources at their

disposal. But I couldn't have told you how that translated into

embassy protection.

Q So were you aware of the discussions of how -- you were aware

that there were discussions taking place about keeping Benghazi open,
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U.S. mission in Benghazi; you were aware that those discussions

involved the discussion of host nation security or -- at all? Was that

something that you were aware of or not?

Mr. Chuang. Are you talking about that fall of 2011 period again

or --

Mr. Beattie. Yeah. Yeah, let's say leading up to the decision

to keep it open in December.

Mr. Chuang. Yeah.

Mr. Sullivan. I don't specifically recall that. We had

maintained a presence in Benghazi during open conflict, and I don't

recall a different set of conversations in the fall of 2011, which isn't

to say they didn't take place. I just don't recall them.

Mr. Beattie. Sure, sure.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q In the year leading up to the attack, were you aware of any

discussions about continuing the presence in Benghazi beyond 2012?

A No. In fact, I wasn't aware in 2012 that there was some

expiration date on the facility in Benghazi.

Q So you didn't know that it had been extended for a limited

period of time?

A In 2012, to the best of my recollection, I didn't know

exactly how long or short it had been extended for, and I wasn't aware

of any conversations about a further period of extension.

Q So between the end of 2011 and -- so the decision to extend

the presence in Benghazi and the time of the attacks, what, if any,
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you know, discussions would you be involved in involving Benghazi?

Were you involved in any sort of discussion about the U.S. presence

there or the objectives of being there in that timeframe, or was it

sort of something that you were generally aware of, we had a presence

there, but it wasn't something that was proactively on your radar?

Mr. Chuang. You are talking about the presence of U.S. personnel

in Benghazi as opposed to Benghazi in general?

Mr. Ohly. Maintaining a U.S. presence in Benghazi.

Mr. Sullivan. On the question of maintaining a U.S. presence in

Benghazi specifically, I was aware of a couple of incidents involving

the mission there that happened in 2012, which were, you know, responded

to by the team on the ground, by folks at the State Department, and

there wasn't ever a real conversation then about doing anything other

than maintaining presence.

I think people were broadly invested in Libya in general, and I

put a fairly significant amount of time, more in 2011 than in 2012,

in the policy issues related to Libya, how to support the transitional

authorities and so forth. But there were certainly conversations

about the value of being in both Tripoli and Benghazi for purposes of

carrying out our national security objectives.

Q Can you elaborate on that? There were discussions about

the value of being in those locations. Is this in 2012, or are you

talking mostly about 2011?

A I couldn't pin down specific dates or timeframes, but the

broad notion that the U.S. being present in both eastern Libya and
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western Libya was something that I think was broadly felt by the

regional experts and by our team in country.

Q And who were the regional experts at the time?

A The NEA Bureau.

Q Do you recall any discussions with folks in NEA about Libya

or the presence there?

A I couldn't tell you a specific conversation about the

presence there. I could tell you a number of conversations about Libya

generally.

Q That would be helpful. I mean, who would you discuss Libya

with in the NEA Bureau?

Mr. Chuang. You are talking about who he actually did discuss

with?

Mr. Ohly. Yeah.

Mr. Sullivan. I discussed it with Beth Jones and Liz Dibble. I

discussed it with Bill Burns and Wendy Sherman. I discussed it with

the relevant Libya folks at the national security staff.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And that's more high-level policy?

A That's the policy issues, that's right.

Q Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Understanding you were focusing on policy issues, you were

Director of Policy Planning, was there ever any discussion, whether

with respect to Libya or in general, at the time at the State Department
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we are talking about, we operate in a particular place or not, about

balancing the perceived policy necessities of being in a particular

place that might be dangerous with the security realties? I mean, was

this something that would rise to, let's say, your level and the front

office at the -- in the seventh floor of the Department?

A Yes. Actually in my capacity as Director of Policy

Planning, we looked at, along with a number of other parts of the

Department, at the question of risk management because that was part

of the QDDR, the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development Review, but that

was at a sort of broad level, global. It wasn't about any particular

post.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This may seem a little repetitive, but I'm just going to

ask you sort of a -- if you ever had any discussions with a series of

individuals.

A Uh-huh.

Q It's just to help us clarify our record.

Did you ever discuss Libya, or policy, or U.S. presence -- I am

going to use the term "Libya" to sort of cover a very broad set of

circumstances -- but did you ever have conversations with ?

A No.

Mr. Chuang. John, could I just ask, it's fine to ask a general

question about Libya, but if you do get an affirmative answer, I think

it would be helpful to break down what it's about.
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Mr. Ohly. If I get an affirmative, we will go get more specific.

I imagine you might have discussed this with a number of his folks,

but I got to ask them to clarify our record.

Mr. Chuang. Sure.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q ?

A No.

Q ?

A No.

Q ?

A Yes.

Q And do you recall specifically what you discussed with Mr.

?

A Yeah. was the office director who covered

Libya, so we would be in consultation or be part of conversations

related to broader Libya policy.

Q Can you provide a little context on what those conversations

would be? Was it a planning meeting where there would be a lot of the

parts of the Department present, or just policy discussions on programs

and projects ongoing in the country?

A As an example, and I -- I can't tell you specifically. You

know, this would be one of a thousand things that both he and I would

be doing in any given day, but as an example, he might comment on a

policy planning paper being written on border security aid to Libya

and Tunisia, and because he covered a few countries there, he might
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comment on it. So it would be that kind of thing.

Q Do you recall any specific conversations about Benghazi?

A No.

Q Did you have any conversations with ?

A No.

Q Did you have any discussions with ?

A No.

Mr. Chuang. This is all about Libya, right?

Mr. Ohly. This is all about Libya.

Mr. Chuang. Clean record on this.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have conversations about Libya with Scott

Bultrowicz?

A No.

Q Did you have any conversations about Libya with Elizabeth

Dibble?

A Yes.

Q And can you provide some context about those conversations?

A Sure. Liz, as the Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary,

was involved in policy-related matters for every country in the Near

East Affairs Bureau, including Libya, and so, similar to ,

when policy issues came up that were things that my staff was working

on policy planning or I was dealing with, I'd be in touch with her on

them.

Q Do you recall any specific conversations with her about

464



23

Benghazi?

A Not -- not about -- well, no, I don't recall any specific

conversations about Benghazi.

Q General conversations about Benghazi?

A I don't recall -- I don't specifically recall any

conversation about Benghazi, but I'm quite certain that in the course

of our dealings over the course of 2 years, Benghazi came up.

Mr. Chuang. I think it may be helpful to clarify one of those

questions: Benghazi policy related to the city versus the security

of the U.S. mission there.

Mr. Ohly. Or U.S. presence.

Mr. Chuang. Right. However you want to characterize it, it

might be helpful to give him more specifics.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall any specifics about discussions of either

security or policy issues, you know, specific policy programs or

continued U.S. presence in Benghazi with Ms. Dibble?

A I don't recall any conversations about the U.S. presence

in Benghazi or the facility there with Liz.

Q Do you recall conversation about policy programs or --

A As I said, I don't recall specific conversations, but I'm

quite certain that over the course of 2 years, we discussed Benghazi

as an important part of -- the city Benghazi and the political

significance it held for the transition in Libya, that we discussed

that over the course of 2 years. I'm quite certain that we did.
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Q Did you have any conversations about Libya with Ambassador

Jones, Assistant Secretary Jones?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall what you discussed with Ambassador Jones?

A It would have been the same as with -- with both Liz and

: policy-related issues connected to the transition, connected

to U.S. support for the transition. And in that context, again, I'm

quite certain that Benghazi played a role in that, though not about

the facility or security or management-related issues.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So, is that based on an inference that your interactions

with Ms. Dibble or Ambassador Jones would have been confined to the

policy realm? In other words, you say you don't remember a specific

conversation, but you're quite certain you had conversations. Is that

so? In other words, is that based on an inference about what you would

be working on and comment; i.e., the policy issues?

A I guess what it's based on is that I had policy conversations

about Libya with these colleagues in the normal course of my duties,

and so it would only be natural that Benghazi would come up in that

context. But I didn't deal with security or facilities, so I didn't

speak to people about that.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall if you had any discussions with Ambassador

Jones about these policy issues prior to or assuming the title of Acting
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Assistant Secretary for NEA?

A No.

Q So June -- prior to June 2012?

A No.

Q Do you recall any conversations about Libya with Jeffrey

Feltman?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall what you discussed with Mr. Feltman?

A Again, it would be the same as with all of the other folks

you've named in NEA.

Q Do you recall any conversations with Raymond Maxwell?

A No.

Q Do you recall any conversations with Eric Boswell?

Mr. Chuang. About Libya?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q About Libya?

A Not about Libya, no.

Q Do you recall any discussions with Patrick Kennedy about

Libya?

A No. As I said, I was aware that he was involved in

discussions about Libya and our presence in Libya, but I don't recall

any conversation I had with him about it.

Q Were you -- whether you had the conversation with him or

not, were you present for any discussion where he was involved in the

conversation about Libya?
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A I can't -- I cannot recall a time that I was, no.

Q If you --

A But it's possible that I was. It's possible.

Q If he was interacting with NEA -- I think you described

earlier you were generally aware that he was discussing with NEA the

continued U.S. presence in December of 2011 -- what would be the nature

of that interaction? Who would he interact with, or what's his role

of interacting with NEA?

Mr. Chuang. Are you asking him if he knows that, or you're asking

him to infer?

Mr. Ohly. I'm trying to understand the relationship between

Patrick Kennedy and NEA. NEA reports up through different --

Mr. Chuang. To the extent that he knows.

Mr. Ohly. To the extent that he knows.

Mr. Sullivan. I couldn't tell you in this specific case. I'd

be truly speculating.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay.

A I can tell you, as a general matter, the management element

of the State Department works with the regional bureaus on everything

related to management within their region, and so Pat would deal with

all the regional bureaus on questions related to facilities, personnel,

other things along the -- money, other things along those lines.

Q Okay. Do you recall any conversations about Libya with

Wendy Sherman?
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A Yes.

Q Do you recall the specifics of those conversations?

A It would have been the same as with the others, except it

probably -- just a higher level of generality. Wendy was responsible

for the whole world, but she certainly took an active interest in the

transition in Libya.

Q Do you recall any specific conversations about Benghazi?

Mr. Chuang. With what aspect of Benghazi?

Mr. Ohly. Either the policy imperative --

Mr. Chuang. Can you ask him one at a time so --

BY MR. OHLY:

Q About the policy objectives for being in Benghazi?

A You know, the same things holds for Wendy as with the others.

I couldn't pinpoint to a specific conversation, but it would only be

natural that Benghazi would be part of a broader conversation about

Libya in the transition from a policy perspective.

Q Did you -- do you recall any conversation about Libya with

Deputy Secretary Burns?

A Yes, same thing holds as with Wendy.

Q Okay. Do you recall any conversations about Libya with

Thomas Nides?

A I don't.

Q Do you recall any conversations about Libya with Philippe

Reines?

A At any time?

469



28

Q At any time?

A Yeah.

Q Do you remember the context or nature of those

conversations?

A Well, I mean, for example, I've talked with Philippe a

number of times about the public controversy surrounding the aftermath

of Benghazi.

Q Prior to Benghazi, did you have any discussions with him?

Mr. Chuang. Prior to the attack on Benghazi?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Prior to the attacks on Benghazi?

A Philippe was on a trip that we took to Libya in October of

2012. I don't remember any conversation --

Mr. Chuang. 2011.

Mr. Sullivan. 2011. I'm sorry. I don't remember any

conversation about Benghazi there. I can't rule it out, but no, I don't

remember any conversation.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any interaction with him on a daily basis?

A Yeah.

Q In the course of your work, but Libya was not something that

really came up --

A No.

Q -- in the year leading up to the attacks --

A Not --
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Q -- of November --

A Not significantly.

Q Did you have any discussions about Libya with Cheryl Mills?

A Well, let me go back to Philippe for a minute. During

the -- I mean, it wasn't just the trip. In 2011, we traveled, the

Secretary traveled, and both Philippe and I traveled as well,

throughout the world, really, working on the coalition that came

together to overthrow Qadhafi and ensure a democratic transition and

protect civilians.

So in 2011, I had a substantial number of conversations with

Philippe about Libya broadly, and -- about Libya broadly. That would

have carried on in a much more infrequent way in 2012 to sort of checking

in on the state of the transition and how things were going, but

nothing -- that would have been pretty infrequent.

Q Back to my previous question. Did you have any discussions

about Libya with Cheryl Mills?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall the nature or content of those discussions?

A In 2011, I would have routinely checked in with her, you

know, about the diplomatic state of play, the state of play of the

military campaign, the beginnings of the transition; you know, maybe

every now and again check in with her on some of the policy questions

that we were facing as the transition proceeded over the course off

the fall of 2011 and into 2012.

Q And throughout 2012, did you have any discussions with her?
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A It would have been the same.

Mr. Chuang. About Libya?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q About Libya.

A There wouldn't have been -- that same kind of rough pattern

of engagement would have continued throughout 2012.

Q Did you have any discussions with Ms. Mills about Benghazi?

Mr. Chuang. What aspect of Benghazi?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any discussions with Ms. Mills about the policy

objectives in Benghazi?

A I don't know that I -- I don't know that I did.

Q Did you have any discussions with Ms. Mills about the U.S.

presence in Benghazi?

A Not that I recall.

Q Did you have any conversations with Ms. Mills about the

security situation in Benghazi?

Mr. Chuang. For the post?

Mr. Ohly. The eastern part of Libya in general.

Mr. Chuang. For the post or for the country generally?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q The security situation in the eastern portion of the Libya,

specifically Benghazi?

A I'm not sure that I did. I don't recall having a

conversation with her about that.
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Q And did you -- I know in 2011, you were traveling with the

Secretary a fair amount. Let's focus on September 2011 to

September 2012. Did you have any discussions with Secretary Clinton

about Libya?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall specifically the nature or the focus of those

conversations?

A I would have provided her with regular, I would say is the

right word, updates on how the political process was unfolding in Libya,

and what the United States was investing its resources in to assist

that, and how we were working with other countries in the region.

Q Did you have any specific conversations about U.S. policy

objectives in Benghazi with Secretary Clinton?

A U.S. policy objectives in Benghazi?

Q Yes.

A The role of Benghazi in the transition would have been a

part of those conversations, but I don't -- I never thought of it quite

as U.S. policy objectives in Benghazi. I mean, I sort of thought of

it as U.S. policy objectives in Libya, and obviously Benghazi, as a

significant city, would have played a role in that.

Q Did you ever have any discussions with the Secretary about

the U.S. presence in Benghazi?

A Not that I recall.

Q And did you have any discussions with Secretary Clinton

about the security situation in eastern Libya?
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A I don't recall a conversation with her. She received at

least one memo to that effect, but I don't recall ever speaking with

her about it. But it's certainly possible that it came up. It's

certainly possible that it came up in the context of meetings that

someone reported there was a security incident in Benghazi, or there

was a series of security incidents in Benghazi. I couldn't -- I

couldn't tell you, though. I just -- I don't recall a specific

instance.

Q Did you ever have any discussions about Libya with

Ambassador Stevens?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall specifically what you discussed and when?

A I met with him before he went out --

Q Uh-huh.

A -- as Ambassador, and we had a broad conversation about the

state of play in Libya and where things were headed. And I couldn't

tell you specifically, but I'm sure I communicated with him while he

was out there from time to time just to kind of check in and hear how

things were going and, you know, ask him for his analysis of events

that were unfolding on the ground.

Q What type of events? Just the conditions in the country

or specific events?

A Could have been anything from specific events to broad trend

lines.

Q Do you recall any specific conversations with Ambassador
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Stevens about Benghazi? And this is September 2011 to September --

Mr. Chuang. What do you mean by "Benghazi"? I mean, I think it's

really -- it would be helpful to lay out -- are you talking about the

presence of U.S. personnel there, the security of the mission, the

political figures who were there, and not all together but one at a

time, because it's very confusing when you say "about Benghazi."

BY MR. OHLY:

Q We'll do it as we've done before.

The U.S. policy objective in Benghazi, did you have any

discussions with Ambassador Stevens about U.S. policy objectives in

Benghazi?

A You know, as I said before, U.S. policy objectives in

Benghazi isn't quite how I sort of frame it in my head, but --

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q How would you frame it?

A Well, as I said, I would frame it as U.S. policy objectives

in Libya, of which Benghazi is a part.

Q Tell us about that, please.

A I can't -- I can't recall the specific conversations I had

with Chris. I just -- I can't. I'm sure that Benghazi came up in those

conversations.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall discussing the U.S. presence in Benghazi with

Ambassador Stevens?

A I don't specifically recall that, no.
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Q And do you recall discussing the security situation in

Benghazi with Ambassador Stevens? And "security situation," I mean

the general conditions, security environment.

A Yeah. I'm sure that I did. I couldn't tell you a specific

time that I did, though.

Q Did you have a conversation with Ambassador Stevens during

his tenure as the Ambassador, so after May of 2012, so when he was in

Libya, not just prior to that when he was a special envoy?

Mr. Chuang. About what?

Mr. Sullivan. I'm sorry, I thought when I was answering the

previous questions, I thought we were talking about the whole period.

I didn't realize you were limiting it to --

BY MR. OHLY:

Q That's why I was just clarifying it now.

A Yeah. Oh, yes. While -- yeah, those conversations would

have continued while he was Ambassador.

Mr. Ohly. Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So you don't remember anything specific about the entire

period, about the conversation with the Ambassador?

A The only conversation I remember well is the conversation

I had with him in my office before he went to Benghazi -- to -- excuse

me, to Tripoli as Ambassador.

Q Okay.

A And we talked about his analysis of Libya's prospects of
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where it was headed.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall what his perspective was at the time?

A He was optimistic.

Q Did you share his optimism?

A I didn't know nearly as much about Libya as Chris did, so

I was buoyed by his optimism. I felt that somebody who had been a real

expert on the country feeling that way, certainly it was a positive

thing to hear.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q In that specific discussion, do you recall did he discuss

why it might be important to keep a U.S. diplomatic presence in

Benghazi?

A Not that I recall.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q In that discussion, did you discuss the security

environment in Libya in general?

A We did.

Q Did you discuss the security environment in Benghazi?

A I don't know that -- I don't recall specifically discussing

Benghazi. I think we had a broader discussion about the security

challenges. I mean, security was the foundation upon which a long-term

successful transition would be built, and so he was focused on the

overall security situation in the country as was the relevant Libya
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policy apparatus back in Washington.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Just to be clear, this conversation, you said, was before

he went out as Ambassador to Tripoli?

A Right.

Q So when would that have specifically been, just for the

record?

A Today, I couldn't tell you.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q At that point what was the discussion of the security

environment? What was your -- his assessment of the security

conditions in the country?

A He felt there were challenges, but he also believed that

there was the real potential to bring the security situation to a better

place.

Q And during his tenure as the Ambassador, so after this

conversation, did you check in with him from time to time about how

things were going in Libya?

A I did.

Q Would that be direct phone calls or emails?

A I couldn't tell you. It could have been both. It would

have been pretty infrequent. I wouldn't have reached out very often,

but, you know, maybe once or twice.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Can I just do one follow-up actually, just jumping back to
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what we discussed, your conversation, any conversations you may have

with Pat Kennedy. You mentioned that Pat Kennedy had a number of

interactions, to your knowledge, with the regional bureaus, and you

listed those -- what a few of those things, I think, were. To your

knowledge, would those discussions with regional bureaus encompass

security matters?

A I'm not sure if that would have been -- I don't know.

Q Was that generally part of Pat Kennedy's role that as Under

Secretary for NEA to discuss security measures -- security matters with

regional bureaus?

A It would have fallen under his purview. I don't know if

that would have been him doing it or DS, though.

Q Sure. Okay. This is a very general question: Who in the

Department is ultimately responsible for keeping U.S. diplomats safe

overseas?

A Well, I mean, Secretary Clinton has said repeatedly that

it's the Secretary.

Q Oh, yeah, I wasn't talking about her. Just in general.

A The Secretary of State is ultimately responsible for the

safety and security of every person under his or her charge.

Q And, yeah, we're just trying to understand sort of the

organizational structure of the Department, how things play out in a

day-to-day basis, irrespective of personalties.

The -- obviously the Secretary of State delegates various

functions to different officials in the Department under him or her.
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Who's the highest -- to your knowledge, who's the highest-level

official of the Department who's delegated responsibility for keeping

diplomats safe overseas?

A The reason I have a hard time answering that question is

I don't -- I don't -- I don't know that there's a specific job

description to that effect. I mean, Diplomatic Security is charged

with running the professional security apparatus that protects our

missions. They report to Pat Kennedy. The Secretary, the Deputy

Secretaries, both, obviously, play a role in it as well. So I don't

know what it means, who is ultimately responsible, other than the person

in charge of the entire organization. But in terms of the actual

function of carrying out security responsibilities related to our

missions, that was basically lodged in the Diplomatic Security Bureau.

Q Okay. Which is under the Under Secretary for Management?

A That's right.

Q Okay. And you mentioned earlier -- we talked about the

conversations you may have had or been aware of about the balance

between security and policy requirements?

A Yeah.

Q Was the Under Secretary for Management involved in those

discussions?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A Yeah, the QDDR, the Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development

Review, one of the elements is, the public document, is risk management
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and how to play that out, how to think about the policy implications

of that at a global level. That was something that the Under Secretary

for Management, policy planning, the regional bureaus all of the major

stakeholders in the building would have been involved in that

conversation, but, again, it was at a level of generality.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I want to shift now to the night of the attacks.

A Uh-huh.

Q And if you could just walk us through sort of when you

learned about the attacks, what your role was that evening, and walk

us through that night to the best of your recollection.

BY MR. PINTO:

Q Before we delve into that, I was hoping to ask just a quick

follow-up. You had mentioned -- John asked you some -- a few questions

about your conversations with the Secretary, and I'm speaking

specifically about Libya and in particular about Benghazi.

I'm wondering if in those conversations the Secretary shared any

impressions with you of her kind of view of -- and, I mean, either the

policy goals -- I'm speaking specifically about either the policy goals

or the security situation, or really any impressions about -- about

the U.S. mission in Libya.

A Yes. I mean, we -- in 2011, it was largely a conversation

about how to get to a post-Qadhafi period and what the prospects for

that were, and she would routinely share her impressions of how the
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campaign was going and what was likely to come as a result of it.

As the transition unfolded, she went to Tripoli in October of 2012

and obviously came away with impressions about both what the

opportunities were and what the challenges were, and she reflected on

those with her team. And then beyond that, from time to time she would

share her views on the basic state of play with Libya's attempt to get

on a stable, democratic, economically sustainable path.

Q And did any of those impressions involve Benghazi

specifically?

A I would --

Q That you recall.

A What I recall is that she was worried about a split between

western Libya and eastern Libya. Benghazi obviously was the center

of eastern Libya, so she wanted to make sure that we were working with

the international community and with the Libyan Transitional Authority

to take the necessary measures to ensure that didn't happen. In that

sense Benghazi was an issue, because Benghazi was where some of the

separatist thinking was coming out of.

Beyond that, I don't recall specific impressions of Benghazi. I

think her focus, the focus of the people working on the policy issues

was to look at particular parts of Libya within the context of the

overall whole.

Q And to the best of your recollection, do you recall any

instructions or perhaps requests for follow-up information

specifically about Benghazi from the Secretary?
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A Can you tell me what you have in mind? I'm not sure I

understand the question.

Q I mean, if she asked any specific questions or, you know,

wanted any particular details about -- about Benghazi in particular.

A I guess the only thing that comes to mind -- and I have to

tell you, it's very difficult to recall specific conversations from

a year, year and a half, 2 years ago, given everything that goes on

in a given day -- but the only thing that immediately comes to mind

is following the incidents at the compound in Benghazi in 2012, I recall

her sort of asking basic questions about whether or not what had

happened as a result of that could easily be remedied.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Just to follow up on that, along the same line, Ashok was

asking about impressions the Secretary and you had, discussions you

may have had with her about Libya. Any discussions or impressions that

you recall about links with Islamic extremists, violent extremist

activity specifically related to eastern Libya, any discussions about

that?

A I don't recall specific discussions, but the general topic

of militias and their nature, their character, Salafi militias,

militias that espoused some kind of violent extremist tendencies, that

was certainly there. It was certainly present in the conversations.

But I don't -- I don't recall any -- I couldn't pinpoint any specific

conversation on that.

Q Do you recall any impressions that perhaps eastern
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Libya -- looking at the country as a whole, eastern Libya might be

particularly prone to having that kind of violent extremist activity.

Mr. Chuang. Whose impressions?

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q We'll start with yours.

A I recall thinking at the time -- and by -- what I mean by

"at the time," I mean basically from when we got engaged in Libya through

2012 -- that eastern Libya was a place from which a lot of the Jihadist

fighters in Iraq had come from, Darna, Benghazi, other cities in eastern

Libya. And so I was certainly aware of that challenge, and part of

the overall policy effort that we were undertaking was how to empower

the moderates in Libya and marginalize the extremists.

Q And the Secretary, any recollections or impressions or

discussions she had along those same lines?

A She was very focused on a fundamental policy framework that

would do what I just said, which is empower moderates, marginalize

extremists, and she was aware that eastern Libya certainly had

extremists connected to militias that had a history there.

Q And then so in that context, do you recall any discussions,

impression -- given eastern Libya's particular tendencies toward

violent extremism, do you recall any discussions about how that might

impact the security or safety of U.S. diplomats in eastern Libya?

A I don't. I don't recall that, no.

Mr. Beattie. Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q Just one more follow-up. You mentioned the discussion of

the Secretary had thoughts or concerns about the countries splitting,

east and west. Obviously Benghazi is the center of the east. Do you

recall any discussions about whether that factored into discussions

about maintaining a U.S. presence in Benghazi?

A Like I said, I just -- I don't recall the specific

conversations about maintaining a presence in Benghazi, so I couldn't

say.

Q Going back to the previous question, it would be helpful

if you could walk us through the night of the attacks, the afternoon,

what you learned when, and your recollection, to the best of your

knowledge.

A So, September 11th began with news of a breach of our

compound in Cairo, so I was following that and what was transpiring

as a result of that. And then I was told sometime in the afternoon

that there was a breach of our compound in Benghazi, and at that point

I obviously sought more information and tracked the issue closely over

the course of the rest of the night.

Q Who were you getting information from at that point in time?

Who were you interacting with that evening?

A I don't recall who was providing it. Pat Kennedy was

certainly involved in providing information.
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Mr. Sullivan. There were people from DS, Diplomatic Security,

who were providing some reports and the operation center was providing

some reports and staff level people in NEA and elsewhere were providing

information. It was all sort of flowing.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Were you in your office by yourself or were you with the

leadership on the seventh floor? What was the sort of structure that

night?

A Sometimes, I was in my office by myself following email,

following the report, sometimes I was with the Secretary and people

who were giving her reports. Sometimes I was with other folks in the

building trying to get a handle on what was going on and then for a

portion of it I was in a secure video teleconference.

Q Did you have any role or responsibility that evening?

A I didn't have a specific role or responsibility other than,

obviously, an attack on one of our diplomatic impounds is going to make

all, everything else go on pause. So I wanted to understand what was

happening, but I didn't have any operational role.

Q And as events unfolded, what was your, what was your

understanding of events or what had happened as things unfolded that

night?

A It was extremely unclear. What we knew is that some people
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had come over the wall and lit fire to a part of the compound. It wasn't

clear where the Ambassador was. And so there was a real fog of war

dimension to it as we were trying to understand what had happened.

Q At the time, did you see, did you understand there to be

any sort of connection between what was happening in Benghazi and what

happened in Cairo, or was it just proximity of events that may have

created that impression?

A I'm not sure I understand the question.

Q Let me rephrase. At the time, did you see any connection

between what happened in Cairo and what happened in Benghazi?

A The thought certainly crossed my mind. Two things happened

in close proximity, and there were characteristics that were similar.

Q What were those characteristics?

A That you had a group of people coming over the wall of our

diplomatic facilities on the same day, you know, a country apart.

Q Were you aware of any advance knowledge that something may

happen in Cairo that day?

A No.

Q So that was a complete surprise to you?

A It was a surprise.

Q And the same for Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q And I'm trying to understand a little bit what the

department's sort of response structure looked like that night. I know

you had information coming through the DS command center. I understand
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that Ambassador Jones was on the phone with folks in Libya. But from

your perspective, and what your knowledge, what was everybody's

responsibility that evening or who was guiding what? Sort of what did

the decision tree look like?

Mr. Chuang. When you say everybody, who are you referring to?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q What were folks on the seventh floor, what was Secretary

Clinton, what was Cheryl Mills, what was Wendy Sherman what was the

discussion?

A Well, I'm not sure exactly how to answer the question, but

I will take a shot at it, and then you can ask specific follow-up

questions. Secretary Clinton was receiving reports of what was

happening, and she made a series of phone calls as a result of that

and gave direction to Pat Kennedy, to diplomatic security, to Beth Jones

to do everything possible both with respect to our own resources and

with respect to Libyan resources to try to respond to this.

Q And were the reports that were coming up to the Secretary,

was that the same thing that you were getting from D S command center?

Were there different reports that were going to her with all the same

information?

A By reports, I don't mean some formal document coming into

her but all the information flowing into the building through a

combination of diplomatic security, NEA, and the operations center was

presented to her on a regular basis over the course of the night.

Q Do you recall if there was any interaction or discussion
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with the military, that the Secretary would be interacting with the

military on the response?

A Well, sorry. Is everything okay?

Q You can answer the question and then my hour is up.

A There was a secure video teleconference, which the

Secretary participated in, and it was a classified discussion so I can't

go into the details here, but I can say that there were representatives,

senior representatives of the military on that video conference.

Mr. Beattie. When was that roughly or if you remember.

Mr. Sullivan. The evening of September 11th.

Mr. Ohly. All right our hour is up and we will go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. We will go back on the record. The time is 11:16.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Mr. Sullivan, I would like to take this opportunity to again

thank you for appearing today. We know that you are a busy man, but

these are also exceptionally busy times, so we do appreciate your

willingness to come before the committee and answer our questions as

part of our investigation. Just take a quick moment to reintroduce

myself. My name is Peter Kenny. I'm counsel with the minority staff,

and I'm joined here today by Chris Knauer, who is a senior investigator

with the minority.

I guess I will forgo the standard disclaimer about retreading old

ground and apologize if I am redundant at times. I think we will start
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with maybe just real briefly picking up where we left off in the last

hour, and there was a discussion about a SVTS that you participated

in at which Secretary Clinton was also present as well as other military

commanders.

And you had mentioned in characterizing her response on the night

of the attacks that she, I guess, I will ask it this way, was your sense

or was your impression that the Secretary was engaged on this matter

when she first learned of the events in Benghazi?

A Yes. She was deeply engaged. She not only was receiving

regular reports and updates, but she was proactively reaching out. She

spoke with Director Petraeus. She spoke with the national security

adviser on more than one occasion. She participated in the SVTS, and

she made other phone calls that night, and from the time she first

learned of it, this was the only thing that she was focused on.

Q And you had mentioned at the end of the last hour, again,

that she had indicated to others that they do everything they could

including those in the diplomatic security bureau that they do

everything that they could as part of the response on the night of the

attacks?

A I'm sorry.

Q Could you just elaborate on that? And could you maybe help

us explain, did that statement, did your observation of her and her

performance that night, did that carry through throughout the response

of the attack?

A Yes, it did. She provided very clear guidance that whether
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it was the diplomatic security service, or it was our diplomats in

Washington and out in Tripoli that no effort be spared to respond to

this as effectively as possible. She communicated that same message

to all of the interagency colleagues with whom she spoke that night.

Q Okay. And when we talk about her level of engagement that

night, did you witness that others, other stakeholders were also

engaged in this process.

A Yes. This was an all hands on deck situation.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q You had mentioned that you had at least a few conversations

with the Ambassador, Ambassador Stevens with respect to Libya policy

correct?

A Yes.

Q And was Ambassador Stevens generally regarded as an expert

on Libya matters?

A Certainly.

Q And did he have any views on being in eastern Libya and why

that was important?

A He, I don't recall specific conversations about the

presence in eastern Libya with Chris. I know from the time that he

had originally been, that is in the period from September of 2011

forward, but I know that from the time that he had been there over the

summer, he felt very passionately about Benghazi and eastern Libya as

the birthplace of the revolution and as a place of enormous strategic

and political significance for Libya's future.
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Q Do you know if he ever advocated staying in eastern Libya?

A I wasn't directly aware of what he was advocating to the

department, at least I don't recall it. It is possible, certainly

possible that he did, and it is possible that I saw some communication

to that effect. I don't remember it, though.

Q And generally speaking, how was Ambassador Stevens' views

as a Libyan expert viewed by the State Department? Was he, generally

speaking, one of the smartest people to provide advice?

A His perspective on Libya and issues related to Libya both

before and after he became Ambassador were accorded a great deal of

deference.

Q And so would it be fair to say that he was almost an adviser

in addition to being an Ambassador?

A Well, every Ambassador is in one way or another an adviser

in that they provide their advice to policymakers in Washington about

how to proceed on the whole range of issues under their purview. But

I would say Chris was in a special category. He was somebody who was

given more than your normal level of deference as an ambassador.

Q So his views carried great weight?

A Yes.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I think we would like to shift topics if we may and discuss

talking points that were developed in the wake of the events in

Benghazi, and I guess we will just start with the question, what is

your understanding of the origination of the so-called talking points
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that were prepared for HPSCI? Do you -- did you know anything about

this at the time, for what purpose they were being developed?

A The first time I became aware that there were talking points

was when Victoria Nuland added me to an email where she laid out her

concerns about what had been presented to her.

Q So were you involved, then, in the initial drafting --

A No.

Q Of those talking points? Do you know what agency or what

office was?

A I believe it was the CIA. It was certainly someone in the

intelligence community, but I didn't have visibility into that process.

Q And to your knowledge, when was the State Department first

brought into the process, the development of that particular set of

talking points?

A I actually don't know. All I know is that I was brought

into the process when Tory added me to an email that she was responding

to with her concerns about the talking points. I don't know anything

about what happened before that.

Mr. Kenny. I will go ahead and introduce this will be Exhibit 1.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 1

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is from a set of unclassified now declassified emails

released by the White House relating to the development of the talking

points and describe the email thread here, it is dated Friday, September
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14, 2012, at 8:58 p.m. The top email is from Tommy Vietor to you and

others, which appears to include some public affairs officers, and the

title of the email is "Forward Revised HPSCI Talking Points for Review?"

I can just give you a moment. Are you familiar with this email?

A Yes.

Q Do you need a moment to review it?

A No.

Q So I guess we will direct your attention first to the second

page, the top of which is an email, and this is from Victoria Nuland

to you and others, same title, and I will just quote from this email:

"I just had a convo with" -- and then the name is redacted out, but

the letters CIA OPA are written in -- "and I now understand that these

are being prepared to give to Members of Congress to use with the media.

On that basis, I have serious concerns about all the parts highlighted

below, and arming Members of Congress to start making assertions to

the media that we ourselves are not making because we don't want to

prejudice the investigation. In the same vein, why do we want Hill

to be fingering Ansar al-Sharia when we aren't doing that ourselves

until we have investigation results, and the penultimate point could

be abused by Members to beat the State Department for not paying

attention to agency warnings, so why do we want to feed that either?

Concerned."

So I believe this is the email that you referred to earlier that

Ambassador Nuland had added you to.

Can you maybe just help walk us through this particular email?
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It appears to express multiple concerns. And my question, is based

on this email, what did you understand Ambassador Nuland's concerns

to be?

A I understood her concerns to be as she expressed them here,

that she didn't want to arm Members of Congress to start making

assertions to the media that the administration was not making, that

she was concerned about identifying Ansar al-Sharia when the

administration was waiting for investigation results, and that she was

concerned that the language related to agency warnings could be

misinterpreted or misused.

Q Okay. I guess we will start with why we see at the bottom

portion here, it says, in quotes, "plus Jake Sullivan," end quote. And

I guess what was your understanding of why Ambassador Nuland added you

to this email and brought you into this discussion?

A Tory and I collaborated on issues where there was an

intersection between policy and press. We worked very closely

together over the course of her time as spokesperson.

Q And in this particular instance, when you received this

email, what, at that time, did you view your role to be?

A I viewed my role as a procedural role chiefly, which was

to ensure that there was an appropriate process to consider these

points, to take account of Toria's concerns and to resolve it in a way

that was both consistent with the facts and that everybody was

comfortable about.

Q Okay. And you mentioned, I believe -- let me ask, were you
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aware of her concerns before this email?

A No.

Q Before you received this email? Okay. So did you request

or instruct that Ambassador Nuland raise these concerns as part of this

email at 7:37 p.m.?

A No I had no idea this was happening.

Mr. Chuang. 7:39.

Mr. Kenny. 7:39, I apologize. Thank you.

Mr. Sullivan. As you can see, she adds me to this email. That

is the first I became aware that this entire exercise was taking place.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Sure. You can flip back to the front page and scroll

towards the bottom there. I think it is the fourth email down there

is an email from you. The timestamp is 8:40 p.m., and here you respond

to a smaller list of recipients. And I would like to just quote from

that portion. You write, quote, "skinnying list. I do not understand

the nature of this exercise. And some of the statements below are new

by me. Can we have a conversation before this goes out," end quote.

What were your concerns about the talking points that had been

included in this email at the time you wrote this email?

A Well, chiefly, I was confused by what, as I said in the

email, the nature of the exercise was. I didn't understand what was

happening. It was strange to me that we were preparing talking points

as an administration to hand to Members of Congress to use. That was

not something that I had seen before. So I first wanted to understand
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what the purpose of that was, why we were doing that. And then the

language and the way that it was written was also, there were places

I had not seen before.

So what I wanted to be able to do was speak to the people

responsible for coordinating the interagency process around public

affairs issues and find out what the appropriate way to proceed was.

Q Okay. And again, in this statement, you had requested that

a conversation be held. So I would like to ask, you know, did you have

that conversation?

A I did.

Q And do you recall when and with whom?

A Yes. I spoke with Tommy Vietor, who is the National

Security Council spokesman, a little bit later that evening.

I left the State Department shortly after I sent this email at

8:40 p.m. so I spoke with him by cell phone.

Q Left, as in physically exited the building and were no

longer at your desk?

A Correct.

Q And I apologize, it is a lengthy email, but if I could direct

your attention to the third page in, toward the bottom, there is an

email from Tommy Vietor. And the timestamp here is 6:21 p.m.

This email contains a version of the talking points that includes

an edit that Mr. Vietor had made. It is then forwarded to

yourself -- to you and Victoria Nuland.

Mr. Chuang. I don't think it is, is it?
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Mr. Kenny. Yes.

Mr. Chuang. Are you talking about page 43?

Mr. Kenny. Yes. I'm sorry if you look at the top it is being

forwarded to Victoria Nuland and --

Mr. Chuang. Maybe I'm looking at the wrong page.

Mr. Kenny. We can go off the record.

[Off the record discussion.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Back on the record. So, again, to clarify, I'm directing

you to a set of talking points, it is albeit buried deep within this

email chain, that you ultimately received several iterations of the

email later, and I just would like to ask your response to some of the

content that is included in this version of the talking points. And

I guess focusing on this first bullet here, does the phrase, quote,

"protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo," end quote, appear in this

version of the talking points?

A Yes.

Q And did you or anyone at the State Department to your

knowledge insert this phrase or request that this phrase be used in

the taking points?

A No.

Q And the does the phrase "demonstrations in Benghazi were

spontaneously inspired," end quote, appear in this version of the

talking points again, just focusing on this first bullet?

A Yes.
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Q And, again, did you or anyone at the State Department, to

your knowledge, insert the phrase "demonstrations in Benghazi were

spontaneously inspired" or request that this phrase be used in the

talking points?

A No.

Q Does the phrase violent demonstrations appear in this

version of the talking points, focusing now on the second bullet?

A Yes.

Q Did you or anyone at the State Department, to your

knowledge, insert this phrase or request that this phrase be used in

the talking points?

A No.

Q Returning now back further up in the chain to this 7:40 to

8:40 p.m., on Friday evening, that time period, at that time, did you

have any concerns over the use of those specific phrases in the talking

points?

A Not that I recall.

Q Okay. And maybe you can help us understand, at that time,

why would those specific phrases maybe not have been a concern for you?

A That was what the intelligence community had told us was

their assessment of what had happened in Benghazi on that night. It

was consistent with the information they were conveying to us.

Mr. Kenny. Moving on, we will introduce the next exhibit,

Exhibit 2.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 2
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was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q And this is an email thread. It is dated Friday,

September 14, 2012, at 9:24 p.m. It is from Victoria Nuland to you,

and the title of the email is "Forward Revised HPSCI Talking Points,"

end quotes, and I will give you just a moment to review.

So, in this email, Ms. Nuland, Ambassador Nuland forwarded to you

an email below, which has a timestamp of 9:23 p.m., in which she appears

to respond to a revised set of the talking points, and she includes

this following statement, quote, "These don't resolve all my issues

or those of my building leadership. They are consulting with NSS,"

end quote.

I guess my first question is, did you instruct or request that

Ambassador Nuland write this email, this 9:23 p.m. email?

A No.

Q And you may now be familiar with Ambassador Nuland's

testimony on what she meant when she referred to the, quote, "building

leadership," and why she made that statement, but going back to this

point in time, what did you understand that she meant here?

A I sent an email at 9:24, 9:25, right at the same time

explaining that I had spoken with Tommy and that we would work it through

in the morning and get our comments back. My email crossed with hers

so I received hers subsequent to sending that. So, as soon as I saw

her email, I simply responded to it, "we can make edits," and I didn't

even read, I did not notice on the night in question that she had even
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used this phrase "building leadership." That came as a surprise to

me when all these emails came out publicly later.

Mr. Kenny. All right. And I guess it would probably be helpful

for me to introduce now Exhibit 3.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 3

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q And this is an email thread, the top of which is dated

Friday, September 14, 2012, at 9:25 p.m. It is from you to Victoria

Nuland and others in the interagency. The subject of the email is,

quote, "RE: Revised HPSCI talking points for review," close quote.

And I will give you just a moment to review.

And in this email, you stated, quote, "I spoke with Tommy, will

work through this in the morning and get comments back," close quote.

Just, first, who again is Tommy here?

A Tommy is the National Security Council spokesman?

Q So when you refer to Tommy you are referring to Tommy Vietor?

A Correct.

Q And, again, this is the email that you had mentioned, or

is this the email that you just mentioned you had sent to Ambassador

Nuland about the same time that she had forwarded you the previous

exhibit you reviewed?

A That's right.

Q In this email, you again mention a conversation that you

had with Tommy. Maybe you could just help walk us through again what
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was discussed in that conversation?

A I called Tommy, and I said, What is happening with these

talking points? What are they? What is the point of this exercise?

He explained to me that Members of the House Intelligence

Committee have requested talking points from the intelligence

community to be able to use publicly and that what was reflected in

the email was the draft of those talking points.

I asked him what the point of that was. He explained to me that

sometimes the intelligence community did this. And I said, Well, Toria

has raised some concerns, so if we want to address them in an

appropriate, way how do we do that? And he said, You can provide

comments back to the broad email chain and those will be taken into

account. And that was the extent of the conversation.

And I told him that I would send an email to the group saying we

would deal with it the next day.

Q Okay, so, sorry, just to be clear, he had mentioned that

you can submit comments via email, but then you responded that we will

discuss this the next morning; maybe you can help you kind of bridge

the gap in the difference between those?

A Well, what I had in mind was that we, the State Department,

would figure out what we wanted to supply as our comments and then email

them back to the group the next day.

Q Okay. During this conversation you had with Mr. Vietor on

Friday night, did you attempt to remove otherwise accurate information,

then accurate information, in the talking points in order to shield
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the department from any sort of embarrassment?

A Of course not.

Mr. Kenny. I would like to introduce another exhibit now.

This is Exhibit No. 4, an email dated September 14, 2012. The

timestamp is 9:34 p.m. and it is from Benjamin Rhodes to you and other

officials. Subject line is, quote, "RE: Revised HPSCI talking points

for review," close quote.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 4

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I will give you a moment to review?

A Okay.

Q So I guess we will begin at the -- in this email, at the

bottom, the first email in this chain, it is dated 9:19 p.m. It appears

the FBI press office wrote to you and others and asked the following

question, "Has DOJ provided input? They will have to deal with the

prosecution and related legal matters."

Moving up one email, at 9:26 p.m., Tommy Vietor responded, "Given

the DOJ equities and State's desire to run some traps, safe to assume

we can hold on this until tomorrow," close quote.

And then, finally, at 9:34 p.m., Benjamin Rhodes wrote, "We need

to resolve this in a way that respects all of the relevant equities,

particularly the investigation." And I guess, first, just who is

Benjamin Rhodes?

A The deputy national security adviser for strategic

503



62

communications.

Q Is this email a sort of resolution, then, to this discussion

you had with Mr. Vietor that a decision would be delayed until the

following morning on how to proceed with the talking points?

A Yes. Ben took a slightly different tack at it. What I had

discussed with Tommy was discussing within State our comments and then

sending them back. And what Ben said was, let's discuss this at the

deputy's conversation the following morning.

Q Okay. And did this decision to hold the talking points

until the following morning due to both DOJ and State equities, did

that seem like a fair way to conclude the process for Friday evening

in your view?

A Yes. I mean, this was 9:30 on a Friday night. It didn't

seem in any way unusual or troubling to wait until the following morning

to bring this to closure, especially since I think everybody wanted

to make sure to handle this in a completely appropriate way.

Q Okay. And the following morning, the meeting, was that a

meeting that was scheduled because of this set of talking points?

A No.

Q It was a previously scheduled meeting?

A Yes.

Q And I just have one final question about Friday evening,

the development of talking points that night. Did you discuss these

talking points with anybody else in the State Department?

A Other than --
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Q Other than the emails that we have seen here, the email that

you wrote back included Dave Sullivan and Ambassador Nuland on them?

Mr. Chuang. Dave Adams?

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Dave Adams. Did you have any other conversations about the

talking points?

A Well, I added Philippe Reines as to my email but never spoke

with him about it. And I was leaving the building after sending my

email, I stopped by Cheryl Mills' office and walked through a list of

items from the day, noting as one of those items that I was dealing

with this talking points issues but I didn't describe it in detail,

and she didn't respond to it, and I didn't speak with anybody else.

Q Okay so just to be clear, you had included Philippe

Reines -- I hope I pronounce his name correctly -- on the email chain,

but had no subsequent discussion with him on Friday evening about the

talking points?

A Correct.

Q And when you spoke to Ms. Mills about the talking points,

can you just describe for us at what level of specificity or what was

actually discussed?

A I walked through a whole long list of items related to issues

that had come up that week. One of those items, toward the end, and

basically, offhandedly, I said Toria has raised some concerns with some

talking points that are circulating; I'm dealing with it. And that

is it.
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Q And you had mentioned there were a number of other issues

that you had discussed with her?

A Correct.

Q Okay. I would like to turn now to the next morning, on

Saturday, and are you familiar with the deputies meeting that occurred

on the morning of Saturday, September 15th?

A Yes.

Q Did you attend or otherwise participate in this meeting?

A I attended.

Q And just generally, without disclosing any classified

information, what was the general purpose of this meeting?

A It was generally to review the wide range of developments

that had taken place over the course of the week in a significant number

of countries where our embassies had either been attacked or

threatened.

Q Okay. And these other issues, is it fair to characterize

them as fairly substantial policy issues?

A Yes.

Mr. Kenny. I would like to introduce another exhibit. This will

be Exhibit No. 5.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 5

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is an email dated Saturday, September 15, 2012;

timestamp of 2:21 p.m. The sender and the recipient has been redacted,
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but the letters "USUN" have been written in, which we understand to

be the U.S. Mission to United Nations. And the subject of the email

is, quote, "RE SBU/CLOSEHOLD: 0800 SVTS on movie protest/violence,"

close quote.

In an email lower in this chain, this is the 1:23 p.m. email, again

from an official of the U.S. Mission to the United Nations to a group

within USUN, this email has been redacted out, but if I could turn your

attention to the text that does appear. I would like to just read a

portion from this paragraph, and we will go to -- it is about the middle

of the paragraph here. My apologies. We are about the second sentence

in, third sentence in.

And it begins, quote, "The first draft apparently seemed

unsuitable based on conversations on the SVTS and afterwards, because

they seem to encourage the reader to infer incorrectly that the CIA

had warned about a specific attack on our embassy. On the SVTS, Morell

noted that these points were not good, and he had taken a heavy editing

hand to them," close quote.

First, are you familiar with this exchange of emails? I will note

that you are not, you don't appear anywhere on this email chain.

A I saw them when they were released publicly.

Q Okay. Who is Morell here? Is that Mike Morell based on

your understanding?

A Right Mike Morell was at the time the deputy director of

the Central Intelligence Agency.

Q And does the portion of the summary I just read to you, does
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that sound like an accurate description of part of what transpired

during the SVTS?

A I have to say, I don't recall specifically every detail of

what happened in the SVTS, but I will tell you what I do recall and

how I think it, how I recall it unfolding. After a lengthy agenda and

near the end of the meeting, the chair raised the issue of the talking

points, at which time Mike Morell said that he was unsatisfied with

the points. He did not think that they were well done, that they needed

changes, that he was going to edit them, and that he would circulate

an edited version of the points to a group of people.

The chair of the meeting said, Make sure when you do that you send

them to Jake and Ben. Morell said, Okay, and that was the sum total

of the conversation I recall on the SVTS, which probably lasted about

90 seconds or 2 minutes.

Q Okay and so your recollection differs then slightly from

this read out of this summary?

A Not -- I can only tell you what I thought, or what I recall

from what had happened and what I remember. I don't want to speak to --

Q Sure.

A This --

Q Do you recall --

A Account of it.

Q Well, for instance, there is the mention here about a

warning that may have been given about that being misinterpreted. Do

you recall any sort of discussion about the potential that the talking
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points could be misinterpreted in this way?

A On the SVTS, I don't recall that. After the SVTS, I don't

have a specific recollection, but it is certainly possible that either

I or Dave Adams said, Oh, the talking points issue, you know Toria had

raised a concern that these could be misinterpreted, the warnings

issue, but let's just see what Mike Morell comes up with. That is

possible. I don't recall it specifically, but it is certainly possible

that after the SVTS, somebody explained what the nature of the issue

was.

Q Okay. And again, just based on your recollection of these

events, the statement that, quote, "On the SVTS, Morell noted," fast

forwarding that he had taken a heavy editing hand to them, it seems

to an outside observer to suggest that some substantial edits were made

to the talking points prior to the deputies meeting. Was that your

understanding as well or?

A I can't recall whether it was, he had already done it, or

he was doing it while he was sitting there or he was going to do it

right after, but the point is that Morell himself, without any input

from anyone else on the SVTS, was going to supply an edited version

of the talking points back around to a small group.

Q Okay and he himself had expressed this concern or mentioned

that he was unsatisfied?

A Yes.

Q I think was your word. Did he explain why?

A I don't recall him explaining why. It is possible that he
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did.

Q And I guess we will returning to the exhibit, quote from

a different portion of this, continuing quote, "he" -- referring here

to Morell -- "noted that he would be happy to work with Jake Sullivan

and Rhodes to develop appropriate talking points. It was agreed that

Jake would work closely with the intelligence community within a small

group to finalize points on Saturday that could be shared with HPSCI,"

close quote.

Again, maybe you could just help us understand what was your role

vice what was the intelligence community's role at this point now in

revising the talking points?

A I had no role in revising the talking points that Mike Morell

sent around to the group. I didn't speak to Mike Morell about it, I

didn't offer any edits to Mike Morell or anyone else in the intelligence

community. I didn't speak on the SVTS in any way. I simply received

from him an edited version of the talking points, to which I made a

grammatical adjustment and a factual adjustment, and that was the sum

total of my role.

Q So, just to be clear, you didn't express any concerns

specifically to him then?

A No.

Q About the talking points? You didn't make any request

about certain language either be struck or inserted?

A I did not.

Mr. Chuang. Other than what he just described, the grammatical.
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Mr. Sullivan. Right. Thank you. Other than those two edits.

Mr. Kenny. We will introduce another exhibit. This will be

Exhibit No. 6.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 6

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Kenny. It is an email thread dated, Friday, September 15,

2012, at 11:26 a.m., from you to Benjamin Rhodes and other deputies

in the interagency.

Mr. Sullivan. I think this is Saturday.

Mr. Kenny. I'm sorry did I say Friday.

Yes, you are correct. We will try that again. Let's see. This

is an email from you to Benjamin Rhodes and others in the interagency.

The correct date on this is Saturday, September 15, 11:26 a.m. If you

scroll down here, there is an earlier email, the timestamp is 11:08,

at the bottom of the page. It is from Michael JM. It is written to

you and others.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I will read from that email. It says, quote, "Per the

discussion at Deputies, here are the revised TPs for HPSCI. Let me

know what you think," close quote. And then the email then appears

to contain a set of the revised talking points.

You write a response at 11:26 a.m., and you state, quote, "This

looks good. Two small edits. One, we call it 'the U.S. mission' or

the 'U.S. diplomatic post' because it is not actually a consulate.

Two, there is a missing 'of' in the third tic," close quote.
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First, is the "Michael JM" in the email at the bottom here, again,

is that Deputy Director Morell?

A Yes, it is.

Q And you had mentioned before that you had made some minor

grammatical edits. Just to be absolutely clear on this, were these

those edits?

A Those are the two yes.

Q Can I ask at this point why were you making these changes?

Why, for instance, did you propose that the consulate be called a

diplomatic post? Was that in some way to ensure the accuracy of the

talking points?

A Yes. And as the State Department rep on the email chain,

I would be the one with the information about the nomenclature for our

posts and facilities.

Q And were these changes that you made, were they accepted,

to your knowledge, in the final version of the talking points?

A I believe they were.

Q Did you submit any other proposals for change,

recommendations for change after these two recommendations?

A No.

Q Can you explain why your, this particular email and others,

why it includes the addressees that it does?

A This would be the relevant deputies who cover intelligence,

legal, diplomatic, security issues, so each of them --

Q Law enforcement?
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A Law enforcement, exactly. Each of them would be asked to

sign off on it.

Q And why was it important to include them?

A I believe that everybody wanted to make sure that the

investigation was in no way compromised by these points, that they were

accurate to the best assessment of the intelligence community, and that

they were consistent with the diplomacy we were trying to conduct.

Q Okay. And to your knowledge, did all the deputies listed

here, represented here, did they all concur in the final set of the

talking points?

A Yes.

Q Generally speaking, what would happen in this type of a

process if a deputy, if an agency, did not concur?

A Either it would be worked out between that deputy and agency

and the original drafter, or a discussion could be called to discuss

it.

Q Is there anything improper here about your role in the

process of finalizing the talking points?

A In no way was there anything improper.

Q Was there anything improper about the State Department's

role in this process of finalizing the talking points?

A Absolutely not. The State Department did exactly what it

was supposed to do and participated in the process and in an appropriate

way.

Q I would like to move to a different aspect of Saturday, and
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this is now after the deputies meeting. Exhibit 7. This is an email

thread. It is dated Saturday, September 15, 2012, at 2:44 p.m. from

you.

Mr. Chuang. That is not what we are getting here.

Mr. Kenny. I apologize. Again this is Exhibit 7. It is an

email thread dated, Saturday, September 15, 2012, at 2:44 p.m. It is

from you, Mr. Sullivan, and to, and the name has been redacted out and

the letters "USUN" had been written in. The subject of the email is,

"RE: Libya -- Unclass IC points."

BY MR. KENNY:

Q And the email at the bottom here, which is time stamped 2:33

p.m., USUN wrote to you the following, and I quote, "Jake, understand

from USUN that you are working on a set of unclass IC points on Libya

for the Hill. If these are going to be finalized by Sunday a.m. or

COB today, can we get a copy for Susan to ensure we are on the same

message? "Happy to have USUN work with whomever on the State team is

handling this, unless it is you, in which case, happy to give them

directly." And then, at 2:44 p.m., you responded, and I quote, "coming

your way," unquote.

First, in the 2:33 p.m. email, is Susan, is that Ambassador Susan

Rice?

A Right.

Q At this point in time, what was your understanding of why

USUN was requesting talking points? What did it mean to you that they

wanted to, quote, "ensure" we are on the same message?
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A They wanted to understand what was being provided publicly

by the U.S. Government to make sure there wasn't any inconsistency.

Q And why in your view would that have been important?

A Because the U.S. Government should speak with one voice on

any substantial policy matter.

Q Okay. Was this email that was written to you at 2:33 p.m.,

on Saturday, was that the first written request that you received for

the talking points from USUN?

A Yes.

Q And by this point in time, at 2:33 p.m. on Saturday, what

is this status of the talking points?

A My understanding at that point was that the deputies had

concurred in them, but I can't recall specifically.

Q So you believe, then, that this email requesting the talking

points received after the talking points had been finalized?

A That is my recollection.

Q And what was the role of USUN in the development of the

talking points? Were they major contributors in this process?

A No, they didn't play any role.

Q Okay. Did they play any role in the interagency clearance

process for the HPSCI talking points on Friday evening?

A Not that I'm aware of.

Q Okay. I would like to take maybe just a step back here and

maybe generalize about this Friday and Saturday time period. I would

like to ask you briefly about the role of the White House, based on
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your experiences, then, in this process. And based on your experience,

what would you say the role of the White House was in the preparation

and development of the talking points? Was it to generate the content?

Was it to act as a facilitator? How would you characterize that

involvement?

A The role of the White House was simply to coordinate a

clearance process in which each of the agencies that had some role or

interest reflected in the points got a chance to weigh in.

Q Okay. And to your knowledge, during this process, did the

White House, did the White House officials, did they, in your view,

unfairly weigh in on behalf of any single official or agency?

A No.

Q In your view, did they generally run a fair process?

A In my view, yes, it is all laid out in the emails. I think

the process was entirely fair and geared towards ensuring that

everyone's voices were heard and that the end product was appropriate.

Q Okay. I would like to move on now to a series of allegations

that have been made publicly about the talking points that were

eventually relied upon by Ambassador Susan Rice on the Sunday talk

shows. I wanted to ask you a series of questions, and I apologize if

some of the material may seem a bit redundant.

Mr. Sullivan, to your knowledge, was the process of developing

or editing talking points a part of an effort to mislead Congress and

the American people?

A Absolutely not.
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Q Based on what you observed, was the process of developing

the talking points focused more on unfairly protecting the reputation

and credibility of the State Department than on explaining to the

American people the facts surrounding the fatal attacks on U.S.

diplomatic facilities and personnel in Libya?

A No.

Q To your knowledge, did White House officials direct that

talking points be changed to protect the reputation of the State

Department?

A No.

Q To your knowledge, did the administration deliberately

remove references to al Qaeda linked groups and previous attacks in

Benghazi as part of an effort to protect the State Department?

A No.

Q To your knowledge, did White House officials direct that

the talking points be changed out of desire to dismiss the continued

threat posed by extremist groups in the region?

A No.

Q To your knowledge, were the talking points manipulated by

the White House for political reasons because it was a Presidential

election year?

A No.

Q Is there some sort of a political coverup regarding the

Benghazi attacks or an effort to protect senior officials?

A No.
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Q Okay.

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q I think we will wrap up here shortly, but you had mentioned

the evening of the attacks, and my majority counterparts were asking

you questions about that evening.

Can you walk us through starting with the Cairo attacks what

additional attacks took place in the days following Cairo and Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q And how all that merged together?

A I won't get it all right, I don't have any reference in front

of me, and there was a lot unfolding. But we had violent attacks and

breaches of our compound in Tunis and Khartoum, Sudan. We had an attack

on our embassy in Sana'a, Yemen. We had violent protests that resulted

in deaths at various of our facilities in Pakistan. We had a breach

of the wall of our Consulate in Chennai, India. We had protests and

mobs and generalized violence in a number of other countries as well,

but that is the list that comes immediately to mind outside of Libya

and Cairo.

Q And what was the basis for these violent confrontations with

our posts around the world?

A It was our best understanding that one of the key sparks

of these protests was a movie that was showed on YouTube that was deemed

by some to be insulting to Islam.
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BY MR. KNAUER:

Q And did this start with the Cairo attacks on the same day

as the Benghazi attacks?

A That was our understanding, yes.

Q And were these other attacks occurring days after the

Benghazi attacks? Was it all within that 1 week?

A Everything that I've just described happened before

Saturday, September 15th. Between September 11th and

September 15th.

Q So, is this a confusing period at the State Department in

terms of trying to understand motivation?

A It was a relentless period in which we were being bombarded

by security challenges, not just in the region, but in other parts of

the world, related to these protests at our embassies, and our focus

was minute to minute trying to protect our personnel.

Q What about the motivations for these attacks? Was -- was

it difficult to tease out what was causing one from another, given that

they were so closely occurring?

A Well, the common factor across nearly all of these protests

in several different countries around the world was the video cited

by the protesters, cited by the people supporting the protesters, cited

by those who were attacking our facilities in Tunis, in Cairo, in
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Khartoum, in Sana'a. So that was a very present factor for us over

the course of that week, and U.S. officials at all levels were speaking

publicly to it. Every major media organization in America and around

the world was heavily focused on the role that the video played and

the wide variety of attacks and protests taking place.

Q And one final question: What was the Intelligence

Community telling the State Department throughout that week?

A Well, I don't want to get into classified information, but

what I can say is that the information captured in the HPSCI talking

points was completely consistent with what the Intelligence Community

was telling the State Department that week.

Mr. Knauer. Okay. Thank you. We can go off the record.

[Recess.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Go back on the record. It's 12:19.

If we can just follow up on some of the last hour of questioning.

I just have a few follow-up questions.

We were talking about the SVTS on Exhibit 5.

A Oh, sorry, yeah.

Q This was the one where we walked through the bullet point

on what had been discussed at the SVTS, and just to clarify, the SVTS

described here is the same as the Deputy's committee meeting that I

think you mentioned earlier.

A That's right.

Q There was no difference between the two?
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A No.

Q Okay. I just wanted to clarify that for the record.

Prior to attending the SVTS, one of the Deputy's committee

meeting, did you have any discussions with anybody at the State

Department about the talking points or the decision that may come up?

A No, just what I referred to earlier, I briefly mentioned

it to Cheryl Mills, and then there were the people on the emails. I

didn't talk about it with anyone else.

Mr. Chuang. And you were saying the night before.

Mr. Sullivan. That was the night before, yeah.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q But nothing that morning?

A Not that I recall.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q We'll just do Exhibit 8. That's a two-sided -- oh, no,

yours isn't. Never mind.

A It is one-sided. Yeah.

Q So this is September 14, Friday evening. Focus on the

email at the bottom of the first page here that's from somebody at NSS

to -- it's heavily redacted, but to an undisclosed number of recipients.

The email, Subject: Libya SVTC Tomorrow, 8:00 a.m., end quote. It

says, quote, We will all -- We will have another meeting tomorrow,

Saturday, September 15th 8:00 a.m. The list of invited participants
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is below. Please confirm your attendance and let me know if you have

any questions. Thank you very much, end quote.

There's a list of invited participants. The two at the top are,

quote, Sullivan and team, end quote. The one below that is, quote,

Mills, end quote.

Can I infer that this is you, the Sullivan that they're referring

to?

A I believe it is.

Q And what would "and team" refer to?

A All the other people from the State Department.

Q And who would those people be?

A I don't recall who specifically was at the SVTS. But the

list of people on the first page of the document that you've shown me

would be sort of the universe of the people.

Q So this is forwarded by someone to a universe of State

Department personnel, forwarded to Wendy Sherman, ,

Victoria Nuland, Thomas Nides, Cheryl Mills, Stephen Mull, Dave Adams,

Beth Jones, Patrick Kennedy, Philippe Reines; and cc'd a few that are

redacted, and then yourself. And so just to clarify, you don't recall

if anybody else from the State Department attended?

A Oh, a number of people from the State Department attended.

In fact, this was done by video conference, so we were in the video

conference room at the Department, which has a table with six or eight

seats around it and then seats around the back. There were a sufficient

number of people there that I was sitting in the back.

522



81

Q Okay. So there were --- do you recall who from State came?

A I know that Cheryl was there. I can't specifically recall

who else was. We were having these SVTSes on a regular basis, so it's

hard to identify for any given SVTS who was there and who wasn't.

Q Okay. And --

A But there were a number of State Department personnel in

the room for the meeting.

Q And I think we covered it during the last round. Just to

clarify, nobody else from the State Department discussed or weighed

in on the issue of the talking points when it was brought up at this

meeting?

A No, no, not that I recall, no.

Q Okay. Do you recall who was the chair of the meeting? You

mentioned the chair a couple of times.

A It was the Deputy National Security Advisor.

Mr. Ohly. Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Sorry. Who was that at the time, just for the record?

A Denis McDonough.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q After this SVTS, did you have any discussions with anybody

at the State Department about talking points?

A After we left the SVTS?

Q Yeah, or any point after that point, after that time.

A I believe that I sent a version of the points to Toria once
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they were completed, but I don't recall any other conversations.

Q There was one document that was produced by -- from the White

House production. Let me introduce it just to clarify for the record.

9.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 9

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Are you familiar with this?

A "Familiar" would be a strong word. I saw this when it was

released publicly.

Q That was going to be my next question. You hadn't seen this

prior to its release publicly?

A No.

Q Do you have any understanding as to what this is or whose

edits these are?

A I mean, I have -- I have an understanding that these are

Mike Morell's edits, but I wouldn't take my understanding to the bank,

because I wasn't familiar with this document, and I had never seen it

before it was put out publicly.

Q Okay. And the list of individuals at the bottom of the

document, do you know what was the source of that list or why those

individuals are on that list?

A It corresponds to the list that Mike Morell sent for

clearance.

Q Okay. But just to be clear, it wasn't this group of
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individuals, including yourself, sitting around a table with Mr. Morell

going through and making the edits?

A No, no.

Q Okay. And when did you learn that the talking points

were -- that had been prepared for Members of Congress were going to

be used by Ambassador Rice on the Sunday talk shows?

A Well, I wasn't actually ever sure they were going to be used.

I was asked both at the SVTS and then subsequently by email to share

them with USUN, but when I did, I indicated that USUN should check in

with Ben Rhodes about whether or not they should be used, and I never

heard anything after that about the talking points.

Q Okay. Just in general, what was your reaction to the

statements made by Ambassador Rice on the Sunday talk shows?

A I thought that they were consistent with the points that

had been provided to her by the Intelligence Community.

Q Okay. Did you or others have any reaction to the difference

or contrast in her statements versus those of the President of Libya,

who appeared on one of the same programs that she did?

A I didn't have an immediate reaction to it. I didn't

actually watch the shows.

Q Okay. Stepping back a few days, how was the interagency

process for the public response handled following the attacks? How

did the State Department develop their talking points or briefing

materials? Was that cleared through an interagency process?

A I think --
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Mr. Chuang. To his knowledge.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q To your knowledge.

A So, I wasn't involved in that process. My understanding

is that Toria would check in with relevant people both at the White

House and at other agencies to ensure that there was a commonality

across the various messaging documents.

Q So you wouldn't be involved in preparation for, say, a daily

press briefing, or, you know, review what background material was going

to be used for those discussions, or anything along those lines?

A I think there were times that week, I couldn't pinpoint

them, when Toria ran certain answers, proposed answers, by me asking

my opinion on them, but I wasn't sort of formally part of a process,

and I didn't deal with the interagency on it.

Q Okay. When you learned about this, the talking points -- I

think it was first exhibit we went through, Exhibit 1. I think this

was the email chain where you said you first learned of this.

A Uh-huh.

Q This is where naturally it raised her concerns. Your email

that we discussed earlier where it says, quote, "Skinnying list. I

do not understand the nature of this exercise. And some of the

statements below are new to me. Can we have a conversation before this

goes out?"

Just to clarify, what -- when you say, "Some of the statements

below are new to me," do you recall what was new to you at the time?
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A I don't recall exactly. I remember the sentence on

September 10th, "Be warned of social media reports calling for a

demonstration in front of Embassy Cairo and that Jihadists were

threatening to break into the embassy." That was something I hadn't

seen before. I think there were other things as well, but I don't

recall specifically.

Q Okay. And when you had your conversation with Tommy

Vietor, did you discuss that at all?

A No.

Q It was just simply the process, what is the purpose of this

exercise, that's the part you discussed with him?

A That's right. And I noted that Toria had raised certain

concerns that we had to deal with and asked his guidance on how to go

about doing that.

Q Okay. At this point in time, the 14th, to your knowledge,

what was the State Department's view of what had transpired in Benghazi?

Had the State -- I know you stated earlier that these talking points

reflected the Intelligence Community's best assessment of what had

transpired. Had the State Department developed sort of its own

assessment at all?

A I -- I'm not even quite sure how to respond to the question.

The State Department didn't have some formal assessment of what

transpired in Benghazi.

Q Had you or others at the State Department received any

information from State Department personnel in Libya or others that

527



86

had -- were on the ground or at least in country and provided some

perspective on what had happened?

A I personally didn't receive information from people on the

ground. You know, I saw some communications come through, some traffic

between the embassy and NEA, but I didn't -- I didn't see anything

specific about, you know, what had transpired on the night or how that

led me to think there was anything inconsistent with what the

Intelligence Community was saying. But I wasn't -- my role wasn't to

sort soft sort out what happened on the night, so that would have been

other people focused on that.

Q I understand. I was just trying to clarify if you heard

from anybody, either folks in the State Department within NEA that were

speaking to folks on the ground, or folks in Libya; if you had any

feedback from them about what their assessment of what had happened,

just in the communications earlier.

A I mean, there were a lot of communications about the events

of that night, but nothing stands out to be -- to me now as being an

assessment of what had occurred or any kind of conclusions about what

unfolded that night.

Q You didn't hear anything from anybody in the State

Department about talking to somebody on the ground, that that person

had said -- or folks from the State Department had said there was no

protest?

A Oh, no, I didn't hear from anyone on the ground or from

anyone relaying to me that there had been no protest.
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Q Okay.

A At least not that I recall.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Did you hear the contrary that -- from anyone, did you hear

about any information from people on the ground that there had been

a protest?

A I can't recall hearing that. I recall reading a wide

variety of open-source accounts: Washington Post, New York Times,

even the Washington Times. Washington Times quoted eyewitnesses

saying that there had been a protest, so this was -- there was a huge

amount of open-source material quoting people saying there was a

protest, but I don't -- and obviously there were protests going on all

over the region related to the video, so that was the context in which

all this was unfolding. But I cannot recall anyone from on the ground

or in the State Department --

Q Specifically asking?

A -- specifically telling me there was a protest.

Q Who had been specifically at the conflict?

A No.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q When you first saw the talking points on the 14th, did the

message that was conveyed in those talking points differ than what you

understood was being discussed publicly at that point in time? In

terms of what the State Department had been saying at daily press

briefings or others in the administration had been stating publicly,
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did it differ from what you understood the administration's public

stance was?

A It added specificity.

Q Do you recall which specific points?

A Well, we had not previously said what was the opening bullet

of this exhibit that I was shown. It was only when the Intelligence

Community concluded that they were comfortable putting out -- that out

publicly that that was done.

Q And that is the bullet about, quote, The currently available

information suggests that the demonstrations in Benghazi were

spontaneously inspired by the protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo

and evolved into a direct assault against the U.S. Consulate and

subsequently its annex. This assessment may change as additional

information is collected and analyzed and currently available

information continues to be evaluated. On September 10th we warned

of social media reports calling for a demonstration in front of Embassy

Cairo and that jihadists were threatening to break into the embassy,

end quote.

A That was the Intelligence Community's assessment of what

had happened, and as of that Friday, they were comfortable going public

with that.

Q Okay. But previously you had -- had you been aware of that

assessment prior to that date?

A Yes. They had talked about it privately prior to that date.

Mr. Chuang. You are talking about the first part, not the part
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about the September 10th warnings.

Mr. Sullivan. Thank you for the clarification. September 10th

warnings is a whole other issue. I first saw that in this, but

referring to the events as the IC interpreted them unfolding in

Benghazi, that's what I was referring to.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just pipe up with one on this, but just generally did you

have any concerns about how any of this unfolded, the public response

or the public statements? You have any concerns about how the State

Department or government as a whole responded publicly?

A Obviously we always want to get things 100 percent right,

and there's a balance between getting information out quickly and

making sure that you double, triple, quadruple, quintuple checked it,

and we were trying to strike that balance over the course of the week.

But given the controversy that has been generated by this, of course,

it would have been better for everybody if it had unfolded in a different

way.

Q I'm sorry. One more follow-up I wanted to ask you about

on this.

A Uh-huh.

[Sullivan Exhibit No. 10

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Can I just -- this begins with an email from appears to be

Michael Morell on Saturday the 15th at 11:08 a.m. On September 15th,
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11:08 a.m. and it's forwarding the agreed-upon talking points from the

Deputy's committee meeting. There's a response from Benjamin Rhodes

where he concurs. This is followed by a message that appears to be

from Matthew Olsen where he says, "Michael -- this looks good to me,

Matt," and then there is sort of a separation. And below that it says,

quote, "These are the points that ONDI leg sent to Ruppersberger

yesterday afternoon based on his request."

I'm going to read through some of the text here, but it says,

quote, "It's very early, less than 72 hours since the attack. So there

is a lot we don't know. As time progresses, we are learning more, but

we still don't have a complete picture of what happened. Fortunately

we have the FBI leading the investigation of the attack. Regrettably

they have all too much experience in these matters.

"At this point, we are not aware of any actionable intelligence

that this attack was planned or imminent. The Intelligence Community

is combing through reporting from before and after the attack to

determine the full extent of who was involved.

"Libya is awash with weapons -- unconventional weapons were

stored in unsecured locations across the country. Following the

revolution, there are still many well-armed militia remaining.

"Since the revolution, we have some indicators al-Qa'ida and

other groups are seeking to establish a presence in Libya. Remember

some senior al-Qa'ida members such as Abu" --

Mr. Beattie. Abu Yahya al-Libi.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q -- "came from Libya.

"We are very cautious about drawing any firm conclusions at this

point with regard to the identification and motivation of the

attackers. The IC is working aggressively to this end, and the FBI

will continue its investigation.

"Unrest in the Middle East creates a permissive environment for

terrorists. In the days and weeks ahead, we need to be especially

vigilant in protecting our people?"

I just want to understand your knowledge of this sort of set of

talking points. Was this the same request that generated the talking

points that you-all were working on?

Mr. Beattie. From Mr. Ruppersberger?

Mr. Sullivan. I don't know.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Okay. This set of -- this set of points that was sent to

Congressman Ruppersberger from ODN -- ONDI doesn't appear to mention

anything about protests. Were you involved at all in this set of

review, or was this something that they did separately?

A This is -- as far as I recall, this is the first I saw it,

and it was below Matt Olsen saying that Michael Morell's points looks

good to him.

Q Uh-huh. Okay. Is there a reason why they wouldn't have

had to go through the same sort of iterative process of getting

everybody's input on their talking points before they went over or

anything like that?
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A You really would have to ask ODNI. I don't know the genesis

or context of these points.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. I just wanted to clarify this was the first you

had seen this.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Sorry if this was asked before, but what was the iterative

process for -- why was it deemed necessary to have sort of an interagency

review process for the subsequent set of talking points before they

went over to Mr. Ruppersberger? Were you aware of why you were kind

of pulled into that process?

Mr. Chuang. When you say "subsequent," you mean the ones from

Friday night?

Mr. Beattie. The ones we've been talking about, yeah.

Mr. Chuang. The one that -- before anyone's involvement?

Mr. Sullivan. No. I mean, my first exposure to those was when

I was added to the email, and as I noted, I didn't fully understand

what the nature of the exercise was, so I was trying to understand it.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Sure.

A I don't have any further light to shed on the context.

Mr. Beattie. Okay. Thanks.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I want to change gears and just ask you briefly about the

ARB.

A Uh-huh.
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Q Start with were you interviewed by the ARB?

A No.

Q Did you ask to be interviewed by the ARB?

A No.

Q Do you feel you should have been interviewed by the ARB?

A I didn't really contemplate that. I thought that the ARB

would determine who was appropriate to interview and who wasn't.

Q Okay. During the course of the ARB, did you have any

discussions with the ARB members or ARB staff?

A I never spoke with any of the ARB members about the ARB.

I had conversations with Admiral Mullen about policy-related issues

because I had known him from his time as chairman. And with respect

to ARB staff, I would occasionally interact with , who was

the sort of staff chair --

Q Executive secretary.

A --you know, just sort of informally, because I knew her as

well and had worked closely with her before.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q When you talked to Admiral Mullen during this time period,

the time period of the ARB, did you ever discuss with him anything about

congressional action with respect to Benghazi such as a hearing?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you ever discuss Charlene Lamb with Admiral

Mullen?

A No, I didn't discuss Benghazi with Admiral Mullen.
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Q Okay.

A I just discussed other separate policy issues, nothing to

do with Benghazi.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you have any input or visibility into the establishment

of the ARB, or the selection of the Board members, or how it was stood

up, the process?

A I was aware of the discussions that brought about pulling

together the group of people who became the ARB, but I wasn't part of

that decisionmaking process.

Q Do you know sort of how those decisions were made or how

individuals were selected?

A My knowledge of this is pretty limited, but I will say that

the Department was looking for people with long and distinguished

careers who had a solid reputation for fair-mindedness.

Q Do you know who's sort of leading the process or in charge

of sort of pulling it all together within the Department?

A I couldn't tell you who is leading it. Chief of Staff was

involved, other senior officials in the Department, but I don't recall

specifically.

Mr. Ohly. Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q So the chief of staff then was Ms. Mills?

A Right.

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q And that would be in the selection of the Board members and

the -- do you know as far as identifying the staff, anticipated, was

that also done at that level, or was that done differently? Or if you

don't know, that's fine.

A If --

Q Selecting the staff for the Board, do you know how those

individuals were selected?

A That I don't know.

Q Okay. And what was your reaction to the ARB report, or did

you --

A I thought it was tough.

Q Did you have an opportunity to review the classified report?

A I did.

Q When did that happen, or when did you receive a copy of the

classified report?

A I don't recall specifically.

Q Was it around the time that the report was released or

shortly before?

A I think it was shortly before.

Q Was it the full report?

A It was the full report, yeah.

Q Do you know who else was given access to the classified

report?

A I don't.

Q Do you know if most of the -- your colleagues on the seventh
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floor had access to the classified report?

A I'm actually not sure. I think -- I was going to say I think

so, and I do think so, but I want to say that advisedly because I'm

not sure.

Q Okay. And do you recall when you first reviewed any

material from the report, whether it was just the finding, the

recommendations or the full report?

A I think I reviewed a full --

Q It was just the one time?

A -- full version of the report, both the unclassified and

classified version.

Q Okay. And had you learned prior to that reading the full

classified report that specific individuals were singled out for

criticism by the ARB?

A I don't recall.

Q What was your reaction to the findings about the four

individuals cited in the ARB?

A My reaction was that I wasn't in a position to judge. The

ARB had done an exhaustive analysis in search of this and had reached

these conclusions. I didn't know enough about either the personnel

dimensions or the specific nature of their activities to really pass

judgment.

Q Did you speak to anybody on the ARB or involved with the

ARB or anybody at the State Department to understand the criticisms

of specific individuals or any other aspect of the report?
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A I certainly understood them from what was written in the

classified report.

Q Okay. Were you aware of discussions about how the State

Department was going to respond to those criticisms and those

individuals?

A I was broadly aware. I wasn't part of the decisionmaking

process, but I was aware of the conversations about how to respond to

the personnel recommendations.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q What was the decisionmaking process?

A It involved the State Department's legal office, the

personnel officials of the Department, the Director General and the

Chief of Staff.

Q Was the Secretary involved in that decision process?

A Ultimately the Secretary had to take the decision. As

Secretary of State, she had to make the personnel decision to put the

four individuals on administrative leave.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you know if they were relieved of their duties prior to

being placed on administrative leave?

A I don't recall.

Q Do you understand the purpose of administrative leave, or

did you have any sort of understanding as to why that process was

selected?

A What I understood was that this was -- there were
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recommendations by the ARB with respect to these four

individuals -- personnel action at the State Department is an

incredibly complicated undertaking -- and that administrative leave

was deemed to be the best way to have an intermediate resolution until

a final determination could be made.

Q And up to your departure from the State Department, what

was your understanding of how that review was proceeding for evaluation

under administrative leave?

A I don't -- I don't know. I don't recall.

Mr. Ohly. Okay.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Do you know what person or office in the State Department

would be responsible for that conduct of that subsequent investigation

to make the final determination with respect to the four?

A Aside from the Director General and Legal, who would handle

any personnel action, no, I don't. I don't recall.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q You mentioned earlier that you don't recall any

conversations with Mr. Maxwell about Libya.

A I don't know that I've ever actually met Mr. Maxwell.

Q Okay. Did you think that was odd for a Deputy Assistant

Secretary that was involved at a policy office that you weren't

discussing Libya policy with him?

A I met most Deputy Assistant Secretaries, but maybe not

everyone. I mean, the State Department's a very big place.
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Q I think you said that you had interacted with ,

who reported to Mr. Maxwell?

A Right.

Q Was that common to work with folks sort of under the Deputy

Assistant Secretary level if they were country experts or --

A Depending on the office. I mean, one of the things about

my job is I worked with people from the Secretary all the way down to

line folks out in the embassy, so it really just depended on the nature

of the issue.

BY MR. BEATTIE:

Q Do you have a prior sort of professional relationship or

personal relationship with Mr. that led you to be the person

you went to to talk about Libya?

A No, but I didn't have a prior personal relationship with --

Q Or professional relationship?

A Or professional relationship with anyone at the State

Department before I came. The way that I worked out who I worked with

was very organic. It just depended on the circumstances.

Q Yeah. I think we're just trying to understand how it was

that Mr. was your sort of go-to person on Libya.

Mr. Chuang. I am not sure he said that.

Mr. Sullivan. I didn't say he was my go-to person.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q He was one of the people that you would discuss -- you talked

to. You said it was organic. You know, how would -- he'd come on on
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the screen as somebody to talk to.

A Well, you know, to give you another example, the East Asia

Pacific Bureau, there was a person there who worked in the front office

as a special assistant, you know, relatively junior. I worked a

tremendous amount with that person on issues related to the Asia

Pacific. Why? Just through whatever combination of circumstances.

I found there to be a value-added dimension to our interaction, so the

same thing would be replicated dozens and hundreds of times over the

4 years, and this would be one of those cases. I can't -- there was

no formula to this.

Q Okay. I guess the last question on that, had you ever heard

of Mr. Maxwell, or were you aware that he was a Deputy Assistant

Secretary?

A I was.

Q Okay. You just didn't have any occasion to cross paths?

A Yeah. Well, I didn't interact with him.

Q Okay. Do you feel that the other recommendations of the

ARB were appropriate?

Mr. Chuang. You mean like the nonpersonnel ones?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q The nonpersonnel findings or recommendations were

appropriate and will lead to meaningful change?

A A number of them were well beyond my area of expertise, so

it's hard for me to pass judgment on them.

Q Sure.
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A But in the main, I thought it was a thoughtful and thorough

report, and I supported the Secretary in embracing all the

recommendations.

Q Okay. Based on your experience, do you think it does enough

to strike that balance between the policy and security side and finding

solutions that will protect our diplomats overseas? There's no thing

that's 100 percent security, we all know that, but sort of breaking

down some of the issues that led up to what transpired in Benghazi,

do you think it goes far enough? From your experience at the State

Department, were there things you would have liked to have seen in

there?

A Look, I have a huge amount of confidence in the people that

put together that report, and I have no reason to second-guess their

judgment on it, so I'm comfortable with the recommendations that they

produced.

Mr. Ohly. Go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. KNAUER:

Q Let's go back on the record then.

Mr. Sullivan, you've been asked a lot of questions about your

policy background at the State Department. Are you a security expert?

A No.

Q Where does that expertise reside in the State Department?

A In Diplomatic Security.

Q Are they the people that are trained to assess security?
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A Yes.

Q And so when you interact with individuals on Libya matters,

are you looking at Libya from a policy perspective or a nuts-and-bolts

security perspective?

A A policy perspective.

Q And would you have the ability or training to look at these

situations from a security perspective?

A No.

Q Have you ever served in Diplomatic Security?

A No.

Q Law enforcement?

A No.

Mr. Knauer. Okay. That's all I have for now.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. I think just at this point, offer you the

opportunity if there is anything we haven't covered today that you feel

you would like to raise or clarify with the committee, we'll be happy

to hear it.

A I don't have anything else now. If anything else occurs

to me, obviously I'll come back to you with it, but nothing comes to

mind right now.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. Following any follow-up from my colleagues, I

want to thank you very much for your time today, and with that, we end

this interview. Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 1:55 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Mr. Skladany. This is a deposition of conducted

by the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform. This

deposition is being conducted pursuant to a subpoena issued by chairman

Darrell Issa on October 1, 2013, and I will enter a copy of the subpoena

into the record and just mark that as Exhibit 1.

[ Exhibit No. 1

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Skladany. This deposition is a part of the committee's

investigation into the September 11, 2012, attack on U.S. facilities

in Benghazi.

Will the witness please state your name for the record.

The Witness. .

Mr. Skladany. Thank you. And at this point we will have the

court reporter go ahead and administer the oath.

Court Reporter. Do you solemnly declare and affirm under the

penalty of perjury that the testimony you are about to give will be

the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth?

The Witness. I do.

Mr. Skladany. I encourage the witnesses who appear before the

committee to freely consult with counsel, and you do have counsel

present today.

Will Counsel please state your name.

Ms. Safai. My name is Raeka Safai.

Mr. Skladany. Thank you. My name is Jonathan Skladany. I'm

the deputy general counsel for the committee's majority staff, and I
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will ask everyone else at the table to please introduce themselves as

well.

Mr. Lewis. James Lewis for the majority staff.

Mr. Castor. Steve Castor, general counsel of the committee.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, minority staff.

Chairman Issa. Darrell Issa, committee chairman.

Mr. Ohly. John Ohly, majority staff.

Mr. Skladany. Before we begin, I'll go over the ground rules and

explain how the deposition will proceed. And while we are on the topic

of rules, I will just state now that the witness agreed to waive the

rule that a member of the committee be present at all times during the

deposition.

The witness agreed to do that in exchange for moving the date of

today's deposition. So we certainly appreciate that. So that means

if we get interrupted by votes at any time, we can continue even if

the members have to leave the room.

Now I will go ahead and explain the format.

First of all, I will mark this exhibit 2, that is the signed

waiver, and enter that into the record.

[ Exhibit No. 2

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Skladany. I will move on to explain the format now. The way

the questioning proceeds is members and staff of the committee's

majority will ask questions first for up to an hour, and then the

minority members and staff will have an opportunity to ask questions
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for an equal amount of time for issues. We will do our best to limit

the number of people directing question at you during any given hour

to decide whose turn it is, and we will rotate back forth that way until

we are out of questions and the deposition will be over.

We'll take a break whenever it's convenient for you whether it's

every hour, if you need water, if you need to use bathroom, check your

messages, please just let us know. We'd like to make this as easy and

comfortable as possible for you.

As you can see, official reporters are here taking down everything

we go say to make a written record, so we ask that you give verbal

responses to all the questions yes and no as opposed to nods of the

head. I'm going to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump in

in case you do respond nonverbally. Do you understand that?

The Witness. Yes.

Mr. Skladany. And we should both try not to talk over each other

so it's easier for them to make a clean record. We want you to answer

our questions in the most complete and truthful manner possible so we

will take our time and repeat or clarify questions as necessary. If

you have any questions or if you do not understand any of our questions,

just let us know, stop us and interrupt us, and we will be happy to

clarify or repeat our questions.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not

remember, it's best not to guess. Please give us your best

recollection, and if there are things you do not know or can't remember,

just say so.
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This deposition is under oath. The court reporter has sworn you

in.

Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful answers

to today's questions?

The Witness. No.

Mr. Skladany. Before we move on to the questions, I just want

to add that we appreciate your appearance before the committee today,

and I want to get it on the record that you were willing to appear

voluntarily today but for reasons that had nothing to do with your

willingness to appear, the chairman decided it was necessary to proceed

with the subpoena in place. It is also important for me to thank you

for your service to our country and for your courage and heroism in

the face of incredibly difficult circumstances. I think I can safely

say that I speak for all my colleagues on that one.

The Witness. Thank you.

Mr. Skladany. Some of the questions that we ask today may appear

basic. This is not intended to demonstrate any disrespect for your

experience or your time or your service. The committee and staff have

foreign service officer experience and some of our members are also

very well versed on the issues. But the questions that I ask are basic

questions are intended to provide a clear record that can help educate

all our members and staff about specific areas of State Department

operations and procedures.

We understand that some of the material covered today may require

discussions of security resources, processes, strategies, tactics and
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personnel. We will make every effort to prevent disclosure of this

information. We do not want to expose any vulnerabilities. We intend

to redact or withhold any names of security personnel discussed in this

session from any public record.

The deposition is unclassified. So if a question calls for any

information that you know to be classified, please state this for the

record as well as the reason for the classification if you know it.

For example, please state whether it's classified for national security

or because it is personally identifiable information. And once that's

been clarified to the extent possible, please answer the question only

with unclassified information, and if we need to have a classified

session at a later time we can arrange that.

We want you to understand that we are not here to evaluate the

conduct of you or your colleagues on the night of the attack or on the

days leading up to the attack. In fact, we know that your conduct on

that night was exemplary by all accounts. It's clear to all of us that

you and your colleagues endured a very difficult situation with great

poise and bravery. So I want to make that clear on the record.

It is our belief that weaknesses and failures occurred because

of decisions made at higher levels, so we have requested to speak with

you because we have an interest in understanding the security situation

prior to the attack and how any weaknesses were exploited during the

attack, and that's what we'll be asking you about today. So with that

preamble? --

Chairman Issa. I want to make two quick announcements. We have
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been joined by Congressman Jim Jordan of Ohio a member of the committee.

And to clarify for everyone in the room, among the many reasons to do

this at a deposition level is previous transcribed interviews have been

made public to the detriment of the conduct of this investigation.

They were made public in their entirety.

No portion of today's deposition is releasable without prior

committee approval and that would include, absolutely, mine. So

characterizing that you have been in this hearing or this deposition

is not a secret, however, any of the substance of the witness' testimony

or a characterization of what you heard and a conclusion you reached

will be strictly enforced under House rules if it is released again

as it was in the last deposition.

I sent a letter to the minority for a violation, did nothing

further. This will not be at that level. I intend to have this being

one in which the witness' testimony is maintained so that, in fact,

the committee integrity of the investigations is maintained. That is

why we're at a deposition level as was previously said. Thank you.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. For the record, the ranking member

disagrees and disputes the interpretation of the committee rules that

the chairman sent in his previous letter. However, I think we are all

in agreement that we would like to keep the contents and the existence

of this deposition private.

Chairman Issa. As long as you're making a record, as counsel,

do you agree that any and all words said by the witness hereon under

deposition rules may not be released without the committee procedure?

552



9

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Mr. Chairman, we will follow the committee

rules as are stated in the committee rules, however we are also making

a commitment as we have informally to your staff that we do not intend

to make the existence of this deposition or the content of the witness'

statements public due to this specific nature of this deposition.

Chairman Issa. Thank you. Please.

Mr. Skladany. I hope you're comfortable having heard that that

everything you say here today will be confined to this room.

The Witness. I hope that applies to my name as well, not just

the fact that I was here but or what I said but the fact that I was

here at all.

Mr. Skladany. Understood. So this at this point, we'll go ahead

and get started with the questions and we can start the clock.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q I would just like to get started by having you briefly

discuss some of your professional experience. So if you could maybe

just start by letting us know where you were prior to coming to the

State Department?

A Sure, generally I have 10 years of security law enforcement

intelligence experience for the U.S. Government. I hold two master's

degrees, and prior to my assignment in Tripoli, I was assigned to DS

headquarters

Q When did you come to the State Department?

A 2009.
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Q And, at that point, where were you assigned?

A After our extensive basic training, I was assigned to a

diplomatic security headquarters.

Q And your first overseas assignment was in Tripoli?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall when you went to Tripoli?

A I believe it was 16 June, 2012.

Q And at that point, what was your title and what were your

responsibilities?

A Generally, I'm a foreign service diplomatic security

special agent. Overseas in Tripoli, I was an assistants regional

security officer in Tripoli.

Q Can you just describe for us what the responsibilities are

for an assistant RSO?

A Sure. My primary responsibility is managing the security

elements at the embassy and other properties that the U.S. embassy

holds. My specific mission generally was the local guard program and

the local bodyguard programs as well as short notice taskers as well

as arranging security details for visiting dignitaries and important

VIPs that come from the U.S.

Q How did you get assigned to Tripoli?

A I bid on it.

Q Can you just walk us through a little bit why that attracted

you?

A It seemed like an exciting opportunity to be able to go where
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we're basically standing up an embassy from scratch, from the staff

to the facilities. To get at everything from the ground level up seemed

like a good, an interesting move as well as a good career move.

Q Did they give you any training or any briefing prior to

deploying to Tripoli that covered the security situation there?

A I was generally aware of the somewhat unstable nature of

the country following the revolution and the efforts of the embassy

to work with the fledgling government to establish themselves.

Q What was your understanding of what some of the risks were

in deploying to Tripoli?

A Well, it's a recently post civil war country. The

government and the security capability there wasn't fully in place.

So it was a little bit more high threat than the standard posts. Out

of 285 posts the Department has, this was one that was more of a high

threat nature. So I knew it was a little more, the stakes were a little

higher, it was a little more dangerous than a normal post.

Q Was there special training involved because it was a

high-threat post?

A Yes. Any agent deploying definitely as a PCS to a

high-threat post goes to our high-threat tactical training course as

well as gets additional refresher stuff, refresher training through

the basic regional security officer course that is a 4-month

prerequisite before you go out overseas the first time.

Q I think you mentioned earlier that before you came to the

State Department, you had some law enforcement experience. Did you
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have law enforcement training, as well?

A I supported law enforcement elements. I was not, I was not

a sworn Federal officer until I joined the Department.

Q And so at the time that you had been deployed to Tripoli,

you had gotten through how many weeks or months of training?

A Total training?

Q Maybe you could break it down into the pre-State Department

training and then what the State Department gave you.

A Well, the State Department, before I went out overseas, it's

approximately a year of training, roughly 7 months of basic training,

4 months of basic regional security officer training, and then, and

actually probably more than that, 6 weeks, 5 to 6 weeks of high-threat

tactical training course. So that is your year right there. And then

before that I had had previous positions with the government. I had

various types of training not at the same level.

Chairman Issa. Could you just summarize how many weeks that

previous training was?

The Witness. Before the Department? None of it would have

prepared me for overseas assignments. It was of an analytical nature.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Can you describe for us a little bit what the training

covered in terms of what scenarios had prepared you for?

A Which -- could you qualify that a little more?

Q The State Department training?

A Which component? There were three, three distinct
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components. There was the basic, there is the basic training for

Federal agents, there is the basic regional security officer training,

and then there's the high-threat training. Is there something

specific?

Q Let's jump to the high-threat training, that was preparing

you specifically for Tripoli, is that right?

A No. That is something that the Department has tried to get

all incoming agents under their belts, so they can be deployed even

in TDY base to push out to a high-threat post without this training,

well, with this training people are definitely prepared to go to

environments on short notice.

Q Maybe it would be helpful for us to understand, then, sort

of what the basic training is, and then you can move on to explaining

what the additional high-threat training program is?

A Okay. So the first 3 weeks of training are basically

indoctrination to the Department. We would go out to the Foreign

Service Institute and spend time just generally getting acclimated to

the environment of the State Department. We have people coming from

different fields all over America to get prepared to be part of the

State Department. Then we do locally some training as well as training

down at FSI, and then we come back into the area and do more training.

It is tactical driving, protective operations. A lot of it has

to do with the legal aspects of our job, going to court, constitutional

law, what we're allowed to do as a law enforcement officer. It's

generally those things, how to run a protective detail is a large
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portion of it as well. I'm sure many Members have been overseas and

seen the precision with which we have to execute things. So all that

training is part of that.

The second part of my training would have been high-threat

technical and that was 5 to 6 weeks of training where it is in more

of a high threat environment at the training facility that is

specifically set up for that purposes. Your counter-terrorism

driving, firearms training as well, first aid, combat, combat aid

training, stuff along those lines.

Even a situation where you might find yourself isolated where you

were kidnapped or whatnot, we were trained for that as well.

And following that, I had 4 months of basic regional security

officer training, which includes the type of things that you would do

overseas which would include the various computer systems that we have

to operate and update the State Department regularly to managing our

security elements to being, having, understanding contracts to be able

to manage GAR programs that require such things, as well as co-training

with ATF on explosives, things of that nature. So that is about the

year of training that I received up to this point.

Q Thanks. And then you mentioned earlier that you had an

awareness that Libya as a whole and Tripoli specifically was a volatile

situation. Can you just clarify a little bit for us whether that's

something that you just knew from following the news, or was that part

of the training? Was there any Libya-specific component to the

training?
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A The basic regional security officer course is built for

everyone. It is not post specific. So that being said, I was well

aware of the situation in Libya before I went there. I pay attention

to the news, I understand that the 42 years Qadhafi rule and the NATO

bombing, all of the things that went into the post security scene and

the difficulties that the country was having standing up as a fledgling

government, the interim government transitioning to their elected

government after I arrived.

So I was, it is not the Department itself -- I'm sure I spoke with

desk officers certainly. I was well prepared to go over there and I

knew what I was getting into, and the Department has arrangements to

make sure you speak with the desk officer at the various divisions,

some of which are security, some of which are contractual. So you have

touched base with people that deal with these things on a daily basis

prior to deployment.

Q Those are folks in Libya, the desk officers?

A No. Those are folks in D.C.

Q Were there any specific threats or concerns that you took

with you to Libya? Did anybody bring anything specific to your

attention, you might want to look out for this or that?

A Well, understand that our position there, at least very

early on was expeditionary. The post itself was still being built.

The security forces, our own, as well as host country, were still being

developed. So that's just something, that is part of the deal. That's

something that's understood when you go into these environments to make
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sure you have a good foothold to conduct diplomatic operations.

The security element, it sometimes takes a little bit longer to

get everything stood up. Maybe the walls aren't there completely, or

you don't have a fully-staffed local guard force. We were generally

well along, actually by the time I got there, things were fairly well

established. So I wasn't surprised by what I saw when I arrived.

Q You used the word "expeditionary."

A Yes.

Q Can you just clarify what that means --

A Sure.

Q -- in terms of the posture in Libya and what the implications

of that are?

A Sure. Expeditionary diplomacy is diplomacy occurring

under less than ideal circumstances. Typically, it's in a country that

has recently experienced a civil war or some sort of strife. The

Department does its best in a safe manner to go into these environments

so they can be present as these situations are shaking themselves out

or new governments are developing. So it is a smart move for a variety

of means, but it usually means going in there without the type of

security or infrastructure you would have at a traditional post.

Q When you arrived in Tripoli, can you just repeat when that

was?

A I believe it was either 16 or 17 June 2012.

Q Can you just describe for us how the reality in Tripoli

compared with what your expectations were?
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A They were probably right on. I wasn't surprised at all.

I was, as I said before, I knew what I was getting into.

Q Can you just describe for us basically what the security

situation was at Embassy Tripoli?

A Sure. So, a few different locations but generally serviced

by the same group of local guards and bodyguards at the time for numbers,

I'm not really comfortable giving full numbers on the capabilities that

we had at that location. I'd be happy to do it off the record if you

guys want to talk about that but we had an adequate number of guards

to cover the compound as well as -- the residential compound as well

as the embassy compound.

We were also developing a local bodyguard capability, the

difference between the bodyguards and the local guards, local guards

aren't armed. The bodyguards are. So at that point, we were

developing, we were into our second, I believe, second or third training

class for the bodyguards where the local guards would be static and

fixed at locations, the bodyguards could provide internal defense as

necessary, but primarily were developed to go out on PRS moves to

provide protective details for motorcades as well as, at the time, very

intermittent local support from the host country security forces.

Q The bodyguards and the local guards, are they both, are they

all Libyan personnel?

A Libyans. Yes.

Q So one of your responsibilities was training them?

A I managed them once they were trained effectively.
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So we had other elements of the embassy or the diplomatic security

that would facilitate the training of them. Now I did, I would sit

in sometimes. I would know the guys when they were going through

training, I would, but I did not do the day-to-day training for them,

no.

Chairman Issa. I believe that in the case of Libya, we have not

had testimony specifically on the number of individuals in each of these

positions. In the case of Benghazi, we've had extensive testimony on

the number of armed, unarmed, particularly in the months before and

then on September 11. And, of course, what is really sensitive to us

is that there's no reason for us to talk today about the present

structure and the changes that were made post-9/11.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Maybe we could just move on to having you cover over the

first couple weeks into maybe the first 2, 3 months, how the security

situation evolved, how your comfort level or evolved and just kind of

describe for us how you got settled in there in Tripoli?

Chairman Issa. We've been joined by Congressman Trey Gowdy of

South Carolina.

The Witness. So the first few months, I'm honestly, I'm really

dealing with what is 12 inches in front of me. I'm a first time RSO

overseas, and there's a lot to learn. So no matter how much anybody

prepares you for a certain situation, the ground is always different.

They can drill you in basic training on everything you need to learn,

but the reality of it is always a little different?
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BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Can you just describe for us what some of the challenges

that you encountered that maybe you hadn't been prepared for or totally

anticipated, if there any that jump out?

A The operational tempo at that embassy, in general, and I

would assume any expeditionary post is outrageous. It's very

busy -- doable -- but busy, they kept us occupied all the time. Long

days, lots of overtime on the weekends. It's just a lot of work because

there's always especially in that type environment, there's always

quick headed assignments coming in where -- we had a VIP visit every

10 days, I think, which pulls a lot of resources away from post to be

able to support the movements on compound. So it was substantial.

That's generally the thing that probably jumped out at me the most,

is just the operational tempo.

Q Can you cover for us some of your other responsibilities?

You mentioned managing the bodyguards in the local forces. Can you

just describe what some of the other responsibilities were?

A A lot of it was, a lot of my personal responsibilities was

being, coordinating with some of the other elements on compound. We

had other government elements that were present in Libya. And I worked

to coordinate with them in a lot of instances. We also had, there's

a couple of different locations that we worked out of, and I needed

to make sure that the guard numbers were right there, or the bodyguards

were performing as expected out on their assignments, because we're

training the bodyguards up to operate independently. So for the first
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few months, we would go with them, we would oversee them or shadow them

in some capacity to bring them up to spec. And they're excellent. I

would trust those guys with my life. It just took a while to get them,

so everybody was comfortable with them. And that was the intent, to

have them supplement the American security forces that were there at

the time, it's a standard procedure.

Q How were those local bodyguards and local forces being

cultivated?

A They would it, I think much like anywhere else you put out

a job listing that went on the State Department Web site, or the

embassy's Web site. I think they even advertised locally in Arabic

language press or Arabic Web site.

Q Did most them come to you without any experience?

A No. Some of them came to us, some of them had moved forward

from local guards to bodyguards, and others, sometimes a family member

of somebody that had worked at the local guard staff. Or in some cases,

we got people that had shifted over from working with the oil companies

or working at another embassy.

Q About how long would it take for a Libyan to come in off

the street and to be trained up to the point that he, in your opinion,

was ready to be deployed?

A For which position?

Q A bodyguard.

A A bodyguard, I believe, is a 10-week training course.

Q And how about the local force?
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A I think that was closer to a month. I couldn't -- I'm not

100 percent on that one. It may have changed since as I'm thinking

about it now in.

Q It sounds like you had a great deal of confidence in both,

in all the types of forces?

A I would trust those guys with my life. And I have.

Q And was that the case as soon as you arrived, you immediately

saw that they were high-caliber folks?

A There is a group that was on the ground was the first class

that had graduated, and I believe their graduation date was some time

in, I want to say April, but that may not be right. But the guys that

were there, the first core group, was first group trained had been in

the position, and by the time I left, they had been in the position

the longest.

Those guys were pros. They were the first class, it was

reasonably small, they got a lot of attention during training, and came

out with high marks and had the most field experience certainly by the

time I left. And that core group certainly is someone I had a lot of

faith in.

Q As we go along, I'm just going to periodically ask you to

have a look at an email or document and then we will discuss that

document so we are going to mark as Exhibit 3 an email and I will just

give you some time to review that.

[ Exhibit No. 3

was marked for identification.]
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The Witness. I'm familiar with this.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q The first email in this chain is at the bottom of the page

from Greg Hicks on August 30, 2012. And he describes being out around

town, I guess, and encountering multiple heavily staffed,

heavily-armed checkpoints around the city. This email gets forwarded

to you, it looks like you are not on that first email in the chain,

but then forwards it to you a few hours later earlier

in the morning.

He adds that the police seem to be on edge, I'm not sure what else

we can do to secure this compound. If someone wanted to get on here,

it will only take them the slightest bit of effort, and without safe

havens and the lack of police support, we are so screwed. I know you

know this all, but it makes me feel a little better to vent a bit.

You reply that we're prepared. Can you just maybe give us a

little more background on what was going on here?

A Sure. Let me put this in context actually. I had just

arrived in Benghazi the day before, the day this was actually sent on

the 30th, I believe is the day I arrived. First of September is the

anniversary of Qhadafi's green revolution. So the whole country was

on edge. That's why saw what he saw. Very likely the local

security forces were posturing in case something happened.

The same thing happened in Benghazi where this, there was a lot

more checkpoints, all of a sudden they tried, it was my impression that

the government had tried to put out a show of force in case something
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should happen and dissuade anyone who wanted to take any action that

day.

Ultimately, in this particular instance, I don't think anything

actually happened either in Tripoli or Benghazi on those days.

Q In the email in the middle of the page from ,

he expresses some concerns about not having safe havens and a lack of

police support. Is he talking about Tripoli or Benghazi?

A He's talking about Tripoli.

Q And when you responded that you're prepared, you were

talking about Benghazi? At that time, you were on the ground in

Benghazi?

A That's him talking to me, but yes. He's talking to me

making sure that I'm in touch with other Americans at my location in

Benghazi.

Q Can you just describe or explain to us what the significance

of the concerns that was describing, the lack of safe

havens and the lack of police support?

A So at the time the compound is still under construction,

and this is the residential compound. We are still using the chief

of mission residence as the embassy itself.

Ms. Safai. This was in Tripoli or Benghazi?

The Witness. This was in Tripoli. So while the chief of mission

residence was not under construction at the time, the residential

facility was. And what he says is, was accurate. At the time there

weren't safe havens and police support was spotty.
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BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q And that was the case throughout your stay in Tripoli I'm

going I'm going to assume?

A No.

Q That changed at some point?

A Yes.

Q Can you walk us through what the conditions were when you

arrived in Tripoli and then how they changed?

A Well, the conditions as he states them, when I arrived in

Tripoli, the conditions are as he states them. There were no safe

havens, police support was spotty.

Beginning approximately, I want to say November or December of

2012, a lot of this changed. Safe havens began to be built, bunkers

began to be built, police support was very consistent. This is all

post attack. So following the attack, all these things came on line.

Q I just want to, you mentioned your transition to Benghazi,

but I just want to spend a little more time in Tripoli.

Can you just describe for us during your time in Tripoli any

interactions you had with the personnel stationed in Benghazi?

A I didn't communicate with them on a regular basis until you

I knew I was going to TDY down there.

Q When was that?

A Probably the week before I think I ended up going so 23

August, roughly, is when I became aware that I was going to TDY down

there. It might have been a little bit earlier than that. But we had
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previously spoken a few times about people rotating down there and it

was always theoretical at a certain point and 23 August roughly is when

it became official that I was going to go down there.

Q So that was some sort of scheduled rotation?

A It was. I typically wasn't the agent that went down there.

There was another agent who typically TDY but he happened to be on leave

during that time frame, and I was going to fill the staffing gap between

his leave time and the time he returned and was able to go to Benghazi.

Q In that week or so between when you learned you were going

to be TDY'd to Benghazi, and actually leaving for Benghazi, who did

you talk to and what did you learn about the situation in Benghazi?

A I emailed with the agents down there at the time just

generally discussing if there's anything they need me to bring for them

and what time my flight was going to be, just made arrangements to get

picked up at the airport.

Q Was there anything that they asked you to bring?

A Specifically they had requested a couple of batteries for

radios and some pistol magazines.

Q Did they get into at all the security situation there or

any concerns or weaknesses that they were aware of?

A During those discussions and even before that, I was

generally aware of the situation on the ground in Benghazi. I don't

think during those emails they may have been specific. With the

security system changing, the security situation changing in any

capacity during the, you know, the previous few weeks, I think it was
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pretty much the same from when even a little bit before I departed to

even after when I got there.

Q What was your expectation before you went to Benghazi in

terms of how Benghazi would compare to Tripoli?

A Well, I knew it was a temporary facility. I knew that it

was not postured the same way Tripoli was or, and that it was a little

bit of a challenge to operate in that environment.

Q Can you just go into a little more detail? You said you

knew it was a temporary facility?

A Yes.

Q Can you just explain for us the implications of that?

A A special mission compound was an interim, an interim

facility that at the time of my arrival the lease had not been renewed

on that I was aware of. It was -- there was some discussion of whether

they were going to renew the lease or not. I wasn't part of those

discussions, but I just knew that there was, the situation there was,

it was tentative, because the decisions hadn't been made one way or

the other.

Q So someone like you who has to think of things kind of in

the context of how decisions like those affect security, what was your

view about the temporary status and what the implications that it had

for the security situation?

A The temporary status made it somewhat difficult to get

large-scale security upgrades at a smaller number, as you guys were

aware; I think it was $500 a day, but beyond that, we had to go through
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Tripoli, which likely had to get administrative approval, even possibly

from D.C. to go beyond that.

Q $500 a day for the locals?

A Yeah, for local security upgrades that we wanted to do so

which kind of made it tough to operate. It's not impossible, it just,

it just makes it a little tougher. You have to plan things a little

differently. So and the interim nature of the facility, just things

had been a little piecemeal, and it did meet certain standards, and

it didn't meet others. But again, it is based on the temporary nature

and the unique presence of the mission.

Q The standards that weren't met by the Benghazi facility,

was that something that was made aware to you prior to you heading to

Benghazi or was that something you observed when you arrived?

A It was likely something I observed, and generally, it is

just, it is just something that had happened in that environment. But

the temporary nature of the facility, it seems as if it just would have

been tough for anybody to commit one way or the other to how it was

going to be postured. If you invest all this money and then it is only

a temporary facility and then you leave it, that is a substantial

problem as well as not doing something up front and spending the money

in the first place in case you did keep it. So it was kind of a Catch

22.

Q The first part of that Catch 22 that you mentioned, is that

a concern about waste essentially that you know putting that much of

an investment in?
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A It was my impression that was a concern. I can't say with

any specificity that that was what people other people were thinking.

That is something that -- it was my impression.

Q As somebody who thinks about security, would you have

preferred that the decisions were made to err on the other side of that

Catch 22 to go ahead and make the investment?

A That's -- honestly, that's a little bit out of my lane.

That's more of a security management from a higher level position to

take. It would be tough to speculate on what those, the people making

the decisions were making. It's a tough call either way. It's just

hard to make the call. I'm sorry.

Chairman Issa. Before we go on from this point, you had said some

standards were met and some were not.

What standards were met for that facility when you arrived?

The Witness. Well, it appears that the exterior wall was the

right height. There was barbed wire around it. This met a general

level of expectation. Now off the top of my head, I'm not going to

be able to come up with every single security standard that the facility

met or did not meet.

I would have preferred heavier doors on the wall, to go with the

walls and just a few other things. But generally, as we saw actually

in the attack, the buildings that were -- my building held, thankfully.

So it met some level of even a the expeditionary nature of Tripoli this

was even more so applied in Benghazi just based on the environment

there, it's tough to get stuff in, it's tough to get workmen to perform
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the labor. It's -- you are kind of doing, just making do with what's

available.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Can you just walk us through kind of the other half of the

chairman's question? Which standards were not met at the Benghazi

facility?

A I'm trying to think. Again, the gates probably is one

example. I'm sure there were others, but that is one that stands out.

Q Is that the height of the gates or the strength of the gates?

A I'm sorry, could you repeat your question again?

Q What's the concern about the gates? What specific standard

that wasn't met?

A Usually, the gates are very heavy. In our instance, these

were just thinner and lighter than typically would have in an embassy.

That's all, they were locally produced as opposed to being something

that U.S., that was either shipped in or met specific DS standards.

Q Is that something that you learned when you arrived in

Benghazi that the gates were substandard?

A Yes. And I wouldn't say they were substandard. They

just didn't -- they served their purpose, they served their purpose,

as far as I know, when they were secured.

Q What level of concern did you have about the gates?

A Once I actually got there, there was guard at each gate.

There were three QRF men living on compound, a number of agents on

compound, two QRF capabilities, 20 men in one, five to 10 in the other
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less than 2 kilometers away. Generally, I wasn't overly disappointed

in the level of support that we had at the post, gates included.

Q Can you talk a little bit more, leaving the personnel aside

for now, I think we will cover that in a few minutes.

A Okay.

Q Just talking more about the structure and the hardware.

A Sure.

Q Can you get into, maybe it's just easiest if you describe

for us any concerns that you had or any weaknesses that you observed?

A Generally, the equipment we had, the security

infrastructure, if not up to the level of stuff that we had in Tripoli

or even other posts, it was -- a good and strong attempt was made to

duplicate those locally. So a drop arm that you've all seen coming

on the compound, it's very heavy and would take a hit from a heavy

vehicle. The locally-produced ones we had were thinner and lighter.

They served the same purpose and effectively as much as anything are

a deterrent, they just weren't as sturdy they just weren't as heavy.

Not to say they wouldn't work but they definitely were not as bulky

as what we would have had in other posts.

In many instances, where we knew we weren't going to be able -- and

I don't want to say we, my predecessors because they're the ones that

established a lot of this stuff at post, they attempted, rightfully

so, to do something that was similar to what we had at another post

and do the best that they had with local production capabilities in

many instances or add some security component that was would offset
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the lack, a perceived lack of something. So to make a serpentine to

make it harder for cars to approach, or maybe we wouldn't have that

at another location, to back the gates with armored vehicles which

sufficed, which was a good solution in that environment, and which is

what they did.

So any time there was some shortcoming, my predecessors had wisely

come up with a local solution, and it did cost the government little

money and made use of the equipment or infrastructure we had on hand.

Q Does creative solutions like that to kind of the unique

problems at Benghazi -- how did those kind of get approved and executed?

A Well, again, the $500-a-day limit, I think only one

expenditure occurred while I was there, so I can't really speak to the

other ones other than the armored vehicles up against the gates kind

of solved that issue. We had a new door put in to the TOC office, not

the TOC building, we can get into the discussion about that later, but

the TOC door when I arrived was wooden, and we had it replaced with

a metal one and that was below our budget, and that was a reasonable

upgrade considering the funding and the time constraints that would

have taken to get more funding.

Q So you had pretty significant flexibility as long as you

were in the $500-a-day limit --

A Yes.

Q -- to use local solutions?

A That would have been actually the only, the only way to do

it. It wasn't like we had a lot of other choice.
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Q Maybe this would be a good point for you to just kind of

describe kind of the lay of the land. I think you mentioned a couple

of the buildings. Can you just give us a little bit of a sense of what

buildings made up the compound and what sort of walls and structures

were there?

A Okay and I'm going off on memory here, and just probably

some of the documents we have, there's a diagram I'm sure. The 13-acre

compound adjacent to Fourth Ring Road in Benghazi. There was compound

B and compound C. They had previously been a compound A, but we had

released that to the previous landlord based on the size limit that

the Department needed for the compound.

So compound B had two main buildings, and one smaller building.

Do you want me to diagram it in some sort or just generally tell you --

Q No. I think it's best if you just talk about it.

A Okay. Closer to Fourth Ring Road, there was the office

building which I referred to as the TOC, but inside that there was the

TOC office. That office housed administrative staff as well as the

clerical officer's offices, and the management officer's office.

Across the small road from that was the cantina building which housed

the medical unit as well as some overflow housing capability for TDY

personnel. Between those two and off to the side there was a carport.

This is a self-contained compound with one external gate that was

adjacent to the alley that was opposite Fourth Ring Road. There was

also --

Chairman Issa. So when you say road you really meant driveway?
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The Witness. Sir?

Chairman Issa. It was enclosed, so it was no longer a public

road, but rather a private driveway or a private road that you mentioned

crossing?

The Witness. The whole compound -- it would be easier do diagram

it but Fourth Ring Road, Four Ring Roads in Benghazi we were adjacent

to the fourth one. Just on the other side of our compound was an alley.

It's a street, I'm sure it's a street, but it was poorly maintained.

It didn't belong to us. It belonged to the city, it was just our access

road to the compound. It was our main access. But we could have come

in one of the other entrances, but the compound I was describing at

the time only had one access off of that compound which was to that

alley, which was on the opposite side of where the office building and

the cantina were.

Closer to the office and the cantina there was a break in the wall

that allowed access between compound B and compound C, and there was

an internal alley that was walled on both ends going across the two

compounds with the openings at both compounds to allow people to transit

from compound B to compound C.

Compound C, the majority of it was fruit growth, and it had two

entrances other than the one that attached it to compound C. There

was charlie gate, I think there was 1 and 3, and 1 accessed on to the

access road, that poorly maintained access road that served as our

primary entrance, and the other one on the far back of the compound

was adjacent to 4th Ring Road and opened on to 4th Ring Road.
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On compound C, you had Villa C which was the primary residence

for the entire compound that housed the principal officer housing, the

management officer housing and then security personnel housing.

Additionally -- and let me back up, there is also a security

officer housing in the TOC office for one security officer. One of

the other, the next largest villa on compound C was occupied by 17

February brigade members three to four at a time and that was on to

the left of the front gate as you went out. And then it was a small

guard booth that was basically in part of the wall area.

So that's a general description of the 13-acre compound that had

a few villas here and there.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Okay, that was helpful. It sounded like you described some

interior walls like between compound B and compound C?

A Yes.

Q Was the entire 13 acres also enclosed by a single continuous

wall?

A Yes.

Q And how many gates were there total that allowed entry and

exit through that continuous wall?

A On paper there's three. One of them was difficult to open

so it was rarely used. And so there was the two on compound C that

were primarily used and it was primarily the one opposite of Fourth

Ring Road, the one closer to the alley access that was used as our

primary gate. And that was the only pedestrian gate. The other ones
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were all just very large vehicle gates. But the only pedestrian gate

was one on the access road.

Q So there's pedestrian access at one gate, vehicle access

at three total?

A Yes.

Q But for the most part, the vehicles only used the same gate

as the pedestrians?

A It was adjacent to it. It was a smaller door, as it built

into the larger swinging door. It was just adjacent off to the right,

on the right side of it.

Q Okay. Thanks. I think that will be helpful as we get into

talking about the attack itself, just give everybody an understanding

of the lay of the land.

I won't quite go to the attack just yet, though, I still have some

questions about -- I would like to understand who, while you were in

Tripoli or in Benghazi, if there were folks in Washington or anybody

outside of Libya that you were communicating with about the security

situation in either place? Do you recall?

A Not that I was.

Q If you had any concerns, who would you have contacted?

A Chain of command I would go to the RSO and the RSO would

push it forward.

Q In Tripoli, who was the RSO?

A Are we going with names on this?

Ms. Safai. Do you want to specify the time period also?
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Mr. Skladany. When you arrived in Tripoli.

Chairman Issa. Those were unclassified data, you could get them

on a Web site.

The Witness. It was when I arrived.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q And then in Benghazi the RSO?

A At the time when I arrived?

Q When you arrived.

A Actually, I don't recall who it was. I don't recall. It

was a rotational position. There were several guys coming through

there every 3 months or 2 months. I'm not exactly sure who it was.

Q You mentioned was the RSO when you arrived

at Tripoli. Did that change at some point?

A Yes.

Q And who took over for ?

A

Q And he was the RSO in Tripoli at the time you TDY'd to

Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q So it sounds like it wasn't totally clear who the RSO was

during the time that you were in Benghazi. Who, then, would you have

contacted if you had some concerns or needed assistance in some way?

A Well, at the time I was in Benghazi, it was me. I was the

acting, I was the acting TDY RSO in Benghazi, for the time that I was

there, that was the role I was fulfilling. There had been a -- prior
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to my arrival, there had been I think a few guys over the period of

2-1/2 months since I had arrived in Tripoli, and I just don't recall

exactly who all of them are.

Q So in that case, in that scenario as an acting RSO who would

you contact if you needed assistance in some way? Would you call back

to Tripoli?

A Could you qualify what kind of assistance?

Q For instance, if you had noticed some sort of security

concern that you considered so dangerous that it needed to be addressed

immediately and you couldn't find a local solution?

A Two different kinds of threats, if there was something we

are under attack, or if there was a security infrastructure upgrade,

I would have gone to two different places. Generally, I would go to

the RSO in Tripoli. That's, he is still my boss, I still work for him,

I'm just TDY'd at that location fulfilling a role on a short-term basis.

And we get into the attack later, but in that type of situation I would

have made multiple calls.

Q And then the other scenario where it needed some sort of

immediate assistance because you were concerned that there was a

vulnerability --

A I would still, if it wasn't an attack, it was still just

a vulnerability, I would still have gone to Tripoli.

Q And I guess you weren't in Benghazi that long, but over the

course of those couple weeks, did you raise any concerns along those

lines back to Tripoli?
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A None that had not already been brought to their attention.

So I don't think I actually went back to them. I think they were, I

think the previous RSO had brought it to their attention in a cable.

Q Do you know what those concerns were that the previous RSO

described?

A I don't have it memorized. I know it was explicitly laid

out in a cable that was sent out that was received.

Q At some point, did you contact Tripoli and raise concerns

and they said yeah, we're aware of those, they have been communicated

to us in a cable?

A Not during that TDY, I don't think that I did. The

situation I was there for was a very short term. It would have been

difficult in the limited time frame that I had to get anything

accomplished, not to say that we didn't make efforts to do that because

we did. But it wasn't necessary to raise these issues that had just

been raised.

Q So when you -- before you got to Tripoli you knew about the

issues that had been raised in the cable?

A Before I got to what location?

Q I'm sorry, Benghazi. I think I said Tripoli.

A At the time, I'm not 100 percent if I was aware exactly that.

I think I probably was. Typically, when RSOs transfer positions and

somebody comes in and somebody departs, there's what's called a

hand-over document, or a hand-over discussion, or a meeting of some

sort. This happened. So I was aware of the situation of the previous
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RSO, or even RSOs before that one had about the situation on the ground.

Q I think we are going to talk about the hand-over document,

but we want to spend a good bit of time on that and I don't know if

we have enough time left in the round here.

The cable in the hand-over document are two separate documents,

is that correct?

A Correct. Typically I think the cable in this instance can

be seen as a separate thing because it wasn't actually intended for

me. It was intended for higher level personnel just to make them aware

kind of a situational awareness type thing where the hand-over document

would be from one RSO to another.

Q Do you recall when you first became aware that there had

been a cable discussing some security concerns?

A I don't know. I can't recall.

Q Do you recall if you were in Tripoli or in Benghazi?

A No. And it would have only been a period of about 2 weeks

between the time that I think the cable you are referencing and my

arrival in Benghazi. I may have seen it. I don't recall. Again, my

assignment in Tripoli didn't have anything to do with Benghazi. It

had to do with the situation on the ground in Tripoli so that's what

I focused on.

Q You mentioned briefly one of the weaknesses was the gate

wasn't as strong as it might have been in some other locations but that

you backed it up with, I guess, a serpentine set of barriers. Do I

have that right?
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A Well, to supplement any perceived weaknesses in the gates,

they were literally we placed -- not we, my predecessors had made

arrangement to place armored vehicles behind them on the inside of the

compound so we are putting a 6- to 8,000-pound vehicle in front of a

gate that may not be as heavy as one we'd have elsewhere. That provided

substantial support to that gate and would have made it substantially

difficult for anybody to ram it. That's the biggest concern is

somebody ramming through a gate to get in, and that was a good way to

supplement that situation.

Q Can you just cover for us any other kind of fixes along those

lines where there was a weakness and then either you or your predecessor

came up with kind of a local creative solution?

A Sure. So the alley that we were on, that our main entrance

was on was maybe 30 or 40 feet wide. They put in barricades basically

to channel cars that had a limited access to the area where the entrance

was for us, as well as having installed dual drop arms to give us a

left and right entrance and egress points that the guards, some local

guards would man that would -- so basically effectively someone

couldn't get up a high rate of speed and ram that gate. It was

impossible. And that was the main goal of those, that infrastructure

that was installed to kind of channel cars, make them slow down.

Anybody that approaches was going to be coming in at a reasonable rate

of speed and wouldn't be able to do us damage.

Q Were there any others along those lines kind of creative

solutions that you guys implemented?
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A The drop arms on all the interiors of the buildings were

also a local solution. It is basically two U bolts on either side of

a door frame with a heavy metal bar that drops between them to keep

the door from being able to be opened. That is the simplest lock that

you could come up with, but yet it is very effective and that was locally

produced.

Q Were there any weaknesses that you perceived that you

couldn't find a local solution for that you just kind of had to live

with?

A My time on the ground there was only about 12 days. I'm

sure there were others, people that had been there either longer or

previously been there for a greater duration, may have been able to

identify some of this stuff, and right now I can't think of anything

specifically. Security guys always like more, more things. So I'm

sure there was something that could have been there and I just can't

think of anything right now.

Q Up to say September 10th, what would have been your biggest

concern? What sort of event would you have been the most concerned

about?

A Well, I think our posture was intended to protect against

an explosion on the perimeter, a car bomb, somebody throwing something

over the wall. That was generally how -- the size of the compound,

would have went well to protecting the occupants from such an event.

So having one villa in the middle of a very reasonably large compound

it's possible to, that's stand-off distance is basically what it
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provided, which was helpful.

And that was the type of attacks that we had seen elsewhere in

the city generally is the type of situation where likely to anticipate

was a smaller scale explosion on the perimeter or even possibly a

smaller group, a smaller group than ultimately did come in, but a

smaller group coming in, the way we were postured was built to protect

against that type of attack.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q The facility was in pretty good condition to prevent

against, as long as the walls weren't breached?

A To prevent -- you can't prevent, not prevent, but not even

withstand, but protect the occupants from. So the wall, you can blow

up a wall. Somebody can walk up to anywhere and do lots of stuff like

that. But it would have -- our reaction capabilities would have been

able to respond or hold in the event of something smaller than what

we ultimately saw.

Q Can you describe some of the other events? I think you

mentioned car bombs and explosives being thrown. Were those events

that had happened elsewhere in Libya, or those were local events?

A That is actually, I think, a countrywide thing that had

happened in several instances. A lot of the -- the stuff that had

happened to our compound, the attacks that had happened to our compound

previously, I'm aware that one of them was from a disgruntled staff
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member, and the other attacks on Western targets in Benghazi had been

of a smaller explosive nature. I think there had been very few direct

attacks on personnel, and warnings had been given in a lot of instances

beforehand.

Chairman Issa. So you were briefed about the history of both of

the explosions, the one that did not completely breach the wall and

the one that did; is that correct?

The Witness. I was aware of these before I went to Benghazi, yes,

sir.

Chairman Issa. And were you aware that the one that did breach

the wall, unlike the one from the disgruntled employee, had led to the

necessity to repair the wall?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. Did it concern you that the wall had been breached

so easily with a relatively small explosive?

The Witness. It was my understanding -- I don't know if I would

characterize that explosive as small. It was my understanding it was

a bag of gelatina explosives, which was a fission explosive kind of

based on TNT, and it was a reasonably large-size bag. It was

substantial. I have seen the photographs.

That being said, the react plan -- the setup of the facility and

the react plan, no one was hurt, no one was injured. Concrete can be

replaced; lives can't. So they just moved on from there. But it was

something you got to pay attention to. But this is the type of attack

that we possibly could have anticipated, something along those lines.
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Chairman Issa. If I can go back to the communication in front

of you briefly --

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. -- because I want to make sure we don't wait until

the next session to ask further. 10:39 p.m. Gregory Hicks sends out

his message. The very next morning, at 5:15, if I read it right, you

and are both responded to by , who at this point

is your boss, right?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. And he uses the terms, "Without safe havens, lack

of police support, we are so screwed. I know you all know this, but

it makes me feel a little better to vent a bit." And you respond a

couple hours later, "Copy. We are prepared."

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. When you said, "We are prepared," if I understand

correctly, your boss is saying, in Tripoli, which is a better facility,

we are screwed. And you are in Benghazi, in a lesser facility clearly,

the number of areas that it's more deficient and certainly smaller

security capability. When you said, "We are prepared," I'm assuming

that you didn't mean we're not so screwed, but, in fact, we're prepared

to be so screwed? Is that a fair characterization?

The Witness. No, that is not the --

Chairman Issa. Well, let me walk you through this in a couple

of pieces here. Benghazi was less safe. An attack that your boss

says, we are so screwed because we don't have -- we have a lack of police
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support, you had less police support in Benghazi. In fact, you didn't

have police support, is that right, you had a militia on backup?

The Witness. It was more hit or miss than it had been in Tripoli,

yes.

Chairman Issa. So you had less police support, and your boss says

in an -- on August 30th, he says, if we get attacked, we are so screwed.

You said, "We are prepared." I am assuming you can't mean we are

prepared to do what you can't do in Tripoli. So what did "we are

prepared" mean to you?

The Witness. Well, as I said before, this weekend was just before

the anniversary of Qadhafi's green revolution, so the country is on

edge. Specifically Benghazi was on edge as well. Our posture at that

time, we had some general notice that there was possibly going to be

something happening, good, bad or other. We made arrangements amongst

ourselves, the security personnel that were down there, to post

ourselves on the building for that evening, the evening as it became

the first, because that was the area that intel had reported the

timeframe with which it would be most likely something to have happened.

We had our personnel posted on a vantage point overlooking the entire

compound. So we had 24-hour manned presence,

.

On top of that, our compound is set up a little differently than

Tripoli's. We're generally a smaller -- we're a smaller target, but

we've got a substantial reactionary force that was always teed up and
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ready to respond and had responded in the past.

Chairman Issa. And let's briefly go through that, if it is not

premature.

In this communication they do talk about the communication with

. In preparation

from this, and obviously when they get into September 11th we'll ask

again, what was your expectation about the

if something

happened?

The Witness. Well, let me give you a general overview of what

would happen should an event arise that necessitated that.

The reaction plan, whether it was something small on the first

or something larger ultimately on the 11th or 12th, and this is the

plan that we actually followed, but the reaction plan is to shelter

in place. That would -- you take the principal officers, you secure

them in Villa C. The agent or whoever was in the TOC building would

go operate the communications and reach out to the security elements

that were supposed to react.

The security elements that were supposed to react includes -- the

local guard is supposed to just give us an alert, a heads-up of what's

going on. The three to four 17th February members that live on the

compound are supposed to take an active role in our internal defense;

additionally, the 20-person February 17th QRF with heavy weapons and

heavy vehicles 2 kilometers away that had responded in the past and

were expected to respond to any event that necessitated them in the

590



47

future. The security elements encompassing was part

of the react plan as well to come support the 17th February elements

that were going to come as well.

So we're talking almost 30 armed personnel were -- arrangements

were made for them to respond to our location, and had done so in

training and in actuality in past events. So whether the attack had

happened -- whether something had happened on the first, and it didn't,

although we had somebody armed -- armed personnel on the roof all night,

a rotating presence, or something that did happen on the 11th or 12th,

the expectations were for these elements to respond as they had done

in the past.

Chairman Issa. So when you say, "We're prepared," all of what

you just described would be why you would say. "We're prepared."

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. Okay. I just wanted to understand the sequence

again. said right here he was simply venting his

frustration a little bit. Thank you.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Just to clarify a little bit further, when you are

responding, "We're prepared," you're referring to being in contact with

and being ready to get over there if need be; or

is it just a more general statement, we are prepared to do that and

to address all these others?

A We are prepared to respond as planned.

Q Okay.
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A We are aware of the potential threat today, it being

Qadhafi's Green Revolution. We know our react plan. We know what our

react forces are supposed to look like, and we understand what we're

supposed to do in case. We're prepared.

Q So the react plan covers everything at the bottom of this

middle email, being in contact with

A Which we were constantly.

Q -- and all of the other things you mentioned as well?

A Yes.

Q Okay. We just have less than 2 minutes here. Maybe you

could just touch briefly on the level of police support at this point

in Benghazi. What sort of commitment and what sort of relationship

did you have with the local police?

A It depends on what timeframe you're specifically talking

about. It was pretty hit or miss for a while. We could make requests,

and they would come through for a certain period of time, it was my

understanding, even before I got there, but I can't talk to that

specifically.

Q What were the requests for them --

A To provide support.

Q So to have officers or cars outside the compound?

A Yes, sir.

Q Just kind of standing post?

A That is -- the traditional State Department security setup

is postured on local support. It is done that way throughout the world.
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The host country has a responsibility to protect the diplomats and

provide support to the diplomats in their country. This was our

expectation in this instance as well.

Q So the expectation was that the local police would be

outside the compound 24/7?

A That is -- that's the expectation.

Q And what was the reality?

A It didn't happen with that much regularity.

Q Can you just give us a little better sense of how often the

local police were outside?

A I can't speak to before I got there. While I was there,

they weren't out there a lot, even though we had made multiple requests

for them to be present.

Q You would make those requests to the local police?

A Officially -- sorry.

Q Did you make the requests directly to the police or back

to Tripoli?

A Oh, no, it wouldn't have been directly -- it wouldn't have

been to Tripoli. It would have been through the local Ministry of

Foreign Affairs, and they would pass it to the local police.

Mr. Skladany. This looks like a good stopping point. We can

take 5 minutes or however long you guys need for a break, and then we

are going to kind of do musical chairs here.

[Recess.]

EXAMINATION
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Let's go back on the record. The time is 11:25. I will

begin the minority's portion of questioning. My name is Peter Kenny.

I would just like to reintroduce myself. I'm minority counsel, counsel

to the minority staff, and joined here today by Susanne Sachsman Grooms,

who is deputy staff director for our committee, as well as other staff

members in this room.

Mr. I would just like to take the opportunity again

to thank you for your service to our country, and on behalf of the

ranking member, I would like to take a moment to offer our condolences

to you and your colleagues who lost friends and fellow patriots on the

night of the attacks. We've been told of your and others' bravery on

that night, and we thank you for that. We can only begin to appreciate

the grave danger and difficulty that you experienced and how that must

still affect you today.

And thank you for traveling such a long distance to appear at this

deposition. I understand that your appearance today is at great

personal inconvenience to you , and I hope we can get

you back as soon as possible.

A Thank you.

Q At the outset I would like to note that the Department of

Justice had raised some serious concerns regarding this deposition.

While the Department is unable to attend the deposition pursuant to

the committee's rules, specifically rule 15, the Department of Justice

officials have raised their concerns in private letters to the
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committee dated September 23rd, 2013; September 27th, 2013; and October

4th, 2013. I would like to enter these three letters into the record

as Exhibits 4, 5 and 6.

[ Exhibits Nos. 4, 5 and 6

were marked for identification.]

Mr. Skladany. Peter, can I just ask that we enter the Chairman's

response into the record as well as an exhibit?

Mr. Kenny. Sure. This will be marked as Exhibit 7. And just

to identify this, this is the chairman's response letter dated

September 30th, 2013.

[ Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I would like to also take the opportunity to read from some

of these letters. First in the September 23rd, 2013, letter, Peter

Kadzik, the Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General in the

Department of Justice's Office of Legislative Affairs explained the

following concerns regarding this deposition, and I quote,

We request that the committee defer

its deposition or interview of Mr. at this time because it

will pose risks to

the success of our prosecution. We do not make this request lightly,

but hope that the committee will support our law enforcement efforts

in this limited request."
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The Department in the same letter further explained, and I quote,

"For over a year, Department prosecutors and FBI agents have been

investigating the attack and preparing for a prosecution. They have

made substantial progress despite the difficulties in obtaining

evidence, locating witnesses, and other issues often associated with

investigating and prosecuting crimes that occur overseas. We believe

that a successful prosecution here is vital to protecting our national

security interests," closed quote.

Chairman Issa. For the record, Peter Kadzik is acting in that

role. He's not a confirmed individual.

Mr. Kenny. Acting. Thank you for that clarification.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q After further discussions with the Republican staff

members, Mr. Kadzik, the Acting Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney

General, sent another letter to the chairman dated October 4th, 2013,

explaining the following, and I am going to quote a large portion of

this letter, so I appreciate your indulgence.

Quote, "We have made serious efforts to reach a reasonable

accommodation with your staff so that the committee may conduct

oversight without harming the integrity of our investigation and

prosecution of those responsible for the attack. As we have explained,

our interest in this matter is in maintaining the confidentiality of

any testimony the agent provides regarding the details of the attack

or that would tend to identify individuals that the government has not

already publicly identified as present during the attack. We believe
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that public disclosure of the agent's testimony concerning potential

witnesses would jeopardize their safety, and public disclosure

generally of the agent's testimony prior to the criminal proceedings

would aid individuals who may be charged in their efforts to evade

criminal responsibility for the attack.

"We know that you share our goal of holding accountable

individuals who may be prosecuted for their role in the attack. For

that reason, we have sought and will continue to seek to work with your

staff to reach accommodations that would preserve witness safety and

our ability to hold wrongdoers to account. For instance, we have

requested that a prosecutor with knowledge of our criminal case be

present for the interview for the purpose of alerting committee staff

when sensitive witness security or target information arises.

Although your staff expressed concern that such an accommodation

could," internal quotes, "'affect the agent's level of candor,'"

unquote, "we think that concern unfounded, given not only that we are

unaware of any reason to believe that the agent's testimony will not

be fully candid, but also that the agent's personal counsel has

requested the Department's presence during the agent's questioning and

that Department representatives were present during the agent's

interview by the Accountability Review Board. We understand that

committee rules governing depositions would preclude a prosecutor's

presence, but that if the committee chooses to conduct a transcribed

interview rather than a deposition, a prosecutor could attend.

Ultimately, we believe that the committee's oversight interest, and

597



54

our shared interest, in witness security and a robust prosecution could

be best accomplished in a transcribed interview with a prosecutor

present, subject to an agreement by all parties, including committee

staff, to keep the information obtained in the interview confidential.

"We in the Office of Legislative Affairs remain willing, as

always, to meet with your staff to discuss both our and the committee's

concerns, and as we previously indicated, the Deputy Attorney General

is willing to meet directly with you as well regarding this matter.

We hope to avoid any action that will interfere with the government's

ability to prosecute those responsible for the deaths of four Americans

and injuries to others in Benghazi, and request that you take all

appropriate steps to preserve our opportunity to succeed in the

criminal justice process."

Mr. these are very serious concerns that are raised

by the Department of Justice. In fact, the concerns are so serious

that they ask that we not raise them publicly.

Let me be clear that, as the ranking member has said before in

public hearings, bringing the criminals who attacked the American

compound in Benghazi to justice is paramount to him, our staff and other

Democratic Members. While we are interested in learning directly from

you about your experiences in Benghazi, both before and on the night

of the attacks, we do not want to take any steps that would risk the

success of a future prosecution in any way. Therefore, based on the

concerns of the Department of Justice, we will limit our questions.

Also, I would like to note for the record the Department of Justice
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and the witness requested that today's proceedings be conducted as a

transcribed interview so that Department of Justice attorneys familiar

with the criminal case could attend in order to identify sensitive areas

for the committee and assist us in navigating around them. The ranking

member was supportive of such an accommodation, and as his staff we

offered to provide even more confidentiality to such a proceeding than

is afforded by our deposition rules.

The ranking member also wanted to be clear that regardless of who

was in the room, he had no concerns and has no concerns about the

witness' truthfulness or candor, and if I may speak for the entire room,

I would like to be clear that we do not think that the chairman or his

staff have any concerns regarding your candor either.

With that, I would like to turn now to our questions. I would

like to begin first in reverse chronological order. We'll talk to you

about the attacks and specifically the Accountability Review Board

process. And my first question, Mr. is were you interviewed

by the Accountability Review Board?

A Yes.

Q To your knowledge, were you among the first persons to be

interviewed by the Board? Was it relatively early in the process is

your understanding?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. And who specifically was it that interviewed you?

A The full Board interviewed me twice.

Q Okay. So all five members of the Board interviewed you on
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two separate occasions?

A Yes. There was follow-up with staff on three separate

occasions as well.

Q Who else was present in the room during these interviews?

A An AUSA was there as well as ARB staff.

Q By AUSA, a member or representative of the Department of

Justice was in the room?

A Yes.

Q Based on the two full meetings that you had with the panel,

did the members appear to you to be well prepared? Were they

knowledgeable on the subject matter?

A Yes.

I would like to clarify that my subsequent interview and telephone

interviews were for clarification on my initial testimony.

Q Okay. So those are the three follow-ups that you had with

staff?

A There was one initial meeting. My second meeting, I

believe, was just clarification, it wasn't a planned continuation.

And the three follow up telephone instances were all clarification.

Q Okay. So those were short in nature?

A Shorter.

Q Shorter. Okay.

And you had mentioned a moment ago that you felt or thought that

the panel, the five Board members, appeared prepared, that they were

knowledgeable. Can you explain the basis for your reason for thinking
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so?

A They were very well engaged on the issues and had done their

background research to have a general idea of what had happened that

evening, asked very specific questions. They got to the core of their

mandate.

Q Okay. And can you maybe just tell us about how long each

of those full meetings lasted?

A The first one, I believe, was an hour and 45 minutes, and

I think the second one was somewhere between 45 minutes and an hour.

It could have been a little bit longer.

Q Were you made aware of a right to have counsel present during

either of those meetings or both of those meetings?

A I was.

Q Have you had an opportunity to read the Accountability

Review Board's report since it was released last December?

A Yes.

Q Have you had an opportunity to read the classified version

of the ARB report?

A Yes.

Q In general, do you believe that the report reflects

information that you communicated to the Board, especially regarding

the events on the night of the attacks?

A Yes. I found it very accurate.

Q And can you just perhaps elaborate? The information you

communicated appeared in the ARB report?
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A Yes, that's accurate. The timeline of events that I shared

with them, the specifics of some of the questions I was asked appeared,

and some of the concerns that -- maybe not so much concerns, but some

of their follow-ups that they had, their suggestions that ultimately

played out, I believe there were 28 of them, some of those met with

some of the things I had said.

Q Okay. Do you in general feel that the report was thorough?

A Absolutely.

Q And you had mentioned just a moment ago the recommendations.

I believe two dozen of those were unclassified, and a few more were

classified. Do you generally agree with the recommendations contained

in the report set forth by the Board?

A I generally agree with the ones that are within my lane of

expertise, which is security. I don't have access to all of the

materials that they had, but from a general understanding of my position

as a regional security officer overseas and the ones that are in my

lane, I agree with them.

Q Are there any specific recommendations that you as a DS

agent feel would be particularly helpful and would improve diplomatic

security if implemented?

A If you have a copy of it, I can probably identify a few.

Q Sure. I will go ahead and enter the Accountability Review

Board as an exhibit, Exhibit 8.

[ Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just to clarify, this is a copy of the unclassified

Accountability Review Board report marked Exhibit 8. So some of the

key recommendations begin at the bottom of page 7 and continue through

page 11 -- or, sorry, through page 12.

A Like I said, I generally agree with all the ones that are

security-related. I don't think I have any substantial disagreement

with any of the things. But, again, they had access to a lot more things

than I did.

I think it's helpful to increase the length of the TDYs

specifically so you have more familiarity on the ground, a situational

awareness comes from that, as opposed to having a lot of churn. Being

better postured in case there is a fire situation at isolated posts

where there may not be a response capability is also another one that

I would also support specifically.

Q You're currently posted abroad in a security role; is that

correct?

A Yes.

Q Even though you may not be currently in a high-threat,

high-risk post, are you aware of or have you seen any evidence that

the recommendations set forth by the ARB are, in fact, being

implemented?

A Absolutely. They most definitely are.

Q Okay. And can you explain how you know that?

A Following the attack I returned to post. I went back and
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finished my tour. So effective early to middle November, I was in

Tripoli from there until June, so I watched a large portion of the

recommendations go into place. Whether it was for bunkers, safe

havens, security infrastructure, general rules and regulations on how

we handle certain situations, I have watched all of these things and

helped some of these things be facilitated and entered entered into

our standard procedures. And Tripoli is a high-threat post, so it was

specific to some of these requests that we installed some of these

items.

Q So just to be clear, some of the recommendations that are

contained in the ARB report were also ideas or recommendations that

Embassy Tripoli acted on following the attacks?

A As a result of the -- some independently, I would say a few

independently likely, but generally as a result of the ARB coming out

to meet the requirements set forth in the recommendations that were

accepted by the Secretary, which was all of them, is my understanding.

Q Okay. If we could turn now to the time of your arrival and

the time of your posting at Embassy Tripoli, there was a question, I

believe, that was asked in the last hour about the type of interactions

you may have had back with the Bureau in Foggy Bottom or back in

Washington. Did you have any interactions directly with the Bureau

of Diplomatic Security in Washington during your time?

A Most of my interaction would have been filtered through the

RSO. As an ARSO at post, it is really not my job to go around my chain

of command. I'm actually supposed to go through the RSO, and that's
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what I did, unless given permission to do otherwise. And I had no

interaction with the Bureau at State. I would have only interacted

with Diplomatic Security, not the NEA Bureau.

Q Okay. Is it fair to say then you would have been included

on certain cable traffic between the RSO --

A In many instances, yes.

Q In many instances. What was the nature of those

interactions?

A Could you be more specific, please?

Q Were these routine interactions between the embassy and the

Bureau of Diplomatic Security back in Washington? Were they specific

to any events, or incidents, or requests?

A I think generally much of it was routine. To understand

how things work, every post is going to ask for resources. There's

only a finite amount. So it's kind of a give and take between 285 posts

and all the RSO personnel that are out in the field. So there's always

this give and take, this request and approval, or in some cases denial,

going on based on the finite amount of resources that are to be shared.

So as a matter of just policy, sometimes I was included on these

messages. In some instances I probably wasn't. But, again, that's

just generally how it works.

Q Okay. And I believe in the last hour you'd mentioned that

you were on a TDY assignment to Tripoli; is that correct?

A No. I was on a TDY assignment to Benghazi. I was permanent

staff for a 1-year tour in Tripoli.
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Q Okay. And I believe there were some questions about maybe

the sort of training or briefings that you may have received before

you left for Tripoli. Just maybe it would be helpful for us to

understand how you acclimate to post when you arrive. How do you

familiarize yourself with the post security and protective security

programs generally?

A Okay. So as I discussed in the previous session, a 6- to

7-month initial training, 4-month basic regional security officer

training, and then 5 to 6 weeks of high-threat training. Altogether

about a year.

When you get to post, you have been well trained to know what your

job duties are generally going to be. My specific assignments were

to deal with the local force, the local guard force as well as the local

bodyguards generally, as well as to deal with short-notice taskers and

just general security situations that developed. And it was all pretty

standard generally, what we deal with. Even if it is in a high-threat

environment, there's elements of -- there's a lot of administrative

responsibilities as well as a lot of protection responsibilities where

you go out in a motorcade and take a dignitary from point A to point

B. So just because the environment is more high-threat, your posture

might change up a little bit, but generally it's all business as usual

until something happens.

Q So the programs or policies that were in place at Embassy

Tripoli would be the same programs or policies that might be in place

at other high-threat, high-risk posts; is that correct?
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A Very much so. That is correct. Our stature or our posture

in Tripoli at the time based on the expeditionary nature of the

locations and our only recently coming back in the country after having

shut the embassy down the year before was a little bit unique, but not

unheard of. Posts are shut down on occasion, and you go back at a later

date. This is kind of unique that we were starting over in a brand

new location, so it was a little rougher start, and it took a little

longer to get things up to speed with having to build the new facility,

build new walls, install new infrastructure. But, again, by the time

I got there, much of that work had already been accomplished.

Q How would you -- in the last hour you had mentioned one

potential event, I think it was September 1st, and there was also a

national election that took place, I believe, on July 7th; is that

correct?

A July 7th, yes.

Q So you arrived before the election; is that also correct?

A Correct.

Q When you arrived in Tripoli, how would you describe the

security conditions there? Would you characterize it as a permissive

environment? Was it safe to leave the embassy, the grounds?

A The situation on the ground was substantially better than

it had been the year before, 6 months before. There were instances

of militia-on-militia violence. Actually I'm not aware of any direct

attacks on American interests in Tripoli during my time, my time there,

at least certainly up to that point.
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As is well known, the situation was considered somewhat unstable

as there was an interim government, but generally the population was

hopeful. It was my impression they were hopeful and looking forward

to moving toward the elections and having the country stabilized over

time.

Q So were these security conditions -- can you describe for

us maybe how they changed or how they evolved? There might be these

events that would take place, there would be a ramp-up in security,

and then were there lulls afterwards? How would you factor that into

it?

A So in the timeframe in which I arrived, the government

relied fairly heavily on militias and were slowly starting to

incorporate the militias into a local structure -- local security

structure or a government security structure. This was slowly being

done. It's a slow process. These small, independent militias didn't

want to give up their autonomy. That being said, a lot of the weapons

and manpower capabilities resided with these militias.

Q And just to be clear, this is in Tripoli?

A In Tripoli.

So after my arrival, and slowly during my full tenure there, even

to when I left in June of this last year, that was one of the main goals

of the government was to consolidate these outlying militias into a

force that they had some sort of control over. And it's just how it

is in the environment after the revolution. The government is trying

to get a handle on the security situation by working with these
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militias.

Q And in your view, then, when looking at some of the incidents

that took place, you described them as militia-on-militia, or there

were a handful that may have been directed at Western targets. Was

your general view then that these were isolated incidents, it wasn't

necessarily part of a major trend line?

A Yes. In Tripoli, at least initially, very early on when

we reentered the country, the holdover from the Qadhafi regime, the

understanding was that foreigners weren't to be touched. It was very

generally a safe -- somewhat of a safe environment for diplomatic

personnel. As that kind of wore off, it became a little more dangerous,

but it wasn't to the fact where we were being targeted. Some of the

worst things that I had seen happen were reasonably small by our

standards, was a carjacking, and none of that happened to Americans.

But some of the worst things were just getting caught, or

potentially getting caught, in militia-on-militia violence, because

they happened to have very heavy weapons with a lot of resources. And

our primary goal was to stay out of those types of environments where

things had a potential to happen, so just try to avoid those instances

as we made our way to official meetings or taking diplomatic personnel

to those meetings.

Q Okay. And a few minutes ago you had mentioned that you

generally agreed with a specific ARB recommendation concerning TDY

assignments --

A Yes.
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Q -- for DS special agents. And I was wondering if you could

maybe just -- you were a permanent ARSO in Tripoli.

A Yes.

Q Can you maybe help us understand how many of the other staff,

security staff there, were TDY versus the permanent RSO and ARSO?

A Sure. At my arrival there were two permanent ARSOs and one

RSO. There were also three TDY RSO personnel on rotation, as well as

other security elements. We had SST personnel, we had MSD personnel

that were there as well, both primarily there for training missions,

either our forces or Libyan forces in some instances.

So the TDY personnel, it takes a long time to get acclimated -- a

little bit of time to get acclimated. If you are only there for 60

days or even 45 days, it's kind of hard to get used to how things are.

So coming from a training environment where you've been trained

for this environment and actually being there, it's different. So

you've got to learn the routes you're supposed to travel, the

neighborhoods you need to avoid, even pick up some Arabic. While you

can, you've got to learn the vehicles that you're driving. You've got

to learn the contacts.

And that's one of the big points, is making these -- a lot of

security is personal relationships, so you have to -- if you go to a

venue over and over, but the person taking the VIP to this location

has a different face every time, it's kind of hard to build that trust.

And the Libyans were very sensitive to security issues in general, and

they didn't want warm up to you until weeks or months to get to the
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situation where you could have easy access to get in for certain

meetings. So it's just better for everybody to have that familiarity.

And just at the time you start to either get used to protection or get

used to managing the Tactical Operations Center, which, you know, is

very technical and has a lot of equipment to understand, after a 60-day

TDY, or even 45, it's time to go. So by the time you get really locked

on to things after 60 days, you're gone, and then the next person has

to spin out. It's more preferable to have somebody there for a longer

duration.

Q You'd mentioned that part of your roles or your primary role

and responsibility in Tripoli was in the development of the local guard

force or the management of the local guard program; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q How did you feel things were progressing in Tripoli?

A As I stated, I think our local guards and our local

bodyguards do a great job. They have extensive training. They have

kind of a mentoring situation where they're not put in a position to

be too much management authority until they've been in the system long

enough. As I said before, I would trust them with my life.

So I think it was coming along slowly in some cases with the

bodyguards, but with the local guards we were -- I think our numbers

were a little bit lower than we wanted, but they were suitable.

Q You'd mentioned that most of your primary contact with was

with the RSO in Tripoli. Do you know or are you aware of who back at

Main State -- which office was responsible for managing the LGT? Would
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that have been within the Bureau of Diplomatic Security?

A It would have been part of DS. I think it's the Office of

Overseas Protection. I think it's OPO, yes.

Q Okay. I would like to turn now, if I may, to the special

mission compound in Benghazi. I believe in the last hour you may have

touched on the date, but I was wondering if I could just maybe ask again,

and I apologize, but when was it that you traveled to Benghazi?

A I think it was 30 August of 2012.

Q And how long were you scheduled to TDY there?

A It was the 17th or the 19th. I was supposed to be there

about 3 weeks.

Q Okay. And what was the purpose of your TDY?

A I was filling an RSO -- a gap in RSO coverage that typically

had been handled by another ARSO in Tripoli. He was on vacation, so

I was asked to go down there and just backfill, turn the vacancy.

Q Okay. So your role, then, wasn't to manage the local guard

force in Benghazi, which was your specialty?

A Well, I don't know if I would characterize it that way. So

I was sent down to backfill as the acting TDY RSO. Every RSO down there

was TDY, there was no permanent staff member down there, so I was just

filling that role. So as part of that role, I would have also been

somewhat responsible for managing the local guard programs, and the

other security elements as well, as were the other TDY ARSOs that were

down there at the time. It was a shared responsibility among all of

us.

612



69

Q Okay. So then as the TDY RSO, you were essentially the

agent in charge in Benghazi; is that correct?

A Effectively, yes.

Q Okay. So we had received some statements that at a certain

point in time, the RSO in Benghazi was folded or brought under the

control of the RSO in Tripoli in order to help enhance or improve the

ability of Benghazi to receive additional security resources. Can you

just help us explain, as the RSO in Benghazi you are responsible for

Benghazi primarily, but you're still answerable to the Tripoli RSO?

A Okay. What I think you're getting at, I'm not exactly when

that occurred, it was rolled under. It's a general understanding that

if you have the embassy, then you have constituent posts. Due to the

temporary nature of staffing in Benghazi, even generally, even outside

of that, I would think that the chain of command would still go through

the RSO in Tripoli. So general requests, as an RSO in Benghazi, you

could have gone either way with your requests, but hierarchically you

would have gone through Tripoli.

Q Okay. Thanks. That's helpful.

When you arrived in Benghazi, how would you describe those

security conditions, the security conditions on the ground then?

A In the city or at the compound, or could you specify?

Q Maybe both. Start with the compound and the area generally

around there.

A Okay. Benghazi is Libya's second city. It's the economic

hub. Much of the leadership for the Transitional Council and
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ultimately elected leaders of Libya came from that area.

That being said, it's an unstable environment generally. After

dark there's lots of gunfire, explosions every night. It's just how

it is, some of which are fireworks or wedding celebrations, which they

celebrate sometimes in strange ways with RPGs and grenades, but it's

just how it is.

So the environment was a little -- well, it was definitely less

secure than Tripoli, and the government had had a more difficult time

securing it or providing support in that area.

On the transitioning over to the compound itself, based on what

I just stated, the Department made arrangements with the 17 February

Brigade to support our security

posture at that location, which, as I said before, approximately 30

armed men were able to respond and had been -- during drills and previous

events had responded in such a way.

So a 30-person QRF is actually larger than what the response

capability in Tripoli was. So for that compound, although,

unfortunately, we didn't have consistent police support, the

Department had made arrangements otherwise that up until the attack

had met the requirements and met expectations.

Q I think you maybe kind of described the security conditions

more generally, but where the special mission compound was located,

where was that in relation --

A Generally in an affluent area. It was actually in somewhat

of an affluent area in Benghazi. It was somewhat close to Benghazi
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University. It was kind of a ritzy part of town, out by Fourth Ring

Road. It is not quite the suburbs, but it's pretty close. There's

almost an American-style grocery store nearby. There's DVD rental

places. I mean, it was -- there was a Greek restaurant down the street.

It was kind of a nicer area now.

That being said, Benghazi itself, as I described before, there's

gunfire and explosions and situations like that. But as Benghazi went,

it was a pretty nice area.

Q So relative to the other parts --

A That was my impression. That was my impression that that

was a -- I can't say it was the safest place in town, but it was -- it

definitely wasn't the worst part of town.

Q You felt it was safer than other parts.

A That was my impression, because we drove through some of

the other parts to get from point A to point B.

Q Okay. Just more generally, was there a significant or a

large presence of locally employed staff at the Special Mission

Benghazi?

A Only a few.

Q Okay. Can you maybe help us understand the importance of

having locally employed staff who can possibly serve as a local resource

at the post?

A Sure. Locally employed staff, even though they were hired

for specific roles, as an administrative role or a driver, they all

actually served as translators, our cultural emissaries basically to
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help us understand certain things when we had to do -- well, part of

our job is outreach with other security elements or interact with the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs. They helped us a great deal to provide

translations of our official requests; to help us go from point A to

point B in the safest, most efficient way; to make contact with some

of the locations, especially out at the airport. This was some of the

roles that they performed for us.

Q This is more of a general question, but you were aware of

the State Department's reasons for operating in Benghazi?

A Nobody ever specifically asked me. My impression was, as

I said before, it's Libya's second city. It's the economic hub.

Ambassador Stevens, before he was Ambassador Stevens, he had spent a

great deal of time there. It is of significance to be present there.

It's somewhere the Department -- my impression was they wanted to have

a foothold, because in the past historically as Benghazi goes, so does

the rest of the country.

Q But as a security professional, you weren't involved in any

of those discussions, policy?

A No, sir.

Q Turning now to the run-up of Ambassador Stevens' trip to

Benghazi, when did you first become aware that the Ambassador was

planning to visit Benghazi?

A Ambassador Stevens had been planning a trip for up to 6

weeks, so ultimately when he did go, it had been -- off and on had been

planned a few times and canceled and just kept getting pushed back.
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So I would say maybe even late July or early August is when I initially

became aware that he wanted to go.
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay. And were you aware of his reasons for traveling to

Benghazi?

A I wasn't consulted on specific reasons.

Q Okay. Did you have a general awareness of --

A Yeah. My impression was he wanted to reengage. It would

have been his first time going back to Benghazi after having been

assigned there previously. And it was kind of a big deal for him to

be going back. He had lots of contacts, associates, friends in the

area. So it was important to him to show that the Department and the

U.S. Government were still interested and still respected in Benghazi.

Q To your knowledge, was it out of the ordinary for the

Ambassador himself to decide when or whether to travel within the

country in which he is credited?

A No, generally that's up to the discretion of the Ambassador.

Q So that would have been standard practice in your view?

A From what I know, yes.

Q How did you plan for the arrival of the Ambassador in

Benghazi?

A So on the ground, keeping in mind that there were still

security concerns in Tripoli, so we couldn't deplete their resources

at that location, I made arrangements with the RSO in Tripoli to provide
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two agents to travel with the Ambassador. Subsequently -- we already

had three personnel on the ground. I additionally made arrangements

for two other Americans to come support us during mobile operations,

to go from meetings off compound. So we had a total of -- a total of

seven agents that would have moved -- well, that would have been

available for either -- either internal defense or on-compound

activities or motorcade operations.

Q So I am sorry, so there were two ARSOs who traveled with

the Ambassador --

A Yes.

Q -- and then three on the ground, including yourself --

A Yes.

Q -- for a total of five?

A Plus that were on loan

to us.

Q Okay. And were there any special precautions that were

taken, aside from what you described, to ensure the safety of the

Ambassador?

A We worked closely to do advance work the week before his

arrival, to go out and look at the locations, to meet the people that

he was going to meet with off compound, to speak to the security

personnel at those locations, which is standard, standard practice for

DS. Let's see. And beyond that, we made sure that our -- the ministry

of foreign affairs knew that the Ambassador was coming down, and to

encourage them to meet our security requests. And we also made sure
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that present in the area were aware of his presence

in case they needed to support us.

Q Were there any adjustments to these plans based on the

anniversary of September 11th?

A No. Well, the -- I guess there was one. The primary one

was all meetings that were to be held that day were to be held on

compound. We had made arrangements for there to be no travel that day,

to remain on the compound, that we had previously felt offered our best

chances of meeting any challenges that were presented that day.

Q I would like move on, if I may, to discuss the circumstances

of your appearance here today. Did you, through your counsel,

communicate to the committee your desire to appear here today on a

voluntary basis rather than through use of the compulsory process?

A Yes.

Q Certain Members of Congress have alleged that the survivors

of the Benghazi attacks, which would include you, have been forced to

sign nondisclosure agreements. Is that allegation accurate?

A No. It's not accurate.

Q Have you been prohibited or restricted by the State

Department from communicating information related to the attacks to

the Department of Justice?

A Not at all.

Q Have you been prohibited or restricted by the Department

from communicating information related to the attacks to the

Accountability Review Board?
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A No.

Q Clearly, everyone in Benghazi on the night of the attacks

had a slightly different vantage point, being in different locations

at any particular moment in time. That said, we are hoping to

understand whether you think the committee needs to pursue interviews

with other survivors, or whether you think that the other survivors

would basically provide the committee with substantially the same

information that you have provided to us and to the Accountability

Review Board and others.

A I was in the best position to see the attacks happen, unfold.

I was in the TOC at the special mission compound. I manned the cameras.

You guys have seen the video. Any time you see the camera moving,

that's me. Subsequently, I was also in a position to review the cameras

and be aware of all the situational awareness at the second compound,

all of which I have shared. Much of the attack was passed in real-time

through my phone to DS command center. And all the information that

I have has already subsequently been shared with -- multiple times,

with the ARB, as well as Department personnel. That has subsequently

been shared with this committee and many others. Everything that came

out in the first 2 weeks, every timeline you saw, every account of the

attack on the ground was mine, almost verbatim. Subsequent timelines

that came out that were more detailed, I substantially contributed to

those as well.

So everything that I am aware of that I possibly could share with

anyone on the Hill has already been passed. Even though you may not

621



78

have realized it was coming from me, it was me. And this was -- this

was substantial and exhaustive. I have gone through the video multiple

times. Those timelines have been down to the hundredth of a second.

These timelines have been shared with you guys. I don't see any benefit

of having any of the other agents appear here. Again, they were in

isolated pockets for much of the attack, where I was doing command and

control and communications with D.C. for the whole time. Anything that

happened that night I am aware of. So it would be difficult.

Mr. Cummings. I am Congressman Cummings. I am the ranking

member.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Cummings. And I just wanted to take a moment to thank you

for your service.

The Witness. I appreciate it.

Mr. Cummings. I thank you for being here. I thank you for your

cooperation. We are just trying to get to the bottom of this. And

based on what you have just said, I know you have apparently been through

quite a bit. And so often people in your position are unseen,

unnoticed, unappreciated, and unapplauded. But I just want to take

a moment to thank you on behalf of our country and the Congress for

what you have done. We really appreciate it.

The Witness. Thank you. Can I add something briefly.

Mr. Kenny. Please.

The Witness. My group, we are trying to move on. And it's

been -- every time we have to go through this, it's difficult. I am
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the one that's given the most briefings and presented the most evidence

to whoever has asked for it, whether it's the ARB, best practices, or

even just relaying to senior staff. It's hard to get closure when these

things go on like this. So we got two guys that need to focus on

healing. And a lot of us, the rest of us, maybe just healing mentally.

So it's -- and that's not to say we shouldn't remember the four

that were lost. I think about them every day. And it's tough. We

are professionals. I feel that we have shared everything. And I have

been back here several times, whether it has -- it hasn't been for this

committee, but I have been pulled back and forth between my previous

post and D.C. multiple times. And it's frustrating. It impacts our

lives when we do this. So I am happy to do this so the other four guys

don't have to, because they need to be able to focus on moving forward

and taking care of themselves and their families. As you stated

recently, this is a little disruptive, and it's difficult emotionally

to do it. So thanks.

Mr. Kenny. Thank you very much. We will go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q I just wanted to pick up a little bit where you left off

at the end of the last hour. You discussed some aspects of the toll

that this has taken and the challenges that -- of being interviewed

a number of different times by a number of different people creates

for you And we do recognize that. And that has

been raised to us. But I just wanted to take an opportunity on the

623



80

record to clarify a little bit why it's important that we talk with

you directly in a setting like this.

It's been difficult for us to get access to witnesses, especially

witnesses like you, who were on the ground. And that's because the

State Department has made it difficult for us to talk to you. To date,

we haven't had to use a subpoena to interview witnesses in a deposition.

Chairman Issa. That's not true. Ambassador Pickering.

Mr. Skladany. I am sorry. That's true.

The Witness. I didn't want to correct you.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q You are right. As far as the witnesses to the events in

Benghazi go, this is unique because the State Department and the Justice

Department raised a number of objections to us speaking with you today.

And through a series -- in a series of conversations, we tried to come

up with ways to mitigate the need for you to come in and speak with

us directly. One of the things that we tried to do, and this goes back

a number of months, was subpoena the notes and the summaries of the

interviews that the ARB did with you and all the other witnesses that

they spoke with. The chairman issued a subpoena that covered those

specifically. And the State Department has refused to make those

available to us, despite the fact that they are covered by the subpoena.

It's been our position that access to those would mitigate to some

extent the need for us to interview as many people as we find ourselves

needing to interview. So I just wanted to share that with you.

And I also just wanted to clarify and to gauge your awareness of
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whether or not -- the State Department has not provided any videos to

us. You mentioned a video that you went through second by second and

broke down. Apparently that's been made available to other folks that

have interviewed you. That has not been made available to us. Were

you aware of that?

A I was of the understanding you guys had seen it, or at least

still -- still slides from the video.

Q That's not my understanding. There are a number of other

documents that the chairman has subpoenaed that have been withheld.

You may have noticed that we are required to use a red lock bag that

we have actually had you take possession of. And that's because the

State Department does not allow us to take possession of the various

documents that they have shown to us in camera.

A Okay.

Q So that further complicates our efforts to understand the

facts. It makes interviews like this more challenging.

A Can I just add something very briefly?

Q Sure.

A The sensitivities around this, and part of the DOJ's

concerns about me being present here, one of the concerns has to do

with my personal safety, of which I am aware of at least twice during

open session my name was said.

now all the terrorists

or their elements have to -- they know who to target. My name being

said twice in open session has made me feel substantially
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less safe.

So I have some concerns about that. I know one of them was said

by a witness in open session. Chairman Issa also mentioned it the other

day. It's unfortunate it was done. I was fairly surprised that he

had done that. I don't really know where else to go with that except

to say that it's -- I am a target . And

the more my name and the names of my colleagues get out, it has a

potential not only to impact the investigation, but to impact our

personal safety. And beyond that, we are Federal agents, and there

is some level of privacy that should go along with that, considering

that we also are witnesses as well. So I just wanted to state that

when I was thinking about it.

Q And we recognize those safety concerns. And that's one of

the main reasons that we decided to proceed with a deposition. That

affords us some protections for the transcript. And that -- we covered

this at the beginning, you know, various precautions that we will take

to make sure that it doesn't get released in any way. But I just really

wanted to take this opportunity to clarify that the various pieces of

information you have provided to the ARB, maybe to other congressional

committees, to the Justice Department, to a large extent have been

withheld from us, despite subpoenas, despite requests that these

documents be produced voluntarily. And so to some extent, that's why

we are here today. And then also I just wanted to clarify that you

may have been misled if it was your understanding that those documents

had been made available to us.
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A And it wasn't the -- it wouldn't have been the Department,

senior personnel, or even legal support, or even DOJ that led me to

that impression. It was the people that I have spoken with that have

spoken to some committees. I thought your group would have been part

of that. That's my mistake. I do know that there is intelligence

products that have made the rounds that have included some elements

that we have discussed here today that I -- I had thought you guys would

have been privy to, just in the nature of them being products from the

intelligence community.

Q Other committees have very specific jurisdictions. Some

look at the Armed Services component, some look at the intelligence

component.

A Okay.

Q Our committee has more -- it has a broader jurisdiction.

A Yes.

Q And we look at these things from a more holistic

perspective --

A Okay.

Q -- to look for opportunities to strengthen, whether it is

the ARB process after the fact, or whether it's to make sure things

are working properly to get the necessary protections.

A Okay. Then that's my mistake. That's my mistake on

believing that you guys had seen some of that stuff.

Q Okay. Yeah. I just wanted to take a minute to try to

clarify that and try to help you understand what our position is. And
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also to affirm that we do respect your interests in getting back to

the post,

And we are

going to try to get you back as soon as possible. And frankly, I don't

expect that we will need to extend this beyond the next couple of hours

that we will be together in this room.

So if you have travel plans, I am sure you will be able to get

on the plane here. That being said, we do have a lot of questions and

a lot of ground to cover today. So I hope you will bear with us for

a few more hours. And with all that having been said, let's move onto

the --

Mr. Chaffetz. Can I?

Mr. Skladany. Sure.

Mr. Chaffetz. I just want to help clarify some of the comments

you made earlier. And again, thank you for your service and being here

today. You referenced multiple timelines, if I heard you right. How

many different timelines have you produced?

The Witness. I contributed to at least two. I contributed,

contributed to two of them very early on, the timeline that the

Department publicly released at I believe at a press conference, I

contributed heavily to that. And then subsequently there was a

timeline that I was -- assisted in developing as well?

Mr. Chaffetz. And that has not been released publicly?

The Witness. I don't -- I can't speak to that. I

believe -- much of the stuff that I have seen in the press is very

628



85

consistent, and makes me believe that it was certainly released at some

point?

Mr. Chaffetz. Well, part of my concern is many of the timelines

that I have seen are terribly inconsistent. This is one of our

challenges. You look at the DOD timeline, the State Department

timeline, the comments that are made, and there isn't that consistency.

So we are trying to get our arms around that. But there is another

timeline above and beyond the one that was issued publicly.

The Witness. Honestly, I can't tell the -- I don't know that I

could specify the difference at this point without seeing something

to tell whether it was what I recall or not. I do know, for example,

one that I was shown reasonably early on in The Atlantic was very, very

specific. And then there was one released --

Mr. Chaffetz. How specific? How many pages is it, for instance?

The Witness. Oh, well, that particular one, I mean, just a

one- or two-page news account?

Mr. Chaffetz. Right.

The Witness. It was reasonably, it was reasonably accurate for

what that space allowed.

Mr. Chaffetz. Right.

The Witness. Beyond that, I don't know what -- specifically

what's been released to who.

Mr. Chaffetz. And you mentioned videos and your involvement in

those videos. How much video is there?

The Witness. I am not in a position to talk about some of that
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stuff. Some of this stuff is part of -- is definitely going to be part

of the prosecution for the investigation. That's more of a question

for DOJ than it is for me.

Mr. Chaffetz. There is aerial video.

The Witness. I actually have not seen that.

Mr. Chaffetz. So you have not seen any of the --

The Witness. Unless I viewed it live, I haven't seen anything

subsequently related to aerial video.

Mr. Chaffetz. And there is video from on the ground. Correct?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. Who and how -- how did you -- who and how did you

get the impression of what Congress has been seeing and given?

The Witness. I think it was just my impression that this

information was shared. I can't specifically state when or where this

information was provided. It was my understanding it had been provided

long ago.

Mr. Chaffetz. Somebody must have led you to that perception.

Ms. Safai. I can actually jump in and answer here. In

conversations with myself and the Department of State just in preparing

to determine what has been shared, we received general instructions

that the committee has seen almost everything. Now, what that includes

I couldn't tell you. But we were under the impression that that

included email exchanges, a timeline of events, potentially the aerial

footage, or the -- you know, the monitors on the ground. But any more

specifics we are not aware of.
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Mr. Skladany. Can you clarify for us who you had that

conversation with?

Ms. Safai. Sure. It's the same individuals that you have been

in contact with. And that's Theo Chuang. And that's who my main point

of contact was.

Mr. Chaffetz. You mentioned that you had been brought back to

visit the State Department here in Washington, D.C. area multiple

times, or several teams. How many times did you come back?

The Witness. This is either the third or the fourth time that

I have come back in reference to this matter.

Mr. Chaffetz. And what did you do with them in preparation for

this meeting?

The Witness. I -- it is my understanding just

standard -- standard preparation that Department legal office offers

to people. I reviewed my emails, reviewed the ARB testimony.

Generally, it's my understanding it was nothing unique.

Ms. Safai. And that was all done in the presence of counsel.

Mr. Chaffetz. How long did that last?

The Witness. Let's see. A business week perhaps.

Mr. Chaffetz. A full business week?

The Witness. Roughly. Off and on. It wasn't straight -- it

wasn't 8 hours a day, every day. It was a few hours here and there.

I had other responsibilities to take care of.

Mr. Chaffetz. Have you ever been given limits in speaking with

Members of Congress?
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The Witness. No, sir. The only limitation -- the only concerns

I have is requesting responding to questions about confidential

informants that may be sensitive to the investigation. Beyond that,

I have no particular guidance to not share anything. I am able to

answer anything.

Mr. Chaffetz. Are you able -- what instructions were you given

regarding talking to the media?

The Witness. I was never prohibited from speaking with the

media, but I never spoke with the media. The only discussions I ever

had with the media was to tell them I could not speak with them.

Mr. Chaffetz. Do you receive lie detector tests?

The Witness. In this position, no. I have previously as a

component of my security clearance.

Mr. Chaffetz. So since the attack until now you have not received

any?

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. You mentioned who you had spoken to previously

about this, the ARB?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. Senior staff. If you can help define that a

little bit more. Okay? Does that mean the State Department senior

staff?

The Witness. Yes, State Department senior staff and DS senior

staff very early?

Mr. Chaffetz. Who did that include?
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The Witness. Very early on in the investigation, just to recount

what I am likely going to be recounting at some point today?

Mr. Chaffetz. Sure.

The Witness. I met with the principal deputy assistant Secretary

For Diplomatic Security, the Deputy Assistant Secretary for --

Mr. Chaffetz. If you can recall the names that go with the

titles, that would be helpful?

The Witness. Charlene Lamb, Scott Bultrowicz, Eric Boswell,

Philippe Reines, Cheryl Mills, Ambassador Kennedy. And just simply

to recount my story in somewhat -- my impression was it was for

preparation for testimony in front of your committee or others. Very

few questions actually asked. It was just me giving them a download

on what had happened on the ground.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Were those separate sessions or were all of those folks in

the room together at one time?

A One was a bulk session that included most of those members,

but there was also separate smaller ones among the diplomatic security

side of that.

Mr. Chaffetz. And during the time that the ARB was convened, did

you meet with any of those people you just mentioned?

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you meet with them before the ARB?

The Witness. The download that I just discussed was prior to my

ARB testimony. But that was -- there was maybe a 2 or 3-week gap
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between those two. I think my ARB testimony was 12 October. And that

was the first one. And the next one was on the 13th?

Mr. Chaffetz. So you met with that group that you are talking

about before the 12th of October?

The Witness. Well before. Yeah, maybe --

Mr. Chaffetz. There is not much time. September 11th, 12th was

the attack --

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. -- and ARB was roughly a month later. So when did

you meet with that group.

The Witness. I can't recall expressly, but it was for the sole

purpose of sharing my events on the ground --

Mr. Chaffetz. Sure.

The Witness. -- so they could better answer testimony for your

committee and others.

Ms. Safai. You may want to state when you arrived back in the

States.

The Witness. I arrived on 17, it was Monday, 17 September is when

I got back in, and immediately went to work the following day. Took

a recommended few days off the following week, and then came back and

continued to support the after action?

Mr. Chaffetz. And then you met again after the ARB? You came

back here?

The Witness. I was brought back in at least one more time, and

I can't think of the particular time frame. I could probably come up
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with it later. I think it might have been in January, February.

Mr. Chaffetz. What was the purpose of that?

The Witness. I think it was just to refine some understandings

of some of the details of that event. It might have been to contribute

to -- could have been to contribute to further development of a

timeline. That might have been an IC product they were working on.

But beyond that, it wasn't for a very long period of time?

Mr. Chaffetz. Okay.

The Witness. I am sorry, can I add one more thing?

Mr. Chaffetz. Sure.

The Witness. I believe I also was part of being brought back a

few times was to help with the investigation. It wasn't specifically

for -- to answer requests, DOJ requests that we needed to speak to them

in reference to the investigation.

Mr. Chaffetz. When is the first time you got to speak with

somebody from the Department of Justice?

The Witness. It would have been 15 -- actually, that's not true.

I met with them and did a -- did a debrief, effectively, with them in

Germany on 15 September. And I may have actually met them, just these

are the FBI agents that are going to be investigating the case, but

sometime earlier that week, between the day of the attack and the time

I arrived in Germany and the day they actually met with me. So

approximately 15 September.

Mr. Chaffetz. Okay. Thank you.

BY MR. SKLADANY:
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Q I just wanted to circle back to a couple things --

A Sure.

Q -- that you just mentioned. As part of today's interview,

you said that you got to review your own ARB interview notes?

A It's like a page and a half of interview notes, yes.

Q Did anybody else's interview notes -- were anybody else's

interview notes shared with you?

A No.

Q And I just also wanted to address the issue of your name

being made public. It's my understanding, or at least my experience

from preparing for today that your name's out there online. If you

Google it, it comes up in a number of different places.

A It was only as a result of it being made -- stated in public

in open session by Greg Hicks. Prior to that, my full name -- my name

was not out there. And I am completely aware of that.

Q Okay.

A And subsequent to that, and the chairman mentioning that

I had been subpoenaed the other day, yet again, it came out and made

the rounds with the newspapers. But before Greg Hicks' testimony in

January or February, might be off on the date, it was not publicly known.

It was not well known. And I am aware of that.

Q Okay. Moving back to the SST, when you were in Tripoli did

you have familiarity with the SST?

A Absolutely.

Q Can you just explain to us what the purpose of the SST was,
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what your understanding of it was when you were in Tripoli?

A My understanding of the purpose of the SST being present

in Tripoli was twofold:

Q Did you have any interactions with the SST when you were

in Tripoli?

A Daily.

Q And were you aware of, either through your interactions with

them or through interactions with other people about what the

discussions were surrounding the future of the SST?

A I am generally aware that they had been extended twice, and

there was a discussion whether to extend them a third time.

Q At what point was that conversation taking place? The

discussion about whether or not to extend a third time.

A I think it started approximately about the time I arrived,

or at least as I am generally aware of it. I think it picked up steam

the closer we got to August.

Q Do you remember if there was a sentiment, either personally

or on the ground among other people, were people in favor of extending

the SST?

A At what location?

Q In Tripoli.

A Okay. I mean the people that you suggest wanted them to

stay or go --
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Q Let's just start with you. Did you have a preference?

A Generally, security personnel like some more security

personnel. That's just very simple.

Q Were there folks who did not want to extend the SST that

you were aware of?

A The general impression I got from people on the ground in

Tripoli was that they would have liked them to stay.

Q And do you know if they had a willingness to remain in Libya?

A I know that --

I

do know that the general purpose of the guys on the ground for the SST,

the providing internal defense

, but they were certainly willing

to stay and do their job.

Q It sounds like it was mostly unanimous that there was a

preference to keep the SST in Libya, at least from your perspective

and the perspective of those similarly situated. Do you know further

up the chain, your chain of command whether or not there was a preference

one way or the other?

A I know there was a lot of discussion, and none of that was

with me. I just know the impression I got from just being on the ground

in Tripoli. Generally, as local security elements are enhanced, like

our local guard program or bodyguards or the police, the American

security assets, whether that would have been SST or MSD, would have

been dropped down.
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So there was kind of a balance of how that goes. Any discussion

to remove them was based on this standard procedure that when local

stuff gets enhanced, the American support goes down. So I can see where

that would have been something somebody up the chain would have said.

Q Is that your understanding of the calculation that was used

to tilt or make the determination not to retain the SST?

A I am not aware of the senior level discussions. Again, like

I said, I am primarily focused on what is 12 inches in front of my face

in Tripoli. That would make sense. It's a standard thing for the

State Department to do.

Q Who was responsible for making that determination?

A Ultimately, I think a lot -- a lot of it would have rested

with the Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Programs.

Q Can you use a name there?

A Charlene Lamb. It would have ultimately, a lot of that

would have rested with her, much like a lot of the other

responsibilities for International Programs that DS dealt with from

a security standpoint, 285 posts, and they all -- she was kind of the

hub for getting security at a lot of these locations. And as we

discussed before, limited resources, lots of requests. It's kind of

tough to make those assessments on who gets what and when.

Q When the SST was not extended, did you have a reaction at

the time one way or the other?

A As I stated before, more security is preferable. When

the -- when the decision was made, or when I was -- the decision was
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shared with me to not extend them -- and some small element did remain.

It just wasn't as large a group as was there before. It's not like

they were completely pulled out. I would have preferred more to stay

or them to be bled off over a longer period of time. But understood,

there is other -- these are very valuable assets, the SST, highly

trained individuals, lots of skill sets. There is other places that

needed them as much if not more than we did. Alternatively, I would

have preferred they stay. It makes my job easier knowing that there

is, you know, a reasonable number of highly trained individuals like

them. And generally, they were excellent. They were great guys.

They were nice guys to have around.

Q Who at post would be in a position to make a push or make

the case that SST should be extended?

A The two most senior people that would make that

recommendation would have been the Ambassador or the RSO.

Q Do you know if either of them made that push?

A It's my understanding that they both wanted them to stay.

Q Is there any reluctance, whether it's in DS or at any level,

to ask for an SST to be present?

A I don't have any firsthand knowledge of any of that. I

know -- this is where some of the stuff you are asking me and stuff

that I knew then than what I know now kind of comes into play. It's

kind of hard to separate what exactly I knew at that point because it's

a year-plus later, and I read the newspaper and I watch TV. I pay

attention just like everybody else. I can't tell you exactly what I
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knew at that time. It was my general impression that my job on the

ground was to get the local bodyguard program up, so it would provide

a security environment that was stable enough to release the other

elements, which included MSD and SST.

Q It's our understanding, based on what other witnesses told

us, that Ambassador Stevens did, in fact, want to keep the SST in

Tripoli, in part to continue to provide security for the compound there.

Do you know why that was the Ambassador's position?

A Well, as I stated before, more security is better. DOD was

very generous with the SST. We weren't being charged for anything as

far as I know. It was a good arrangement for us. It kind of gave us

a buffer until our other security element, including the local police,

were up to our expectations to have them present.

Q Do you have any sense of whether or not the Ambassador, his

preference for having the SST in country, was motivated by security

concerns ? Or both?

A I think for our purposes, I mean just for him, that was a

very easy basic solution to any security concern he may have had for

our compound in Tripoli would have been to retain the SST. And again,

they do a lot -- they do a lot of stuff outside of just provide internal

defense. So it was a good situation for us overall. So I can see why

he would have -- you say he would have thought that.

Q In hindsight now, do you have a sense about the decision

not to extend the SST?

A Well, ultimately it doesn't -- it doesn't appear to have
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impacted Tripoli so much, as that post was never attacked. Our

security elements having to do with the local guards and the

local -- local guards and static posts and the bodyguard program, the

numbers came up eventually, and they were at a point where it's somewhat

justifiable, if not totally justifiable, to withdraw the U.S. forces,

U.S. security elements in favor of these local ones which meet the

standard operating procedure for DS and the Department throughout the

world.

Q You mentioned in our first hour the turnover documents that

were provided to you when you went from Tripoli to Benghazi. And we

have got those here, and I will mark those as Exhibit 8.

Ms. Safai. We have an Exhibit 8. I think 11.

Mr. Ohly. Exhibit 9.

The Witness. There were a couple extras.

Mr. Skladany. Thank you.

[ Exhibit No. 9

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q I will give you some time to refamiliarize yourself with

these.

A Sure.

Q While you are reviewing that, I will just enter into the

record that I think the full document originally had a number of

attachments. Those aren't really relevant to what we wanted to discuss

today, so we left them out. And the document that we do have here that's
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marked as Exhibit 9 contains a number of names and phone numbers and

some fairly specific information. So we will avoid referring to any

of those portions.

A Is this anything specific you would like me to focus on as

we --

Q We are going to walk through most of the document. Although

I think probably most of my questions will be about this page 1 of 7

and 2 of 7. So kind of the introduction.

A Okay.

Q In the security environment portion.

A Okay.

Q And we will stay away from lots of page 2 and most of page

3.

A Okay.

Q We will get into a little bit about the 17 February group

and the local guard force.

A Okay. You can go ahead and ask.

Q Okay.

A And I can refer to the document as I need to.

Q And we are going to avoid page 6 entirely as well.

A That's a good idea.

Q Okay. But let's start on the very first page, which looks

like the cover email --

A Okay.

Q -- that the report was attached to. Maybe you can just
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clarify for us who was who sent this to you.

A He was the TDY RSO in Benghazi.

Q And that's who you were replacing?

A Yes.

Q He mentions in the second paragraph, "After 2 weeks of

wrangling a police car to come to our mission and provide a daily 24-7

presence, one finally showed up last night. I am not confident it will

stay around, but it is something to stay on top of." I think that was

something that you discussed in our first hour. Did that turn out to

be the case in the short time that you were in Benghazi, that the local

police support was intermittent?

A Yes.

Q When you received this warning that that might be the case,

was that something that you followed up on or is that just something

more that you kind of file away?

A No, we regularly followed up on it, made multiple requests

during my time there. Two to three. And keep in mind I was only there

for 12 days, so making two to three requests in period of less than

2 weeks, we are pinging them pretty hard to get support.

Q So that was a fairly high priority then. That was something

that -- of the many things that you probably had to worry about, that

was something that got your attention?

A One of the key components of DS's security posture overseas

is local support. That's a primary concern, whether you have or don't

have that.
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Q What would the expectation be as far as what the local police

would be responsible for in the event of an incident like what

ultimately happened?

A This isn't just specific to Benghazi or Tripoli. The local

police, especially in somewhat unstable or somewhat unsafe areas are

the primary outer ring of concentric rings of security that we hope

to have in place, that we attempt to have in place. Local police, then

our local guard, then whatever internal security measures that we would

have beyond that. But in many, if not all posts throughout the

world -- it is probably more many than all -- local police are the

first, the first ring. They are the first ones out there. And they

are if not, they are very closely nearby and they can respond very

quickly to things.

Q Moving now to what is marked page 1 of 7 --

A Okay.

Q -- which is the second page of the document, in the very

first sentence under the introduction, the author -- do you know, did

write the entire document? Should I consider him to

be kind of the author?

A I believe so.

Q Okay. He described Benghazi as a strategically important

post. Can you just clarify for us what the strategic significance of

Benghazi is?

A As I previously stated, Benghazi is Libya's second city.

It's the second largest city in the country. It is the economic hub.
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A lot of the oil in the country resides on that, generally on that end

of the country. It was the hub of every revolution. The last

three revolutions that have happened I think -- or at least the last

several, have started in Benghazi.

So as I said before, kind of the way Benghazi goes so Libya goes.

When Ambassador Stevens was assigned there as special envoy, he was

in Benghazi for months at a time. It was important that the U.S. have

a diplomatic foothold there. And ultimately, as many of the leadership

from the Libyan government or political parties were moved -- moved

from Benghazi to Tripoli to be part of the government. So it's from

that position, it was definitely strategically important.

Q Moving onto the second paragraph, he writes, "There is

nothing traditional about this post." I guess at that point you had

only been in Tripoli previous to Benghazi. But was that your

experience and your observation, that there was nothing traditional

about Benghazi?

A There was very little traditional about Tripoli. It was

just standing up, again, after having to abandon the previous embassy

compound, stand up from scratch. We were previously in the city, now

we are out somewhat on the edge of town a little bit. So Benghazi even

more so, because you didn't have the kind of support or services that

Tripoli, as the hub of the government and the major city in the country,

was able to provide. So you are a little bit -- you are a little bit

further out.

Q And he gets into describing kidnappings, assassinations,
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bombings occurring weekly, daily, and the effects that those events

have on resources. Was that new information to you? It sounded

like before --

A I am aware of it. I was aware of it.

Q You were aware of it?

A Yes.

Q So at this point you are not necessarily learning anything

knew. This is kind of confirming what you already thought.

A Yeah. While I didn't -- Benghazi wasn't my

responsibility. But I generally stayed apprised of the situation in

my country at the time.

Q He writes, "DS agents for all intents and purposes then are

on their own and protect both the mission and the officers here with

the knowledge that outside assistance is not readily available." Can

you clarify for us what you thought that meant when you read it for

the first time?

A I can't actually tell you what I thought when I read it the

first time. It's been quite a while.

Q Looking back now --

A I can give you my best guess at that is that he was -- his

position was much like my position in Benghazi. We are somewhat,

somewhat on our own without -- other than the support elements that

we had in place or the response capability we had established with 17

February . There is no American

presence anywhere. There are other friendly western or
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western-leaning governments there. But by and large, we are at least

an hour flight away from Tripoli. No American military presence

anywhere close. And there is no -- there is really nowhere just to

duck, to duck into should something happen out on a move if we were

outside the compound. So it was that type of situation that I would

think that he would be referencing.

Q And then he goes on to say that, "DS agents have to do a

variety of things that are not in the typical scope of their

responsibilities, including, "motor pool, human resources, and

housing." So on top of kind of being isolated and not having outside

assistance readily available, there are these additional

responsibilities for DS agents. Am I interpreting that the right way?

A Yes.

Q At any point when you are kind of reading this for the first

time did you think, yikes, what have I -- what am I about to walk into

here?

A Most of this wasn't a surprise to me. As I said, I did have

my 12 inches in front of me assignments in Tripoli. That being said,

a lot of emails that came through we were generally aware of the

situation on the ground in Benghazi. And generally aware that it was

unique, that -- and in smaller places like this, and this included

Tripoli, you may not be able to get a repair capability or -- locally.

Sometimes you have to rely on yourself to fix whatever breaks, or fill

some role.

Now, early on in Tripoli think that was more likely the case than
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when I got there. But, you know, if somebody's got a skill set that

you can share, whether it's carpentry or accounting or something like

that, it's not out of the norm for somebody to slip in to that role

to try to help somebody at the embassy as necessary until that position

can be staffed. This probably went a little further than that. It

was a part of the assignment. But it didn't catch me off guard once

I got there and read this. I was generally aware.

Q Did you have any concern that having DS agents worry about

things like the motor pool and human resources and housing, that that

would distract from the primary mission, the security mission?
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A Generally outside of the -- think about what he just said

the environment was, kidnapping, explosions. Generally the post was

kind of sleepy. There is that decent amount of -- you could say it

is down time, but you could definitely use some of this time when you're

not out on a move, your perimeter is covered because you've got your

five local guards, you've your three to four 17 February QRF personnel

on the compound, you've got your two react forces close by. There was

probably some down time that you could have devoted to some of this

stuff, and it wasn't a lot of heavy lifting to be able to -- the motor

pool thing could be part of a security consideration, it could be within

the purview of an RSO, because it's an armored vehicle, it's conveying

you from point A to point B in a safe means. So that could be perceived

to be under the umbrella of the RSO, and in some places I think it

actually is.

But housing and human resources-type stuff, it was such a small

staff there anyway, it wouldn't have taken a whole lot of effort to

distract it from the primary goal for security personnel.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q What did those other responsibilities turn out to be

precisely? And he uses the terms "human resources" and "housing."

What did that mean on the ground?

A It's kind of interesting. A lot of posts have a housing
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officer or a GSO, general services officer, that will handle facilities

or handle repairs to this and that. We're kind of on our own out there,

so ultimately when something needs to be fixed, we would attempt to

deal with it ourselves or contract it out locally. So basically all

it entailed in most instances was finding that local contact to come

in and fix something, or deciding who was going to sleep in what room

when they showed up for a TDY.

So it wasn't -- again you're talking about no more than seven

people in that compound at any one time that lives there. So a lot

of these requirements would be pretty minor timewise for sure.

Q You mentioned that the post was often pretty sleepy, but

there were, you know, several incidents that threatened it and

that -- you talked about some of them earlier, and when you were

preparing to go to Benghazi --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- were you aware of them at that point as well?

A Yes.

Q So you knew that certainly that the possibility of another

incident was -- I don't know if "likely" is the right word, but --

A Probable.

Q Probable?

A Well, possible, not possible, not probable is actually what

it is. I was aware of these, and it's just something you have

to -- something you deal with as a security officer. You have to make

the best of the situation that's presented to you. And in a lot of

651



108

cases, you bid on various assignments, and you don't get to pick the

specific one you get. So whatever you get, you don't get to control

that environment. That's kind of what we do. We improvise and adapt

as necessary to the environment that we're operating in. So that's

one of the things that we did in this location.

So I understood that there had been two bombs on the perimeter,

two explosions on the perimeter in the past, and there had been other

assaults in the area, but that doesn't mean to say any more would happen,

but hopeful that they wouldn't, of course, but should something happen,

you need to be prepared.

Q Does that affect your frame of mind or your morale if you're

dealing with housing issues or human resources issues, and meanwhile

in the back of your mind you know another event is somewhere between

possible and probable? Does that affect people's morale?

A I can only speak for myself. The other guys there I can't

specifically speak for their minds. I'm not sure how that impacted

them. My impression was it's just part of the job, and it took so little

amount of my time to deal with any of this stuff. When I got there,

the cars were good to go, the HR stuff was squared away. Most of the

stuff went to the acting; whoever the acting managing officer was

handled most of it, and housing assignments amounted to what room you

want.

So it wasn't a lot of effort. I could see where that may impact

somebody, but it didn't seem like at that particular location it was

a burden on anybody.
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Q Okay. Just moving on to page 2 of 7, using the page numbers

down on the bottom right, the first sentence under security support

says, as the RSO, you are devoid of the traditional security support

you would find at most diplomatic facilities.

Could you just start by describing for us what security support,

the traditional security support, would look like --

A Sure.

Q -- at other diplomatic facilities?

A Sure. So as we discussed, primary support, primary

security force at least on that perimeter of the compound and most

locations is going to be local police support or military support

depending on the environment. So you've got your host country security

element there. Then inside of that, you've got your own local guards,

and that may be contractor or direct-hire staff. Beyond that, it

depends on the environment whether you're going to have some sort of

a QRF capability internal, or you're going to have an off-compound

support as well. And we had both.

So we had -- the only component that we were lacking at a regular

basis was the police support on the exterior of the compound. But other

than that, we had our 5 local guards, we had our 3 to 4 17 February

Brigade that lived on compound, we had a 20-person QRF 2 kilometers

away,

So as I stated, it's about 30 armed men able to respond. This

doesn't even include the DS agents. So that's still 30 armed men that
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were drilled and trained and -- well, drilled and expected and had

responded to previous incidents.

So that's the posture that we had there. And it was -- other than

the really large QRF force, it's pretty standard.

Q So the elements of the traditional security support that

you might expect elsewhere, the elements that were missing in Benghazi

were the local police?

A That would have been it.

Q And what about military support?

A That's -- it's either/or. It's never both. Or it would

be rare. For example, in Tripoli we had arrangements with both the

police and the military to provide support there. It was -- for a while

it was just the police and then some -- in some instance it was rolled

over to the military support.

So it just depends on what's available. Some countries kind of

blur that line on what's police and what's military. It's kind of just

host country support is what the expectation is, and either one of those

would suffice.

Q So how would you characterize the level of host nation

support then overall?

A At what point in time and at what location?

Q In Benghazi, while you were there.

A Poor. Well, let me qualify that. Specific to the police

response, poor. Specific to the pseudo government-aligned militia

that we worked -- that we had made arrangements with with the
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understanding of the government as well, up to the point of the attack,

it was fine. They had previously responded to incidents on the

compound with their large capability.

Q The document then proceeds to get into some descriptions

of what the 17 February Martyrs Brigade was responsible for. Can you

just give us your assessment of the their capabilities over the course

of the 2 weeks or so you were there?

A Okay. It's my understanding that 17 February was the

largest militia in Benghazi and were a larger militia made up of some

elements of smaller militias, but they held a substantial amount of

power and sway in Benghazi.

They had bases throughout the city and were the primary security

element for Benghazi and the primary government even partially aligned

brigade in the city. And they had a large number of their membership

consist of people who had fought in Benghazi during the revolution.

Q Can you get into a little bit of just what sort of training

they were receiving in the compound and how they were responding to

the training?

A Sure. I can only speak to the three to four members that

were on our compound at any one time. For the larger element, I can't

speak to them, to the training that they received.

The three to four members on our compound received small-unit

tactics training, some level of firearms training, just so they would

be familiar with the compound and be able to get to positions to defend

it as necessary, to be able to support each other on the move, to be
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able to move around corners in a safe but efficient manner, just

standard stuff that you would provide for internal security at a

compound of that size.

Q So if you and the other agents are highly proficient or

experts in those sorts of things, how would you rate the 17 February

folks?

A They were coming along. I can't say they were the best I'd

ever seen, and I think I only -- they only may have done that particular

training once or twice while I was there. But they were eager to learn.

They were -- I can't say they were fully proficient in what we were

trying to teach, but they had some basic level of understanding of what

we wanted to accomplish and the justification for us wanting them to

learn these things.

And these are the people we went out with every day, so we trusted

them generally to get us from point A to point B. And they were -- let

me say it again, they were very anxious to learn and wanted to do a

good job, and my impression was that.

Q Later on in the document, I think it's on page 4 or 7, it

says, despite many hours of training, the 17 February QRF are not a

professional unit and struggle with even basic tasks such as loading

their weapons. Did you observe that?

A That is impression, and this was -- I think he may

have started drafting this before I actually arrived. It could have

been up to a month gap between this.

I didn't see any substantial deficiencies, and I do recall seeing
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that. Again, you've got to think about where these guys are coming

from. Their expectations between making them the equivalent of a DS

agent or even a more highly trained individual is tough. The standards

are pretty tough for a group of local militiamen coming -- learning

to shoot properly, to posture themselves, position, do all these

things. These basic things are a big deal. So just getting some of

the basic stuff.

And the stuff that I saw when we drove with them, they did okay.

And, again, I can't -- I'm not going to fault for saying and

for writing what he wrote, and that was his impression. He probably

had more time with them. I think he was there for 2 months. I was

there 10 days. I saw a limited amount of what this training entailed,

and the components that I saw, it wasn't -- I'm sure they could have

been better, but it seemed to be doing okay, because this is all new

stuff to them in a lot of cases that they don't grow up learning this

stuff, and they don't get the year of training that we got.

Q I think you mentioned early in the interview, I forget if

it was in the first or second hour, that they had responded to the

previous events as you had expected, as planned?

A And it wasn't just them. When I say that, I mean the

off-compound QRF had responded and shown up in force is my

understanding. All this happened before I got there. So I'm going

on whatever else is in the record and what I've been told. It's my

understanding that when the bombs on the perimeter occurred, they made

the call, they showed up within 5 minutes, and that was my expectation
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for anything else that had happened during my tenure there.

Q When you were talking about the Libyans who were doing

similar tasks in Tripoli earlier in the interview, you had expressed

a great deal of confidence in them, and you said you trusted them with

your life. Did you have that level of confidence in the Benghazi

locals?

A I had only known those guys for 12 days, so I literally -- I

can't say I had that same level of confidence. But familiarity does

breed some level of confidence. The guys in Tripoli, I knew them, and

ultimately at the time I was there with them, my confidence level in

them, I can't tell you what it was at the time when I had departed for

Tripoli -- I'm sorry, departed for Benghazi, but I can tell you that

I was there another 8 months, and I can tell you that I watched several

groups of them go through training, and the ones that I had known for

10 weeks when I left for Benghazi I had known for 10 months when I left

Tripoli in June, and I had a substantial amount of confidence in their

capability by that point.

Q Can you just take a moment to compare the group in Benghazi

to the group in Tripoli in terms of the level of confidence?

A It's kind of going to be tough, especially since I was in

Benghazi just a short period of time and actually knew the full training

regimen that the guys in Tripoli received. I'm fairly confident that

some of the basic-level stuff would have been similar, but considering

that it's probably off-and-on training maybe 1, 2, 3, 4 days a month

vice 10 consistent weeks of training that the local bodyguards in
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Tripoli got, it's different. It's different.

And keep in mind, the 17 February guys were -- they weren't our

employees really, they were contract militia members, where the local

bodyguards were direct-hire personnel in Tripoli. It's not apples to

apples in that situation.

Q Can you clarify a little bit for us what the relationship

was between the February 17 QRF at the post and then the 30 or so who

are at the brigade command, I guess, a mile or so away?

A It was my understanding, and I think it was our react force

was 20 personnel from that brigade command element. They were just

members. The 3 to 4 we had on compound were part of 17 February, as

were the 20 that were available to come to us. I can't say that it

was the same. They were -- our three or four were pulled from that

group of 20. I can't even say it was the same group of 20 every time.

I just know that there was a capability that they had that had responded

in the past.

Q Was there some sort of rotation where the three or four that

were on compound with you --

A Generally it was pretty consistent from what I know. I know

one guy had left at one point, and another guy had been brought on.

But it was my understanding that the three core members were the same

guys that had been there for quite some time.

Q And they were there throughout the couple weeks that you

were there?

A Yes.
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Q That core 3?

There's another -- on page 4 another observation that the QRF team

had become somewhat complacent, lazy?

A Could you help me find that, please?

Q Yes. In the second paragraph on the top.

A Okay. I see it.

Q And it goes on to write something that you just touched on,

that as they're not technically employed by us, we have no real control

over them.

So can you just clarify for us whether or not that was your

observation as well?

A I think that's generally accurate. We were only able to

train with them as much as they were willing to be trained. They

weren't direct-hire employees. The rate of pay is a little further

down in the next paragraph. The work requirements was something to

hold them to is my understanding, so they had some sort of -- there

was some agreement between us and 17th that these are the requirements

we need to have met to serve our purposes. And recognized this,

and it seems to have worked.

The guys did regular rounds, they touched base with us all the

time, they provided mobile support to us. And that's not to say they

didn't become complacent at some point. I think assessment

is probably very accurate. But I think we did our best to work around

that -- or he did his best to work around that and set them as well

as us up for success.
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Q Moving forward to the fifth page here, there's a description

of a homes project. The very top of the page it says, the $38,000 fence

project has recently been completed. I'm unsure of the purpose of this

fence.

Do you know what fence he's talking about?

A I am aware of that fence, and that was done when I got there.

I might have actually said the same thing.

Q Can you just describe for us a little bit about the fence

and why it was maybe not clear what it was there to do?

A It was a chain-link fence maybe 10 feet high on the inside

of a perimeter wall, a cinder-block wall. It spanned the majority of

the length of the compound on the south side. It got about less than

5 feet away from the terminating point against the one of the far walls

and stopped. So it wasn't a gate. It just stopped.

So, actually I think we had some discussions about this fence.

We're not -- I don't know if it was due to be completed at some point,

but that's all I know. It was done before I got there, and it was there.

Q I know you were there for a short time, but in those 2 weeks

or so, did you observe better places to spend $38,000? Were there other

security upgrades that would have been more urgent?

A I'm sure there were other places it could have been spent.

Having not known the complete intent, the original intent of the fence,

I can't say if it was completed correctly or not. It was all -- it

was a done deal well before I got there.

Q The document on this page talks a little bit about the drills
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that were going on at post. It mentions that there was a postwide drill

just a week before. Can you just describe for us a little bit what

the drills looked like? Maybe we should start by asking if any of the

post drills occurred while you were there?

A We did a few. I think we did at least two, and there were

more bomb react drills for the local guards and -- although the QRF

may have been involved as well. Generally we put a dummy bomb in a

vehicle or placed it somewhere on the compound and waited for the guards

to react, or in some cases to deploy a smoke bomb or something, just

to give the impact that it was a realistic scenario and how they were

supposed to respond. And at every instance, at least the two instances

that I recall, they reacted appropriately. They shut the place down,

they got to the safe locations, what the guards are supposed to do

because they're not armed.

Q Is that just an exercise for people on post, or does that

involve the rest of the February 17th group that's off compound?

A The two, if it was two that I participated in, were just

for our compound. There were other drills planned that would have

brought over , and I don't know that they would

have brought the 17th February larger response. I do know they had

real -- not drill situations and real situations where the 17 February

heavy response did show up.

Q We're getting low on time here, but I will try to sneak one

more question in. I've got a sentence that's on page 7. He wrote,

due to the deteriorating security situation in Benghazi, we try to only
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conduct mission-essential movements. The principal officer attempts

to hold meetings on compound vice attending meetings in town.

A Did you want me to answer?

Q Yeah. The question really is if you can clarify for us

whether or not that complicated life on the compound, or whether or

not that was unusual?

A That's a safe approach to things. The less you move, the

better. That's when we would perceive to be at our most vulnerable,

when we're away from our compound on the move somewhere. It's a proven

security measure; try to hold as many meetings on the compound as

possible and is reasonable at most circumstances.

Q Is that something that is typical --

Mr. Chaffetz. We'll have to follow up with that. Time is up.

[Recess.]

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q We're going to go back into the document here, the turnover

document. Just back to page 1, while we have it open, describes that

there are numerous brigades militias in Benghazi, some friendly towards

America and some vehemently anti-American. Can you just maybe

describe, first of all, was that consistent with what your

understanding of the militias were throughout Libya?

A Yes.

Q And in Benghazi specifically?

A Yes.

Q Can you describe how the February 17th Martyrs Brigade came
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to be considered a militia that was trustworthy?

A You're going outside of my timeframe. I can't speak with

any specificity to that. I do know the relationship had existed well

before I arrived. It was just my understanding that's how it was.

Q Did you have any concern about putting that level of trust

and confidence into a militia to run security at the post?

A There wasn't a better option available. That's actually

the most I can say. I don't think we had anywhere else to go at that

particular time that would have been a reasonable solution.

Q Would you have considered not having them on post at all

preferable to having them there with the assumption of the risk that

maybe these people aren't 100 percent committed to protecting

Americans?

A I probably should have qualified. Did you mean that three

to four brigade members on the compound, or the larger brigade, just

the brigade in general?

Q Both really just enlisting them at all to be involved in

security of the compound in Benghazi?

A I think for the purpose that we employed them or contracted

to them, I think they were adequate and actually had done a diligent

job up to the point of the attack, at least the three to four guys in

our compound. I can't say spoke to the 20-person react force because

they never responded when I was present at post -- or at that post.

But it's my understanding, as I said before, that they had responded

to previous incidents on the compound.
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Q So going into Benghazi, you were comfortable that this group

was trustworthy or reliable?

A I can't say exactly what my state of mind was going in there

at this point. I know it's what we had, and that was the situation

that was presented to me and with which we had to work with.

Q In hindsight, do you have any suspicions or concerns about

the role that the February 17th Martyrs Brigade, not collectively, but

maybe at the individual level, that they might have had any involvement

or preawareness of the attack?

A It's something I don't have any insight into, and I really

can't -- couldn't talk about it if I did. I think that's a sensitive

issue.

Q Moving to page 2 of 7 in the document, there's a sense that

the 17th February Martyrs Brigade commander has been unresponsive in

dealing with our QRF. It is much easier to deal directly with the QRF

on the ground.

Did you find that to be true?

A I never had an opportunity to meet with the leadership.

That particular individual I met with, they have an outreach group that

we met with once. They provided security for a lot of the diplomats.

It wasn't specific to us that 17th February provided security. There

were a lot of the embassies or consulates or missions, diplomatic

locations in town. I hadn't dealt with that individual personally,

so I'm not aware of how difficult or not difficult it was to deal with.

Q When we left off in the last hour, you had been describing
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some of the training exercises

Having gone through those training exercises, what was your

expectation in the event of an attack in terms of how long it would

take to respond?

A Well, let me qualify that.

Ms. Safai. Post. Do you mean post like Libya or compound?

Mr. Skladany. I'm talking about Benghazi folks not within the

compound,

The Witness. We had not had any drills with them during my time

there. We had -- as I recall, I think we had something planned just

to see how long it would take them.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q There was some sort of training exercise planned, but it

was scheduled for after September 11 --

A As I recall. I can't say with any real high level of

confidence, but I have some memory of there being something planned

for maybe later that week where we would have a drill that included

them.

Q

A

Q Was it ever communicated to you what you should expect in
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terms of a response?

A Yes.

Q And you said it would be rapid?

A Yes. That was my understanding, yes. That was my

understanding that they were part of our react element should something

happen at our compound.

Q I just want to move forward now. We can probably put this

away and get into a little bit of the preplanning that went into

Ambassador Stevens' visit. So maybe you could just start by telling

us when you first became aware that the Ambassador was going to be coming

to Benghazi?

A Well, as I said before, the plan, I think, generally was

for him to go either in very late July or sometime in August, and

it -- just calendarwise it just kept getting pushed. So ultimately

he had just been out of country on vacation. He came back in. I think

he was in Tripoli for 1 day, maybe 2, and then was going to come down

to Benghazi. So that was the level of preparation of -- for just the

simple scheduling of it.

Q So you learned just a day in advance that he would be coming?

A Oh, no, no. I didn't mean to say that. I'm sorry if it

came across that way. It had been planned maybe up to 6 weeks earlier

to have actually happened 6 weeks earlier, and then slowly, based on

his schedule, before he went on vacation, I think he generally

knew -- the time I went down there I think I knew he was going to attempt

to make it down there in the general timeframe. The dates shifted a
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little bit, the length of his stay had shifted a little bit, but

ultimately I believe he showed up on the 10th.

Q That's my understanding.

So for a period of weeks or months, you knew the Ambassador would

be in Tripoli and then Benghazi, and it was just a question of ultimately

figuring out what the exact dates would be, what the duration of his

stay would be?

A Yes.

Q Can you describe for us in as much detail as possible what

went into preparing for his visit to Benghazi? What was going on on

the post in terms of getting ready for that?

A Prior to his arrival, as I explained before, we went around

and kind of to the locations he was going to visit on a mobile moves

as opposed to moves -- staying on the special mission compound. We

had our political officer down with us as well as a public affairs

officer, and we supported them as they went and made preparations for

these meetings. So we went to the venues with them to meet the host

or the security personnel to advise them of the schedule that the

Ambassador, his staff, would like to work with him. So that went on

for maybe a week prior to his arrival. The primary mission at that

point was to set up the visit for the Ambassador once he arrived on

the 10th.

Q Did the plans involve off-compound meetings and travel?

A Some of them did. We -- it's his -- it's his staff that

make most of these meetings and schedules them, and the security
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personnel tended to advise on what the best time to do this or let's

try to minimize this here to make this a little safer. So we worked

in conjunction with them as his schedule developed.

Q And it being of the days leading up to the anniversary of

the September 11, 2001, attacks, were there concerns about that that

affected some of the decisionmaking?

A There was, and for the day, for the 11th, we made specific

arrangements to stay on compound, because, as I said before, you tend

to think you're most vulnerable when you're on the move, when you're

outside of your walls basically. So we had made arrangements to not

have any meetings off compound that day. Everything was down on

compound, and we paid attention to the environment that day.

Q They were off-compound movements on the 10th?

A Yes.

Q And it's my understanding that at some point the

February 17th group stopped participating or stopped supporting

off-compound movements; is that right?

A That is accurate inasmuch as it started actually the day

before. It was actually the Sunday, on the 9th, I believe, is the day

we met with them. Ultimately that didn't really impact our mobile

capability. We supplemented with other assets, as we discussed

earlier. They were still providing internal security or internal

defense capabilities for us. It was very early on, and I hesitate to

call it a negotiation -- that's somewhat what it was, a discussion with

the outreach elements of 17th February to make arrangements with them
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to continue to support us off compound.

Q Can you just describe a little bit for us what the dispute

was or why the February 17th group made the decision to stop supporting

the off-compound movements?

A At some point there was an arrangement between the U.S.

presence and 17 February that they would support both internal security

and mobile security. It had been a longstanding agreement, but there

had been a lot of turnover at 17 February, so the same people that made

that arrangement with us were no longer in place.

The current leadership decided that it was -- the mobile

capability was more valuable, or should have been something that was

negotiated separately, and they wanted to start talking about providing

them additional income or some -- come to some arrangement to have their

three to four members support us off compound, and it was literally

the very beginning of negotiations. It wasn't any hostility or

animosity toward us based on that fact.

Q So they had raised essentially a request to have more money

to support off-compound movements, and while that was being negotiated,

they said, we're going to stop supporting you?

A They said they would no longer support off-compound

movements, even though we did make a request to them specifically for

the Ambassador's visit, and they were unable to support that request,

and we were still working. I'm sure the email that I drafted is going

to be discussed at some point, but I relayed back to Washington, and

then I was talking to Washington and Tripoli about how we needed to
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approach the situation.

Q You mentioned that on the 11th, there were not going to be

any off-compound movements for the Ambassador. Did that have anything

to do with the posture of the February 17th group, or was that because

it was the anniversary?

A It was because it was the anniversary.

Q Was that a consideration at all that the February 17th group

was not going to support the Ambassador's movements?

A It wasn't much of one because we had supplemented -- some

of the roles that the 17 February personnel would have played we

supplemented with our remaining local staff or supplemented with

additional resources from either Tripoli . So we

had -- we lost -- we lost very little and supplemented more than what

we lost actually.

Q It's our understanding that the February 17th Brigade

operated checkpoints around the city. Did you --

A In some places, yes.

Q Did they continue to do that even after they stopped

supporting your movements?

A Well, that's still part of their mobile support would have

been to facilitate our movement through these checkpoints. In many

instances the fact just having an Arabic speaker with some of our local

staff was able to support us and facilitate our movement through these

checkpoint. It may have been a little bit slower, but it didn't

substantially impact our capability to move through the city.
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And keep in mind this was only 2 days. So I don't know the -- I'm

not sure how the long term would have played out. But for the very

short term that we weren't able to have them go with us, that was my

perception.

Q Were they operating checkpoints before September 9th

approximately?

A Well, 17th Feb is the a large militia, so it wasn't our

militia guys that were -- the guys that were on our compound that were

operating checkpoints. It was some of their militia colleagues that

would have done it. So there was --

Q The checkpoints were up and running, though, before the

Ambassador's visit?

A The checkpoints are a fact of life in Benghazi, daily basis,

in many places. In some instances if they thought there was something

to be concerned about, there would be more checkpoints, in some

instances. Just a regular day, there are still checkpoints.

Q And so they continued to operate the checkpoints even after

dropping the off-compound support for your movements?

A As far as I know --

Q As far as you know?

A I can't by just looking at a checkpoint say it's 17th

February or what militia it was. They were dispersed.

Q They weren't the only checkpoint game in town?

A No. There were multiple militias having multiple

checkpoints under the auspices of providing some level of security to
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Benghazi.

Q We're getting close now, I think, to where we can start

discussing the night of the attack. And maybe we'll just segue into

that by asking did the February 17th Brigade raise any warnings in

advance of the attack or share any concerns or suspicions?

A No, not that I'm aware of.

Q Did they raise anything about assailants coming through

their checkpoints at any point on September 11th?

A I wouldn't be aware. I don't know that I would have been

aware of that anyway, but I don't know of any.

Q If there were a large group of people navigating the streets

of Benghazi, would they have to -- are they likely to have had to pass

through checkpoints?

A Some checkpoint at some point, possibly. Depends on were

they're coming from. They were out on the -- a lot of the checkpoints

are out on major roads, but you can go miles and miles and not see any.

Benghazi is big, spread out. There's a lot of space. It takes

25 minutes to get out to the airport, and we are already on the edge

of town.

So there are large stretches of what you would consider a highway

or a freeway, and occasionally every few miles there might be a

checkpoint, there might not. Maybe at a roundabout there's a

checkpoint; maybe at another one there's not. So I'm not aware of

anybody reporting anything, even as much as the fact that there were

personnel that had -- visiting personnel that had just left our compound
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that evening at 8:30 who made a 25-minute run out to the airport through

a standard road that didn't report seeing any -- anything outside our

compound out of the ordinary at the time.

Q Did the folks who manage the checkpoints that were under

the February 17th control, did they ever communicate back to the post,

to their colleagues that anything unusual is happening? Not talking

about the day of or the day before, but at any time?

A Not that I'm aware of. I don't have any -- I don't know

that that's how 17 February works. I don't know what their management

structure is, their supervisory structure is, what their reporting

channels are. I have no basis for that.

Q It sounds like it doesn't surprise you that there wasn't

a warning from anybody operating a checkpoint back to the compound that,

hey, September 11th, something unusual seems to be happening out here

on the streets?

A Well, you've got to keep in mind that there weren't a lot

of checkpoints like right in our neighborhood. It's a reasonably

affluent neighborhood, as I said before, so we're kind of on the edge

of town anyway. So a lot of the checkpoints that I encountered weren't

in the vicinity of the special mission compound, so we may not have

known anyway. If a large number of anything had happened somewhere,

it's not necessary that somebody would have known that a large group

of hostile forces coming in our direction had an intent of attacking

us in any way. But I'm not aware that the 17th February organization

provided to anyone on compound.
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Q Was there any sort of special assessment of security done

in advance of the Ambassador's visit?

A Not that I'm aware of.

We stayed in pretty close

contact with Tripoli. We stayed generally in pretty close contact with

the Washington elements that helped us manage or maintain the security

at the compound. Other than making requests for additional personnel,

which I personally did to supplement his -- the security during the

Ambassador's visit, I don't think there was any substantial changes

than what had previously existed in Benghazi to warrant some sort of

unique review of the posture there.

Q So for the most part it was business as usual in the days

leading up to the Ambassador's visit?

A As much as business as usual can be done in that environment.

Q But by Benghazi standards, there weren't additional drills

or meetings?

A There were. Well, and I can't say that there are

additional; I can say that there were drills. These are reoccurring

things. There wasn't any specific unique to the visit other than what

we would have normally done anyway. You continue to train the local

guards, you continue to train with the 17th February QRF members,

you

continue to keep Tripoli -- in regular communication with Tripoli, and

you maintain your situational awareness with any colleagues that are

on the ground. And we had several different groups that we would touch
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base with regularly, to include the U.N., to include the Brits, other

security elements that we were generally very friendly with, and talk

amongst ourselves on the status of the security situation on the ground

in Benghazi.

So we weren't -- you're isolated, but you're not. You've got this

outreach that you do with other embassies, or other consulates or

embassies, or whoever is present.

Mr. Chaffetz. The Brits weren't there at that point though,

right?

The Witness. They had left an hour and 10 minutes before the

attack.

BY MS. SAFAI:

Q They left the compound?

A They left the compound. There was a group that had visited

that day as a day trip. They had come in from Tripoli. They had flew

in to do a day trip. Since their mission was no longer active, they

would come in, and they had stored vehicles and some weapons at our

location.

Mr. Chaffetz. When did you first know that there was a problem?

The Witness. 9:42 p.m. the night of the attack.

Mr. Chaffetz. There was no -- nothing beforehand?

The Witness. No sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. No -- had the February 17th Brigade or any of the

outside security forces that you were relying on, had they left their

post?
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The Witness. I'm not aware that they left their post, but I did

not receive any warning. And it was just out of sheer chance that I

happened to be in a situation to see things occur on the camera.

Mr. Chaffetz. Go ahead.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Maybe you can just start walking us through the timeline.

It sounds like you've described the timeline in great detail in other

interviews and meetings. So maybe it's best if I just turn it over

to you for a few minutes or as long as it takes to --

A It takes a pretty long time to go through it if we're going

to go through it in detail. If there are specific questions you want

answered, you can stop me. If there's any -- I don't know if you guys

have diagrams or anything. I know it won't do well for this, but --

Q We don't.

A So I'll go -- you can go ahead and interject.

Mr. Lewis. We could pull up a photo, but you would have to

describe it effectively so it could be on the transcript.

The Witness. I can do that. If that would be beneficial to you

guys, I would be willing to do that.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q If that would be helpful for your recollection.

A I can do it with my eyes closed literally.

Q You will have it. If you want to refer to it, it will be

available. Jim will have it there.

Mr. Chaffetz. As a precursor to that, what is it that you first
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saw or heard or made you aware of there is something going on?

The Witness. So, every night in Benghazi about the same time,

there are fireworks. There's a wedding hall nearby. As soon as the

sun goes down, there are maybe random explosions, gunfire, people

celebrating. It's tentatively what they usually do. Sometimes it's

more nefarious than that, but generally we like to think it's something

not that bad.

So at about 9:42 -- and this is the best guess I can give on the

time by looking at my phone or the clock --

Ms. Safai. Do you want to mark this as anything?

Mr. Skladany. I'll just describe it for the record.

Mr. Lewis. This allows them to describe it effectively.

Mr. Skladany. Just for the record, what we're doing here is we

have an iPad that has an aerial image of the compound, and the witness

is going to rely on that to help us -- walk us through events of the

night.

Mr. Kenny. Jon, can you just identify the source of the photo

there?

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q It looks like it's from Foreign Policy magazine; is that

right?

A That's generally accurate, except that's not a gate. That

is.

Q The witness just pointed out that there is a gate on the

right side of the image that shouldn't be there, and it looks like it
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should actually be towards the top of the image.

A To the far right of the image is the Alpha compound that

we no longer held. Where the hash mark is that would be indicative

of gates in other locations was actually filled in with cinder blocks,

and it was back up at a wall. So it was actually a gate to the top

of the screen, compound B, as listed on the map.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just to be clear, the photo itself appears to be accurate?

A The photo itself is generally accurate.

Q It's the markings on the map that are inaccurate?

A Just for that one entrance and egress point.

[Discussion off the record.]

The Witness. I will let you guys look at it, and I'll just

describe where I was and what happened when.

Okay. So I was in the office working late. I had been up since

about 4:00 a.m. where I had gotten up to the help the principal officer

at the time get out to the airport. So I was gone for most of the

morning. It was 9:42 at night, and I was wrapping up work and had some

emails. My shift should have been done 3 or 4 hours earlier.

I'm in the TOC office in the TOC building. I hear several, three

to four, gunshots and an explosion that seemed substantially closer

than what I heard earlier, which was the fireworks. The fireworks I

kind of expected to happen every night at about 9:30 give or take.

Initially I thought they were just a little bit late.

So I get up. I go to the window, which is actually covered by
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two bookcases and has sandbags on the outside, so not to see anything,

but actually to hear a little better I go to the window. I think I

heard the shots or explosions first and then something more subsequent

than that, either an additional explosion or additional gunfire, that

sounded very close.

I turn. I glance maybe a second, probably less, at the

surveillance camera monitors and see a large group of personnel coming

on. They're already on the compound, effectively in the middle of

compound C. Right where this small roundabout is, there's a camera

on a poll there. And I saw a large group. My original assessment was

16 to 20 armed men, a couple of them with banners --

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Banners?

A Banners. And that's what I reported likely a few times.

Mr. Chaffetz. To who?

The Witness. To the Diplomat Security Command Center as well as

the -- our react elements, the second location.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Do you recall being able to read what the banner said?

A It had markings on them. The cameras aren't great and

especially at night. And we are in the center of the compound as

opposed to near where the lights are on the perimeter, so it's pretty

hard to see what's what unless it's under direct light.

I recall one banner being black and one being white at the time.

And, again, this is -- I've given this before. I've given this
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presentation or portions of this and shared it with people, basically

discussing what I saw in the video live and what I subsequently as part

of the investigation been able to pull out separately. So I didn't

know. I wasn't aware of all this at the time. But this is generally

my live experience from this.

So within maybe 20 or 30 second of this, well, I see the men on

the compound. I immediately picked up the PA system, and I say,

attention on compound, attention on compound, this is not a drill.

Repeat, this is not a drill. Hit the duck-and-cover system, which you

may be aware of from visiting posts, basically an alarm system that

goes off. It has a siren to tell people they need to shelter in place

wherever they are.

Within -- probably within a minute, probably less, one of the

other agents joined me -- joins me in that building. He has secured

the outside of the building, and we are inside. I confirm his identity

outside my particular office in that building. I let him in. We lock

that door, push the desk up against the door, and it collapses. So

that's where we are. We're basically stuck in there. We're in his

office as these guys come on compound. This is the react plan.

Q At this point it's you and one other agent?

A Me and one other agent in the TOC in one other location.

Mr. Chaffetz. So let me be clear. There's no warning from any

of the security elements outside?

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. No warning something has been breached?
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The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. The gate they had come through?

The Witness. No, sir, not that I was aware of.

Mr. Chaffetz. What was supposed to happen?

The Witness. There's supposed to be either the local guards have

radios. They also have a two-button remote that's supposed to set off

the duck-and-cover alarm as well.

Mr. Chaffetz. But they never activated any of those?

The witness. No. I turned on the duck-and-cover system, and I

notified the compound.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q The first compoundwide alarm that went off was because you

activated it?

A Yes, sir.
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Mr. Chaffetz. Why didn't any of that work? I mean, that was

supposed to happen. You said you trusted these people with your lives.

The Witness. These are different guards. The ones I said that

about were in Tripoli. These are different people that I only had had

less than 2 weeks' experience with at the time. My understanding is

they ran from their posts once the attacks started.

Mr. Chaffetz. Just to clarify for the record, let's identify

each of these, if we could.

Mr. Skladany. We will mark as Exhibit 10 a printout of the image

that we mentioned earlier, the aerial view from Foreign Policy

magazine.

[ Exhibit No. 10

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Skladany. This is Exhibit 10. This is the same image that

we were just looking at on the iPad. The printout is black and white.

The Witness. I would like to qualify some of my statements.

Some of this I was aware of at the time, and some of it I was aware

of well after, just from reviewing footage. So some of these things

that I say, I will try to identify what I knew then and what I know

now.

I know later that it was the guards -- the guards ran from their

posts.
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Would you like me to continue?

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Maybe just before you do --

A Okay.

Q -- just in hindsight, does that surprise you, that they

reacted that way?

A I am surprised there wasn't a warning. I wouldn't have

expected them to stand in front of a large armed mob or group, but,

you know, 2 minutes' notice would have made -- could have made all the

difference.

Q Was the expectation that they would stay and try to repel

a mob like that?

A They are not armed. The understanding was that they would

come into the -- they would shelter, as well, because they are unarmed,

and that the 17 Feb, local guys, that lived on the compound would react,

as well as, once we notified the other QRF elements, they would react

as well.

Mr. Chaffetz. And there was a report that there was some sort

of police car or whatnot that was oftentimes outside of the compound

there that suddenly wasn't there that evening. Is that your

understanding now?

The Witness. Generally, there was -- it was really hit or miss

on whether there was police support out there. I can say within 30

seconds to a minute before the attack started the single police car

that was out there was a truck and it departed the scene.

684



141

Mr. Chaffetz. And you learned that --

The Witness. After the fact.

Mr. Chaffetz. After the fact.

The Witness. That I was able to identify it as, yes, that is a

local police vehicle and, yes, it is leaving. Then the attack starts.

Mr. Chaffetz. Okay.

The Witness. Any questions at this point?

Mr. Chaffetz. I am sorry. Keep going.

The Witness. Okay.

So we are in the TOC office. The other agent and I began to make

our calls. I notify the second American compound via radio. The other

agent notifies the 17 February members. And then I subsequently notify

Tripoli, who subsequently notifies D.C.; it is either State ops or the

command center.

We basically have an open line via radio with the other Americans

at the second compound. And I keep Tripoli on speakerphone almost the

whole time as we are working through and relaying what is going on.

Almost immediately, we get a report from Villa C, which is on the

map here, that the one agent in that building has secured the Ambassador

and the management officer/information management systems officer that

was there, and they are safe. They are in the safe haven, there is

no problem.

We subsequently get word from two other agents that were on the

compound that they have sheltered in the cantina, which is basically

the small cafeteria that had the health unit in it, which is B on there,
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on what you see on the handout.

So, at this point, let's say we are 5 to 10 minutes in, generally.

Mr. Skladany. Can I just interrupt you just --

The Witness. Yeah. Please.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q So, at this point, there are two people in the TOC, you and

one other agent?

A Yes.

Q Three people in C, the Ambassador and two others?

A Yes.

Q And then two in B?

A Two agents in B, yes.

Q Okay.

A And everybody has reported that they are safe.

Q Okay.

A Everybody is in one place.

The agents in B had attempted to push back out to go back to Villa

C, but they were met with a very large hostile force. And that agent

made a tactical decision not to shoot at this large group because,

knowing the situation that, if we would have taken one of them out at

the time, it could have gone substantially worse. They really would

have been out for blood and would have inflamed the situation.

That being said, the react plan is exactly what happened:

shelter in place, contact your support elements, and wait for their

arrival. That is exactly what happened.

686



143

Mr. Chaffetz. So the first contact to this so-called support

element was at what time?

The Witness. To the best of my knowledge, the first group that

showed up, either 17 February from off compound or other Americans,

was an hour and 5 minutes after the initial attack.

Mr. Chaffetz. But what was the first contact to let them know,

we got a problem?

The Witness. Radio.

Mr. Chaffetz. At what time?

The Witness. Probably I would say it would have been 9:43, maybe

a minute after I saw the attack happening.

Mr. Chaffetz. How many requests did you make for their

assistance?

The Witness. Several requests were made. Unbeknownst to us at

the time, the situation outside our compound was hostile. Apparently

the militia that attacked us had set up heavy gun trucks on all four

corners of the block we were on, had prohibited traffic from entering

from any location, and it was difficult for the reaction forces to get

to us.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did they tell you that?

The Witness. At the time -- at the time, they didn't, but it

wouldn't have mattered one way or the other to me if they had told me.

My understanding was that we were under attack and were sheltering in

place per our react plan.

Mr. Chaffetz. And your react plan was to wait for that help.

687



144

The Witness. Yes.

Mr. Chaffetz. How often did you contact them to get an update

as to when they were coming to help?

The Witness. Probably every 5 or 10 minutes.

Mr. Chaffetz. And what did they respond with?

The Witness. They were on the way.

Mr. Chaffetz. So they told you they were on their way every 5,

10 minutes for over an hour?

The Witness. I can't tell you exactly when they arrived on

compound. It is my assessment that it was approximately an hour and

5 minutes after. So if the attack started at 9:42, I don't think we

see them on compound until 10:00, 10:45, 10:50, something along those

lines.

Now, it is my understanding that they fought their way in, and

they ultimately split up into two groups, one of which literally fought

their way in and climbed blocks and blocks of 10- to 12-foot-high

concrete walls, as well as the secondary group, who rallied with some

17 February elements to come in through a different approach angle.

So it was not as if they literally could have just walked across

the street and walked in. The compound was overtaken, it was overrun.

And it is my understanding it wasn't as simple as what it would have

seemed on the surface.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Is the other compound on this map at all?

A No.
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Q They are coming from somewhere off the map?

A This is actually a different direction. They are down here

in this general area.

Q Okay.

[ Exhibit No. 11

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Skladany. Just for the record, we have now marked Exhibit

11, which is the same as Exhibit 10 but it is the color image, whereas

Exhibit 10 was black and white.

Mr. Chaffetz. So you are not given any explanation?

The Witness. Honestly, sir, I didn't ask for one. I knew they

were doing their best to get to us. It is a tough situation, and knowing

the type of environment that that is, if there is gun trucks on the

corner and you are supposed to coordinate, supposed to work toward a

coordinated effort with a local militia, which would have been 17

February, I knew they did their best. And it was just a tough situation

for us to be in and for them to try to get to us.

And we stayed in regular contact with them, with Tripoli, even

with the command center at that point. And this is early -- keep in

mind, this is early on.

We are relaying what is going on via the cameras, where slowly

the barrack buildings, which is one of the villas on the compound on

the map, is set on fire, and then slowly those forces migrate over to

our side, where they pin us in, basically, in both of our locations,

in Villa B and the TOC building, where they proceed to gain entry into
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Villa B and attempt to kick the door in to the TOC building for 10 to

15 minutes.

We don't even become aware that there an issue with the Ambassador

or the IMO in Villa C until 10:14. So we are almost -- we are over

30 minutes later until we know that there is a confirmed issue in that

building. Initially, as I said, we thought everything was fine.

And that shouldn't have impacted the speed of the response, but

the situation on the ground was rough out there. There was heavy

weapons. Some guys have grenades that have already gone off.

Everybody is armed with either a pistol or a long gun. Somebody shows

up at some point with, like, a bazooka. So it is tough.

I don't know exactly what is happening outside the compound. At

the time, I certainly didn't. But I do know that, once they arrived

on compound and we actually were able to leave, there was a substantial

firefight that happened, that continued to happen.

So just because what is happening on the compound was bad, it is

my understanding what was happening outside the compound was just as

bad, if not worse, or had the potential to be that way.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Did you just have the one camera in the TOC, the one that

you pointed out at the roundabout?

A There were 12. I think there were 12. There were probably

12 cameras, some of which were on the perimeter. Some of the cameras

are fixed, and some of them will move. And there is just a mix of both.

And they are kind of spread out.
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So the ones that we could move, I moved to be able to do my best

to see what the situation inside the compound was. And the ones that

were fixed, you just kind of watch what goes by them. And there are

12 of them, so you can't monitor them all at the same time.

But as this is going, we are continuing to relay the situation

to other Americans. My colleague in the TOC with me is doing that.

He is relaying information and requesting the QRF support from the 17

February personnel, who apparently had been pinned inside their

building, even when it was set on fire. They were in there at some

point. At least one of them got shot. One of the local guards -- at

least one, if not two, of the local guards were shot, as well, in the

process. It was as this group moved from building to building and we

sheltered per our react plan.

And so I am not sure -- if you want to do this linearly, we can.

But I am just kind of giving you a quick glance at the first 30 minutes.

It was actually a -- it was a process.

So, at about 10 o'clock, give or take, maybe it was 9:55, we have

lost touch with the personnel in Villa C. It is not that we know of

anything is wrong; we just, you know, can't get a hold of them.

We finally hear from them again at 10:14. The agent that was in

the building has evacuated the building and gone up to the roof. He

is coughing loud enough that -- and hacking, we can't really understand

what he is saying. Ultimately, after a minute or so, we understand

that he no longer has the Ambassador, he no longer has the information

management officer.
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Within -- well, as that conversation is happening, the other agent

in the TOC gets fully kitted up, and within 3 minutes he has left the

building. He has gone across to the villa -- or to the cantina to rally

with the other two agents, who then come to my location and get a set

of keys for an armored vehicle, drive over to Villa C. And they start

recovery efforts.

I remain in the TOC to maintain situational awareness and continue

communications, as at that point we haven't had a response from anybody.

So it was very difficult to tell who and when the attackers were

on or off the compound. In some instances, it seems as if they had

left, and then would come right back on. At one point on the camera,

just in one probably 10-second span, 26 armed men came across the

screen. These weren't even counting the ones that were outside the

gates or outside the view of the camera. This was one camera in the

middle of the compound. Our suspicions were that some of them had

remained on compound awaiting to see. And later that actually proved

accurate.

So we are at about 10:30 at this point.

Q Were you able to see the fire on the cameras in the TOC?

A Yes. We were able to see some buildings on fire, and we

were able to see smoke from others, but didn't have a really quick

understanding of what was on fire inside certain buildings until

actually fire came through the windows. We could see some level of

smoke.

And, at one point, we did receive a notification from Villa C that
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there was smoke there but no qualification of how much, if it had pushed

them out of the safe haven, if it impacted their operations at all.

We just knew that they had reported it, as did I relay on the radio

to the other agents that I had seen smoke in Villa C from one of the

cameras on a water tower.

So -- sorry.

Q I think you left off at the armored vehicle.

A Okay. So, at about 10:30 or so, three agents depart from

the vicinity of the TOC and go to Villa C to recover the one agent who

is trapped on the roof and actually reporting he is being shot at, tracer

rounds, which would come from a reasonably heavy weapon, as well as

having grenades thrown at him.

They collect him. They attempt to make entry into Villa C, which,

up until that point, we weren't aware of the status of the building.

Apparently, the entire living but not residential portion -- it is

divided into two halves. The residential portion was part of a

safe-haven half of the building, with only one go-between between the

two halves.

The other half had been completely set ablaze. All the furniture

had been engulfed in fire, and heavy black smoke was pouring out of

that area. The doors had been burst open, whether through an explosive

or another means, but they were wide open.

I didn't experience this until at least another 15 or 20 minutes

because I was still watching the cameras and working the coms.

So they go -- these guys -- the four agents go in. They attempt
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to gain entry into the safe-haven area of the building. They are pushed

back by smoke. They get in the armored vehicle, they come back to my

location in the TOC, and they get -- there are actually escape hoods,

which are actually CBRN masks -- chemical, biological, nuclear, and

radiological masks. They are not, like, firefighter -- they don't

provide oxygen. They filter out air. But if there is no good air to

be had, they don't do a whole lot.

They grabbed these, and they proceed in the armored vehicle back

to the building to make subsequent entries into the building. The

smoke is so thick, ultimately -- this is probably 15 minutes or 20

minutes after they have even gone in there the first time. You can't

see your hand in front of the face. There are no lights; the

electricity is down. We are still under threat because there actually

are still bad guys on the compound.

So, as they are making these series of this second entries, some

of the reaction forces show up. Members of 17 February, as well as

other Americans, proceed to enter the compound from --

Mr. Chaffetz. What time is this?

The Witness. My best guess is about 10:45, give or take.

And they had to -- I mean, they fought their way in. It was a

tough situation for them just to be there.

They come in through one of the gates that has a camera knocked

out that the guys that attacked us had knocked out, so I wasn't able

to see that. But the DS agents there saw these gentlemen coming in,

a large group, maybe, I don't know, 10 to 15 to 20 17 February Brigade
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members, as well as 3 to 4 other Americans.

And then maybe 10 minutes later from the Fourth Ring Road entrance

another group with maybe five to seven 17 February Brigade members and

a group of three to four other Americans also make entry, which I call

out on the radio as I see them on the camera, just telling our guys

on the ground to watch their back, that there is another group coming

in.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q On the map, is that the entrance at the bottom?

A Yes, the entrance at the bottom.

Sometime during the attack, some of the bad guys had run off with

one of the armored cars, and so that gate was actually wide

open -- well, cracked open. Let's put it that that way.

So there is not much difference between a Libyan that is unhappy

with you and a 17 February Brigade member that is trying to help you.

They all look very similar. So, at that point, I am not sure who is

coming in that gate. The cameras are -- it is very dark. The cameras

don't have very good night capabilities. So we are not sure who is

coming in. I think and I am reasonably hopeful that, from the

silhouettes that I see, that these are other Americans coming to assist

us.

Ultimately, after a few minutes, they make their way over to the

building I am in, after sweeping the cantina building, and attempt to

make entry into my building by shooting the door.

I am still in communication with them. I ask one of leads with
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that group to -- as he is about to shoot the door, he drops to a knee.

Everybody peels away from the door. I ask him simply to raise his right

hand, just to verify that he is the guy on the other end of the radio,

just to confirm his presence and he is an American. He does so. I

confirm that I am inside and I will be happy to open the door and let

him in.

So I do so. They attempt to sweep the building. I let them know

that I am the only one there and there is no need to sweep the rest

of the building; there is only one in and one out. We go to the RSO

office, and I asked them to kick the door down to the management office

to collect a classified computer that is in there. And I collect the

classified computer that was in the RSO office. And we exit the

building and proceed over to Villa C.

Up until that point, I had not been over to Villa C. I had been

working the cameras and the communications capability, trying to

coordinate with the react forces. I didn't know at the time the level

of damage to Villa C. I didn't know if we had any loss of life. I

wasn't aware because I hadn't gotten that far.

So when I approached the scene, I put the two classified computers

in the back of one of the Land Cruisers that is there. So, at this

point, we have 5 DS agents, I think maybe 6 other Americans present,

and about 20 to 25 17 February Brigade members in a compound with no

lights, that is completely dark, that you are going by moonlight and

streetlight at this point.

So, in my exuberance, I go into the front door of the villa, which
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nobody ever rarely used, which would have been this approach right here.

I barrel into an area that was a residential area to find that all the

furniture is gone, it is burned up -- all the coaches, all the rugs,

all the tables, all the chairs. It is just a big open space.

I get about 20 to 30 feet in, maybe a little deeper, and the ceiling

collapses in front of me. At second guess, it is probably the plaster

from the ceiling, but it was a massive chunk of it. And it kind of

gets my attention that I am actually in the wrong area; that were the

Ambassador or the IMO in this building, they would have been in the

safe-haven component of it where the bedrooms are. So I back out.

There is a small landing to the right of the main entrance that

had an escape hatch that was used by the agent that was in that building,

and that is now open. I jumped a small wall that is there, and I step

over a body. The body was that of Sean Smith. It is the first

indication I have had that we have lost somebody in this. I got some

clarification from our guys on where they recovered the body from. It

was very close to the escape hatch entrance, which was one of the agent's

bedrooms.

I go in. Again, the smoke is so dense you can't see anything.

You are kind of feeling your way along. There are no lights. And if

you can imagine the type of smoke that comes from diesel fumes and puffy

couches, it is intense. It is all toxic.

So I go through this bedroom into the common area of the living

section of the house. I can't see anything. I call out, and I can't

feel anything. I retreat.
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At that point, I get a little more situational awareness from our

guys. Other Americans have started to advise that we need to depart

the area, that the perimeter is not safe, and we need to leave the area

for their location.

At that point, I disregard and tell them we still have to find

our guys, I have to find Ambassador Stevens. And I proceed around the

side of the building because I know there is a water spigot around there

somewhere. My intent is -- I have taken off my shirt, and I was going

to dip it in some water and go back in.

So I go all the way around the building. After looking for a

couple seconds on where the spigot was, I couldn't find it, so I just

went to the pool. So I have my shirt off. I dip my shirt in the pool,

and I run back, run back around. And you can actually see us on the

camera -- with no light, I am not sure how -- a little shadow going

both ways.

So I go back into the building. I have a wet shirt tied around

my head; I am holding it with one hand. I don't have anything on my

eyes. But I get a little further in, with this wet shirt, I get a little

further into the building and, again, calling out to the Ambassador,

seeing if I can find him. While I can breathe a little better, my eyes

are watering, I can't see, because of the toxic smoke that is in the

air.

I back out again. I go to the little landing that the escape hatch

entrance is on. I call to the agent that had been in there with the

Ambassador and the IMO and ask him where he was secured with them. He
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had been breathing that stuff for I don't know how many minutes. He

is not in very good shape. And one of the other agents had already

cutting his arm making the entry, so we have two injured right there.

So I get some clarification from this agent, who can barely talk,

and he just says, "I had him in the safe haven. I had him in the safe

haven." So that is where I am trying to go. That is the only focal

point that I have.

I later learned that they had transitioned to one of the

bathrooms. And then, at some point of their departure from the

bathroom, he had lost situational awareness on both of them just due

to the disorientation from the smoke, and it is possible the Ambassador

didn't follow him to the closest escape hatch.

So I grabbed one of the other agents, with the intent of going

back in, and asked them to bring me one of the masks that they had taken

from the TOC earlier. So I put the mask on. And we are being told

repeatedly through this whole time by the other Americans that are

there, "There is no good air in there. The device that you have does

not provide air." I am aware of this. All you are going to do is go

in there and become a victim, is what they are implying, which is

accurate.

One of my biggest concerns is one of us in this recovery effort

was going to go in there and become a victim ourselves, requiring our

elements to him stay on the X later, which is a bad situation. I would

not want to put our guys at risk, any greater risk, by having to fish

me out of that same situation where you are trying to pull somebody
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else out of.

So I go in there a fourth time. I got the mask on. I go in as

far as I have gone. I go directly in the safe haven, and I stay there

longer than I should. I am stomping on the ground, I am feeling around,

I am yelling for the Ambassador. I got nothing. The only -- and,

again, the only guidance I had from the agent that was in there at the

time was that he had him in the safe haven. I wasn't aware of any other

location he may have been at that point.

So I am in there, I don't know how long, a minute, 2 -- I don't

know. I couldn't tell you how long exactly. But I start to feel the

effects of oxygen deprivation. You start feeling it in the back of

your head. Because I am just not getting air, because there is no good

air in there. So I start thinking about, you know, putting our team

in a worse position having to come retrieve me. I back out.

So, as I come out, I am grabbed by the team leader of the other

Americans, who says, "You guys need to" -- do you guys want to write

it down? -- "get the fuck out of here." That is a quote.

And we pushed this off for the last 20 minutes, basically, where

they repeatedly told us, you need to go, you need to go, and we have

been adamant that we need to stay and recover or locate the Ambassador

and Sean Smith. We have stayed up until this point.

So, at this point, it is about 11:17 or 11:18. So just my little

recovery, which I thought happened a lot quicker than that, was 20

minutes, almost 20 minutes. So I got on the scene, like, right at 11

o'clock.
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So we made multiple entries into basically a burning building

filled with toxic smoke without equipment that would allow us to go

in there safely; checked, as far as I was aware at the time, almost

all the possibilities of where the Ambassador could have been. We have

already pulled out one KIA, unfortunately Sean Smith, who was a great

guy and my friend.

So I am hopeful, at the time, that maybe the Ambassador was able

to scramble out to the fruit grove and was waiting, you know, to be

recovered somewhere out there. And that was all we had to go on at

the time.

The situation on the perimeter was getting substantially worse.

As we loaded into the vehicle, the agent that had been taking in the

most smoke that was in the safe haven with the Ambassador ultimately

ends up being the one to drive. I still don't know why we allowed him

to do that. He did a great job. That adrenaline kicked in.

As we pull out of the compound right here and use this Charlie

One gate, before we have left the compound, almost exactly as we clear

this rotary right here, we started taking fire. So, as we suspected,

the individuals that attacked us, some of them had remained hidden in

the fruit grove on the compound and were waiting for a situation to

kill us.

So as soon as we got out of the way of the Libyans, they started

shooting the side of our armored vehicle, on my side of the car actually.

Ting ting, ting ting. I don't know, maybe 10 rounds is what hit us

on our left side.
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As we exit the compound, we turn right. Further down here, there

is a major road, and blocking -- this is the access road we have been

discussing earlier. There is a large crowd, 40, 50, 60 people. We

can't tell if they are facing us, we can't tell if they are waiting

for us, we don't know. We get, I don't know, 20 or 30 yards down this

road; we see this crowd. We decide it is something we would rather

not encounter. We turn around.

We go back close to the compound, and there is someone we presume

to be a 17 February member waiting off to the side by the wall who is

waving at us, "Don't go this way." That is enough for us to turn around.

So we turn around again back toward the crowd, the large crowd that

we don't know their intentions.

Mr. Kenny. Just to be clear for the record, you are headed back

east. You headed originally in the east direction, turned around,

headed west, and then returned --

The Witness. I think this is the north-south, actually. This

road runs north-south.

Mr. Kenny. Oh, okay.

The Witness. So, technically, that would be north.

Mr. Kenny. Okay.

The Witness. Technically.

Mr. Kenny. The east side of the compound.

The Witness. Yes.

Okay. So we are heading back in the direction we initially

attempted to go. As we get about probably a third to two-thirds to
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halfway down this road, we encounter an individual that is pulled off

from a small group of people at a compound that is not on this map.

So it is actually this compound right here, I think, with this road.

This individual is waving us into his compound as if to say, you know,

this is somewhere safe, come in and we will protect you. We decide

this is a terrible idea. We all advise for the driver to just keep

going.

The second we pull alongside of this individual, he raises an

AK-47 and shoots at pointblank range, literally pointblank, inches.

His gunfire impacts the entire right side of the vehicle. The

ballistic glass and the armor-proofing works just like it is supposed

to.

He shoots through the -- all the way around the right side, up

in the back window, breaks through the exterior glass, which is just

factory glass, and impacts the ballistic-resistant glass on the inside,

which holds.

Mr. Chaffetz. For the record --

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. -- time has just expired.

The Witness. Okay.

Mr. Chaffetz. Consulting with the minority, we would just as

soon allow you to continue this timeline. If you would like to take

a break now, we can.

The Witness. No.

Mr. Chaffetz. Perhaps you can take us through the timeline, and
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then we can take a break, and then we can resume questions from there.

Is that fair?

The Witness. Sure. There is probably another 30 or 45 minutes

of this, if you want to go that way.

Mr. Skladany. If that is okay with you.

The Witness. It is fine. I am happy to provide as much detail

as --

Mr. Chaffetz. There probably will be some questions we would

like to ask along the way.

The Witness. That is fine. You can stop and ask me questions --

Mr. Kenny. We would prefer you to ask the questions maybe after

the break, just to do this in one fell swoop, if you want to recount

the narrative for us.

The Witness. It is whatever you guys want.

Mr. Chaffetz. Go ahead. Go ahead.

The Witness. Okay.

So, at the same time this individual is shooting us with his AK-47,

I don't think it is him but another member of his group throws two

grenades under our vehicle. I specify that they were grenades because

they went off immediately, as opposed to being a fuse-lit explosive

like the gelatina bombs we discussed earlier. Those would have taken

a few seconds for the fuse to burn out.

So, as we pass this guy, possibly a full magazine of AK-47 fire

at pointblank range and two grenades under our vehicle, and we continue

on. We didn't realize it at the time, but two of our tires had been
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blown out.

We approach the intersection with the next major road, where the

large group was positioned, and, to our relief, they are not even paying

attention to what is going on down the road. They have their backs

to us.

So there is an Adidas store on the corner, believe it or not. I

don't think it is a real Adidas store. But we turn right and quickly

enter traffic and, at the advice of one of the agents who was riding

shotgun, drive normal.

So the driver proceeds to -- as we kind of pushed our way into

traffic, almost striking some members of this crowd in the process,

which we didn't -- the driver was very concerned he had hit somebody;

he didn't -- and we proceed to just inch along in traffic for the next

minute or 2.

As we get about halfway toward the next intersection, which, let's

say it was 200 feet, and we are about 100 feet along, somebody, a local

Libyan, comes up beside our vehicle and starts pointing at us as if

to say, "These are the guys you are looking for, these are the

guys" -- something.

Mr. Skladany. At this point, the vehicle is pretty well shot up?

The Witness. It is shot up.

Mr. Kenny. Jon, questions maybe after, because --

Mr. Skladany. Yes.

Mr. Kenny. -- I think we are on our time now. Thanks.

The Witness. The vehicle is pretty shot up. And it is
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reasonable -- even though the vehicles in Benghazi probably aren't in

the best shape, most of them don't have 20 to 30 bullet holes or bullet

dents in them or riding only on 2 inflated tires.

At this point, the agent that is driving attempts to overtake a

concrete median, which is 8 to 12 inches tall and about as wide as our

wheel base, with the potential risk being that we get both wheels on

either side of this concrete median and we being stuck. So, as he

starts to turn the wheel to get on there, I advise, "Don't get stuck."

And the second I finished it, the vehicle comes down basically in the

middle of the median. So there was enough play. It was just small

enough you could still position the vehicle and get it over this median

so we would not be stuck.

So we proceed at a reasonably high rate of speed at this point

to go counter-flow into oncoming traffic, to take another 60 to 70 feet

of roadway until the median dissipated, swing back in our lane very

briefly, and push out onto Fourth Ring Road very quickly.

At this point, the location we are going to is not visible on this

map, but it is on a horseshoe, effectively. So the next turnoff is

the road we need to take. We slowly and of course with a sense of

purpose but not erratically we proceed toward the second location.

Two vehicles make the turn with us, one of which has its lights

on, one of which doesn't. The one that was first had its lights on

and turns off to the left at the next road. It seemed like a normal

operation. The next one tends to hang back. It has no lights on. It

has what I perceive as two male occupants.
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As we get further along, this vehicle also turns off but to a

location in a series of warehouses that were directly behind the

location where we were going, as if it was anticipated that -- that

if somebody was following us, they didn't need to. It was already in

their location.

We proceed -- I am in communication with the leadership personnel

of the second location advising them that we are en route and to please

be prepared to accept us, which they do. We pull in, park, dismount,

kind of get our bearings.

Our guys, the guys that need -- we have two that need medical

treatment at this point. We have one with a reasonably bad cut on his

arm and another that has smoke inhalation which is pretty severe.

The other two guys that aren't impacted -- well, the other three

guys, me being one of them, two of them deploy to the roof. We take

a second to get our bearings. This was a pretty traumatic event that

just occurred to us, so we take a few minutes to get some situational

awareness and figure out what the next steps are.

Two guys go to the roof to support security elements at that

location. The one with the cut arm gets bandaged, and the one with

the smoke inhalation, we just put him down. We put him -- I don't know

if he was in the couch or the chair at that point. But we were concerned

about his respiration and how much smoke he took in and how inflamed

eventually his lungs are going to be. And it becomes an issue the whole

night. He is effectively out of the fight for the rest of the night.

It was one of my -- one of my goals that night was to keep him conscious,
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keep him upright, to some degree, so in case something did negatively

impact his ability to breathe, we would try to head that off as best

we could.

So, at that point, it is about 11:30, give or take. Within about

15 or 20 minutes, a vehicle with other Americans arrives from the

special mission compound. They did not encounter any of the elements

that we did that made our arrival a bit of a challenge. They came back

fairly smoothly is my understanding.

We kind of -- everybody takes a position to support what we have

in store, which we don't know what it is at this point. We are not

sure. We don't know if the fight is over or if it is going to be longer.

The first follow-up attack comes at about 12:30, and it is

basically every -- for the first 3 hours after we arrived, 3 or 4 hours,

there was some volley of fire every 45 minutes to an hour,

approximately, there is some exchange. So they would fire in at us,

and we would fire back in some capacity.

At least one of those instances -- they had somebody in a

reasonably high-positioned location, almost as if to be a sniper,

because, I don't know, three or four of those rounds came within a foot

of my head when I was outside the building we were all occupying at

that point. And that was at about -- I think that was at

about -- somewhere between 12:30 and 1:00.

So it is my understanding that ultimately the hostile forces were

up to 100, approximately, in number and had us surrounded on at least

3 sides, if not 4.
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So for the attack elements of it, the security and the management

elements at the second compound handled much of the response capability

for their compound. Where I coordinated -- continued to coordinate

with some of the react forces from Tripoli, as well as maintain coms

with the Diplomatic Security Command Center on a regular basis. Every

15 to 30 minutes, I would make contact calls and give updates.

I remember one such call, I was speaking with DAS Lamb, and an

RPG came over the wall and impacted reasonably close to where we were.

And you could hear it whoosh by, and it sounded as if it hit the inside

of the wall from the opposite side of the building. And I excused

myself from the conversation as politely as I could to explain that

we were under attack and I had to support people on the ground right

there.

But similar situations happened for every hour or so. Our

guys were on -- even our guy that had a bandaged arm was up on that

roof. Our two guys that had been holed up in the cantina were up on

those roofs supporting the guys from that compound. We had one guy

medically incapacitated, and then I was working command, control, and

communications stuff for our end at the request of the management of

that location.

So it was somewhat of a static environment at some point. It was

fire and returned fire for several hours until the second, or the react,

or response force from Tripoli arrived. I think it took them an hour

to get there, actually, after the original attack. I think they showed

up between 12:30 and 1:00. And it took them a really long time to just

709



166

be able to get transported to our location. They were kind of -- they

were out at the airport. They couldn't negotiate a way to us. I know

they were concerned about providing geo coords to the location where

we were, in case the people they were speaking to were not reliable

or not trustworthy and were going to share that with the people that

maybe had just attacked us.

So, ultimately, they arrived at about 5 o'clock. And I had been

in conversation with them on the phone, and we were expecting their

arrival. It did take them longer to get there than would have been

ideal, but we were very happy to see them at about 5:15.

You know, I am only aware of three mortars coming in. Some other

elements indicate that there were a total of five. The first one hit

long, shattered the windows in the building we were in in the back.

And the next two, the first one I believe hit a little short but still

on the roof, like, on the lip the roof. And then the next one hit

probably pretty center on the roof and killed two and injured one -- I

am sorry, killed two, injured two.

After a mortar attack of that caliber that wasn't anticipated and

couldn't have been anticipated in any capacity, it was my sense it would

have been a good opportunity for the elements that were attacking us

to attempt to overrun the compound. It would have made good sense for

them to attempt to do that, and that was my concern.

From my position, in the kitchen/medical area where I was, the

rear glass had been broken. The crank door that they have in some

Middle Eastern houses had been broken in some capacity and moved up.
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I saw shadows, heard voices, and thought I had seen people's feet

outside that door. And I was ready to defend that location, thinking

we were possibly getting overrun. What I later found out, that was

some of our own part -- members of our own team recovering some of the

bodies of the people that had been killed in the mortar strike. So

I am actually very pleased I didn't actually open fire on them. That

would have made a bad situation worse.

So two injured people are now inside the compound. The few

elements, very few elements are still on the roofs, because the two

that were killed were both medics. So we had to rely on combat medic

training that we receive in our high-threat class to treat our DS agent

that was hurt. And the other injured security officer was also being

tended to.

It was a pretty bad injury to this agent's leg and shoulder -- or,

I am sorry, leg and elbow area, with shrapnel in his head. To their

credit, our guys took really good care of him, put him in a splint.

He had -- this was a tough guy. He put two tourniquets on himself from

a roof, where his leg was only maintained by skin, no bone. And his

leg was -- I mean, he is a tall guy, he is longer than the stretcher.

And his leg was basically not being supported by anything. So he was

taken off the roof with no splint; had already tourniqueted himself

in two locations. So we are doing our best to tend to him, get him

in a splint, make sure his tourniquets are set up.

And these are other guys doing this. I am still providing the

security for this backdoor that I think somebody is coming through any
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second. I am trying to hand them medical supplies as I am in this room,

while keeping an eye on this door.

So we get him reasonably well patched up, to just stabilize him

as best we can. Unfortunately, he still seems to be losing blood, but

he has an IV with him. The other security guy that was injured, his

wounds aren't as immediate a concern, but they tend to him to get him

somewhat stabilized.

So, at this point, it is decided we are bugging out, we are going

to depart this location and take the -- I believe the plane that brought

the react forces from Tripoli is the same one that takes the first group

away from the airport. But, at this point, we start to make

arrangements to depart that location.

We destroy sensitive materials, collect anything that we are able

to take with us, make arrangements with a friendly militia -- I believe

it was Dar al-Libya -- to facilitate our transport to -- or to

facilitate our escort to the airport. And we, in a series of armored

and unarmored vehicles, make what is probably the largest motorcade

I have ever been a part of.

Our injured agent is on a stretcher. It is too large to fit in

the vehicle he is in. And he is very insistent that I bring his

messenger bag because it has his laptop in it. So he is screaming -- if

you can imagine a guy who is low on blood in basically a combat

environment screaming, "Get my bag, get my bag." So I get his bag for

him, show it to him. And it is a good thing we brought the bag, because

he was too big to fit with the hatch, and the hatch would have been
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open the whole way to the airport, exposing him. So I ended up taking

the bag, the strap from his bag, locking the lock on the hatch, and

looping his strap through it and holding it.

So, as we depart, we have three KIAs in the vehicle, two injured

in two different vehicles, and everybody is pretty much spread out.

In my car, it is a driver, me, our injured agent in the backseat. I

am sure other people were positioned similarly. I wasn't with them,

so I can't tell you exactly what their position -- or how they were

situated.

But I was holding an IV bag, an M4, 2 classified laptops, and

talking on a cell phone to give up data to the command center, to the

DS Command Center, as we are going through town with what I think was

a 60- to 70-car motorcade, is what it felt like. It took forever.

So we are evacuating a reasonable number of people, supported by

a very high level of security. And these militia members had cordoned

off certain intersections so we had free access through them. We never

stopped.

The only time we actually stopped is we left the compound, the

place that had been keeping us safe all night, and immediately stopped

for, like, 2 minutes or 3 minutes. I still don't know why. I don't

know if it was the militia members' decision to stop. But we were

concerned. We had been holed up in this place, and it is just after

daybreak. And all of a sudden -- we have been under threat for the

last 9 hours, and all of a sudden we come to a halt in what we know

was the exact location where all the guys that were attacking us were
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located. We weren't sure what to think of that, but, eventually, after

a few minutes, we move along.

We get out to the airport. We load up all the nonsecurity

personnel. In the first aircraft that arrived with the react force

from Tripoli, they -- I am not sure exactly what time they flew out,

sometime between 7:30 and 8:30. I am not sure. I am sure it is written

up somewhere, but I was reporting this stuff fairly regularly.

The only people -- so, at this point, the injured personnel have

left, the uninjured personnel have left. It is me -- I am the only

person from my original team that remained. We have three KIAs at that

point and are doing our best to recover Ambassador Stevens' body.

We advise the local government officials there, which was -- the

Ministry of Foreign Affairs official that was assigned to Benghazi was

down there. We advised, if the Ambassador's body isn't brought to

us -- and this is another part of the story I can go back to you later,

but we had been in discussions with numerous government officials, we

had been in discussions with local personnel, we had been in discussions

with people we didn't even know who had randomly called my phone and

other people's phones to recover the Ambassador's body. And it went

back and forth for hours on where he was, who had him, was he alive,

was he dead, what was his condition, should we come get him.

In a lot of those instances, it was very concerning to us because

we thought it was a dangle, some sort of trying to get us to come down

there so they could kill us, basically, some sort of a trap. And,

ultimately, it was confirmed through a third-party source that the
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Ambassador had been at Benghazi General Hospital, had been brought in

deceased. And had we gone to that location, it probably wouldn't have

been the best because it was controlled by Ansar al-Sharia.

So, nevertheless, once we are out at the airport in the morning,

let's say it is 8 o'clock, approximately, and the first group has left

or about to leave, we are in discussions with government and militia

officials to recover the body. We advised them, if the Ambassador's

body is not brought to us in very short order, that we will leave the

airport and we will go to Benghazi General Hospital ourselves to recover

the body, which is something I am sure they didn't want but was something

we were prepared to do.

Within 5 minutes of us advising them of this -- and it wasn't a

threat. That was our goal, was to recover the Ambassador's body. We

had been specifically asked by the Department to do that.

Mr. Chaffetz. Congressman Mica from Florida.

The Witness. Welcome, sir.

We were still at the airport. Within 5 minutes of us advising

the officials of this, the Ambassador's body showed up. This tells

me that the government -- they had access to the body. I don't know

what their plan was, their ploy was, what benefit they would have

gained, political or otherwise. Maybe to curry favor with the U.S.

Government, that they were the ones that had recovered the body. I

am not sure what it was. But they didn't seem to be willing to bring

his body to us until we advised that we were going to go get it ourselves.

So he was brought in a local ambulance. The Ambassador's body
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was brought in a local ambulance. I identified him.

We at that point had made arrangements with -- I am sorry, the

defense attache in Tripoli had coordinated with the Libyan Air Force

to provide us a transport, a C-17. I never remember what is larger,

a C-17 or a C-130. The smaller of the two is what was arranged for

us, so I think it was a C-130 actually, to travel back to Tripoli. We

loaded -- I personally loaded the bodies of all four members, and we

departed for Tripoli. It took us about an hour to get back.

So that is pretty much the events of the attack. Once we get back

to Tripoli, we are greeted at the airport. Again, physically unload

the bodies from the aircraft to a transport vehicle and take them to

the hospital.

Our other two wounded guys -- our other three wounded guys had

already been taken to the closest hospital to the airport and are in

stable condition. I was advised that the agent that had the broken

leg and the damaged arm and the lacerations from the mortar blast maybe

had had 20 minutes' worth of blood left in him before he would have

died. And I was holding this guy's IV bag the whole time out to the

airport and felt like I was going to pop it by squeezing it so hard.

There are other little bits to this. Generally, that is it.

Feel free to ask me questions at this point if you want to. If I go

on to fill in a couple blanks somewhere -- there are a few little side

stories, if you guys are interested in them. But that was generally

my perception of the attack.
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Mr. Kenny. Thank you. And we appreciate that.

I think, if you would like, we can take a short break.

The Witness. I am good to go. If you guys would like to, that

is fine. If you guys want to go ahead and ask questions, that is fine.

If you want to take a break, that is okay, as well. I am fine either

way.

Mr. Chaffetz. Yeah, why don't we take a break for a minute. It

has been a good hour and a half here. And then we will continue.

[Recess.]
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Mr. Skladany. Back on the record. I will start by saying that

entire narrative was -- sorry, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. Let me just clarify. By agreement with the

minority, we are going to start the -- I believe it's the fourth hour,

and we are going to start at the top of the clock for the Republican

time, and then we'll have the hour for the Democrats. Correct?

Mr. Kenny. That sounds right.

Mr. Chaffetz. Very good.

Mr. Skladany. Thanks.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Just wanted to explain to you that that was extraordinarily

useful for us to hear that narrative from you directly. We haven't

had access to that information up until now. We've heard bits and

pieces, and secondhand kind of parts of that narrative, but hearing

it from you just now was extraordinarily useful for us, and also, I

think, very powerful for us all to hear. And I just want to say again

what I said at the outset, that we commend your bravery and appreciate

that extraordinary bit of service, and your entire career, frankly.

Having said that, I just want to go back and try to get just a

little better sense of who you were communicating with throughout the

entire night, starting when you were in the TOC. It sounded like your

communications mostly were with people in Tripoli at that point and

718



175

people within the compound. Maybe it's best if I just let you kind

of walk us through that.

A I was communicating with TOC officers and DS agents that

were present in Tripoli at the time, to include the RSO. The majority

of my discussions at that point were with them. They were the

closest -- outside of Benghazi, they were the closest resource we had.

They are our next best chance for somebody coming to assist as

necessary.

Q Can you tell us who in Tripoli you were talking with?

A Primarily would have been . And he, in turn,

was -- my understanding was relaying back to Washington through other

personnel.

Q Did you talk with anyone else in Tripoli from the TOC?

A I may have touched base briefly just with some of the other

TDY ARSOs, but nothing of substance. I primarily had on

speakerphone almost the entire portion of the attack at the special

mission compound.

Q Was that more of a one-way conversation where you were

relaying information to them?

A Yes.

Q Were you getting any feedback or advice?

A In that type of a situation, there is really not much advice

you can give. It's basically hold on. I'm trying to think. Just in

case something developed, I tried to keep him -- keep him on the line

as best we could and just relay.
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Situational awareness is a big deal with Diplomatic Security.

Our command center is teed up to take information from throughout the

world. From every single post we have somebody out there, whether it's

with cameras or voice communication.

So effectively, as best I could during that timeframe, I gave

almost real-time updates to the events of that night. At one point

I believe somebody from State Ops called. The phone just kept ringing

and ringing. The phone on the desk that had collapsed that we had

discussed earlier, the phone had fallen off and was under this collapsed

desk in the TOC, while there's armed men front and back attempting to

gain entry, and the phone just kept ringing. I couldn't stand it

anymore, so I actually answered it. And they asked me if there was

anything they could do for us at the time, which not much you can do

from 6,000 miles away. I politely ended the call.

Q Do you know who was on the other end of that call?

A Just some -- some State Ops officer of some sort. I don't

know who it was.

Q Did you talk directly with Greg Hicks at any point?

A No.

Q Maybe you could continue to walk us through who you

communicated with once you left the TOC.

A So while I was at the TOC, I did speak by radio with American

personnel at the second location. And actually I believe I even called

some of them on the phone and spoke to a few different -- a few different

people just to apprise them of the situation initially, and then
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keep -- maintain updates as well, as did the other agent in the TOC

with me.

So as we left the second compound and arrived at the -- I'm sorry,

as we left the first compound and arrived at the second compound, I

continued to update the DS Command Center on our situation on the

ground. That was primarily my key point of contact for the rest of

the evening. I was handed off to a variety of different people, just

sharing what was going on in 15- to 30-minute increments, would update.

Q Were all of those people operating out of Tripoli?

A No, that was the DS Command Center in -- I believe I did

at some point continue to update Tripoli itself, but I primarily shifted

my efforts over to the Diplomatic Security Command Center in

Washington.

Q Do you remember who was on the other end of the line for

those calls?

A In several instances it was either one of the -- it was one

of the officers that mans that location, as well as in at least a few

instances our desk officer was there, as well as the Deputy Assistant

Secretary. I had spoken with her as well a few times throughout the

evening.

Mr. Chaffetz. What are their names; do you recall?

The Witness. My desk officer would have been . I

also spoke with Charlene Lamb.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Was it an open line, or were these a series of --
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A A series of phone calls.

Q -- phone calls?

A I didn't want to run the battery down on the phone. And

we -- luckily someone had a charger for my particular model of phone

that we were able to keep that charged. But I didn't know when that

situation was going to be -- I needed to conserve as much energy as

possible, so we just updated every 15 to 30 minutes for the -- about

6 or 7 hours, if not longer.

Q At that point when you were communicating with the DS

Command Center, was it still kind of a one-way conversation where you

were just giving them updates from the ground, or were you getting

feedback at this point?

A We were getting some feedback. Once we had -- once we had

determined -- well, one of the biggest concerns was recovering the

Ambassador's body. We were specifically asked by DAS Lamb to -- for

me to speak with the other agents and determine who would be willing

to remain in Benghazi toward that end. That was one of the primary

goals at that point, which is ultimately what we did for the ones that

were -- it wasn't necessarily all of my team that did that, but I was

an element of the group that stayed behind to see that to fruition.

Q And so at that point you were put in touch with the Libyan

Government? Do I understand that correctly?

A It's kind of interesting how this played out. When the

agent in the safe haven with the Ambassador, before they transitioned

locations, he had given the Ambassador his cell phone. This cell phone
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was discovered on the Ambassador's body when it was recovered by the

local -- presumably by the local Libyans.

The individuals that recovered the Ambassador's body began to go

through the call list to make calls to whoever was on the other line.

One of these calls went to Tripoli. Well, probably more than one of

these calls went to Tripoli. Ultimately it was determined that the

story that the individual on the other end of the phone said he had

recovered the -- he had recovered the body of an American, and it was

at the hospital. They didn't realize -- it was at least obvious to

me, I don't know if anybody else, who they actually had. All they knew

is they had an American.

So I was -- Tripoli advised me of this in one of my subsequent

phone calls with them after our arrival, let's say about 1:15 or 1:30

that morning, to say they had received a phone call from one of the

agent's phones, and he relayed the contents of that conversation. My

specific question to them was, tell me exactly what they said. And

they said -- what they relayed was that the individual on the phone

said they had a tall, blond American with a blue shirt and tan pants.

At that point I realized that whoever -- that person didn't

realize they had the Ambassador. They just knew they had a tall, blond

American. They didn't have any specificity as to who they had. I

can't say that I was the first person to make that determination, but

it was very clear to me. At least on our end in Benghazi, that was

clear to me that that was the situation.

So subsequently the same individual that had called Tripoli
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through the call list ultimately called my phone. We handed the phone

off to a linguist, a translator, interpreter. We subsequently made

the determination that the Ambassador -- Ambassador's body was at

Benghazi General Hospital. We determined also that the -- these

requests for, hey, we've got an American here, why don't you come on

down and pick him up, could have very easily been a dangle and presented

a security issue for us to be attacked as we came to do such a thing,

because that particular hospital was controlled and protected by Ansar

al-Sharia, the same group that had attacked us.

So we -- ultimately we had made contact with some local sources

in town, who were determined to go to the hospital themselves. These

people were under great risk to their own safety from the same elements

that had attacked us. We advised against them doing this themselves.

Ultimately these individuals sent a colleague of theirs who knew what

Ambassador Stevens looked like. They may not have known him

personally. But this third party ultimately went down to the hospital

and identified Chris Stevens. And that was approximately 2:30.

Between 2:30 and 3:00 on the 12th is when that happened.

Once we had this determination, I called the DS Command Center

and advised, I think it was to DAS Lamb specifically, that we had

confirmation that the Ambassador was deceased. Up to that point we

had no concrete understanding that that was the case at the time. At

that point DAS Lamb advised she wanted me to speak with the other agents

that were there to see if they would be willing to remain in Benghazi

to assist in the recovery of the body, which I did.
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Subsequently, initially, depending on -- based on our security

situation, the guys that are out there, she wants me to talk to who

are protecting our compound. They are defending us from whatever is

outside, the armed forces that are trying to attack us. It was

not -- it was not the best situation for me to be pulling them off of

their rooftops, getting them into light to be able to be seen out of

the shadows where they are basically sitting on top of these roofs.

Had a very brief discussion about that. Ultimately I did go outside.

I climbed the ladder. I met some of the guys halfway, explained the

situation, and got their concurrence that they would be willing -- they

would be willing to stay.

Q You said so far that you talked with , Charlene

Lamb, . Do you remember specifically speaking with

anybody else?

A There was -- there was probably some TDY agents in Tripoli

that I, just in passing, basically just hold onto the phone for a second

while RSO had to make another call somewhere, but nothing, nothing of

substance.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you ever speak with ?

The Witness. Not that night, no.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you ever speak with any of the other people

who were assigned -- military people?

The Witness. I had -- the react element that came to us from

Tripoli, I did speak with some of them briefly before I handed off the

phone. And more of the discussion from that I am not going to be able
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to talk to at this level.

Mr. Chaffetz. had a team of four. Did

you speak with any of the other people on his team that night?

The Witness. No, I did not.

Mr. Chaffetz. When you were having these discussions, you were

providing, as you said many times, updates, trying to give them as close

to a real-time picture of what was going on. Did they see anything

other than what they could see from the drone?

The Witness. I'm not -- could you qualify exactly who?

Mr. Chaffetz. Anybody in the United States, U.S. personnel,

could they -- or Tripoli, could they see anything other than a drone

feed?

The Witness. I'm not aware. I don't know. All I know is what

I was able to view from my location inside the second compound, where

they had a -- basically a similar setup to our TOC, with cameras, and

there were some other computers and another location in that same

bulling. But I didn't spend --

Mr. Chaffetz. Could they see that footage as well?

The Witness. I'm not sure. I think so, but, again, I wouldn't

want to speculate.

Mr. Chaffetz. Okay.

BY MR. LEWIS:

Q Do you know if there was a direct feed to Washington in

Benghazi?

Mr. Kenny. I am sorry, committee rules only permit one
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designated counsel per round.

Mr. Chaffetz. Understood.

Is there anybody who could see a direct feed out of Benghazi?

The Witness. From what location?

Mr. Chaffetz. From either Tripoli or the United States.

The Witness. I know that our feed at our location at the special

mission compound, there just wasn't enough bandwidth to feed the

cameras back to the U.S. Most posts are set up so you can do that.

This was such a -- again, a temporary facility, it just didn't have

the capability. We were running off of satellite the full time.

There's not enough bandwidth.

At the second location, I'm not certain. I don't know how they

are set up. It wasn't something I would be aware of.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you -- you're verbally conveying what you're

seeing and what you're experiencing. Did you make any requests for

help?

The Witness. The security personnel and the management of the

second location, that's their facility. I wasn't in a

position to -- they had -- I trusted them to do what you just -- what

you just stated. That would have been more their purview at that point

than it would have been mine.

Mr. Chaffetz. But it was my understanding that they were engaged

in the fight up on the rooftops, and that you took over the primary

responsibility for communication.

The Witness. I took over primary responsibility for
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communicating with the DS Command Center. They had other channels of

communication that they would have had access to, and there were other

elements that were nonsecurity elements that were handling some of

those requests.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you make any requests for help or assistance

either at the primary facility where the attack started at the compound

there in Benghazi or at the secondary facility?

The Witness. The requests I made were to -- was to apprise

Tripoli of the situation and alert the individuals at the second

compound that we needed their security support at our location.

Outside of that, I didn't make any -- well, and my colleague with me

in the TOC made a request of the 17 February personnel to respond. But

beyond that, I didn't make any -- any specific requests for assistance?

Mr. Chaffetz. Were you told that any other help and assistance

was on its way? Or let me rephrase that. What help and assistance

were you told through those -- I guess it's 9 hours or so that help

was coming?

The Witness. The group that came from Tripoli to Benghazi was

a group that I was aware of. And that was it.

Mr. Chaffetz. That was it. There was no other -- no other

requests for help?

The Witness. No other requests that I was aware of, and no other

requests that I had any role in.

Mr. Chaffetz. I guess why wouldn't you ask for more help?

You're under attack. You got people that are dead. Why didn't you
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ask for more help?

The Witness. Well, again, you've got to understand that

second -- the second compound wasn't my domain. There was other people

that were handling these things, and I trusted them to do -- to do what

you just stated. It's my understanding as well that we're reasonably

far away from any level of assistance.

Mr. Chaffetz. Was it your understanding that they were asking

for additional help?

The Witness. Yes.

Mr. Chaffetz. And why do you believe that?

The Witness. It's just my impression, considering the

circumstances that we were under. I can't -- I can't point to any

particular moment where I heard, saw that they had done so, but I do

know that the request for assistance ultimately resulted in a small

team coming down from Tripoli. But beyond that, I can't speak to

anything with any direct knowledge.

Mr. Mica. I have got some to follow-up to Mr. Chaffetz.

So one of my questions would have been how long this went on. And

it was about 9 hours. The Ambassador was probably killed within the

first 2?

The Witness. It is likely the Ambassador was either dead or

incapacitated within maybe even the first 30 minutes.

Mr. Mica. And were you aware of that?

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Mica. You weren't?
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The Witness. We were aware that he was missing until we -- until

we confirmed that he was killed at approximately 3 o'clock.

Mr. Mica. In the morning?

The Witness. Yes, the following day.

Mr. Mica. The next day?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. He was missing. And you said you were in contact with

DS. That's Diplomatic Security in Washington?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. And also in Tripoli, you had talked to folks there?

The Witness. At varying times, yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. Now, but during that 9 hours you said you talked every

15 minutes, or you were trying to conserve your battery, whatever it

was, and you kept -- this was a continuous attack, or was it sporadic?

What was going on?

The Witness. It was sporadic. It was off and on. There were

some lulls as long as an hour to an hour and a half, some as short as

30 to 45 minutes.

Mr. Mica. But you kept reporting that the attack was continuing?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. Okay. Did anyone at the other end, either in Tripoli,

did they say anything? You must have been saying the attack continues.

Was there any indication why they couldn't initially send someone? We

may have been told that they were concerned about some attack or

something going on in Tripoli, or the diversionary attack on Benghazi
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to get Tripoli. Was that ever a topic of discussion?

The Witness. I know part of the concern was -- with pulling too

many security elements from Tripoli was going to leave that --

Mr. Mica. Do you know that from talking to somebody during that

conversation, or was that --

The Witness. I know from even earlier, even before -- even

before the attack, that we had already depleted a lot of the RSO office

resources to support the Ambassador's move to our location. Knowing

the number -- generally the number of security elements that were

present at the various facilities in Tripoli, the forces we got were

a substantial number of that capability ultimately down into Benghazi.

So the --

Mr. Mica. But that was after?

The Witness. That was after.

Mr. Mica. Yeah.

The Witness. But generally --

Mr. Mica. And prior to that -- that brings up an interesting

question. You had the same position prior for how long?

The Witness. Sir?

Mr. Mica. The position you held --

The Witness. I had been in Tripoli as Assistant Regional

Security Officer for about 2-1/2 months before I went to Benghazi.

Mr. Mica. And had you been involved in asking for additional

assistance before?

The Witness. I had requested security to supplement the
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Ambassador's visit in Benghazi when I moved down there, when I TDY'd

down there.

Mr. Mica. Was there a response to that?

The Witness. Yes, sir. We got the -- at least the extra

elements I requested.

Mr. Mica. You did?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. Okay. And then when you were there, you felt it was

sufficient?

The Witness. We -- additionally, in addition to the two agents

that came down from Tripoli to Benghazi to support the Ambassador's

visit, we also made arrangements to provide two additional security

personnel.

Mr. Mica. You felt that was enough?

The Witness. Yes, sir. That was actually more personnel

individually than the Ambassador would have moved with in Tripoli.

Mr. Mica. And was there any threat that you were aware of prior

to the attack of that night?

The Witness. Nothing specific, no, sir?

Mr. Mica. Nothing specific. You weren't aware of anything?

Now, you're the first one we've talked to, I guess, that was on

the ground. Has anyone asked you not to talk to us before this?

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Mica. And have you been interviewed by the FBI?

The Witness. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Mica. Okay. Are they coming back to you, or was it one

visit, more than one? It's a criminal investigation?

The Witness. There were a few -- I have spoken to them a few times

in reference to the investigation, yes, sir.

Mr. Mica. When you were under attack, could you see any of the

attackers?

The Witness. I could.

Mr. Mica. Anyone you could identify?

The Witness. Nobody I recognized at the time.

Mr. Mica. Uh-huh.

The Witness. There --

Ms. Safia. You have answered the question.

Mr. Mica. And since you have seen the tapes and all, are there

people you can identify?

The Witness. Some of the images are clearer than others. I

couldn't identify any of the individuals by name, of course.

Mr. Mica. But, I mean, from the night of the attack, you said

you saw some of them, and then afterwards you saw either videos or

pictures. Have any of those individuals been identified?

The Witness. I don't know if any of them have been identified

by name. I am not sure.

Mr. Mica. But by pictures?

The Witness. I mean, the pictures, they're on the video, and

they're at the location.

Mr. Mica. Okay. Before the attack -- well, even with the
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attack, was there any commentary about this being like a little riot

in the streets or -- before the attack was there -- had anyone heard

about the video that was purported to be sort of the reason that was

given initially for what took place?

The Witness. I believe we were -- we were generally aware of a

protest of some level happening in Cairo that night. Cairo is pretty

far away from Benghazi. It's about 9 hours. We were aware that there

had been an issue with the release of that video at that location. On

our end, up until -- well, up until the attack everything

was -- everything was calm.

Mr. Mica. And as part of the reason that the Ambassador was

there, was that in anticipation of the Secretary going, or someone

high-level visiting Benghazi in the future?

The Witness. Not that I'm aware of.

Mr. Mica. Not that you are aware of?

Was there anything else? There's been rumors of some kind of arms

deal or trading that was going on. Was there any reason that the

Ambassador -- I know we had forces there that were complementary to

the United States. That's where some of the -- well, if he wants to

tell me it requires a classified answer, you can do that.

The Witness. I don't have any knowledge of any of that stuff.

Mr. Mica. You have no knowledge. Okay.

Well, I just -- most of what I've heard, I haven't talked to you

before, has been from what I've heard in the media.

Every conversation that you had with Diplomatic Security, both
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in Washington and also in Tripoli, you seemed to indicate, did not

indicate a request for additional assistance during that whole 9-hour

period, and you left that to someone else. This's what you told us.

The Witness. That's accurate.

Mr. Mica. That's pretty much the case?

The Witness. Let me clarify that for a second actually. Once

we left my compound, the bulk of any communications for response

capabilities left my -- left my responsibility. That was ultimately

would have been up to personnel at the compound to which we -- the second

facility. And that would have been something that would have been out

of -- out of my role at the time.

Mr. Mica. Well, again, you're reporting periodically that the

place is under attack, either sporadic or continuous, for some 9 hours.

The Ambassador is gone. I'm not sure what you thought of what happened

to him, but at no time did anyone say, we're going to try to get you

help?

The Witness. Well, sir, it's not --

Mr. Mica. Did anyone in Washington or Tripoli mention that to

you?

The Witness. I think the general expectation in these situations

is that they are going to offer as much support as they can.

Mr. Mica. But that wasn't my question. Did anyone say, help is

on the way or --

The Witness. The group that came from Tripoli was help, and it

would have supplemented our posture substantially.
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Mr. Mica. But that came after the SEALs were killed.

The Witness. Well, they were -- they were actually in Benghazi

at approximately 12:30 or 1 o'clock. It just took them quite a while

to get to us based on the situation on the ground. So they had arrived

after the attack on the first compound, but before -- actually just

as the very, very first attack happened at the second compound, and

substantially before the mortars came in.

Mr. Mica. The mortars are what killed -- but I thought that was

about 5 o'clock in the morning that they were killed.

The Witness. It was, sir. It took them that long to arrive at

that location based on security concerns and the situation on the ground

in general. It just took them that many hours to arrive at our

location.

Mr. Mica. Had they gotten there earlier, they might have

been -- I mean, that would be speculation.

The Witness. Yeah. I wouldn't want to speculate.

Mr. Mica. Well, the rest of what I want to ask I can't.

Mr. Chaffetz. I had a few things from some of the earlier, no

particular order. I might come back to that. But in hiring the local

Libyans, both as bodyguards and as guards, how do you vet them?

The Witness. We have -- as is traditionally done at most posts,

we have a Foreign Service national investigator, or more than one, that

basically -- just like we have background checks in the U.S. for

security clearances, we do the same thing on their end. We go -- they

go talk to their references. They check them in local databases. It's
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a similar process to what would be required for a security clearance

in the U.S.

Mr. Chaffetz. How -- was this your first trip to Benghazi, or

had you been there previously?

The Witness. First.

Mr. Chaffetz. That was your first trip?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. So the day you got -- the timeline on when you got

there, you got there which day?

The Witness. 30 August. Approximately 30 August?

Mr. Chaffetz. 30 August?

The Witness. Twelve days before the attack.

Mr. Chaffetz. Twelve days before the attack. Okay.

You arrived in June. This was what I think is days after the

British had been attacked?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. What was your understanding of that

investigation? And the second part of that is our facility had been

bombed days before the British Ambassador's assassination attempt.

What was your understanding of what had happened in the bombing of our

facility there in Benghazi?

The Witness. I understand at least one of the attempts at our

facility was done as a disgruntled former employee. One of which. The

other one -- I think there were two. Is that your assessment?

Mr. Chaffetz. Right. There was one in April, and then 2 months
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later in June.

The Witness. Just want to make sure I had my facts straight.

Mr. Chaffetz. Right, right, right.

The Witness. So one of them was done by just a disgruntled former

employee, and the other one could have been termed an attack is my

understanding. I was aware of both of them. The posture of the

facility -- well, the situation of the facility is it was set up to -- I

don't want to say to tolerate, that's not the right word, but it was

set up to protect against such things. It was a large compound. The

primary villa where the housing and offices were were somewhat in the

middle of the compound. It was set up to defend against such things

so that the -- the standoff.

Mr. Chaffetz. Was there any -- after the second pursuit -- or,

I'm sorry, after the second bombing, was there any active pursuit to

try to capture or kill the people who perpetrated that attack on our

facility in Benghazi?

The Witness. I actually can't speak to that. I'm not sure.

That would be more in the lane of the FBI, who handles such

investigations. Except for immediate after-attack stuff, Regional

Security Officers typically don't handle investigations for such

things.

Mr. Chaffetz. And I guess that's one of our ongoing concerns.

Just it's not really a question, it's just here we had a facility bombed.

It was bombed a second time. I'm not aware of any other facility in

the world where we've had our own facility bombed twice. You're the
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lead Regional Security Officer going into a situation into 9/11, and

if you're not -- if there isn't a plan of action to deal with that in

coordination with the FBI, if you're not even made aware of that, that's

a concern that we have to, I think, deal with long term.

Let me go back --

The Witness. Can I just say really briefly?

Mr. Chaffetz. Sure.

The Witness. It sounds from the timeframe you set forth it was

3 months before I even arrived in Benghazi and up to maybe 6 months

before I arrived in Benghazi, depending on the times of the attack,

times of the bombings. I think there's a -- especially in situations

like Benghazi or post-civil war countries, there is a fine line between

terrorist attack and criminal activity, and a lot of those things tended

to blur, Tripoli or Benghazi. So depending on what the situation, how

it's perceived at the time, would have resulted in a different response

by the Department and/or the FBI?

Mr. Chaffetz. So did you believe that the bombing of the U.S.

facility in June of 2012 was a terrorist attack?

The Witness. I wasn't there at the time. I don't know. I

wasn't even in country at the time.

Mr. Chaffetz. But you come in a couple weeks after that. Were

you briefed on the terrorist attack that had happened in Benghazi, or

was that just written off as local hoodlums?

The Witness. Excuse me if I get these two things confused.

Whether it was the disgruntled former employee or it was the terrorist
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attack, I'm not sure -- I'm not sure what date exactly which was --

Mr. Chaffetz. April 2012 is the fish bomb that goes off.

The Witness. Okay. Yes.

Mr. Chaffetz. Chalked up as a former employee.

The Witness. Okay.

Mr. Chaffetz. Caught. Released. Not prosecuted. That's

my understanding, okay?

The Witness. Okay.

Mr. Chaffetz. Two months later to the day, our facility is

bombed.

The Witness. That was also gelatina bombs as well, just more of

them is my understanding.

Mr. Chaffetz. My understanding, it was a little different type

of explosive device.

The Witness. Okay.

Mr. Chaffetz. And within 5 days of that attack is when the

British Ambassador has his assassination attempt, as well as the attack

on the Red Cross and others. I guess I'm trying to go to the state

of mind of the State Department.

The Witness. Sure.

Mr. Chaffetz. You're the new person there. We don't expect you

to know everything on day 1, but I do expect that you'd be briefed up

on it. And that's what's -- that's what's curious about that.

The attack happens. You have been through a horrific night doing

some heroic things, and we thank you for that. You go to Germany, it's
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my understanding, where you're interviewed by the FBI. And then from

there do you go to the United States; is that correct?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. How long are you back in the United States before

you're interviewed by the senior staff at the State Department?

The Witness. I don't know if I would qualify what -- or I would

describe my interactions with the senior staff as an interview. I

would describe it as me recounting my -- the events of that evening,

much like I've done here. It was more of a one-way situation and

somewhat in preparation for their presence in front of your committee

or others.

Mr. Chaffetz. What were you told about that?

The Witness. Not -- not much specifically. All I know is that

they wanted to be aware of the situation that had happened that evening,

and I was the best witness to share that information with them.

Mr. Chaffetz. What were they doing in preparation of anticipated

hearing, which you obviously didn't participate in?

The Witness. I think it had already been scheduled at this point,

and I was doing just what any other Department employee with knowledge

that needed to be passed -- that would ultimately be passed to your

committee or others, just making sure they had a good understanding

of the events of that evening.

Mr. Mica. So that was the first contact they had? And that was

just before the hearing, as Mr. Chaffetz had asked you? The

timeframe --
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Mr. Chaffetz. They had -- previous in our discussions here

today, he had talked about that a little bit. And you recounted several

of the people that were there. How long did this last?

The Witness. Maybe an hour. Probably about as long as our

discussion here today did. It takes about an hour to an hour and a

half to --

Ms. Safai. The whole discussion or just with respect to what

happened that evening?

The Witness. That was the discussion.

Ms. Safai. Right.

The Witness. The whole discussion was literally just what

happened that night?

Mr. Chaffetz. And then in preparation for -- you said you had

sort of a business week-long preparation time for -- previous to your

discussion to interacting with Congress.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. And when was that? When was that week-long --

The Witness. This past week.

Mr. Chaffetz. Just this past week.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. And who did you engage with on those discussions?

The Witness. Department of Legal Counsel. That was it. And my

personal counsel. That was it.

Mr. Chaffetz. So Department of Legal Counsel. Is that a one

person, two people?
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The Witness. I don't know the whole number.

Ms. Safai. Our interaction was with one individual

specifically.

Mr. Chaffetz. You mind telling us who that is?

Ms. Safai. Sure. We had him on the record before. Theo Chuang.

Mr. Chaffetz. And what other instructions were you given about

interacting with anybody outside of the State Department, whether it

be Congress, media, friends?

The Witness. I wasn't given any, any specific guidance. I know

that there are some constraints based on the grand jury and the

investigation into the attack. There's some limitations on what DOJ's

preference is I share openly outside of official channels. But beyond

that, I wasn't given any specific guidance on who to talk to in any

capacity.

Mr. Mica. Can I just finish just two before I go?

One, speaking about people being talked to, or about Mr. Chaffetz

had gone to Libya was it?

Mr. Chaffetz. Uh-huh. To Tripoli.

Mr. Mica. And when was that?

Mr. Chaffetz. That was the first week of October.

Mr. Mica. First week of October.

Where were you when he was coming?

The Witness. Here. In D.C.

Mr. Mica. Okay. So you had heard -- had you heard he was going?

Did anyone -- had you heard of his visit? Was his visit discussed at
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any point in any discussions with State Department?

The Witness. I'm not sure when I became aware of that visit.

From the time of the attack until about 2 months, I was in D.C. just

providing after-action support and speaking -- participating in

assistance to the investigation. I think I was generally aware at some

point that he had visited Tripoli, or had plans to visit Tripoli.

Mr. Mica. But there was no discussion with any --

The Witness. No, sir.

Mr. Mica. That was just a quick question.

The other question is in your position -- okay, I don't understand

all of the ratings in the State Department. I know we have hundreds

of posts. I visited some of them. And some are, I guess, classified

as high risk. And I was told that Benghazi was put in the top 15. Were

you aware of that? Did you have anything to do with that?

The Witness. Let me --

Mr. Mica. How does that work?

The Witness. Let me clarify one thing a little bit. I'm a pretty

junior guy.

Mr. Mica. Okay.

The Witness. Okay. I'm a -- when I was paneled for Tripoli, I

was a five. I came in as a six. The people that you typically met

with up to this point are ones, twos, and OCs, and MCs. They are at

a completely different level than me. I'm the ground-level grunt

worker bee. So a lot of these questions that relate to policy

decisions, I'm so far out of the loop on that. I'm happy to field them.
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I'm happy to have you ask them.

Mr. Mica. But did you -- do you have any input? Because you were

making some sort of a determination, you told us, that you went to

Benghazi, and you felt everything was A-okay with the number of

personnel, et cetera, because it was listed as a high risk, at least

the information I had. That was done before you went there. You had

nothing to do with that, but you felt that the security forces and all

that you saw allowed it to be at that -- you know, the security

protection was at that level. Is that your determination or --

The Witness. The determination that Benghazi and Tripoli were

high-threat posts was well deserved. They are both well deserved as

high-threat posts. That being said, our posture in place at the time

of the attack and prior to, based on the considerations that we have

already discussed, the number of agents in place, the number of 5

local security -- local LGF personnel, the 3 to 4 17 February Brigade

members that lived on the compound, and the 2 reaction forces of 20

men and -- heavy weapons and 20 men in one location and 5 to 10 from

another, which total, not including the agents, about 30 people, 30

armed personnel, was adequate to meet the threat that was perceived

to be likely at that location.

You can't account for every type of attack, but what we had

generally seen in that environment we were prepared for, in my

estimation. The type of attack we ultimately saw wasn't something that

had been anticipated. It wasn't something that had occurred anywhere

else in Benghazi or elsewhere outside of Afghanistan perhaps.
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Mr. Mica. But they were in a high -- well, I was told 14 or

somewhere in that range. And you have been in the business before you

were assigned there. Any other experience with high-risk posts? And

was this a similar staffing? Or are you aware of what they did? I

guess each one would be an individual -- I don't want to answer my own

question, but you would have to do an individual assessment. Had you

seen any other high-risk posts?

The Witness. Tripoli was my first high-threat post that I had

been at. Every post is unique. Every security situation is unique.

It's not a one-size-fits-all.

As for security and the situation in both Benghazi and Tripoli,

the Department did their best to meet the challenges that were perceived

to be most likely. You can't take every situation into account. It's

not possible. It's not responsible to do that. Again, as we spoke

about earlier, if you overcompensate and financially invest a lot of

money in a certain situation, and that doesn't come, some would accuse

you of waste. The other way around is unfortunately you have a

situation that developed on our end that could not have been

anticipated, or were adequately responded to ultimately.

Mr. Chaffetz. So if you did have to do it all over again, what

should we have done differently?

The Witness. What I just said generally, that attack couldn't

have been anticipated. The response could have been a little

different. That's possible. I don't think the attack could have been

avoided. It would have taken some forethought, some foresight that
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we just didn't have at the time.

Our security posture at the time for the environment, based on

the attacks that we had previously seen in and around the country,

Benghazi or Tripoli, I think the posture was reasonable considering

that. To be able to fend off the type of complex attack that we

ultimately did see would have required a lot of assets that hopefully

would have never been needed, but certainly could have been

anticipated, because nothing else like that had happened in the

country, or even elsewhere for that matter.

So I don't know what the right answer is on how we could have

avoided this situation. Thirty armed men is a pretty large group of

people to have on call to respond to a situation. Had they responded,

it might have been a different situation. Had all of them.

Mr. Chaffetz. I guess one of my concerns is our wall had been

breached where any kid could have gone through that wall. And that

was what appears, one, maybe two, people with one well-placed bomb,

and we didn't do much about it. I mean, I think that's the story that

is unfortunately Benghazi is this is the only facility I am aware of

in the world that was bombed twice, and less than 2 kilometers away

you have an assassination attempt of the British Ambassador.

You patched the wall.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. But we weren't living up to all the standards.

You know, part of what we want to do, you know, part of the reason

you're here and this is so important to us is we have an opportunity
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to be self-critical in order to make the adjustments so nobody else

has to go through what you and others went through before. That's what

drives me. We got hundreds of embassies and consulates with thousands

of people serving overseas. If we simply brush this aside, if we simply

say, hey, you know, we did the best, we don't learn from it.

And the difference between the United States of America and

everybody else in the world is we are self-critical. That's why it's

frustrating for a guy like me who is 13, 14 months into it, and you're

the first time I've ever been able to sit with somebody and talk to

them about it. That is just fundamentally wrong. Now, that's me on

my soapbox here. That's fundamentally and totally wrong as to who we

are as a people.

The game and the interaction between the State Department and the

United States Congress is not supposed to be one of, hey, we're going

to do everything to play hide and seek; we're going to make it as

difficult as we possibly can at every step and every turn. It's

supposed to be collaborative. And one of the concerns I have, and,

again, I'm on a little bit of a roll here, but how is it in my mind -- and

this is just something for you to think about long term, because you're

a thoughtful person -- how is it that 60 days the Accountability Review

Board, with 5 people and 6 support staff can go find 29 systemic problems

and challenges, and the entire State Department apparatus couldn't

figure that out over years and billions of dollars? I mean, obviously

there was something that was wrong there.

We want to be part of that solution. We got to make sure that
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this never, ever happens again. There are going to be highly creative

efforts by terrorists around the world, but we better darn well be smart

about them. And what I don't think we did in Benghazi is learn from

the first two, because they got progressively -- we bombed, we caught

him, and we didn't even prosecute him. This is what they do. They

came back 2 months later, bombed us again. Nothing happened. There

was no consequence. We didn't change anything that I'm aware of.

They didn't even tell you. You're the lead guy going in there,

and by your own description you're a fairly junior person in charge

of -- huge, awesome responsibility. And it sounds like you did an

amazing job.

But how is it that we do this twice? And I hope we haven't done

it a third time and not learned from it. But this body, the United

States Congress, has got to be part of that solution. Even Hillary

Clinton said that we had to be part of the solution. John Kerry had

said that we need to be part of the solution. But it's taken far, far

too long to get to this point where we can even have a discussion with

you. And it's been very productive. I've learned a lot of things I

didn't know before. And it's very helpful. And this committee needs

your help and insight, because you're one of the few people that's been

through this. I mean, you went through a living hell for a long time

there, and we got to learn from it.

So I hope this isn't the last time that we interact with you,

because my guess is you do have ideas, you do have perspectives. And

at the same time,

749



206

and you got a career you're worried about, but somehow we got to get

past that so we can learn from it and have this candid exchange.

And I'm not here just to play gotcha with everybody. I want the

truth to surface. That's all I want. I just want to have the truth

out there. But when the State Department, week after week, month after

month, what ends up being year after year, plays hide and go seek, and

we're not going to share this with you, and we're going to hide

behind -- then it's frustrating, I think, for everybody.

And that's my little speech for the day.

The Witness. Okay.

Mr. Chaffetz. Thanks for hearing me out.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Just pick up from there. And I want to get into a little

bit about the preparation for today's deposition.

A Okay.

Q Do you remember when you were first made aware that we wanted

to speak with you?

A Maybe 6 -- about 6 weeks ago, although I'm aware you guys

were familiar with me before that.

Q How was it communicated to you that we specifically

requested to speak with you?

A An email.

Q From who?

A Greg Starr.

Q Who's Greg Starr?
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A He is the Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic

Security -- Acting Assistant Secretary for Diplomatic Security.

Q And then at some point after we were unable to speak with

you, it got to the point where a subpoena was issued. Do you remember

how you found out that that had occurred?

A 19 September. That was actually 5 days sooner than the

chairman said he was going to start subpoenaing people.

Q At that point the State Department had notified us that you

wouldn't be made available in a voluntary setting, so the chairman went

ahead and issued a subpoena. Do you remember how it was communicated

to you that the subpoena had been issued?

A Email. Might have been an email followed up by a phone

call, or a phone call followed up by an email. But approximately the

same day.

Q Was that Greg Starr again communicating with you?

A No, that was Theo Chuang.

Q And at that point how did Theo advise you in terms of whether

or not you needed to return to Washington?

A At that point there wasn't -- I don't think there was a

particular determination. I think there was -- he advised there was

some level of negotiation on exactly when I needed to return and when

the actual date was going to be. And ultimately it was pushed, and

we had another 2 weeks -- actually, yeah, about 2 weeks after that date

until I was -- showed up here today.

Mr. Chaffetz. I'm sorry. I want to get a couple others in before
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I run out of time, and I'll pretty much be done. How important were

these people that came out of Tripoli to help? What was their -- how

helpful were they?

The Witness. How helpful were they ultimately, or could they

have had potential to be had they --

Mr. Chaffetz. I mean, when they actually arrived.

The Witness. It supplemented our forces substantially.

Mr. Chaffetz. It was a morale boost?

The Witness. Certainly.

Mr. Chaffetz. But they provided some expertise and were useful

in the fight?

The Witness. Yes. Let me just confirm. You're referencing the

group that came after the initial attack?

Mr. Chaffetz. That actually got there, that came down to

Benghazi, yes.

The Witness. Yes.

Mr. Chaffetz. Any other characterization of what they added to

the fight?

The Witness. They were friends. Some of them were friends, so

it was a substantial morale booster for me. I can't speak for others,

but it's always nice to see a friendly face after a situation like that.

Mr. Chaffetz. When did you think it was over?

The Witness. Up until the mortars came in actually.

Mr. Chaffetz. Even though you continued to take --

The Witness. It had been quiet for almost 2 hours at that point.
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I think the last volley may have come in sometime around 3:00. I think

the general consensus at our location was we might be able to ride it

out until dawn and maybe not have to -- we ultimately abandoned that

location.

Mr. Chaffetz. You were still taking small-arms fire, though?

The Witness. I think there was nothing after about 3:00 for

about 2 hours, and then the mortars came in. That's my recollection.

Now, I wasn't on the roof. I wasn't outside the whole time. I was

outside for some of the portion of it. But my general understanding

was it had been pretty quiet for the longest duration during the whole

attack.

Mr. Chaffetz. And then after the attack at 5:15 or so, how did

that change your thoughts?

The Witness. The general tone changed from should we ride this

out to, look, we need to get out of here. We need to not be in this

city anymore.

Mr. Chaffetz. And so after the attack at 5:15, when did you think

it was over?

The Witness. Probably when I hit the ground in Tripoli at about

11:30 or noon. So, you know, 5 or 6 hours later.

Mr. Chaffetz. Was it your perception early in the morning as dawn

is starting to come that perhaps this can go on for -- that you wouldn't

be able get out of there, it might go on for days?

The Witness. It was a distinct possibility. I had trust in my

counterparts at the second location, as well as my colleagues on
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both -- on everybody that was there for even part of the attack that

we were going to get through this one way or the other. I had trust

in their capabilities. I had trust in them as people. They're

professionals. They did a great job. We did great work as a team that

night keeping things together. I never -- I never thought, you know,

this is it, we're not getting out of this. I always had faith that

we would pull through.

Mr. Chaffetz. But you had no idea how long or short it was going

to be when that sun started to rise?

The Witness. No.

Mr. Chaffetz. Were you given any sense that anybody else was

coming to help? After that first team from Tripoli arrived, did you

think that there was going to be any other help?

The Witness. As dawn actually did arise, I became aware that we

had made arrangements with one of the militias to escort us to the

airport. This militia was substantial with vehicles, personnel, and

weapons.

Mr. Chaffetz. Which militia was that?

The Witness. I think it was Derna, Libya. I think. I am not

100 percent. There's a couple different ones. That's one of the

larger ones in that area other than 17 Feb, and actually probably

includes some elements of 17 February.

They came out in a substantial show of force, both on our transit

from the second location to the airport as well as at the airport itself.

Mr. Chaffetz. Your certainty about Ansar al-Sharia being the
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ones that attacked us, where did that come from?

The Witness. It was my understanding that following the attack,

social media sites -- that the Ansar al-Sharia members published to

social media sites that were paid attention to in Tripoli and Benghazi

claiming responsibility.

Mr. Chaffetz. And you were told about that during the fight?

The Witness. Yes.

Mr. Chaffetz. And thus your concern about Ansar al-Sharia's

control of the hospital where Ambassador Stevens was, correct?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Mr. Chaffetz. Keep going. I'm sorry I interrupted you. Thank

you.

Mr. Skladany. That's fine.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q We'll jump back to what we were talking about a few minutes

ago, which was kind of the process that ultimately led to today. When

Theo advised you that a subpoena had been issued, and he said that there

was still some negotiation occurring, how did he characterize the state

of affairs at that point?

A I'm aware that DOJ had some concerns, based on the

investigation, about what would be discussed. They didn't want it

impacting their case at all. I was aware of some discussions at that

level, as well as discussions with the committee, both the minority

and the majority. And generally it was -- at least for me it was kind

of a wait and see. I didn't really have an active role in any of that.
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I just let the different parties represent their equities until we

showed up here today.

Q I think the date on that first subpoena was September 25th.

Does that sound right to you? I think I've got it here.

A That might be right. It might have been the 24th or the

25th.

Q The 25th. I'll just go ahead and enter this, since I've

referred to it, as Exhibit 12.

[ Exhibit No. 12

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Did Theo -- was there ever any plan to show up for a

deposition on that date?

A Up until a reasonable amount of time -- barely enough time

for me to make a flight, I was -- we were concerned that it either hadn't

been withdrawn or pushed. I think I was notified the day before I would

have had to have been present here that it was under discussion to have

it a later date.

Q And then it was agreed to push it to October 4th, which was

the Friday before?

A Friday, yes.

Q Do you know how that date was settled upon? That was

something that Theo recommended to us as a date that you would be

available. Do you recall how October 4th was the date that you guys

decided to propose?
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A I think that was a date that actually you guys would have

been able to have all the Members present and kind of lined up for a

similar situation to this. It was a joint discussion, but I think

originally that was your guys' preference is my understanding. And

I may be wrong about that.

Ms. Safia. Did you take part in these discussions?

The Witness. I probably didn't.

Ms. Safai. Did?

The Witness. No, I think I was asked generally if that would have

been suitable for me. But the specifics of it were still being worked

out among the various players.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q So October 4th wasn't a date you suggested originally?

A I may have -- I may have put it forward as a possible date.

Q And Theo represented to you that October 4th might be a

workable date because our Members would be able to attend a deposition

on that date?

A I think that's my understanding, which is why we also had

a waiver rule today.

Mr. Skladany. We're out of time here in this round. We'll go

off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]
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Mr. Kenny. We'll go back on the record. It's about 3 minutes

to 5 p.m. and we're at the bottom now of the fourth round for the minority

portion. We just had discussion with the majority staff and we'll be

taking a pass and heading off our, moving to the next round to them.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q So we'll go straight to the top of the fifth, and we're just

going to bounce around a little bit here and kind of try to tie up a

couple odds and ends. But I will just start by picking up where we

left off talking about the October 4th date. That's a date that

Congress isn't in session, so I'm just curious why Theo might have

recommended that as a good date for a deposition where we could have

our members present. Do you have any insight?

A I know he is very sensitive of the fact that I need to get

back to my post to do my job.

Q And he communicated that.

A . So that an earlier

date would have been preferential to that. At that point I even, I

would have been gone a full business week anyway. So it may have been

part in a concession for me that an efficient way to get me back to

where I need to be.

Q Do you know, do you recall at what point you hired your

counsel who is here today?
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A I think there was discussions --

Ms. Safai. Wednesday around 4:30 p.m.

The Witness. That's about it.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q And was that on the advice, on Theo's advice?

A I think it's a general understanding that if this was going

to remain compelled testimony, I wasn't going to be able to have a

Department lawyer present or DOJ wouldn't be able to support as well

and it was in my best interests.

Q Can you clarify for us a little bit what DOJ's role has been

in the week or so leading up to today's session?

A It's my understanding they, at minimum, wanted to be present

to have their equities represented in case some of my testimony was

some of the questions impacted their investigations.

Q I'm more just trying to ascertain what how they instructed

you in terms of --

Ms. Safai. I will speak to that actually because I was present

during all the conversations. DOJ, I spoke to DOJ and they shared their

general concerns with me since I would be accompanying Mr.

At that point, the only thing that they said to us was that to set up

a time, we could go to their office. They again shared their general

concerns. There is no advice given as to what to say or what not to

say, and they also made available documents to be reviewed should

Mr. want to review. They didn't request that any documents

be reviewed nor did they suggest that any be reviewed. They just made
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them available.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Did the State Department give you any guidance as far as

how you should shall be mindful of DOJ's concerns?

A The only general guidance I got was to be truthful which

was given.

Mr. Chaffetz. Did they indicate that they wanted to speak with

you after this deposition?

The Witness. I think they would like to have a download generally

of the events. And who did you reference? Did you mean DOJ or did

you mean the Department lawyers.

Mr. Chaffetz. Either one.

The Witness. DOJ made no such requests.

Mr. Chaffetz. But the State Department did?

The Witness. In the general course of business yes.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q Has that conversation been scheduled?

A No.

Ms. Safai. It was an informal request that if we would like to

just tell them about how today went.

BY MR. SKLADANY:

Q I'm going to move on to trying to better understand exactly

who has interviewed you formally or informally at this point. So far,

you mentioned the ARB, and I think you said there were five sessions

with them, is that right?
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A No, two in person and three follow-ups on the phone.

Q And I think you also mentioned the best practices panel.

Did you speak with them?

A Yes.

Q How many times?

A Just once.

Q You mentioned that you spoke with the FBI in Germany, is

that right?

A Yes.

Q Have you spoken with the FBI subsequently?

A Yes.

Q Can you give us a sense of approximately how many different

interviews or conversations? Your best guess?

A At least twice in total maybe up to 3 or 4 to support the

investigation specifically.

Q Have you been interviewed by U.S. Attorney's Office

prosecutors?

A Yes. I don't know that I would call that an interview. I

would call that contributing to the grand jury as well as to supporting

that effort.

Q Have you been interviewed or spoken with anybody in the

Defense Department?

A No.

Q Earlier I think you used the term "after action" when you

were referring to some of your conversations with people in the State
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Department when you returned to Washington.

Can you just kind of itemize these conversations a little bit?

Maybe you have already done that with Congressman Chaffetz earlier.

Are there any that you might have left out?

A I don't think so. Generally it was just to facilitate a

better understanding of what happened that night.

Q Okay. And is there anybody else that you've been

interviewed by or spoken with about that night aside from the five or

six groups I just mentioned?

A Not formally.

Q Informally, is there anybody?

A I think I spoke to the current Ambassador in Tripoli before

she arrived at post. Beyond that, nothing, nobody in detail, I'm sure

things come up occasionally but I try not to talk about specifically.

Q Have you spoken with -- as far as I know, you haven't

testified before Congress?

A No, sir.

Q Have you been interviewed by any other committee?

A No, sir. This is the first.

Q And I think earlier you also said that you haven't spoken

with the media other than to the decline to speak with them?

A That is correct.

Q There's a book that came out recently "Under Fire" have you

read it?

A No. I'm generally familiar with it.
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Q You didn't speak with the author?

A No. Not at all.

Q And there is also a Vanity Fair article, I guess, based on

the book by probably the same author?

A Yes, sir. I did not speak, I have known not spoken with

any press media journalists except to tell them I could not speak with

them.

Q I'm just going to bounce around here a little bit and go

back to the night of the attack and just a couple loose ends there.

Can you, to the best of your recollection, give us the time of the mortar

attack at the second facility?

A 5:15 a.m. on the 12th.

Q And then the time that you were part of the motor, the time

that the motorcade left the second facility?

A It was pretty quickly thereafter, I attended to medical aid

to the people that needed it. Maybe 6:30. It was right around dawn

that day.

Q Do you remember when you got to the airport approximately?

A It's approximately a 25- to 30-minute drive. If we didn't

have to wait for lights it might have been a little quicker about

20 minutes.

Q So we're close to about 7:00 o'clock now?

A Give or take yes.

Q And do you remember when the plane was actually wheels up?

A I called it in, and at this point, I'm not 100 percent, it
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was reasonably quickly, I think, 7:30, 8:30, right around there. It

was one of those time frames, I'm sorry I can't be more specific. It's

been a long time since then.

Q I'm sure. Earlier, when you were describing being in the

TOC and watching some of the movements of the people who had breached

the compound, did you have a sense that these were folks who knew their

way around the compound or were they moving more haphazardly?

A They moved in a logical manner for that compound starting

at one building and just going to the next. So they moved with some

sort of order and some sense of purpose. But then again at another

point, they seemed to be everywhere at once, quite a few of them. So,

at some point it appears they broke into smaller elements, but more

of an orderly fashion based on geography of the compound whether paths

were and what buildings they encountered as they came to them.

Q The room that you were barricaded in in the TOC, at one point

they were trying to kick down the door or break down the door. Is that

right?

A They attempted to gain entry into the building, not

specifically to the office of the building I was in. So there still

would have been at least one more security door they would have had

to overcome to get to us directly. But that being said, it wouldn't

have been, it wouldn't have helped a substantially long period of time.

Q If they made it through the first door they could make it

through --

A Yes, the exterior door of the building was the most
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substantial door to that building.

Q Were you able to see them on camera at the main door of the

TOC?

A Yes.

Q And how many people were trying to enter?

A Multiple attempts were made. I would say between four and

six individual efforts were made with a mix between a single individual

and up to three at a time.

Q Moving on to the mortar attack, I think you said that it

was the third shot, the third, the first one was long the second one

was short or maybe vice versa?

A That's my impression. I don't know for sure I was not on

that roof, I was actually under it. It's my impression that the, I

understand there were a total of five, two that fell short, one of which

may have actually been outside the compound, there was another one a

little closer in, the third one went past our building and the next

two hit the building. It was one of the final two that did the most

damage.

Q In your experience, and I don't know if you have experience

with --

A Never been shelled before. I hope to never have it happen

again.

Q I don't think I've ever been close to a mortar, but my

curiosity is, I guess I'm trying to ascertain whether or not if somebody

who is firing a mortar is able to train that on a particular target
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within three shots, does that imply to you that the mortar had been

set up much earlier, that these were folks who were focusing on that

facility?

A That's really, that takes me outside of my expertise.

Q You mentioned earlier that there were a couple kind of, I

think you called them side events that you didn't cover in your

narrative earlier. Is there anything that is important that we should

hear about?

A Probably, it's just some level of minutia to some of the

events as they happened, a few anecdotes that happened that night, even

in a serious situation, there is something happens that kind of

brightens your mood a little bit. But nothing substantial that would

impact what this series of events you guys are interested in hearing

about.

Q Have you had the chance to talk to the other folks who were

there on the ground with you that night after the fact and kind of

compare notes?

A Lightly, I don't know that, I don't want to, I certainly

haven't done a detailed hot wash with the other individuals that were

there. I think we have swapped a few stories here and there.

Q Can you explain to me what a hot wash is? It is not a term

I'm familiar with.

A A hot wash is an after action where you would run through

events that had happened and maybe find, identify strengths and

weaknesses and do some sort of plan for the future on how to address
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some similar situations. And it's not a term specific to attacks. It

could be something summarizing a conference or summarizing a meeting

somewhere, it's just a general term where you get together and kind

of hash things out to figure out the ground truth of what happened.

Q Were there any significant details that you remembered one

way and someone else remembered another way that --

A Well, as I just said, I haven't done one of those outside

of the, I consider the ARB to be a pretty substantial element of and

suffice as a hot wash. It was, then again, I don't know exactly

everyone they spoke with, I don't know the level of information that

they have or how much they had. But for my perspective, the ARB met

that component of a hot wash.

Q Have you read any of the published accounts of that night,

whether it's Vanity Fair or the State Department's releases that

you've -- that you recall differently?

A Generally they're very accurate. One of which I mentioned

earlier was a very early report from the Atlantic that was surprisingly

accurate. The publicly released timelines or accounts that the

Department released were very accurate because I was a component of

helping those get nailed down. For the press reports, I've read them,

some of them are reasonably accurate some of them are wildly inaccurate.

Some of them are highly dramatized.

Q Are there any kind of glaring inaccuracies that jump out

to you? It would be helpful to us. Everything you told us tonight

is very helpful, but if there is anything that we shouldn't believe --
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A You would have to be more specific if you identified a

specific timeline or a specific recounting of the events, I would be

happy to identify what I think did happen, if that was actually accurate

or not. Off the top of my head, I couldn't just pull one out of the

air to say this particular line of reporting or account of the event

was wholly inaccurate and this part and this.

Q Some of the published accounts have cited sources on the

ground. You've said that you're not one of the sources. Do you know

who is?

A I have no reason to believe, nor I don't actually believe

that any of my fellow DS agents have spoken with any reporters or

journalists at all.

Q So you think that if the authors of these various articles

when they're naming anonymous sources on the ground that night, your

best guess is that these are not DS agents?

A Correct. And I would actually be surprised if they or

anybody on the ground would be contributing to some of these much less

the DS agents. Again, as I stated before, our guys just want to move

forward. Encouraging the kind of speculation or opening up old wounds

as some of these pressure points tend to do isn't the way to do that.

Q Does the State Department have a policy if you get a media

request and let's say you did want to give an interview, how would the

State Department handle that?

A You have to get official permission.

Q Have you ever asked for official permission in it to speak
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with anybody?

A Not in reference to this event or anything related to my

time in Tripoli or Benghazi.

Q Have you asked for that sort of permission related to other

events?

A I was asked to speak at a class one day something

along those lines, I was asked to sit in on a presentation by some

prospective students at some point and critique their presentations,

but beyond that, no, and this was well, either well before and nothing

to do with the events we discussed today.

Q Do you know if the State Department has given clearance to

anybody to speak with any reporter or author?

A Not that I'm aware of, but again, I would be very, very

surprised if any of the agents on the ground with me had spoken to any

press personnel or relayed anything to which you are alluding, much

less ask formally for a request or that it would be would have been

granted.

Q And that's because, like you said, they want to move on,

they want to remain anonymous?

A The way, that's not the way to remain, to keep your level

of privacy. That's not the way to do it. That is exactly the opposite

of what you would do.

Q Is there anything that we have discussed today that you are

particularly concerned about being released? We've covered all the

precautions we have in place not to release any sensitive information
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but if there's anything you would like to point out for us now that

is of even heightened concern?

A Well, I would like to reiterate the sensitive nature of some

of the elements of the story. I specifically avoided identifying

people by name unless specifically asked just to somewhat secure their

identities. Even some of the tactics, techniques, procedures the

number of people, the types of people that were a part of this, all

that stuff is sensitive. So I would appreciate and I'm sure these

people themselves would appreciate you guys keeping that close hold

as necessary.

I haven't told you anything that, I haven't told you anything that

I wasn't, that I shouldn't have shared especially in this environment

that being said from a privacy standpoint as I stated before, myself

and the other agents, we just want to continue with our careers and

our lives and if you guys need to get -- bug me, let me them be. Let

them move on with what they're doing. Let them heal up. Let them

continue their careers. If you guys need to talk to somebody, again,

talk to me. I was in the best position to see all this stuff as I said

before. These guys have they've jobs to do.

So I have been reasonably substantially inconvenienced having to

come in at reasonably short notice at a post where I'm supposed to be

performing exactly the type of security that you guys are concerned

about. So bringing me away from post and doing the same thing to them

separately would be difficult for the Department, difficult for DS and

difficult from an individual standpoint for all of us.
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So we would really appreciate you guys respecting that,

especially from a, and not only that we're Federal agents as well.

Personally being identified in open session twice by name,

I mean, when that was done,

anybody that wanted to impact , they know who they

know who to impact. It's something I'm basically at risk now as a

result of that. I have no indications that anybody is out to get me,

but now they have a name . I would

strongly prefer that my name not be brought up again in any capacity,

press releases, open session.

I understand you guys want to talk about people in closed sessions

and have business to do. I can appreciate that. But including us by

name is bad. It's a bad idea from a safety standpoint, especially as

a Federal agent

Q The Department of Justice raised concerns along those

lines, not only your safety, but actually to be more accurate, the State

Department raised concerns about your safety that the Justice

Department's concerns were more about the effect your testimony here

might have on their investigation.

Did the Justice Department ever reach out to you when you were

being interviewed by the ARB or the best practices panel or any of the

other groups that you spoke with to share the similar concerns?

A I was in -- I don't think they did that to share some of

my concerns, not that I'm aware of. I saw those as internal. ARB,

I was definitely given a green light to do internal discussions for
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certain things. And as the ARB was effectively a hot wash on this

issue, and the best practices panel was a follow-up to that, a

subsequent spin-off of an ARB recommendation that all met the criteria

that it was an internal discussion.

Q But in both cases, they were going to release reports, was

there any concern about what those reports might include?

A No. I was given assurances which ultimately proved true

that my name would not be specifically identified and I would only been

identified by role which --

Q Those assurances came from the panels themselves?

A The ARB, yeah, and I didn't have any expectations of the

best practices but as is a result of one of the ARB recommendations,

the ARB certainly was sensitive to my concerns in that way.

Q Do you know was the Justice Department communicating their

concerns directly to the ARB? I guess you described earlier that they

had?

A They were present.

Q Representative --

A They were present during those, during my ARB interviews.

Q How about during the best practices panel interview?

A No.

Q Do you remember how the Justice Department person in the

room for your ARB interview acted? Was there, did that person wall

off certain areas of questioning?

A No. I think he was just present just in case they got into
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a sensitive area. And they did, and much like we were able to discuss

almost everything you guys wanted today in detail, the same, almost

verbatim, the same situation, a lot of the same questions from the ARB.

Q So the Justice Department representative never had to speak

up and --

A No, that I recall.

Q Ask them not to ask the question or ask you not to answer

the question?

A No. I believe I wasn't stymied at any point and was able

to be fully candid with them in response to their questions.

Q Are you aware of the public posting of your and other names

as it relates to receiving the heroism award for your actions in

Benghazi?

A Posting in what capacity?

Q Posting on the State Department Web site, or

publicly online some place, do you have any awareness of that?

A Shouldn't be. Shouldn't be. I made a specific request

that it not be.

Q Is it news to you that it is?

A If it is, it is news to me. I'm not aware of that nor am

aware that it was approved, specifically supposed to be disallowed.

Q And I think Ambassador Kennedy has also used your name in

a press conference?

A First name only.

Q And he spelled it out, I think?
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A I hope not, but I saw the write up from that. I don't recall

the --

Q Are you aware of any other situations where your name has

been publicly released or that --

A Greg Hicks. Greg Hicks in testimony with the committee.

Unfortunately.

Q Besides what has already been covered?

A It has been on the news at this point. My name has been

said twice in open session. So I think my counsel has just been shown

a Wikipedia page, possibly that they have been updated fairly recently

which, again, not my preference, strongly against, any law enforcement

officer will tell you that their strong preference is to have their

name not be public in any capacity.

Q Just going back to when you were in Germany, how long were

you in Germany?

A About 5 days.

Q Did you speak with anybody besides the FBI there?

A In what capacity?

Q As far as kind of telling your story in an official way?

A No.

Q What location were you in Germany?

A In Ramstein Air Base.

Q Going back to the night of, and I guess subsequent to that,

was there any point at which you or any of your colleagues on the ground

there believed there had been a protest in Benghazi?
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A What I specifically stated when the attack began, 16 to 20

armed men with banners, it's somewhat possible someone could have taken

that phrase to understand that there may have been a protest out front

specific to, well, I will stop right there.

Q From your perspective, had there been a protest?

A No. There was nothing out there up until, well, up until

there was. I had been out of the gate at 8:30 that night. We had had

personnel leaving the compound, and they drove away from our compound

and didn't report anything, and I spoke with them subsequently, there

was nothing out there.

Q If there had been a protest of any size within proximity

of the compound, do you expect that you would have been aware of it?

A It depends on how close. If it didn't relate to us

specifically, if it was far enough away, it is very likely we would

not have known. If it was right outside our gates, we would have been

able, we would have known otherwise.

Q How do you think that would have been reported to the

compound? I think earlier we talked a little bit about checkpoints.

But it doesn't seem like you think they would have necessarily called

the compound?

A It is -- it depends on the situation. Again, I can't speak

for what 17 February internal workings are and what their procedures

are, and not every checkpoint in town was a 17 February checkpoint.

Some of them were done by other militia including Ansar al-Sharia. I'm

not aware, as I said before, I'm not aware that there was not a protest
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out there as far as I was concerned.

Q When the narrative emerged after the attacks that there had

been a protest and that the protest was related to the attack, how did

you react?

A I think, and it has been so long I can't really remember

the specifics of it, again, from what I reported originally, and I

included people with banners being a part of the original attack group,

I can see how somebody could make that leap that there was a protest

of some sort. I am aware that early, very early press reporting did

indicate people's attack, or people coming to the compound or not

supporting us or were in direct response to the video that would have

been responsible for a protest.

Q Do you remember approximately when the video came out, or

was at least became something that kind of the world was aware of? It

might have been a couple --

A Maybe that day or a few days earlier from the attack, we

were aware that the protests in Cairo were somewhat what in relation

to the video at some level is what our understanding was. Whether this

is accurate or not, I don't know but at the time, that was my impression.

Q Did any of the local Libyans that you interfaced with, be

they February 17th or anybody else in the compound, did they ever raise

the video with you?

A The only reporting -- and nothing directly. The reporting

that I did investigate that I'm aware of that was more of a press

reporting is that one of the leaders of 17 February in requesting after
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being asked about the attack on the compound, he stated that we had

gotten what we deserved for disrespecting the prophet, and this is one

of the guys that was in some way tied to the QRF response that should

have come and helped us that evening.

Q Earlier when we talked about February 17th, ceasing support

of off-compound movements, you said that as far as you knew, that was

related to a dispute over compensation. Was the video or anything else

raised in relation to that?

A The video at the time we had met with them was just one today

before the Ambassador's arrival, I don't think the video had been

released. It was a nonissue in reference to our 17 February elements

on compound. And I'm also aware that additional press reporting

indicated they interviewed somebody that had been on the compound that

night and said that they had come to the compound to, in response to

the video, that some of the very early press reports said that as well.

That was within the first few days of the attack if not the first day.

Q And when you started hearing that story line emerge, did

it surprise you or did you think it was credible?

A It seemed that people that they spoke with, and this I don't

remember exactly the source of that, but they had interviewed local

Libyans. It was, I don't know if it was Arabic reporting or translated

reporting into English, but, and again, Cairo seems very far away from

Benghazi, 9 hours as we discussed before. I'm somewhat, I'm somewhat

surprised, but in some cases, other similar things have happened when

some perceived disrespectful gesture towards some elements of their
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religion had occurred. So, I don't really have a comment on that, it's

just something that happens.

Q Can you fill me in a little bit on the chronology, Ambassador

Stevens arrived in Benghazi on the 10th. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And the video became kind of a big deal on the 11th?

A I can't talk the specifics of it. I just don't know. The

first time I heard that it had resulted in any sort of action from

anybody was late in the day on the 11th that it was, somebody had

indicated it was somewhat responsible for protests that were occurring

in Cairo and that is it.

Q Did that trigger any sort of change in the security posture

of the compound having an awareness that these protests were occurring

in Cairo?

A Again, as I stated, Cairo is 9 hours away. It's a pretty

far distance. Our security posture was suitable when all the elements

of our security response had accurately responded before are taken into

account. That being said, additionally, we were still on that compound

without not having any movements off compound for that day. So we had

done, we had done almost everything we could within reason to minimize

the chances of something happening, short of just not being on the

compound, which we didn't have any indication not to be at that point.

Q Earlier when Mr. Chaffetz asked you what could have been

done differently, and I think your answer kind of broke it down into

two pieces, one being, you know, it would have been great if you could
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have had some sort of advance knowledge that an attack was imminent,

and I think you concluded that that simply was not possible. And so

I think you focused your answer more on what could have been done in

terms of responding to the attack.

Are you able to go into anything more specific in terms of

conditions at the compound that you think would have helped repel an

attack like that?

A I think I've gone on in detail about the security posture

at the compound and our reaction forces. 20/20 hindsight, looking

backwards, there's theoretically lots of things you possibly could have

done. Was any of it justified or prudent or even necessary under the

conditions as we knew them at that time? No. I think we were postured

reasonably appropriately, especially considering the give and take of

resources that we discussed earlier in the conversation where you have

got 285 posts requesting all sorts of assets all the time with a limited

amount of resources. And it's a tough call.

Q If you remove that consideration and just think about it

from a security perspective --

A Well, from a security --

Q Is it higher walls, stronger walls?

A Local police support could have made all the difference.

If they had been appropriately postured and prepared and would have,

could have made a substantial difference for us. And that's something

within the standard playbook for DS, that was the one component we,

that was kind of hit or miss in that environment.
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Q Then if you're in a situation where an event has occurred,

and now you're under duress, and now you're starting to think about

how we can respond to a situation like this, whether it's assets from

Tripoli, local assets, military assets, if you would take kind of the

cost considerations out of this conversation and just, you know, let

us know what, how that response could have been improved?

A It's not, it's not the RSO's job to say get me XYZ U.S. forces

military or otherwise. It's a general understanding that you pass the

information back to D.C. or wherever your headquarters element is, and

they react appropriately. Beyond what was right in front of me at that

point, which was honestly, survival for my team and me and our

colleagues at the second compound, I don't have anything generally to

request that would have been reasonable in that, in that environment.

With the temporary facility, 30 armed guys that were, your

expectation is they're going to respond to this environment, again,

I don't think we could have, I don't think anything we could have done

could have stopped the attack or avoided it other than some sort of

early notification which just didn't exist. There was no intel on say

that something like this was probable, especially on that date. And

beyond that, it's kind of tough to speculate on what could have stopped

that situation from developing or even playing out as it did. The

playbook, our react was this, and that is exactly how we reacted. Had

we reacted differently, it could have been a greater loss of life. I

don't know. I wish nobody would have died, I wish at either location.

Q When you're sitting inside the TOC and you see different
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groups of people are trying to kick down the door presumably to come

into the building and do you harm, what are you thinking at that point

in terms of -- I'm just trying to picture myself in that situation,

it is difficult to do, but I picture myself sitting there thinking,

God, I wish a plane would fly over and give me some, you know, open

fire. I wish -- I would love to see some guys appear out of nowhere

and open fire on these guys. What's your hope as somebody who actually

lived through that?

A My --

Q What is the best case scenario?

A Exactly what I was thinking at that point and it wasn't

anything like that. Again, I'm dealing with a situation where I know

we are far enough away from any assistance. It's just a fact. I'm

a realist. My closest concern at that point was when are our reaction,

our QRF elements going to arrive and where's my shotgun, and do I have

enough, if they breach this door, what's our next move? And how safe

are my guys in these other buildings? Our team is out there, they're

isolated in three different buildings. Has anything happened to them?

At some point, I didn't have complete situational awareness of

play by play of what was going on, and I see a group of 15 armed men

enter the building where I know some of my friends are, I'm worried

about them. I'm actually not thinking so much about myself, I'm

thinking about them first.

My concern is just to get through it. It wasn't to, it wasn't

thinking, nobody left me out to dry, I'm not thinking that. I'm not
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thinking, why isn't there an A-10 Warthog coming in, or why isn't there

a jet aircraft coming in? That's not my concern at all. My concern

is get through the next 5 minutes to get through the next 5 minutes

to get through the next 5 minutes, whatever is immediately in front

of me to get my team and any elements, any personnel that we have on

that compound to safety and go from there.

Q Did you have a firearm in there with you?

A Yes. I had a shotgun and a sidearm at the time, which is

what you want to use in close quarters situation is a shotgun.

Q Is there anything I haven't covered? Have you reviewed the

best practices panel report?

A No. Let me take that back actually. Actually, I think it

was -- I think it was released some to some news agency; I think, in

an informal capacity, I think I have reviewed it.

Q Yes, it was on Al Jazeera Web site.

A I think I saw it. I don't think it was on Al Jazeera, but

I'm aware it was linked at some point. I think I saw it.

Q Other news sources started linking it. I think that was

the original article. And they kind of described the report and there

was actually a link to what turned out to be a draft version of the

report.

Did you have any reaction to what you read?

A I don't actually recall. As a -- I don't recall being

displeased with it. But then again, I don't recall any details at this

point. I think I looked at it once.
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Q The ARB report identified four individuals who had some

degree of accountability. Can you just share with us what your

reaction was when learned that four people had been placed on

administrative leave?

A I believe the specific personnel are identified in a version

of the ARB that I wasn't, that component I wasn't able to read. I am

generally aware of who the individuals are there through press

reporting. And I'm sorry, could you ask your question again?

Q I just was curious about what you are action was and if you

felt like those four individuals were, whether the ARB was justified

in identifying these four individuals?

A I don't have any reason to disagree or to question what the

ARB's assessment was in that position. Again, I don't have all the

information that they have.

What I can say is the give and take of security resources for 285

posts is a tough job. It's a hard responsibility to have. It's a job

that I certainly wouldn't want when you have got RSOs and/or ARSOs,

possibly screaming at the top of their lungs that they're more important

than post X, Y or Z. It's tough to divvy that up. Resources are

limited. Budgets have been tight for the last several years in

general. It's hard to dole out those resources. Nobody gets

everything they want in a lot of instances.

So, all I can say is that the, I don't particularly have a reason

to disagree with the ARB but just for my position in general.

Q One of the people singled out in the ARB report was Ray
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Maxwell. Did you ever have any interaction with him?

A No not at all.

Q Charlene Lamb, you've described your interaction with her

the night of. Have you had any other interaction with her?

A Effectively at the time she was probably my boss' boss' boss

theoretically. I did do just recount my situation on the ground in

Benghazi early on within days of my return to the U.S. as well as just

generally share what I was aware of. I knew she was going to be speaking

to the committee at some point and she needed to have a general

understanding of the situation to better present it to you.

Q The ARB didn't hold her accountable for anything that

happened the night of. Can you just share with us what your impressions

were when you were talking with her on the phone?

A That night, she was concerned for our safety, she was

concerned about recovering the Ambassador's body. I think she was,

she just wanted to have us get through and get through this. This isn't

something, I don't think there are a lot of training books for anybody

where you can just say in that situation you're so far away, you want

to help but you can't. I think she was just trying to help us get

through it.

Q Have you had any interaction with Eric Boswell in your

career?

A I have.

Q Are you aware of what the ARB cited him as being accountable

for in relation to Benghazi?
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A Not specifically. I think that's actually part of their

classified version that I don't think I was allowed to see those

elements of it.

Q They actually subsequently declassified that portion of the

report.

A Okay, then maybe I haven't seen that.

Q Can you just share with us what your impressions are of Eric

Boswell?

A I think, I generally think that DS is better with him than

without him. He, in short, that is --

Q In the -- you mentioned that the U.S. Attorney -- somebody

from the U.S. Attorney's Office was present for the first ARB interview?

A May have actually been present for the second one as well,

but yes.

Q Second, how about during the follow-up phone calls?

A No.

Q Just jumping around, was the Ambassador Stevens' visit to

Benghazi well known off the compound?

A It was, it would have been a security preference for it to

be as low profile as possible. I think ultimately the way his schedule

played out if it became somewhat more well known would have been our

preference.

Q Do you know how that occurred?

A Just meetings that they scheduled during the course of

business. He, the previous day, he had met with Benghazi City council
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and I know there was some press out there, sometimes you can't keep

the lid on certain things.

Q So prior to the visit, it was kept under wraps but once he

arrived and started moving around town word got out?

A That was my impression.

Q Did you -- during any of the interviews or conversations

you had after the attack, did you communicate to anybody or did anybody

ask you specifically whether or not there had been a protest that led

up to the attack?

A I don't believe so.

Q Do you remember ever volunteering that, or was it not

something that even occurred to you to volunteer because there was no

reason to think there was a protest?

A Not that I recall. At the time, it was presented as such,

I didn't think I was back in the country.

Q Okay. So that wasn't something that came up in any of your

conversations with the FBI in Germany?

A Not that I recall.

Q The concept of a protest was never raised?

A Again, not that I recall. What I reported as I've stated

before is 16 to 20 armed men with two banners.

Q That's all my, sorry, go ahead.

Mr. Lewis. Give it over to minority but then we should take a

10-minute break so we can consult with the chairman.

[Discussion off the record.]
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Chairman Issa. Back on the record.

I have just a couple of questions for you to wrap up.

You gave extensive testimony today on the 8-1/2 hours that you

lived through before and after the attack. To your recollection, based

on the questions of both the majority and any minority questions, what

items should we highlight that you believe are particularly sensitive

or you believe that are somehow going to have, if they became public,

going to have direct impact on criminal investigations or prosecutions?

The Witness. Some of the stuff we already addressed earlier when

you were out of the room, sir. The identities of the other agents is

a sensitive issue for a variety of reasons. The components of the

elements of the second compound is also sensitive to some level. The

numbers, if any, that I provided on security postures for local guards

or local bodyguards in Tripoli is also a sensitive number, as well,

just generally sensitive.

To take that toward the investigation, I couldn't be specific.

If it is something that -- if I said it when I was speaking, I probably

would have identified it as something sensitive. If, when you do go

through the transcript, it is something at that point, you can probably

notice that I would have said something that was sensitive to the

investigation.

But off the top of my head, I don't think we covered a whole lot
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of ground that would have impacted the investigation today.

Chairman Issa. Okay, I appreciate that. And we are acutely

sensitive to current numbers necessary to hopefully keep our compound

in Tripoli safe and, although they have become widely estimated and/or

public, potential deficiencies in numbers, both armed and not armed.

Your service prior to coming certainly prepared you for a lot.

You went into a situation that clearly hasn't been seen, with rare

exception, in decades. The Bahrain, coming over the wall -- there has

been a few of them. Obviously, the Saudi Arabian attack, the two

attacks in Africa. There are other attacks, but it is very rare for

an RSO to experience what you have experienced.

In your opinion, what would have changed two things: one, the

likelihood of the attack being attempted; and, secondly, what were the

key thresholds that would have thwarted the actual success of the

attack, in your opinion?

And I know those are broad questions. I am not really looking

for every nuance, but to bear in mind in live testimony Admiral Mullen

said, and he said this in other ways, that his opinion would be a much

larger show of force, essentially machine gun positions, this sort of

thing, could have caused the attack never to have happened. Now, that

is one career military person's opinion.

But you mentioned the strength of the doors, some of these other

items were which were known, obviously, by people that were in and out

of the compound. You can't keep some of those things secret.

What would you think would have been the critical elements to have
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caused that facility, knowing it was never going to be an Inman

facility, but that facility to have been less likely to have had an

attack? And what were the key items that you would do over again if

you were hoping to buy time for the Ambassador and others to withdraw?

The Witness. It is kind of tough to speculate. What I can say

is that, as a diplomatic facility, appearance makes a difference in

some instances. Fortress America isn't very welcoming for the

diplomatic purposes, ultimately.

That being said --

Chairman Issa. But then there is the expression, "Good walls

make good neighbors."

The Witness. That is true, as well. And we had a good wall. We

had barbed wire on it.

Among other things, it would be tough to say whether we would have

had armed local guards. And we discussed this a little bit --

Chairman Issa. And I apologize for --

The Witness. No, that is okay.

The biggest difference that could have made, at least from

appearances standpoint, that would have dissuaded anyone from

attacking it, would have been the local host-country support. Have

a police presence at the three entrances and exits, armed, dutifully

at their job 24 hours a day, as we have in many places, if not all places,

throughout the world, would have made a substantial amount of

difference.

The optics of that, where the host country is supporting your
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presence in their country with armed personnel to supplement your

security at those locations, makes all the difference in some

instances, where somebody would make an attempt or not make an attempt

based on what they perceive as their access to that area. Having a

police car at every entrance could have made a substantial impact on

those decisions to attack us in the first place.

Chairman Issa. One follow-up on that line of questioning.

Prior to your arrival, obviously, there was the wall breached.

There, as I think you probably testified but it has been testified

before, there were the questions of video cameras that were clearly

known to be inop. Those are relatively small things.

Would, in your opinion, that, in combination with the actual

essentially door that was breached, would that have made a difference

at some level, in your opinion? And should that be an area of focus,

even if you have a facility that is very substandard relative to Inman?

The Witness. As far as I know, we had I believe it was 12 cameras.

And, actually, I think they actually all worked. Now, whether we

needed more -- and there were certainly newer models that were going

to replace the ones that we had at the time that were teed up to be

installed and were actually on schedule to be replaced the following

week, I believe.

Chairman Issa. We had testimony earlier that they were on the

shelves.

The Witness. Yes, they were. And I am sure they were looted.

But there was a lot of them, and they were going to get installed. Now,
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whether they were superior in capabilities to ones we had, I don't know

at this point.

I do know that I would prefer to have cameras with night-vision

capability, as was discussed, I believe, in the ARB. I would prefer

to have more cameras that are pan-tilt-zoom as opposed to a fixed

location. In general, that would have assisted our situational

awareness, if we couldn't avoid the attack, to be able to see a little

better during the events of the evening as well.

Chairman Issa. Let me do something real quickly here.

The Witness. Can I make one statement on something I said before?

Chairman Issa. Of course. Please.

The Witness. My account of the events of that night, I know some

of that, if not all of that --

[Audio interruption.]

Chairman Issa. Sorry.

The Witness. That is okay, sir -- if the events of that night

were sensitive, to some degree, for the investigation, for the FBI.

So the specific elements other than the general timeline that has been

provided from the Department or even through press outlets --

[Audio interruption.]

Chairman Issa. It is not supposed to do that. I am sorry.

The Witness. -- some level of accuracy or another is part of the

concern, I think, that is going to be part of the prosecution. So I

can't tell you exactly what components would be of concern to them,

to the DOJ. But I can tell you the whole account, at some level, is
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part of their concern and is sensitive.

So I know it would be a bit of an issue to have that released in

total in any capacity. My preference is for none of my stuff that I

have stated today to be released at all.

Chairman Issa. Okay.

Let me show you something here.

The Witness. Sir.

Chairman Issa. You see all those little pictures?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. Night vision. That was a car moving. A front

door.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. Would it surprise you to know that those 16

cameras cost a total of $2,000, including continuous video?

The Witness. No, it would not. Depending on the capability of

certain cameras, I think the Department probably has a contract

worldwide. They use the same type of cameras in many locations.

To get the type of night-vision capability that we would need and

the pan-tilt-zoom, which are substantially more expensive than a

fixed-pole cam or a bullet cam, the price goes up exponentially when

you get the movement capability.

And I am generally aware of off-the-shelf security systems that

function adequately. To get the type of range that you would require

on a compound of that size is a pretty expensive system, especially

the DVR capability that is required from the Department, which is at
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least 30 days, if not longer, the hard drive to support that system,

and, additionally, on top of that, to support the capability to feed

all that back worldwide. The number goes up every time you add these

extra elements.

So I think we are generally aware, especially as a result of the

ARB investigation, that this is something we should certainly look at.

And I would like to see them at some point in the future deployed.

Mr. Skladany. Sir, would you just describe for the record what

you showed?

Chairman Issa. Yeah. I just simply showed a, you know, Fry's

Electronics/Costco/Home Depot-level unit, commercially available,

that actually has night vision.

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. It is 1080p, has resolution higher than you had

there. These do come in pan-zoom for remotely controlled off of an

iPad or any number of other devices for about $600 or $700. You add

an armored case, it does change things.

The Witness. Yeah.

Chairman Issa. The reason I asked the question is simply, one

of our challenges -- and you are a witness both in the investigation

of obviously events of Benghazi, but we are also looking at what are

the recommendations, as the administration, and any administration,

says we need tens or hundreds or billions of dollars more, and we look

at systems that were inferior to what you could buy at, you know, Home

Depot in some ways, waiting on hundreds of thousands of dollars' more
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equipment.

So I asked that question only from that standpoint, because you

did mention you didn't have night vision so you were very dependent

on available light and so on.

Going on to one other area that was not touched on, during your

tenure, you, I presume, saw Ambassador Stevens both in Tripoli and then

in Benghazi. Is that correct?

The Witness. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. And as we talked about before we went on the

record, I knew the Ambassador. I have met with him in previous

assignments, along with the DCM, Gregory Hicks.

Would you describe the Ambassador, as one of the RSOs, as a

compliant protected individual?

The Witness. Generally, yes.

Chairman Issa. When you say "generally," were there exceptions?

The Witness. In one instance, he had made a request to have a

little less security with him as he went on his daily runs.

Chairman Issa. Uh-huh.

The Witness. And, subsequently, there was a threat made on him,

which I briefed him of, and we subsequently added that coverage back.

Chairman Issa. So it was, there are only so many cars that can

follow me while I jog. When there was evidence, he quickly complied

with a change in, as I understand it, schedules, runs, and so on, even

curtailing it for a while.

The Witness. You know, it was generally those issues. We had
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asked him, or I specifically asked him to run inside the compound for

a while until this -- and then we started changing up the schedule and

run in different locations. And his concern, I think, was at the time

the vehicle might have been a little too close for comfort when he was

running. He had asked them to --

Chairman Issa. It is a hard way to die, to be an Ambassador run

over by your Suburban.

The Witness. Yeah, I understand.

So that gap was only for a very brief period of time and before

the threat had come in. And we responded almost immediately.

Chairman Issa. So, in general, he was either compliant or, even

if he asked for something, if you pushed back for any reason, he worked

with you.

The Witness. Yes.

Chairman Issa. So would you describe him as reckless in any way?

The Witness. No, sir.

Chairman Issa. Was he, from what you could tell, knowledgeable

of the risk in the area?

The Witness. Yes, sir. He probably knew it better than anyone.

Chairman Issa. So on the day that he came down to Benghazi, the

risk assessment was one that, if I can characterize, he had reason to

believe was reasonable and you had reason to believe was reasonable

or he wouldn't have been there.

The Witness. Correct.

Chairman Issa. There are those who have said that the
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Ambassador's conduct was risky and so on. That is where this line of

questioning comes.

So, on the record today, you would say that, knowing what you knew

about the general threat conditions, both in Tripoli and Benghazi, he

played no -- and I am leading you, but if you disagree, of course tell

me -- he played no direct role in decisions that led to his own demise?

The Witness. He ultimately made the choice to be in Benghazi on

those dates which, other than the attack that ultimately happened, we

had no indication it was -- other than it was September 11th, we had

no indication it was going to be any different than any other day, and

wasn't until the very end of the day.

He was aware of the situation on the ground. He had shared that

up his chain of command and to the broader department. He was

well-informed. He was aware of our security posture.

We provided the best security that we were able to provide with

the known threats, something that was -- any of the threats that were

probable in that environment. You can't cover for every possible

outcome, for every possible thing. But for the attacks that we had

previously seen or the events that had been probable, we were prepared

for. And the Ambassador knew this. And he had spent a great deal of

time in that environment during the civil war.

Chairman Issa. Okay.

The day he came down, he brought additional security. So is it

fair to say that the consulate, the facility, was the same or better

from a security posture as a result of his being there?
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The Witness. Yes. As I stated before, his motorcade was

actually superior to what he would have had in Tripoli. And his post

security presence was up to 30 armed men, many of which in a react

capability, which would have been equal to, numbers-wise, what we would

have Tripoli in some instances.

Chairman Issa. Last question. I am sorry. Or, never believe

someone who says last question, but hopefully this is pretty close.

Had the Ambassador not been there, do you have any reason to

believe that the attack would not have occurred? In other words, was

the attack precipitated because of his being there? Or, as far as you

know, is this an attack that could have occurred and killed some of

the individuals even if he hadn't been there?

The Witness. Nothing, to my knowledge, would indicate the attack

was aimed at him specifically. It is possible. It is difficult to

speculate, of course --

Chairman Issa. Uh-huh.

The Witness. -- and especially with hindsight being 20/20. But

I think the attack likely would have occurred either way, whether he

was there or not.

It didn't seem that that -- I don't think they knew he was there,

but I am not 100 percent sure. I don't have insight into all the

investigative efforts that have been done thus far.

Chairman Issa. Sure.

So, notwithstanding the particulars that always change when

people are or aren't there, the outcome could have been very similar
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had he been in Tripoli and the personnel there had been there? In other

words, one, three, five, seven, some number of people could have died

or been injured in the sequence of events.

The Witness. It is possible.

Mr. Skladany. We don't have any more questions. We will go

ahead and end our round.

Chairman Issa. Before I go off the record, again, I want to thank

you.

Often, the various parts of government find themselves in a

battle, if you will. It is more often the Supreme Court against the

other two, and they have the last word almost always.

In this case, I apologize if the nature of the administration not

making you available sooner has created a situation in which you may

have come back and forth more often and at a greater expense

That wasn't our intent. We began asking for a number of

witnesses by description, including yourself, a very long time ago.

But we are happy that you are here, and I appreciate your fully

cooperating with the committee.

Mr. Skladany. Susanne?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I want to start by reiterating the

chairman's statement that, you know, we really appreciate the

information that you have shared with us today.

It is 6:15, and it has been a long day. And I know that you

expressed that this was a difficult thing for you to have to go through

again and again, as you have had to go through it again and again. And
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I just want to say thank you for being as patient and cooperative as

you have been.

I just have one, sort of, follow-up thing, and you touched on it

a little bit when you sort of interjected during the chairman's

questions.

Have you ever worked as a prosecutor?

The Witness. No.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And so when this case gets taken to trial,

which we certainly hope that one day it will, you will be a witness

in the case, right?

The Witness. That is my understanding.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. You won't be the prosecutor or the person

who makes decisions about what witnesses to call or what evidence to

put on, right?

The Witness. Not that I am aware of.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So do you think that you are in a place to

say definitively what issues will be important and sensitive to the

criminal case in the prosecution?

The Witness. I can generally say what my role is going to be,

and it is to describe the events on the ground, which is what I have

done here. And that is the sensitive component that I would have to

share at any trial.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And so there could be things that you shared

today that you are not aware of that would be important or sensitive

or impactful to the success of the criminal prosecution if we made it
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public that you just don't know about right now. Is that an accurate

description?

The Witness. Yes, that is entirely possible.

Chairman Issa. Now that you established he is not a prosecutor

and wouldn't know, you are going to ask him if there could be?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. That is all I have.

Thank you very much for everything. I think we are ready to let

you go, right?

Mr. Skladany. Unless there is anything you feel like we

overlooked today that you want to add.

The Witness. No.

Mr. Skladany. I think we are done. Thanks very much.

The Witness. Thank you.

Mr. Skladany. We appreciate your time.

[Whereupon, at 6:18 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Mr. Ohly. This is a transcribed interview with

conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform.

This interview was requested by Chairman Darrell Issa as part of the

committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya.

Could the witness please state your name for the record?

Mr.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you. The committee appreciates your appearance

at the interview.

My name is John Ohly. I am a professional staff member with the

committee's majority staff.

I'll ask everybody else at the table to introduce themselves, as

well.

Mr. Skladany. I'm John Skladany from Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Pinto. Ashok Pinto, also with Chairman Issa's staff.

Mr. Powell. Jason Powell with the minority staff.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority.

Mr. Woodworth. Sam Woodworth, the Office of the Legal Adviser,

State Department.

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang for the State Department.

Mr. Ohly. Thank you.

To start, we want to thank you for your service to our country.

By all accounts, you and your colleagues demonstrated tremendous poise

in the face of unthinkable circumstances. The opportunity to

understand these events from your perspective is extremely valuable
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to the committee.

Before we begin, I'd like to go over the ground rules, explain

how we will proceed.

The way the questioning works is the majority staff will ask

questions for up to an hour. And then our minority colleagues will

have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal period of time, up

to an hour. We'll do our best to limit the number of people directing

questions at you during any given hour to just those people on the staff

whose turn it is to ask questions. We'll rotate back and forth in this

manner until all questions have been asked.

We'd like to take a break whenever it's convenient for you,

whether it's every hour or even in the middle of an hour. If you need

water, if you need to use the restroom, check messages, please let us

know, because we'd like to make this process as easy and comfortable

as possible.

This interview is unclassified. So if a question calls for any

information you know to be classified, please respond only with

unclassified information. If we need to have a classified session

later, we can arrange that.

We encourage witnesses who appear before the committee to freely

consult with counsel. And you do have counsel present today.

Could the counsel please state your name for the record?

Mr. Chuang. Theodore Chuang, State Department.

Mr. Ohly. As you can see, an official reporter is taking down

everything you say to make a written record. So we ask that you give
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verbal responses to all questions, "yes," "no," as opposed to nods of

the head. I'm going to ask the reporter to please feel free and jump

in in case you respond nonverbally. Do you understand this?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Also, we should try not to talk over each other so it's

easier to have a clear record.

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and

truthful manner possible, so we will take our time and repeat or clarify

our questions if necessary. If you have any questions or do not

understand any of our questions, please let us know and we'll be happy

to clarify and repeat our questions. Just let us know.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or do not

remember, it is best not to guess. Please give us your best

recollection. And if there are things you do not know or can't

remember, please say so.

You should also understand that although this interview is not

under oath, that by law are you required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully. Do you understand that?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Ohly. This also applies to questions posed by congressional

staff in an interview. Do you understand this?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false

statements. Do you understand this?
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Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Ohly. Is there any reason you are unable to provide truthful

answers to today's questions?

Mr. . No.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. That ends my preamble. The clock now reads

10:10, and we will get started with the first hour of questions.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Just to get started, it would be helpful if you could walk

us a little bit through your educational and professional background.

A Educational, I have a bachelor's degree ,

a master's degree , and a

master's degree .

Professionally, do you mean with Department of State or --

Q What did you do before you joined the Department of State

and then your progression through the State Department.

A Immediately before joining Department of State, I worked

for , .

Then I joined Diplomatic Security . After I joined, I

served in the Field Office as an investigator; then went

to , as the Assistant Regional Security Officer; then

, on the protective detail; then got

to work in counterintelligence; and to work

counterintelligence and investigations for the chief; then came back

; then went to
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as the investigator, then to as the Regional

Security Officer, and then to Libya.

Q And what is your current title and responsibility?

A I work -- I'm the

Q Okay. And when did you begin in that position?

A Approximately 2 months ago.

Q Okay. And what was your position immediately prior to

that?

A I was doing -- I'm sorry, I forgot. I was doing a

in counterintelligence until my slot opened up. But immediately

before that, I was RSO in Libya.

Q And when did that end?

A October 2012.

Q Okay. When did you first arrive in Libya?

A The end of July 2012.

Q Okay. When did that opportunity come up, or when did you

know that that was going to be a position that you were going to

transition to? The --

A I'm sorry.

Q The position in Libya -- when you arrived in Libya, you

transitioned as the RSO; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And when did that opportunity come about? Had you known

that was coming or was it a short notice?
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A No, I had known. It was part of the regular bidding cycle.

Q Okay.

A I don't remember the exact date, though.

Q Okay. And it was something you bid on?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Maybe it would be helpful if you could just, for our background

and our knowledge, sort of walk us through a little bit of the reporting

structure for you as the RSO, who reported to you, who did you report

to, in your position in Libya.

A My chain of command was the Deputy Chief of Mission and then

the Ambassador. I had two full-time assistant regional security

officers and then various TDY assistant regional security officers.

Q And did you have any direct interactions with individuals

in Washington that you reported to?

A Communicated regularly with our International Programs

Desk Officer.

Q Anybody other than the Desk Officer, or just directly with

that individual?

A Mostly the Desk Officer, yes.

Q Okay. Did you interact with anybody in any of the other

bureaus or departments in Washington?

A Not routinely.

Q Okay.

When you arrived in Libya, what were your responsibilities at the
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time?

A I was to be the Regional Security Officer.

Q Can you just briefly walk us through what that meant, what

your day-to-day consisted of?

A Serve as -- I apologize.

Q Take your time.

Mr. Skladany. If you need to take a minute, that's fine.

Mr. . This has been extremely difficult for me to --

Mr. Ohly. I understand.

Mr. . As Regional Security Officer, you serve as the

security advisor for the Ambassador and you oversee all the security

programs in the country.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Prior to your arrival in Libya, what was your understanding

of the situation on the ground in Tripoli, as far as security concerns

or the security posture of the U.S. facilities in Tripoli?

A I don't understand. What do you mean by "prior"?

Q Prior to your arrival. I mean, did you have any discussions

with the previous RSO or did you have any briefings with folks in D.C.

prior to your arrival to understand what the situation was in Libya

and what the posture and the structure was at the time?

A Yes. I did a week's worth of consultations before I went

out to post.

Q And who did you -- and who were those consultations with?

A I met with individuals in International Programs.
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Q Uh-huh.

A I can't remember specifically everybody I met with.

Q Was it only individuals within DS, or were there other

individuals from other branches and bureaus? Did you meet with anybody

from NEA to get an understanding of our position on the ground there

from a policy perspective, or was it more focused on DS?

A The majority was with DS. I can't remember if I -- I don't

believe I -- can't remember if I met with anybody else.

Q Okay. Did you meet with or have any discussions with the

previous RSO?

A Not beforehand. An occasional email exchange.

Q Did you overlap with him at all?

A Yes, we overlapped.

Q So in those briefings before you went, in the week before

you went out, what was conveyed to you in those briefings or what was

the discussion?

A I can't remember specifically.

Q Were you just given a sense of what the environment was like?

Were you given any sense of what you were walking into in Libya?

A Yeah, some general overviews and -- again, I can't remember

specifically.

Q Okay. Were you made aware of any concerns about the

situation, the security situation in the country generally, what the

security environment was?

A I'm trying to remember the specific conversations, and I
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can't -- I'm sorry, I can't remember specifics.

Q Do you have any sort of general recollection of what your

impression of Libya was when you were going there, what your

understanding of, you know, the situation on the ground --

Mr. Chuang. You're talking about security for the post or --

Mr. Ohly. For security for the post. Just a general

understanding.

Mr. Skladany. Maybe you could just describe what your

expectations were.

Mr. . What my expectations were?

Mr. Skladany. Yeah, when you were deploying to Libya, what you

expected to -- what the conditions that you expected were.

Mr. Chuang. Security conditions --

Mr. Skladany. Yes.

Mr. Chuang. -- for the Embassy.

Mr. . My expectations. I mean -- I mean, I knew it

wasn't a traditional embassy-type environment. You know, there were

still -- there was still a lot of work that needed to be done to upgrade

the security environment or the facilities and such.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Prior to your departure for Libya or shortly after your

arrival, what was your understanding of the Benghazi mission or

facility?

A My understanding, specifically?

Q About the -- our presence there, what the security posture
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was of the facility, what the security environment was in the city.

A That we had a -- that we had a small presence up there that

was to -- that was to be closed December of that year. DS had put a

lot of resources to beef up the security there.

Q When you arrived, I believe you mentioned you had some

overlap with the previous RSO?

A Uh-huh. Yes.

Q Can you give us a general sense of what he conveyed to you

or what your understanding of the situation at either Tripoli or

Benghazi was based on your discussions with him?

A About the -- I'm sorry, could you repeat the question?

Q In your discussions with the previous RSO when you arrived

in Libya, did he provide you with any impression of what the security

environment was like in Tripoli or Libya?

Mr. Chuang. Can you focus on one geographic spot at a time?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q We'll start with, did he provide you on any input on what

the security posture was in Tripoli?

A You know, we met and -- and we -- we had discussions. Can't

remember the exact discussions. A lot of introductions. Tripoli, you

know, is -- I believe we talked about some of the security upgrades

that were going on at that time.

Q Did you have any discussions about security staffing for

Tripoli?

A What do you mean?
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Q Personnel, what the personnel resources were at the time,

you know, what individuals you had available providing security, if

there were going to be any changes to that arrangement.

Mr. Chuang. Still in Tripoli, right?

Mr. Ohly. Still in Tripoli.

Mr. . Well, I met with -- he introduced me to the staff,

to the American staff. Truthfully, I don't remember the exact

conversations. I could speculate on what we would have been -- but

I don't want to do any of that.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Let me phrase it a little more generally. What was your

understanding of what personnel you had at your disposal for security

protection at the time that you arrived in Tripoli for Tripoli?

A Oh, at that time, I had two full-time assistant regional

security officers, some TDY assistant regional security officers.

When I first arrived, there was one MSD, one Mobile Security Division

team that was still on the ground preparing to -- they were doing

training for our bodyguards. And then our local security staff.

Q Were there any DOD elements in country that were assisting

with security, as well, at that time?

A The STS group was drawing down at that time.

Mr. Chuang. You mean SST?

Mr. . I'm sorry, the SST, yes.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q To the best of your knowledge, in your interactions with
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the previous RSO, did he give you any impressions about what the

situation was in Benghazi? And we'll break this down first by the

security environment in Benghazi as a whole. Did he give you any

impressions about what that was like?

A Truthfully, I'm trying to remember our conversations. I

mean, again, I don't remember exactly what our conversations were. I

don't want to speculate, you know.

Q Okay. Do you recall if you had any discussion about the

security posture in Benghazi of the U.S. mission in Benghazi and the

personnel resources available in Benghazi?

A Again, I know we talked, but I'm having trouble remembering

the exact conversations. I mean --

Q Do you recall if he expressed any concerns or explained some

challenges related to staffing security personnel in either Tripoli

or Benghazi?

A Again, the transition period was kind of a blur to me.

Q Okay.

Just generally speaking, how did the situation -- when you

arrived in Libya, how did that differ from what you expected to be

walking into? Was it exactly what you were expecting to find, or was

it different?

Mr. Chuang. Can you explain what you mean in terms of what

things -- what aspect of it?

Mr. Ohly. I was just asking for a general impression of, you

know, when he arrived in country, what was -- well, what were you
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expecting just as a general -- okay, we can break it down. Were the

conditions in Tripoli what you were expecting them to be?

Mr. Chuang. What kind of conditions? I mean, security for the

post, the --

Mr. Ohly. The conditions of the U.S. facilities in Tripoli.

Mr. . I think they were -- it was kind of what I

expected, but -- it was kind of what I expected, yes.

Mr. Ohly. Okay.

Mr. Skladany. We'll go off the record for a minute here.

[Recess.]

Mr. Ohly. Let me just take a step back and come at this

from -- I'm sure you did some preparation for today, reviewed some

emails, looked at some of the traffic. We're familiar with a lot of

this stuff; we're just trying to fill in some blanks, your recollection

of the facts.

And maybe you could sort of walk us through what you recall based

on your preparation and any specific facts you remember from your time

that you arrived in Libya and maybe just start to walk us forward a

little bit.

Mr. Chuang. Recall about what, though?

Mr. Ohly. Anything. I mean, when you --

Mr. Skladany. We're just trying to change the dynamic here a

little bit.

Mr. Chuang. Yeah, no, no. I mean, my suggestion -- I was going

to suggest it right before you guys took the break -- was it was clear
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he didn't remember those conversations, but I think if you were to ask

about, you know, not what he heard in conversation but what he saw and

what was going on, that would be fine. I think he --

Mr. Ohly. That's exactly what we discussed.

Mr. Chuang. Yeah. Yeah.

Mr. Lewis. , you've been trained on this, you're an expert,

you're a RSO. And we're not asking for your opinion on things. That's

not something that you really want to throw out to us anyway. Your

recollection of the facts, we're trying to get it -- we have all this

information, we have the emails, but we have to piece it together to

some degree, and what everyone else has said to us, as well.

In that regard, if it's the recollection of a conversation, it's

your best recollection. It doesn't have to be perfect. If in regards

to a specific -- we're just uncomfortable leading with so much

information that somewhat distorts it to a degree that -- you're the

expert. You are very good at recalling the facts. So if we get into

a particular area, it's your best recollection based upon your review

of the information. If at any time that that recollection may be

flawed, you'll have the opportunity to review. We can correct that

for the record.

This is not an inquisition by any means. This is supposed to be

a general, relaxed discussion as best we can put forth. And if there

is any question whatsoever as to the understanding of what we're asking,

go ahead and ask us directly.

You're nodding your head.
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Mr. . I'm sorry, but --

Mr. Lewis. No, you take your time.

Can we go off the record for just a second?

[Discussion held off record.]

Mr. Powell. Okay, we can go back on the record.

On behalf of the minority of the committee, I just want to thank

you again for being here. And I know that this has been a difficult

experience. And I just want to, first of all, introduce myself one

more time. I'm Jason Powell, a counsel with the minority. And this

is my colleague Peter Kenny.

So it is now 11:12 a.m.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. POWELL:

Q And, you know, I think we'll just start by, you know, just

generally again thanking you, thanking you for your service for our

country. And we obviously know that this was an extremely traumatic

event, and we can't begin to understand what you might be going through.

So we are going to try to limit our questions as much as possible.

I think we understand that you have had the opportunity to speak

with the Accountability Review Board. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And you felt that you were able to offer them some

information about the events related to the attacks; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were you able to -- did you have the opportunity to
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review the ARB report?

A I did not read it.

Q You did not read it? Okay. Okay. But you felt that you

were able to give them a good sense of -- answer their questions and

give them a good sense of what you recalled about the situation in

Libya --

A As best I could, yes.

Q -- and the events the night of the attack?

A As best I could, yes.

Q Okay. So, you know, I think we're of the understanding

that, you know, the ARB has asked a great deal of questions, so we don't

want to make this more difficult by making you, you know, rehash

questions over and over again.

So, from your conversation with the ARB, did you feel like that

questioning was thorough?

A I believe so, yes.

Q Okay. Did the ARB appear to you to be knowledgeable and

well-informed when they were asking questions?

A I would think so, yes.

Q Okay.

I know you said that you haven't had the opportunity to review

their report, but are you --

Mr. Chuang. He didn't say he didn't have the opportunity. He

said he chose not to read it.

BY MR. POWELL:
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Q I'm sorry. That you chose not to --

A Correct.

Q -- read the ARB report. Are you at all in general familiar

with -- otherwise familiar with some of the recommendations that the

ARB has made or that it had made recommendations in its report?

A I know that they had made recommendations, but I --

Q You don't know what those recommendations are?

A No.

Q Okay.

A Not specifically, no.

Q Okay.

And, I guess, maybe over the course of this year, 2013, have you

become aware of any improvements or -- improvements in, I suppose, you

know, communications or security measures that the Department has taken

that may be a result of Department's efforts to respond to, perhaps,

shortcomings that were identified prior to -- by the ARB or by somebody

reviewing the aftermath of the attacks?

A Overseas missions or?

Q Overseas missions, in terms of -- in the Department in

Washington, anything that you would say is -- you know, that you have

seen that you would say is a response to -- is an effort to improve

the Department's, maybe, procedures in response to the attack?

A Nothing I can -- that comes right to -- but I haven't been

focusing. I've been focusing on my current assignment mostly --

Q Okay.

819



20

A

Q Based on your general experience, do you have any

recommendations -- and, you know, I don't mean to, you know, put you

on the spot, but any recommendations that you would like to offer us

to possibly, you know, improve security or communications or something

like that at our diplomatic -- at the American diplomatic posts

overseas, based on your experience as a RSO and your experience in

Libya?

A That's kind of a -- that's a very complex question.

Q I understand it's a very broad question. But, you know,

if there is anything that you've thought of, that comes to mind, that

we can take to our -- that we can take and potentially use.

A That's something I would have to sit down and give long

thought.

Q Okay.

A Just a spur-of-the-moment comment, I'm not -- I don't want

to do that, no.

Q Okay.

Just for the sake of a complete record, I did ask you about the

ARB, and you said that you had chosen not to read it, and I just wanted

to ask it, you know, why you had chosen not to read it.

A I don't read anything about it. I rarely watch the news

anymore. I don't read articles. I just don't read -- or I --

Q Okay.

A I try to avoid anything dealing with -- dealing with that.
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Q Okay. All right.

Well, I think, as we discussed, you know, we understand that you

have given a lot of information already to the ARB, which you said you

felt like was thorough. I'm sorry, I'm paraphrasing you. So I think

we will, in that case, end our round at this time and go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Ohly. It's 11:25. We'll go back on the record.

I'd like to just sort of walk through a series of documents just

to sort of explain the process here. These are coming out of a locked

bag. They're not classified. It's just an arrangement we have for

using the documents.

So these are emails that you're part of or involved in, so

hopefully these will sort of refresh your memory a little bit.

We'll start by entering Exhibit 1.

[ Exhibit No. 1

was marked for identification.]

Mr. Ohly. And we're going to try to do this in chronological

order --

Mr. . Okay.

Mr. Ohly. -- to make it as easy as possible.

And I'll give you a few minutes to familiarize yourself with the

email. We're going to focus on this email on the first page, but if

you'd like some context, feel free to read the rest.

Mr. Chuang. Could we borrow a copy while he's reading?

Are you going to ask about all of it or just certain ones?
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Mr. Ohly. We're going to focus on the first page.

Mr. . Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is a -- I'm going to focus on the email on the front

page here. It's a July 19th, 2012, email from to

, CC'ing , , and yourself. The

subject: "Re: DOD support to U.S. Embassy Tripoli."

This is the first email on a chain of emails that you are a part

of. It's following up on a discussion of the July -- I believe a July

9th cable about staffing for U.S. Embassy in Libya. And there is a

proposed response about, this is the response we're considering to this

cable in the previous email. And Mr. addresses a few

additional -- provides a few additional notes on that.

He says that, quote, "While I understand the numbers below and

the need to cap resources, I would underscore that a newly trained LES

training experience and ability to react and respond in an emergency

is not -- not -- anywhere near equivalent to DS agents, SPS, MSD, or

certainly SST. To simply exchange one LES body for one U.S. security

position causes a significant reduction in the capabilities at post.

Additionally, our staff don't take sick leave or annual leave, and they

work 12- to 16-hour shifts -- LES work 8 -- to cover Ambassador DCM.

And they have two QRFs and a partial TOC watcher position from 0700

to 2200 with LES CPT members. And factoring in AL and a moderate amount

of SL, we require" -- we'll not get into the numbers.

But do you recall this conversation?
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Mr. Chuang. You mean email?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Or this email?

A Don't remember it specifically, no.

Q Okay. And this is July 19th. Is this -- this is before

you arrived in Libya; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q Do you recall if this was right around the time that you

would begin to be looped in on these sorts of discussions in preparation

for your arrival in Libya?

A I'm trying to remember where I was. I might have been

on -- I'm not sure if I was on home leave or consultations at this time.

But I think I was just being CC'ed on --

Q For your situational awareness?

A Yes.

Q Is that correct?

Did you have any conversations with Mr. about this

issue?

A Not that I remember. It definitely wouldn't have been at

this timeframe, on that date, no.

Q Okay.

When you arrived, did you have any concerns about the, you know,

LES ability to replace U.S. personnel or reduce numbers of U.S.

personnel?

A What do you mean by "concerns"?
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Q Did you feel that you were going to be able to fill gaps

in U.S. personnel with LES?

Let me rephrase. Based on your best recollection, do you agree

with these statements?

Mr. Chuang. Which ones?

Mr. . Yeah, which --

Mr. Chuang. There's a few different statements in there.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Let's focus on, "To simply exchange one LES body for one

U.S. security position causes a significant reduction in the

capabilities at post."

A That's looking back on it now, or at that time?

Q At that time. Let's start with at that time.

A Well, starting at that time, to replace the local staff with

an American -- is that what you're asking? Or local staff -- replacing

an American with a local staff.

Q Uh-huh.

A Since I wasn't on the ground at the time, obviously this

is something I would take into consideration and then see how our local

staff is performing, if we -- if we're doing it from that point of view.

Since I wasn't part of this decision-making at that time, I think this

would be something to make note of and evaluate as I got onto the ground.

Q And did you evaluate it when you got on the ground?

A Yeah. You look at your staffing, their capabilities, what

they're able to do, the resources, and how you can employ them, yes.
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Q Looking back on it, do you agree with this statement?

A The replacement? Well, the statement says newly trained

compared to -- newly trained compared to agents with years of

experience. It's hard to say -- I mean, they'd be PD-equivalent. So

I guess technically that would be an accurate statement.

Q Okay.

We'll move to the next document. Let me mark this as Exhibit 2.

[ Exhibit No. 2

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'll give you a moment to familiarize yourself with this,

as well.

A Okay.

Q And we're going to focus on the top email here, but you're

welcome to look at the bottom for your situational awareness.

A Okay.

Q This is a July 30th, 2012, 9:13 a.m. email from you to

.

A Uh-huh.

Q Subject: "Tripoli update and Benghazi situation report,

July 30, 2012." And you just provide him with a little update on the

situation in Benghazi at the time. I'm going to read a couple passages

and just ask for your reaction or your recollection.

In the first paragraph, you state, "We are watching things in

Benghazi. The security posture in Benghazi has not changed, but the
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agents there are well aware of the situation and are alert. They have

movements to the Tibesti Hotel as off limits for the foreseeable future.

I agree with them, that is prudent to not go to that hotel for now,

and that there appears to be a real threat in Benghazi," end quote.

Do you know what prompted that statement? Or had there been a

recent incident at the Tibesti Hotel? To the best of your

recollection.

A I can't remember what the incident was.

Q Do you know what prompted the statement, "There appears to

be a real threat in Benghazi"?

A Explosive device.

I'm sorry?

Q I was just asking, the last sentence of that first

paragraph, where you say, "I agree with them, that is prudent to not

go to that hotel for now, and that there appears to be a real threat

in Benghazi," do you know what threat you were referring to? Was it --

A I believe it would have referenced that specific incident.

826



27

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Was it -- that was a specific incident. Did it target

Libyans or Westerners?

A The --

Q If you recall. To the best of your recollection.

A I -- I can't recall 100 percent, no.

Q In the last large paragraph in this first email, you wrote,

quote, "I spoke with the DCM, and we took the BG off of him so we can

add him to the pool. I am looking at programs to figure out how to

run this place once we lose SST. I want to come up with a plan to operate

with just local staff, but that will require a major increase in BG

staff if we are to maintain our current operations. I am still

reviewing stuff and trying to figure out where to cut the fat. The

first thing is figuring out how to allow the AMBO to still run safely."

If we can just walk through a little bit about this paragraph.

Do you recall taking the -- does the "BG" mean bodyguard?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall the decision to take the bodyguard off of the

DCM?

A Yes. We -- we sat down and discussed it so that we'd have

another body to help facilitate movements for staff in general.

Q Why did you need another body? Were you short on personnel
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for movements, or what was the -- what was the need to take the bodyguard

off of the DCM?

A I can't remember specifically.

Q Your -- your statement that, quote, "I'm looking at

programs to figure out how to run this place once we lose SST," end

quote; do you recall what you were going to be losing when you lost

the SST?

A It would have been obviously the -- the support that they

give us. This was still very early in -- in my -- my time there, so

still trying to evaluate what we had, what resources I had, what I could

do with them.

Q At that point, had the decision been made to -- that the

SST was going to be departing?

A Yes. The decision was made before I got there.

Q Did you have any discussions with the SST members during

your time there?

A Regarding?

Q Did you have any discussions with them about whether they

would have been willing to stay?

A Nothing I recall specifically.

Q Did you -- do you recall any conversations with your

predecessor, the previous RSO, about the SST?

A I can't recall specifically, no.

Q Do you recall if you were concerned about the departure of

the SST and where that would leave you, or did you feel -- we'll start
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with that.

A Was I concerned? I mean, obviously, no one likes to lose

any resources, and I needed to evaluate how we can operate without them.

Q Do you recall if you had the resources to, obviously, not

replace the skill set but to offset the loss, if you will, of the SST?

A Again, at this time, this was very early in my tenure. I

had very limited interaction with the SST. I did need to operate with

them, so --

Q Okay. And then just the next statement, "I want to come

up with a plan to operate with just local staff. That will require

a major increase in BG staff if we are to maintain our current

operations." Do you recall if -- if that came to be that you did

increase your bodyguard staff?

A If I recall correctly, we were -- we were in the process

of doing interviews and trying to do -- to -- to augment the staff.

Q Did you have any difficulty identifying candidates for

those positions?

A Difficulty? I mean, it was similar to a hiring process,

trying to find qualified candidates.

Q Did you have any difficulty finding the correct number of

qualified candidates to fill the spots that you needed?

A We were still in the process of the interviewing, and I -- I

don't remember the final numbers we got to.

Mr. Ohly. Okay. I'll mark Exhibit 3.

[ Exhibit No. 3
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was marked for identification.]

Mr. . Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is a July 31st, 2012, 9:34 a.m. email from John

Stevens, Ambassador Stevens to yourself, subject Benghazi, and he

writes, quote, " , wanted to revisit with you the possibility of

doing a low pro trip to Benghazi first half of August, probably just

an overnight with meetings, mostly at the compound. Idea would be to

go up there with you and not announce the visit in advance. Welcome

your thoughts on dates, logistics. Thanks, C," end quote.

Do you recall this email?

A I do.

Q Had -- was this something you had discussed with the

ambassador previously?

A This specific one, I don't think this --

Q The idea of traveling to Benghazi, is that something that

you had discussed with him previously?

A Well, every discussion I had with him usually

involved -- involved him going to Benghazi. Yeah. This is -- but

this specific, I think this might be -- for this one, this might be

the first time he talked to -- he told me about the one specific trip.

Q Do you know why -- why it didn't take place in mid-August?

A I think he was -- if I -- if I remember correctly, I think

this -- he was advised this was still during Ramadan, and it would be

difficult to get meetings, just that time it wouldn't -- wouldn't have
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been a productive trip for him to go on.

Q Do you recall if there were sort of multiple efforts to try

to find a time that would work for this -- for a trip to Benghazi?

A Like I said, almost every conversation we had was about

how -- how -- about how to -- how to -- how to get to Benghazi.

Q He had not been back since he returned as the ambassador.

Is that your understanding?

A I'm not sure. He -- no. He wasn't there during my tenure.

Yeah. I don't know before I arrived.

Mr. Ohly. I'll mark Exhibit 4.

[ Exhibit No. 4

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Give you time to familiarize yourself with this.

A Okay.

Q This is an email dated August 14th, 2012, 9:32 a.m. It's

from Ambassador Stevens to yourself and Gregory Hicks, subject, EAC's.

He asks, quote, "how does it work with constituent posts? NEA Mag is

worried about tripwires being crossed in Benghazi. Does Benghazi hold

an EAC and report back to Washington directly, or do they go through

us and our EAC here in the capital? My preference would be to handle

it from the embassy with us sending in recommendations, and not Benghazi

communicating separately with Washington. Welcome your views, C," end

quote.

Do you recall what the process was for EAC's? Did they go through
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Tripoli, or were they done directly from Benghazi to Washington? Was

there a direct communication from Benghazi to Washington or did they

go through you? Let me rephrase.

What was the process for EAC's? Can you describe your

recollection of the EAC process?

Mr. Chuang. For constituent posts?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q For constituent posts?

A For this specific EAC that he was requesting --

Q Yes.

A -- for Benghazi? If I remember correctly, I think we -- I

don't remember if Hicks or I spoke to him about this first. Is your

question what did we advise?

Q What was your advice to how this should work?

A I can't remember the specific meeting. Again, I don't -- I

don't remember if Hicks responded to him or if I responded to him.

Q Do you recall what prompted his interest in the EAC? Is

it simply that NEA Mag was worried about tripwires being crossed in

Benghazi, or had there been an event that tripped this?

A Not that I remember specifically.

Q Do you recall if you discussed this with him at any point?

A It's -- it's difficult to remember the conversations. In

the environment we were in, I mean, we lived together; we worked

together. I mean, we were always -- it's not like everything was

discussed sat down formally. I can't remember specifically.
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Q Do you recall if you talked to Mr. Hicks about it?

A I don't recall that, no.

Q Do you recall if an EAC was held around this time?

A EAC was -- eventually, yes; eventually held, yes.

Mr. Ohly. Maybe the next document will help clarify this. I'll

mark Exhibit 5.

[ Exhibit No. 5

was marked for identification.]

Mr. . Okay.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is a Wednesday, August 15th, 2012, email from

to Gregory Hicks and ; subject, "8/15 update."

It is forwarded to you on -- shortly thereafter. The dates are

confusing on the email, because it says it's forwarded to you at 8:16

a.m. I know the original time on it is 2:12 p.m. the same day, but

I'm guessing that has to do with the time difference, or --

A No, huh-uh. I couldn't speculate why.

Q In the original email, -- do you recall who

is, what his position was?

A I think he was the person serving as the principal officer

in Benghazi.

Q Okay. And he writes, quote, "anyway, we had one reported

incident last night of a bomb attack on another army colonel here in

Benghazi. We are working to confirm. The staff at one of the local

hospitals has also gone on strike to protest the lack of security. We
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convened an EAC today to review the

situation and our security posture. We'll write up the minutes on the

high side, but briefly, we" -- there's a series of bullets, quote,

"agreed to review, revise the existing tripwires, which date to before

the elections, to reflect present concerns; concluded that the

situation merits concern and prudent risk management, particularly in

light of recent incidents involving internationals as well as locals

advocating priority issues, such as human rights and women's

participation; recommended continued heightened security measures now

in place." Skip the details of that, restart the quote, "recommended

expansion of some precautionary measures, drills, reductions of any

classified materials to a bare minimum, " -- skip

the rest of that. "Agreed to request a number of specific items,

actions, which we will spell out in the cable; and agreed to meet at

least weekly in the future in light of the basic developments on the

ground. Given our small size, there is really no distinction between

authorized and ordered departure from Benghazi. If we lose one more

person, we will be ineffective. With that in mind, we'll try to lay

out tripwires which would lead to specific adjustments to our

operations in case of contingencies, but I think we are already at a

skeleton crew."

Do you recall this email?

A I do.

Q Do you recall what prompted the EAC? Does that -- does this

help -- help your recollection at all?
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A What prompted the ambassador to call for the EAC or --

Q Yes. Was it -- was the EAC simply held at the ambassador's

request or had something -- or was it already being planned?

A I'm not sure.

Q What was your understanding of the -- rephrase.

Why was it decided to revise the tripwires? Do you recall?

A I believe --

Mr. Chuang. Could you ask first whether he was present in the

EAC or whether he was just reading this?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Were you a participant in the EAC?

A I was not, no.

Q Okay. Did you speak to anybody after the EAC, other than

receiving this email?

A I believe I spoke to the acting RSO direct at the time, yes.

Q And do you recall what his feedback to you was at the time?

A I -- it's really hard for me to remember conversations.

Sorry.

Q Do you recall if there were specific security concerns about

Benghazi as a whole at this time that prompted this EAC?

A Specific to toward the mission or the city or --

Q Let's say the -- let's focus on the city, whether the

security environment in the city had degraded at this point in time.

A To the best of my recollection, there were -- there were

concerns about local -- locals attacking locals out in the city.
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Q Do you recall any reaction or outcome of this EAC, anything

was done as a result of this EAC? Was there any formal cable or response

sent to transmit the outcome of this EAC to Washington?

A Yeah. There was a cable created.

Q Was that standard practice for every EAC?

A Yes.

Q And was there any response to that cable that you recall?

A Not that I recall.

Q Did you discuss the cable or the EAC with anybody in

Washington?

A I can't remember specifically. I can't remember

specifically. Sorry.

Q In the last paragraph of this email, Mr. says,

"given our small size, there is really no distinction between

authorized and ordered departure from Benghazi. If we lose one more

person, we will be ineffective."

Can you explain the difference between authorized and ordered

departure?

A Authorized, if I remember correctly, authorized people have

the option of leaving ordered -- they're ordered to -- to pack up -- to

pack up and leave.

Q Was there any discussion at this time that you recall of

an authorized or an ordered departure?

Mr. Chuang. From Benghazi?

Mr. Ohly. From Benghazi.
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Mr. . I don't remember a discussion. Sorry. I don't

remember the -- no, I don't remember any specific discussion.

Mr. Ohly. We're almost at our hour, so we'll go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Ohly. It is 12:15, and we'll go back on the record. This

is the beginning of the majority's third hour, and the minority has

deferred their second hour.

We'll go ahead and mark Exhibit 6. This will actually continue

on our conversation about the EAC.

[ Exhibit No. 6

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'll give you a moment to familiarize yourself.

A Should I go through and review all the tripwires or the --

Q You can just familiarize yourself. There's actually

a -- there are two attachments on this email. There's "Mission Libya

Tripwires Updated as of August 13th," and a second document that is,

"Benghazi Assessment of Tripwires Breached as of August 13th," and

we'll probably focus more on the highlighted portions of the second

document in the record, so --

A Okay.

Q This begins with an August 30th, 2012, email from

to yourself and who I believe to be several of the ARSO's. Is

that correct?

Mr. Chuang. That's actually not -- the first email's not to him.
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The second one is from another RSO to -- you're looking at the bottom

one or the top one?

Mr. Ohly. Bottom. The first email in the chain that prompted

the chain.

Mr. Chuang. The very bottom. Okay.

Mr. Ohly. The very bottom.

Mr. Chuang. Got it. Thank you.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q -- I'm sorry. I had asked that the other

were ARSO's, is that correct, on the first email?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And asks if you -- quote, "could you send me

the latest tripwires for Tripoli and Benghazi?" One of the ARSO's,

I believe this is an ARSO, Mr. ?

A He was Acting RSO in Benghazi.

Q Okay. On August 30th, he responds, says, " , attached

are the revised Benghazi tripwires. I also attached the tripwire

assessment that was forwarded to Tripoli a few weeks, which led to the

recent EAC. The new RSO, , is on the ground here in Benghazi and

should be spun up by tomorrow."

Based on this statement that the tripwire assessment that was

forwarded to Tripoli a few weeks ago which led to the recent EAC, does

that spark any recollection? Is this the same EAC that was -- that

we had discussed previously around August 15th?

A I believe they only did one EAC while I was there.
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Q Okay. The -- there are two attachments to this email, as

we previously discussed. The second is titled, "Benghazi Assessment

of Tripwires Breached as of August 13th, 2012." Are you familiar with

this document, or do you recall seeing this document?

A I'm trying to think. I can't remember seeing that. Sorry.

I can't remember. I can't recall seeing this.

Q The document contains a number of tripwires that appear to

be highlighted. Maybe I can take a step back. Can you explain what

tripwires are?

A It's -- it's an event that triggers -- an event in country

that triggers a response from the mission.

Q Are they usually things that missions sort of hold to fairly

firmly? Like if X happens, Y happens?

A It's -- it's more of a guidance to evaluate the totality

of the situation at post at the time --

Q Okay.

A -- and how it would affect the members of the mission.

Q Okay. So this document is broken down into events

triggering a heightened security posture, events triggering

consideration of authorized departure, and events triggering

consideration of ordered departure. Is that a fairly standard

breakdown of how a mission would consider its options?

A Fairly standard, yes.

Q I know you don't -- you said you don't recall seeing this,

but do you know if the ones that are highlighted in this document are
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the ones that had occurred?

Mr. Chuang. Just to clarify, at least it appears that the

tripwire is the line right above the highlighted part and the

highlighted part is the description.

Mr. Ohly. The language was described -- inserted to describe

that tripwire. Is that --

Mr. Chuang. And what was going on in country?

BY MR. OHLY?

Q Does that look correct to you?

A It does, yes.

Q But you don't recall having any discussions with anybody

about this assessment. Is that correct?

A I honestly don't remember.

Q Okay. So under the "Events Triggering Consideration of the

Ordered Departure," there are three highlighted notes. One is, under

the tripwire, hostage-taking of Americans or Westerners becomes

prevalent in Libya. There's a highlighted note states,

hostage-taking, kidnappings, detainments have recently included

multiple Libyan nationals, including an army colonel, an American NGO

worker, and members of the Iranian Red Crescent.

Do you recall seeing that or knowing of those events?

A Yes.

Q Under another of the tripwires, tripwire is, quote,

"inability or unwillingness of central government security services

or militia aligned with central government to maintain public order
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or respond to threats, disturbances posed by individual militias."

The highlighted addition states, quote, "security services, SSC, seem

unwilling, unable to curb the recent violence attributed to the

militias."

And the following tripwire states, quote, "response by Libyan

security forces to acts of violence, threats of violence or active

surveillance against Americans or Western interests indicates a denial

of the seriousness of the threat." The highlighted portion below this

tripwire states, quote, "mission opinion is that Libyan security forces

are indifferent to the safety or needs of the U.S. mission. In a recent

likely hostile surveillance incident outside the mission gate, SSC

personnel attempted to question the suspects, but had no power to detain

them. The subjects left, and there doesn't appear to be any attempt

by security forces to aggressively investigate this incident or the

prior attack on the mission. At the very least, information has not

been shared with the mission regarding these incidents or other threat

information. RSO does not have a host nation security contact

with -- to engage with."

Do you recall these events described in this note?

A I don't remember the specific surveillance incident. I'm

sorry. I can't remember that -- that -- that --

Q Okay.

A -- that one specifically.

Q I just have a couple more questions on some of these. Under

the heading of "Events Triggering Consideration of Authorized
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Departure," one of the tripwires is, quote, "a dramatic increase in

violent crime, including looting and home invasions," end quote. And

the inserted highlight is, Benghazi's has seen a marked rise in

carjackings of late. The Sudanese Consul General, a victim of

carjacking himself, stated a stolen car market has appeared next to

their mission. Anecdotally, sources report levels of violent crime

are much higher than before.

The following tripwire states, small scale attacks by Qadhafi

loyalists, militias or terrorist elements in and around Tripoli,

Benghazi and major urban areas. And the highlighted response, or

addition, to this tripwire is, certain militias have become more brazen

of late and appear to be acting with little fear of government reprisal.

There is a strong sense, based on various reports, that many of the

bombings, kidnappings and assassinations in the past month are linked

to conservative militias in Benghazi.

At this time, did you -- were you aware of any concerns about

militias or their actions in late August?

A Specifically in Benghazi or --

Q Yeah.

A Yes. Militias were a part of the -- part of the environment

in Libya we were always watching out for.

Q Were you familiar with the February 17th militia?

A Yeah. I'm familiar with them, yes.

Q Did you have any interactions with folks about the

February 17th militia? Do you recall any discussions about them?
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A What type of -- what type of discussions?

Q Do you recall if there were any concerns raised by

individuals in Benghazi about their performance or their ability to

support the mission?

A Toward the -- there -- they -- they did not want to support

off-compound moves in -- in September. They would still maintain

security on the compound.

Q Do you recall why they decided to not support off-compound

moves?

A I'm trying to remember specifically. To the best of my

recollection, it was because it wasn't a part of their original

agreement, I believe. I think they wanted to change their agreement,

so --

Mr. Ohly. So I have a -- I have a document that may --

Mr. Skladany. Hopefully the documents are helpful for you.

[ Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

Mr. . Okay.

Mr. Skladany. What we're trying to do here is just jog your

memory a little bit. It's been a -- more than a year, so we understand

that a lot of these events, a lot of emails and conversations and

meetings aren't fresh in your mind. It would have been our preference

to speak with you at around the same time that the ARB did. So there's

some challenges now being about a year removed from -- more than a year

removed from when a lot of this email traffic was circulating, so
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hopefully -- hopefully, this is helpful for you.

Mr. . It is, yes. Thank you.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is a rather long email chain, so I'll give you a moment

to familiarize yourself.

I'm mostly going to focus on the September 9th email, the main

email.

A Okay.

Q I'm just going to read a short paragraph from this

September 8th email, if you'd like to familiarize yourself. The

bottom of the page there.

A Okay.

Q So this is a rather long, extended email discussion about

the interactions with the Benghazi QRF, which I understand to be the

Quick Reaction Force.

A Yes.

Q Is that correct? And that would be the 17th February

Brigade, Martyrs Brigade. Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q In one of the emails, the RSO in Benghazi on September 8th,

2012, states -- and it's sent to , yourself,

, and some other security personnel -- states,

all con, we were just notified by our 17 February Brigade QRF this

evening that they were told by their leadership to no longer support

off-compound moves and only provide internal defense. We believe this
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is part of the power struggle between the government and brigades over

security functions in Benghazi.

Do you recall this message?

A I think I remember -- I think I remember this, yes.

Q Do you recall if you had any conversations with security

personnel in Benghazi about this, or was it all isolated to this email

chain?

A I don't remember specifically. We would go and talk every

day on the phone, so --

Q This is followed up by a September 9th email from the RSO

in Benghazi to you, some of the other personnel in Benghazi and

on the same subject, and it discusses a meeting that they

had with the QRF representatives and outlines some of the disagreements

over an MOA, or -- what I understand to be a Memorandum of Agreement

or --

A Yes.

Q Do you know if one had been in place, a formal MOA had been

signed with the QRF prior to this?

A I don't recall.

Q But it was -- was it your understanding at the time that

there was a disagreement over having a formal MOA or a type of pay for

supporting off-compound movements?

A On -- on this time frame or prior?

Q On this time frame.

A Yeah. It was my understanding that it would be -- they
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were -- they wanted more compensation.

Q Do you know if that was approved --

A The --

Q -- in this time frame, whether they approved any sort of

increase in compensation and that they would support off-compound

movements?

A I think at that time, we -- to the best of my recollection,

we were in the process of trying to figure out what we can and can't

do --

Q Okay.

A -- for that.

Q So, in the next few days, nothing had been resolved by the

time that the ambassador arrived. Is that correct?

A Correct. I -- to the best of my recollection, yes.

Q Okay. Going back to Exhibit 6, I just have one more

question. There was -- under the "Events Triggering Consideration for

Authorized Departure," one of the tripwires was inability or

unwillingness of central government security forces to respond to

embassy emergencies for security needs, and the inserted comment is,

security forces appear unable, unwilling to proactively address U.S.

mission Benghazi security needs. SSC members have not been paid and

have ceased showing up at the mission. RSO requests for a police

presence outside the mission have gone unanswered thus far. Host

nation security does not appear to have the ability, desire to prevent,

mitigate threats against the mission.
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Do you recall these concerns, maybe not this specific language,

but the -- that there were concerns about the host nation security

support?

Mr. Chuang. And you're talking about the host nation, meaning

the SSC, not the Feb 17th?

Mr. Ohly. Correct.

Mr. . Again, it's really hard for me to remember

specific conversations.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Outside of a specific conversation, it's okay if you -- I

totally understand if you don't understand having a specific

conversation, but do you remember this concern being raised at -- at

all?

A I remember it being a general concern

throughout -- throughout the country.

Q Okay. We'll move on. We'll mark this as exhibit --

Mr. Skladany. 8.

Mr. Ohly. -- 8?

[ Exhibit No. 8

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I'll note for the record that this chain of emails has the

names redacted. This is how it was produced to us by the State

Department. You can read from the original in the record who the -- who

the recipients were so that you can be sure that you were a recipient
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of this email.

A Okay.

Q The first email on the bottom is from

to yourself, and CC'ing and , and the top

email is your response to Mr. --

A Okay.

Q -- CC'ing the same individuals.

A Okay.

Q In the initial email from -- first off,

do you recall what his responsibility was?

A Working with our guard contracts.

Q That's the subject of his email, is discussing the need for

a new contract -- guard contract solicitation. In his -- in the second

paragraph, he states, quote, "before we get too far into preparing a

new solicitation, where does post management stand on the issue of

maintaining a U.S. presence in Benghazi? I spoke with NEA/EX this

morning, and they mentioned that they are interested in hearing where

post currently stands on the issue. I understand that this is bigger

than you, but I'm sure post will need your assessment of the security

environment in Benghazi before making a decision. In any case, I

wanted to get the general discussion started so that we have a better

idea of which way things are likely to go."

Do you recall this message from him?

A Yeah, I do remember this one.

Q Do you recall if at the time you were aware of discussions
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about it, extending a presence in Benghazi, or was this the first you'd

heard of that?

A No. It -- there was -- I heard rumors about them wanting

to keep it open past December.

849



50

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you know, did you have any sense if that was originating

from post or if that was something that was being driven by officials

in Washington? You may not have been privy to that, but based on rumors

that you recall.

A I can't say if it was driven from Washington.

Q Your response to this email, which is dated August 22nd,

2012, you state, quote, "It looks like there's going to be a push from

post to keep Benghazi open past December. I'm starting a security

assessment on what needs to be done to make it happen. I am obviously

not comfortable with what we have going on out there now, but we will

have to see where it goes from there. It looks like we will have to

operate this for years to come."

Just want to get your reaction to your statement that "obviously,

I'm not comfortable with what we have going on out there now."

Can you walk us through that a little bit or what -- recall what

your understanding of the situation out there was?

A Not comfortable -- trying to put myself back into the

mindset at this time. And I think this is referring to just having

just a temporary facility out there.

Q Do you recall what your specific concerns with the temporary

facility were?
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A I'm sorry, I'm trying to remember exactly what I was

referencing at that point.

Q I know it's been a long time.

A Problem is I've had over a year to think it -- I can't

remember exactly what I was thinking right when I wrote this one.

Q If it's not, you know, exactly what you were thinking at

the moment you write this but did you have concerns about the presence

in Benghazi, about the mission there?

A Difficult for me to remember that -- this specifically. I

mean, I could speculate on what I was thinking at the time, but I -- I

don't like to do that. I --

Q If you had specific concerns, would you have reported that

to anyone?

A Specific concerns that -- I would, yes.

Q Do you know who you would report that to or do you recall

who and how?

Mr. Chuang. Talking about who in the chain would get a report

or whether he did make a report?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q If you had specific concerns who would you convey those to?

A If I had specific concerns, obviously post and message back

to IP.

Q Would that be through email?

A Email or telephone.

Q Telephone.
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Do you recall conveying any specific concerns to anybody at post

or back to Washington?

A New concerns or the regular ones that --

Q Any specific concerns whether it's something that was an

existing concern or a new concern.

A Well, one concern I always had was this was temporary

facility that -- I mean, D.S. did a -- did a lot -- so much to make -- it

didn't have a designation where it could get, you know, upgrades like

a regular mission.

Q Was that a result of it being designated a temporary mission

or a temporary facility?

A Yes. I believe so, yes.

Q Do you recall any other specific concerns or was that sort

of the ongoing, pressing one that maybe facilitated other concerns or

was a factor in other concerns?

A Are we talking about -- just on this email or --

Q I'm speaking more generally throughout your time there at

this point. I think you stated that you couldn't recall your specific

concern at the time of this email.

A Yes.

Q So I was just trying to get a sense, if you had general

concerns throughout your time. You mentioned that this was a --

Mr. Chuang. About that Benghazi?

Mr. Ohly. About Benghazi?

Mr. Chuang. Concerns at the time?
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Mr. . There was the security situation out in the

environment, out in the city. That's why they were on -- that's why

they had their limited movements. Yeah.

Mr. Lewis. Also a question of process. You have a lot of

experience on this, you've got an issue that is raised, you've got a

concern. We're trying to get a feel for how the RSO shop in Tripoli

and whether it received it from the ARSO or the RSO in Benghazi, how

it's reported back. You have a great deal of experience in your former

postings, but you're having somewhat of an expeditionary mission here.

Is it done via phone call? A STU call? Is it put through emails? Is

it put through cable. That process that exists because you're somewhat

that limited. In this particular case, I don't believe you had secure

communications; you actually couldn't process classified information

or retain classified information, even in Tripoli at this particular

point. Some of John's questions are also more into the process so that

we can track that as things are developing. Because of the hurdles

that you're having to jump in this particular situation, it isn't as

free-flowing as in some of your other postings. So I think John was

also trying to get into, when he was asking, is how, how is the process?

I expect a day doesn't go by that an RSO doesn't have a dozen concerns

that come up during the course of that day. And I think that's where

he's also going in those questions. Some are specific to Benghazi,

but more often that day-to-day function and how it processes. So

please consider that while John is asking these questions.

Mr. Okay?
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Mr. Chuang. What's the current question?

Mr. Ohly. Maybe you could help us understand that process.

Mr. Chuang. Process for what kinds of issues? Like for a report

from someone in Benghazi or his own personal concerns or?

Mr. Lewis. Both, actually.

You -- we both know that a lot of the communication happens over

the phone. And in this particular scenario, because of the poor

communication setup, sometimes it's happening over the cellphone.

It's just a manifestation of where you are. Does that process go

through that you call it back to Washington? Does it wait for an EAC?

Do you put it in email? Do you put it in cable traffic? Do you document

it in notes at the embassy? So when these concerns, if you can recall

it, helps us try to figure out maybe we can get -- you know, we can

take a look at the holdings that we have to see if that's in there.

It helps us better direct ourselves in order to find that information.

And so if you can recall -- if you can't quite recall what was said,

maybe you can help us in the sense of how it would have been relayed.

Mr. Chuang. So, John, could you ask, you know, one scenario and

what the process would be, and then a different scenario and how it

would be. Because I think just generally all scenarios is probably

going to be hard for him to answer.

BY MR. OHLY?

Q What was the process if it was a concern raised by an ARSO

in Benghazi or an individual in Benghazi?

A It would -- it would depend on the -- the situation itself.
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If it's -- most of my communications was by cellphone or in person if

it was at the mission. So without knowing a specific incident.

Q Do you recall any examples where someone in Benghazi raised

a security concern and then you conveyed that to Washington or to your

chain of command at the post?

Mr. Lewis. If you can't recall a specific incident -- for

instance, John raised a few issues that were raised in the EAC. How

would those normally be reported back from Benghazi to you to the EAC?

Now, clearly, you've talked about most of the communication happened

through your cellphone. State communication really isn't set up for

that; there's no documentation for it, but it is the necessity of being

in that environment. We understand that.

So you would get a report from Benghazi. It would come over

cellphone. You would receive it. What would you normally do with the

report from there?

Mr. Chuang. I assume you want him to answer that question and

not John's question. They're not the same.

Mr. Lewis. They're not the same. I understand that. We're

trying to put it in a framework of maybe we can get the answer. If

you're looking through that framework?

I agree with you.

Mr. . Okay. I mean, I could answer in general, but, I

mean, the reality of the situation at the time was I was really new

to post. I was still doing my evaluations. I was still seeking out

recommendations from my -- from the staff to put together my opinions

855



56

on what we needed, because I inherited every -- I inherited everything

that was there. Most the decisions were made before I got there and

staffing. So plan was to gather the information I needed and put a

formal proposal in, especially if Benghazi was to open -- stay open

past December. Did that answer your question?

Mr. Ohly. We're going to go on to the next exhibit.

It's going to be Exhibit 9.

[ Exhibit No. 9

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q You can familiarize yourself.

All set?

This begins with an August 23rd, 2012, email from you to I believe

this is the RSO in Benghazi.

A Yes.

Q And you say, quote, "Thank you" -- the email is about

reports that he put into the system. Do you recall what those reports

were? Spot reports or --

A What this was, was a program was developed that if there

was an incident anywhere in the country, we could plug it in and share

that with our American businesses. So say there's, you know, an area

that's protests, we could put a PIN in for protests or if there's

carjackings. Then the American businesses could look at this and say,

this is, okay, we're going here, we need to be aware of this thing.

Just something to help.
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Q Who ran that program or how did it operate?

A It was -- we were really just developing it. I can't

remember what branch it was that developed the program. And we were

adapting it for the security situations because they did a lot of work

and it lent itself to it. So really right at the beginning of the

development phase of it where we were inputting as much information

as we could.

Q Do you recall what it was called or had a name?

A I don't remember if it had a name specifically.

Q Okay.

A Again, we were still putting it together.

Q And it was like a software program?

A Yes.

Q Your response: "No problem. I'll pass that on," quote,

"Our Internet just came back up so I've attached the security manpower

equipment requests. Some of them are long shots but it doesn't hurt

to ask," end quote. And there's an attachment to this. And it's

titled "Security Requests for U.S. Mission Benghazi, 8/22/2012."

Do you recall this document?

A I do. We were hearing discussions of Benghazi staying open

past December, I asked the acting RSO up there to put together this

document, the things that people were going to stay there, what we

needed to request. So I asked them to put this together so I could

look at it and -- so I can -- so I can -- so I can incorporate it into

a message that was going to go back to D.C.
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Q Do you recall what that message was or whether it ever went?

A It was a message the front office put together.

Mr. Chuang. Front office of the embassy.

Mr. . Yes, I'm sorry. Front office of the embassy.

Don't know specifically who penned it. But I was told that this -- it

went before I got to input my information into it.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Did you -- when you received this from the RSO in Benghazi,

did you send it to anybody, or would you share it with anybody?

A I don't remember if I forwarded it to anybody. This

information was to be incorporated into that memo that would have gone

through post and then back to D.C.

Q This is a memo about extending the presence --

A Past December.

Q -- past December?

A Yes.

Q And you said that these were not incorporated in that memo?

A I didn't get an opportunity to put them in, no.

Q Were you consulted on that memo at all?

A I didn't get to read it before it went, no.

Q Do you know if there was any discussion about doing a

separate security assessment?

A There was --

Mr. Chuang. Meaning the memo or what --

BY MR. OHLY:
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Q The moment, as a follow-up to the memo, whether there would

be a separate security assessment or anything along those lines?

A Not anything relating to that. This is all stuff I

self-generated or requested.

Q Had someone asked you to request this stuff, or was this

your own initiative?

A This was my own initiative, once I heard that they were going

to keep Benghazi open past December. I wanted to have this information

so people knew what we needed in just -- and just didn't keep it as

is.

Q It was your opinion at the time that it could not continue

in its current structure or as was, it needed additional upgrades if

it was going to continue?

A You know, still in the evaluation phase of that. I would

make recommendations for upgrades.

Q Do you recall any specifics that you felt needed to be

upgraded at the time?

A I can't recall those specifically.

Q Any of them have to do with manpower? Do you recall if you

had concerns about the manpower?

A What I needed to know was what the mission was going to be

so that I could make solid recommendations. So we were still doing -- I

was still doing the evaluation, still trying to come up with what I

would need.

Q Did you have any conversations with anyone to try to
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understand what the mission was going to be or what the plan was, so

that you could help with your security assessment?

A We did talk about it. I can't remember the conversations.

Q When you say -- can you elaborate who "we" is? Can you

recall? You said, "we talked about it"?

A I know the DCM and I spoke about it. Again, I

can't -- conversations just -- the -- they just all -- just all melded

together in my head. Can't remember everybody.

Q We're approaching our hour.

I just have two quick follow-up questions.

A Okay.

Q Unrelated to the -- wanted to follow up on a question that

our minority colleagues asked earlier about your interview with the

ARB. Do you recall when you were interviewed by the ARB?

A Don't remember exactly when. I believe it was sometime in

November.

Q Okay. And did you cover sort of a lot of this ground in

their questioning? Do you recall -- I'm sorry. Let me rephrase. How

long was your interview; do you recall?

A Between 1 and 2 hours.

Q Okay. And do you recall generally what you discussed?

A A lot of it was very similar to what we're talking

here -- talking about here.

Q And was it a little easier to recollect at the time in the

proximity?
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A I'm not exactly sure. I mean, what do you mean?

Q I know you've had -- you can't remember specifics of

conversations that happened over a year ago. I was just wondering if

that was a little easier to recall at the time?

A It might have been. At that time, I was -- again I was still

pretty emotional about it. A lot of it was difficult for me to talk

about there. A lot of it was very difficult for me to talk about at

the time.

Mr. Skladany. Did you get to review your notes from your ARB

interview to prepare for today?

Mr. . No, I --

Mr. Chuang. He didn't have notes.

Mr. Skladany. Not the notes you made, the notes that summarized

your meeting with the ARB.

Mr. . No, I didn't look at -- I didn't want to look at

any of that.

Mr. Skladany. Some other witnesses have reviewed those in

preparing for their interviews with the committee so I was just

wondering if you had that chance.

Mr. . It was hard enough looking through the emails.

Mr. Skladany. I understand.

Mr. Ohly. Just last question.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q Do you recall if you -- were you interviewed by the Best

Practices Panel?
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A Yes.

Q Do you recall when that took place?

A Can't remember exactly when. Probably 4 or 5 months ago.

Q Okay. And do you recall generally what you discussed with

them?

A Mostly was some of my suggestions, ways forward type things.

Q Do you recall any specific suggestions you provided to them?

A I think the biggest one was DS needs to be part of policy.

You know. Not just advisors, you know. Should be from the ground up.

Ideas should start everybody together; not someone come up with an idea,

and then say, oh, now how can we make that happen? Instead, everybody

work together at the beginning to determine what's possible and how

best to do it. That was my primary one.

Q It's been your experience, I think -- trying to understand

your statement a little better -- it's been your experience that maybe

if a decision is made to operate in a location or open a facility or

do something from a policy perspective and then security is sort

of -- has to fit that mold. Is that --

A Yes.

Q Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Was that your experience with the facilities in Libya or

elsewhere?

A I wasn't part of that -- of the Libya discussions. So I

don't know how it all developed. But, I mean, anything from something
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as large as that to something as small as the embassy function type

thing, that should be across -- across the board.

Mr. Ohly. With that, we can go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Ohly. We're going to go back on the record. It's about 7

after 2:00.

I'm hoping this will be our last round. Just going to start with

a few more documents.

Start with deposition -- I'm sorry Exhibit 10. Not deposition.

For the record.

[ Exhibit No. 10

was marked for identification.]

Mr. . Okay?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q This is an email chain, begins on August 30th, 2012. Email

from Gregory Hicks to , the NEA Libya desk, Ambassador

Stevens, yourself, and a number of other folks from the embassy in

Tripoli. Does that look correct?

A Correct.

Q Subject: Security ramp up in Tripoli. Mr. Hicks says,

quote, " and company, I was out and about tonight and encountered

multiple heavily staffed, heavily armed checkpoints around the city.

Crew-served weapon were at many of them. Even more impressive, we saw

a transportable vehicle x-ray machine set up on Airport Road, and every

truck and van going into and out of city was being scanned. It looks
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like the GOL thinks somebody may try something big this weekend.

Greg," end quote.

You responded to this email or forwarded this email, excuse me,

to the RSO in Benghazi and . And he's the desk officer.

Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q The subject -- is forwarding the same subject. This is on

August 31st. You say, quote, " , we canceled the morale trips this

weekend. Police seemed to be on edge. I'm not sure what else we can

do to secure this compound. If someone wanted to get in here, it would

only take them a slight bit of effort, and without safe havens and a

lack of police support, we are so screwed. I know you know this but

it makes me feel a little bit better to vent a bit." You had sent a

note to the RSO in Benghazi about preparations he could take.

Do you recall this message?

A I do, yes.

Q When you say "if someone wanted to get in here," you're

referring to Tripoli?

A Correct, yes.

Q Do you know what prompted that sentiment or why you felt

that way?

A That they could get on the compound easily?

Q Uh-huh.

A Yes. I mean, the compound in Tripoli, it -- it had -- there

were a lot of -- you know, a lot of concerns. We needed to do better,
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get better gates, to finish the wall around the compound. And we didn't

have any -- any true safe havens people could fall back to.

Q And do you know if you or your predecessor had been trying

to get those fixes or improve those issues?

A We -- we were -- we were trying to improve our safe haven

capabilities. On both compounds. I think by this time, they may have

finished putting up the perimeter wall. I forget when they finished

that. But a lot of things were scheduled to be done in 2013. So we

were just -- so we were trying to do the best we had until they got

stuff out there to finish it.

Q Do you recall if you or anybody else tried to push to get

that done sooner or if it was set in stone?

A Pretty sure it was -- if I remember correctly, most of

it -- it was on a contract for 2013. So that's what they were sticking

to. I forget the conversations I had back in D.C.

Q So you don't recall if you raised concerns about not getting

that stuff done soon enough with anybody in D.C.?

Mr. Chuang. "That stuff" meaning upgrades to the embassy

compound in Tripoli?

Mr. Ohly. Upgrades to the embassy compound in Tripoli.

Mr. . I know I had discussions about it, see how fast

it can be done, when it could be done. I don't remember when. And

I know we -- I had conversations. It might have been with the -- the

representative in Tripoli at the time. I can't remember, though, a

hundred percent?
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Q Okay. Did you feel that the -- based on our understanding

at the time, if you recall, was the security situation in Tripoli a

little more stable than it was in Benghazi, or were they comparable,

or did you have a feel for that?

Mr. Chuang. Are you talking about generally or on this

particular occasion when this was going on? Because this is a very

specific date.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q At this time, your awareness of the security posture of the

U.S. facilities in Tripoli and the security posture of the U.S.

facilities in Benghazi?

A You mean the security posture itself.

Q Uh-huh. You're obviously --

A Tripoli was -- I'm sorry.

Q Please go ahead.

A Tripoli was very vulnerable. So it had many of

the -- many -- many concerns similar to, you know, to Benghazi. They

weren't up to, you know, regular standards.

Q Was it different than other posts you had been at in terms

of the level of security comparable to the environment that you were

in?

A Each post is a little different. You have the totality of

the situation at the time.

Q Okay. Was there anything unique about Libya that stood out

to you that was different than the other posts that you had been -- been
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at?

A Well, it was newer and things were still in the process of

being created and constructed so the other posts I've been to are a

little more established.

Mr. Ohly. One more exhibit I'd like to enter, Exhibit 11.

[ Exhibit No. 11

was marked for identification.]

BY MR. OHLY:

Q All set?

A Yes.

Q This is an email dated Monday, August 27th, 2012. From

Amber Pickens to yourself. The -- some other personnel from the U.S.

embassy in Tripoli at the time and Ambassador Stevens and Mr. Hicks;

subject, "Meeting today at 1630 re Benghazi trip plan." And says,

quote, "Hello all. There will be a meeting this afternoon to discuss

the ambassador's upcoming Benghazi trip, logistics, security, et

cetera. We'll have the meeting in the ambassador's office at 1630,"

end quote. Do you recall if this meeting took place?

A I did. I do, yes.

Q Do you recall who attended this meeting?

A The ambassador, representative from public affairs, the

person who would be the acting RSO on the trip in Benghazi, and the

OMS, and myself. I'm not sure if the DCM was there or not. I can't

remember specifically.

Q Okay. Do you recall any of the discussion about the trip?
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A I do. Basically, we were discussing how he was going to

do the -- how -- how he was going to do the trip, what precautions we

were going to take and his schedule, so on and so forth.

Q Do you recall there were specific discussions about the

security arrangements for the trip?

A Yeah. It was -- it was to be very, very low profile,

lo-pro. We discussed -- his meetings were going to be all -- all his

meetings were to be on the -- he was going to do meetings on the

compound, very limited exposure into the environment, to the community.

Scheduled meetings, last minute, so not to alert a lot more people than

need to be that he was there. And then they were going to open the

American Corner at the end of the trip so that he could attend the

ceremony and then leave shortly after that to limit his -- to limit

exposure up there.

Q Did you have any objections to his plans to travel to

Benghazi at the time?

A I'm sorry, this is --

Q I understand it's difficult. Please take your time.

A Previous to this -- to his decisions to going up there,

there was -- we would meet weekly to discuss security situation in

Libya. And there was a specific meeting about -- there was a specific

meeting regarding what was happening in Benghazi. In that meeting,

we reviewed incidents and probable causes, what's initiating it. And

a lot of discussion was that it was the conflict or the incidents up

there were, you know, local population against local population and
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that -- that they weren't specifically targeting Americans, Americans

up there. I expressed my concerns about the incidents that did involve

us. And basic response was that they were -- that they were

anomalies -- that they were anomalies -- could we just -- excuse me

one moment.

Mr. Ohly. Off the record.

[Discussion off of the record.

Mr. Ohly. Back on.

Mr. . During our meeting, it was discussed that, you

know, they were anomalies, that they can't be attributed,

there's -- the reasons behind them can't -- so we couldn't factor it

in.

So it was -- so the impression was that, you know, the Americans

aren't the targets up there.

Mr. Chuang. You might want to explain that, who you were with,

the people you were with.

Mr. . It was the persons attending the meeting. I

believe it was the ambassador who actually said it's anomalies; we can't

account for anomalies. And other members of the group seemed to concur

with that. And then this trip was planned because there was a gap in

principal officer up there and the opening of the American corner.

So -- so he -- I knew he was bound and determined -- I knew he was bound

and determined to go. This is something I can't remember -- I'm sorry.

I'm getting to your question.

I've been wracking my memory trying to remember the exact
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conversations I had with him on this. But I know he knew I didn't -- the

idea of him traveling there. But I knew he was determined to go. So

doing everything I can to make it as safe as possible, given my resources

and the environment -- safety --

Did that answer your question?

Mr. Ohly. Yes. Absolutely. Thank you.

Would you like to take a 5-minute break?

Mr. . Yes, please.

[Recess.]
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Mr. Ohly. , I know this has been a -- it's not easy. It's

very difficult.

Mr. Chuang. Are we on the record yet or not? I don't know if

you want to be or not.

Mr. Ohly. We can be on. That's fine.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q I know this is very difficult, but I just want to go through

one last thing with you. We've heard from a lot of folks that you were,

you know, the focal point of a lot of the communications on the night

of. You were in contact with folks on the ground; you were in contact

with Washington and with others.

I'm sure you've gone through this with the ARB and others. I know

it's very difficult, but to the extent that you can, if you can walk

us through your recollection of the night of and through to the

following day, who you were in communication with, what your

understanding of the events, what was happening, I'd appreciate it.

A It's something that I -- from the first call until I looked

at my watch, and it was well after 3:00 a.m., I mean, a lot of the thing

is just a blur. So it's -- to go step by step, I obviously -- I mean,

there were so many moving parts at that time.

But I got the initial call from the Acting RSO up there

saying -- saying that Benghazi's under attack. And I don't
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remember -- I mean, it was, you know, a quick conversation. And I ran

around the compound, the residential compound -- I'm sorry -- to get

everybody to the command center, which was one of the villas on the

residential compound.

And through the evening, I had -- cell phone reception in the

country was on and off. We had sporadic conversations with . And

then we had an open line to DS headquarters.

Is there specific information, specific parts that you are

interested in or --

Q If it's easier for you, I can ask specific questions.

A Yes, please.

Q Do you recall who you were communicating with in D.C., who

was on the open line?

A It was an open line into the -- to the command center. I'm

not sure who was manning it. It could have been one of the watch

officers, and then who would -- if we needed to ask someone specific,

he could have passed it to. But I can't say who was -- I wasn't in

D.C., so I can't say specifically.

Q I understand. Did you have any interactions with the U.S.

military?

A I did not, no.

Q Were you working with the defense attache?

A Yeah, the defense attache would have been the person who

would have that.

Q And do you recall any conversations with him?
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A It's -- I can't recall specific conversations.

Q Were you or others working with the Libyan Government to

attempt to gain assistance or obtain assistance?

A The DCM was coordinating with -- with the government, the

Libyan Government.

Q And you were mostly in contact with the folks on the ground?

A Yes. We were keeping in contact with Benghazi when we

could, passing information to post, making sure we had accountability.

We were unaware -- sorry, accountability of our staff.

We had no -- we had no warning of Benghazi. We were unsure what

to expect, if we could expect the same in Tripoli. So we needed to

get accountability for everybody, and eventually prepared to evacuate

the compound to collocate on a compound we could defend.

Q Do you recall approximately what time you departed for the

alternate location?

A I don't remember exactly. It was early morning, because

we had to elicit people who didn't regularly drive, because we wanted

to get everybody up over there as quickly as possible, and we didn't

want to do it in the dark. We didn't want to -- we didn't want to lose

anybody, because it was kind of a tricky trip if you haven't driven

it.

I don't remember the exact time, but at that time we had everybody.

We could -- there was local government out front, but we weren't sure

if they would stay if there was an attack.

Q Other than the open line to D.C. and the DS security
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personnel on the ground, were there any other individuals that you were

interacting with that evening that you recall?

A In Libya or in D.C. or --

Q Let's start with Libya. Were there any specific folks you

were interacting with in Libya?

A .

Q In any of the --

Mr. Chuang. When you refer to can you specify

which city?

Mr. . Sorry. in Tripoli.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And was that to coordinate support for Benghazi or moves

to that location or both?

A Both.

Q Were you working with any of the local guards or the local

militias in Benghazi to try to coordinate support?

A I wasn't -- I wasn't directly, no.

Q Was anybody at the Embassy in charge of that that you were

aware of?

A I can't remember.

Q What type of support did you or others expect was going to

be available that didn't materialize?

Mr. Chuang. In Benghazi?

BY MR. OHLY:

Q In Benghazi.
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A Do you mean, like, host nation or --

Q Host nation or U.S.

A Host nation was always questionable. I can't remember what

role Feb 17 played. I can't remember. Those would have been the two

major, I would expect.

Q Do you know if there were any requests for military support

from the U.S., U.S. military support?

A I wasn't involved with that.

Q Do you recall the planning for the team that was deployed

from Tripoli to Benghazi? Were you involved at all in coordinating

that?

A I wasn't involved intentionally. That mostly would have

been through .

Q Do you recall at what point you learned that the Ambassador

was missing?

A I don't remember that. I wasn't watching time. I can't

remember exactly when.

Q Do you recall learning that he was in the hospital or --

A Later, yes. I don't remember when, though.

Q Do you recall how you learned that?

A Someone would have told me. I don't remember who, though.

Q Okay.

Were you in continuous contact with the folks on the ground

throughout that night as available?

A In Benghazi?
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Q Uh-huh.

A As best we could. I forget what time. I don't remember

the last time that -- the last time for a phone -- the last phone call,

I don't remember when.

Q Do you recall when you learned that the Ambassador was in

the hospital or what the plan was to recover him?

A I don't -- I don't recall, no.

Q Do you know what happened at the airport when the first team

from Tripoli arrived, with the difficulty getting off of the airport?

A When they arrived in Benghazi?

Q Yes.

A I just heard cursory, I mean, just a few things. I mean,

those resources weren't my resources, so I couldn't control them. And

that was the period when I was -- when we were collocating, so I needed

to, you know, draw down our compound, get everybody over there.

Q So, at that point, a lot of your attention was focused on

securing the folks in Tripoli? Is that safe --

A Yes.

Q Do you recall approximately when you finished the movement

to the second location in Tripoli?

A I can't recall. I remember the sun was coming up. I don't

know the time, though.

Q And did you go to the airport in Tripoli to meet the first

flight?

A Yes. Yes, I went to the airport.
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Q Do you recall who went to the airport with you?

A I mean, it was -- there was a collection of people: people

with our medical staff, some people to help provide security for

transporting the injured.

Sorry. I don't like thinking about the airport.

Q Would you like to take a minute?

A No, I'm fine. Thank you.

Q Just one last question on that is, did any DOD personnel

go to the airport with you?

A I can't remember if they were at the airport with me or not.

I can't.

Q Okay.

A I'm sorry.

Q Do you recall if any DS personnel remained in Benghazi after

the first flight?

A I forget the order when everybody came. I think -- I'm

sorry, I can't remember the -- I can't --

Mr. Chuang. You are talking about, after the first flight landed

in Tripoli, was there still some DS personnel back in Benghazi?

Mr. Ohly. Yes.

Mr. . We got everybody out of Benghazi that morning. No

one stayed behind.

BY MR. OHLY:

Q And were there two flights from Benghazi? Is that correct?

A I forgot about that. I'm sorry, I can't -- was there?
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I --

Q It's okay.

A Yeah. I don't like the airport.

Q Was there a point in the evening where you felt like it was

over or that everybody was safe?

A The night of the attack or --

Q Uh-huh.

A Everybody was safe? I don't -- I don't know if I ever felt

that everybody was safe. I mean, I -- I mean, every -- I mean, not

everybody was safe.

I'm really sorry.

Q That's okay.

A I don't remember.

Mr. Ohly. We're going to go ahead and go off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Ohly. I know this has been a very long day. There are a

number of questions we'd like to cover with you, but, you know, we feel

like we've covered a lot of ground today, and I know this has been very

difficult. So I think we'll try to figure out another way to --

Mr. Chuang. Well, can I just ask, because I -- my understanding

is Mr. , you know, he has tried to go through this today, and

he -- I think he feels very strong he'd like to finish anything today.

So if there's -- unless anything's changed --

Mr. . No.

Mr. Chuang. -- I think his preference would be to take breaks
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and finish rather than be subject to a recall in the future. I think

he really wants to finish his involvement today.

Mr. Lewis. Well, "finish" is a relative term. Based upon

information we receive from anyone else, there's always the likelihood

or the possibility that you'd have to be called back. So we could not

definitively say "finish," but --

Mr. Chuang. Well, "finish" as much as all the other interviews,

in terms of -- I mean, I understand that. But just in terms of, if

you feel like, you know, you want to suspend because there's more to

ask but you don't think he's ready to continue, I think he would rather

take breaks and continue and finish this, you know, as much as you need

to do at this point today, rather than plan to come back tomorrow or

next week or something like that.

I just want to clarify that the expectation is this is the end

of it, the way other interviews have ended, of course subject to

the future issues that --

Mr. Lewis. You know, the difference in this interview is that

we want to be productive, but we want to be empathetic at the same time.

And there was an issue of how we had to -- why don't we take a break

right now, let us consult with the minority, let's make a consensus

decision, and then we'll get right back to you.

So why don't we take a break for about 5, 10 minutes, and then

we'll pow-wow together here and make that decision.

Mr. Ohly. Go off the record.

Mr. Chuang. Okay.
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[Recess.]

Mr. Ohly. I think we're going to -- we're going to wrap up. Just

before we do, I want to offer you the opportunity, if there's anything

you wanted to convey that we haven't covered, you're welcome to share

that with us.

Mr. . I know this was something that was uncomfortable

for everybody. I thought after a year I -- I -- I could do this. When

I started just prepping for this, I felt like I went back, back to

the emotions from that time.

For me, it's difficult to -- to remember things from then and even

now, just, you know, current things. It's just -- I really, really

wish I could remember clearly.

This has been very emotional for -- for me, and -- but I can't

think of, I mean, any other -- I know, like the other people involved,

it's -- it's -- it's a -- it's an emotional topic to them, as well.

It's just -- I'm sorry.

Mr. Ohly. We appreciate it. We know this has been very

difficult, and we appreciate your coming and your candor.

Mr. Powell. Just on behalf of the minority, I just wanted to

thank you again for appearing today and for answering our questions

and for your service to our country.

And I will just note that we've heard testimony and we've seen

in the ARB report that you've been called out for your extraordinary

service and your moral support to your colleagues. And we just

appreciate that, and we want to thank you.
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Mr. Ohly. So, with that, thank you again for your service and

for your presence here today. Thank you.

Mr. . Thank you.

[Whereupon, at 3:11 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Ms. Jackson. Good morning, everyone. This is a transcribed

interview of conducted by the House Select Committee on

Benghazi. The interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the

committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and related matters, pursuant to House

Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th

Congress.

Mr. would you give us your full name, please?

Mr.

Ms. Jackson. We appreciate your appearance here today at this

interview. Again, my name is Sharon Jackson. I am one of the lawyers

with the majority staff. We have done introductions, but I'm going

to do them again so that the court reporter who is here can get

everything down.

Obviously, Mr. you are here with two agency counsel this

morning. To your immediate left, we will start there and go around

the room.

Mr. Evers. My name is Austin Evers. I work with the State

Department.

Ms. Duval. Kate Duval, State Department.

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer, chief counsel for the minority.

Ms. Robinson. Kendal Robinson, staff for minority.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms. I'm the

staff director on the minority side.
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Mr. Westmoreland. I'm Lynn Westmoreland from Georgia.

Mrs. Brooks. Susan Brooks from Indiana.

Ms. Barrineau. I'm Sara Barrineau with the majority staff.

Mr. Davis. I am Carlton Davis. I work for Mr. Gowdy.

Mr. Chipman. I'm Dana Chipman, chief counsel on the majority

side.

Mr. Donesa. I'm Chris Donesa. I'm the deputy staff director for

the majority.

Ms. Clarke. Sheria Clarke, counsel on the majority side.

Ms. Jackson. And our court reporter today is?

The Reporter. Karen McConnell.

Ms. Jackson. Karen, welcome, and thank you very much.

Before we begin, I would like to go over the ground rules and

explain how this interview will proceed today. The way the

questioning proceeds in a congressional investigation is that a member

of the majority -- that will be me -- will ask questions for up to an

hour. And then a member of the minority staff will ask questions for

the next hour if they so choose. And we will adhere to this 1-hour

back-and-forth until each side has asked all of the questions that they

want.

At the end of each hour, we will take a break, reconfigure our

chairs so whoever is asking you questions sits across from you. And

we will, obviously, take any breaks that you need for water, coffee,

the facilities, anything like that.

Probably after the end of the first 2 hours, we will take a break
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for lunch. And then reconvene a short time after that. There's plenty

of facilities, cafeterias, and other places here. So we will probably

take about a 45-minute break for lunch and then reconvene this afternoon

if we have questions that go beyond an hour each.

Unlike a testimony or a deposition that you might be familiar with

in your career as a Federal law enforcement officer, the committee

format is not bound by the rules of evidence. So you may raise

objections or your counsel may raise objections for privilege, but that

is subject to the review by the chairman of the committee.

If those objections cannot be resolved during this interview, we

can ask that you return. And then we will deal with the objections

and then have you come back for any answer based on those questions

down the road.

Members and staff of the committee are not permitted to raise

objections when the other side is asking questions. So any objections

would be from you or the agency counsel that you have there.

This has really not been an issue we have encountered in the past,

but I just wanted to make sure everyone is clear on the process today.

This session is also unclassified. So if any question that is

asked of you calls for what you know is a classified answer, please

let us know and we can reserve that question until, you know, we can

decide whether we want to move into a more -- an appropriate setting

for that question. Okay?

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time during this

interview. But if something needs to be clarified, if you didn't hear
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all of the question, or, as I have been known to do, talk a little fast

and you didn't catch it all, please just ask me to rephrase or repeat

the question first because we want to make sure that you understand

the questions that are being asked.

I'm sure these are instructions that any number of prosecutors

have given you over the years about answering questions. If you need

to discuss anything with a counsel that is here today, we will go off

the record, stop the clock. We will allow you to consult privately

with them and then reconvene in this room.

Again, we will take a break whenever it is convenient for you.

It could be after every hour or after the 2 hours, whatever you prefer.

If you need anything, water, we have bottles of water here. We have

coffee and tea available. Just let us know, and we will go off the

record, stop the clock, and get you whatever you need, and then we will

proceed. We would like this to be as easy and comfortable as possible

for you, given the setting. We understand that.

As you can see, we have an official reporter taking down

everything you say today. There will be another reporter that comes

in after the first hour, and they will switch off back and forth.

As you likely know, it is important that you answer audibly to

questions. So no nodding of the head.

Mr. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. No shaking of the head. And the other thing, for

the reporter's sake -- so that we don't drive her crazy today -- is

that it's very important that we not talk over each other. So I will
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make sure that I don't start my next question until you have finished

your answer. And if you would wait until I finish my question before

you give an answer, that will make our court reporter very happy. And

that's what we are here for today. And it also allows us to get a very

clear record of what is happening today.

We want you to answer the questions in the most complete and

truthful manner possible, so we will take our time. Again, ask that

anything be repeated or clarified if you are not sure what we are asking

or you need a little more guidance and direction. So just let us know

because we will be happy to repeat or clarify anything that we are

asking.

If you don't honestly know the answer to something, please, just

let us know. But we want you to give us your best recollection of

events. We understand some of these events we are going to inquire

about are almost 4 years ago. A lot has happened in your life since

then. A lot, you know, you have had other assignments, other

experiences, but we do want you to give us the best and most full

recollection that you can of the events when you were in Benghazi in

2011.

But, again, if you don't know the answer to a question, just,

please, just say so. Do you understand that you are required to answer

questions from Congress truthfully?

Mr. Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay, and you also understand that this applies to

questions that are posed by staff members of Congress, such as myself
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and the other lawyers here?

Mr. Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And as you are well aware, having been a

Federal agent, you know that knowingly providing false material

testimony could subject you to criminal prosecutions for perjury or

making false statements as a witness. Do you understand that?

Mr. Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay, is there any reason that you know of as you

sit here today that you would be unable to provide truthful testimony

to this committee?

Mr. No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. That's the end of my preamble. Does the

minority have anything that they would like to say or add to that?

Ms. Sawyer. No. I would just note, we do obviously abide by

courtesy to our colleagues as they do to us. Sometimes we do ask for

clarification if we find a question. We certainly will be respectful

of that. But to the extent we just want to make sure that for our

Members, as for the full committee, we have a very accurate, complete

record, but we will, obviously, do so with great courtesy and not in

a way that interferes with the witness' ability to, you know, appear

before the committee and give full testimony. And I just wanted to

say, we thank you very much for appearing and appearing voluntarily

before the committee. So thank you for arranging that in your

schedule.

Ms. Jackson. The clock now reads 10:40, so we are going to begin
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with the first hour of questioning.

EXAMINATION

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Mr. you were a Diplomatic Security agent for how

many years?

A Twenty years.

Q Twenty years. When did you join the Diplomatic Security

Service?

A 1991.

Q Okay, did you have any prior military or law enforcement

background before you joined DS?

A I had prior law enforcement. I was a Supreme Court officer

for 7 years. And 6 of the 7 years, I was assigned to the Chief Justice,

security for the Chief Justice. I had Military Police experience in

the Reserves. I retired with 20-plus years Reserve duty.

Q Thank you. Can you give us a summary of your various

assignments you had as a Diplomatic Security agent? We don't need a

great deal of detail --

A Sure.

Q -- but if you could just give us an overview of your career

with DS.

A Sure. Normally after you finish training, you go to the

field office. So I went to the field office; was there for

3 years; supported a lot of protective details; and had one TDY to

Algeria to support the Embassy there. Finished that assignment; went
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to the Secretary's detail; was on part of the protective detail for

Warren Christopher and Madeleine Albright. And then I left there; went

overseas; assigned to the Embassy in for a year. And then, after

that, went to was part of the security team in

for 2 years.

Q May I ask, when you were you in ?

A 1997 to 1998.

Q Okay, and then, after -- I believe was after ?

A Yes.

Q Okay, what did you do after ?

A Came back to the Secretary's protective detail as a shift

leader and did that for 4 years. And then I had another domestic

assignment in Antiterrorism Assistance Office, basically training

foreign police. And then I left that and went to

was the security officer in .

Q Was that known as the RSO?

A Well, I report -- I was the RSO in but there was

another RSO in that was my boss, but I was the RSO in .

Q These buzzers that we have signify that something is going

on with Congress and the House of Representatives. It is not a security

thing that we need to evacuate or anything like that. We have gotten

a little used to them, but for someone -- when I was new here, it was

like, okay, what are we supposed to do now? But the buzzers just

signify that something is going on in either the House or the Senate.

Okay.
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And then what happened next in your career?

A When I came back from , I went to the Dignitary

Protection Unit in Washington, and we protect foreign dignitaries that

visit the U.S. So I did that for almost 3 years. The people, maybe

the Queen of Jordan, I protected her; the First Lady from Qatar; various

foreign ministers; Tony Blair; Dalai Lama; a lot of different

dignitaries in different --

Q In what time period were with you the Dignitary Protection

detail?

A I retired in 2011. So it was probably 2008 to 2011.

Q Okay. So that was your last assignment with DS?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And when you were part of that, is that when you went

to Benghazi?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Were you recruited or volunteered for the Benghazi

assignment?

A Nobody volunteered. We were all selected. Actually, I

had tickets to go on vacation, but my boss told me --

Q You were volunteered?

A You would be the best person to go on this assignment with

your experience, and, you know, when we go to headquarters with your

name, I know that they are not going to question it.

Q And who was your boss at the time?

A .
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Q

A Correct.

Q Was he head of Dignitary Protection?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And when were you approached about going to

Benghazi?

A Probably about a week before I actually left the States.

Q Okay. So would that have been in early March of 2011?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And what were you told about the assignment?

A I understood it to be two facets. One was Mr. Stevens was

going to go there and try to gather a lot of information on what was

actually happening on the ground. And the other facet was, he was going

to make contact with the government or subsets of government that were

in place at the time.

Q Was this the transitional government in Libya?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And how long was this assignment to be? What were

you told initially was going to be the length of the assignment?

A Sixty days.

Q Sixty days. Okay, and were you involved in the planning

of the expedition to Libya?

A Some of the planning. Some of the planning I wasn't. For

example, we needed vehicles. So I wasn't involved in obtaining

vehicles, armored vehicles. I wasn't involved in like getting a ship
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for us to go into Benghazi, you know. A lot of those issues took a

lot of time. That's why, you know, we -- I was on a 60-day TDY, but

I think I spent less than 45 days in Benghazi because -- I know I did.

I spent 30-some days in Benghazi because it took time for us to get

there.

Q And why did it take you some time to get there?

A When I left Washington, I went to Rome. And in Rome, I was

met by the Envoy, Chris Stevens. And we were there a little bit over

2 weeks, and we were trying to work out even at that point how we were

going to go into Benghazi. That wasn't -- everything wasn't nailed

down, you know. We didn't have a ship at that point and still working

on trying to get vehicles, and the team members were in Malta. So we

went to Benghazi, and they went to Malta to prepare.

Q Okay. Was the equipment going to Malta, or was it with you

in Rome?

A We had no equipment in Rome. It was going to go to Malta.

Q Okay, were you -- you said that you weren't involved in the

acquisition of vehicles or renting or leasing the ferry, but were you

involved in what the scope of the security should be for the Envoy?

A I was part of that. I mean, the numbers were pretty much

determined, I think, by my supervisor, but I was comfortable with what

was determined as far as the team makeup.

Q Okay, and what was the team makeup?

A You had the Envoy, Mr. Stevens, and then he had an aide,

a staff person that was going to handle a lot of the logistics on the
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ground.

Q Was that Mr.

A That was.

Q

A Correct,

Q

A And he spoke Arabic. So that was very useful to have him

as part of the team. And then there were eight agents, including

myself.

Q Okay, were there any other U.S. personnel that traveled or

was transitioning into Libya at the same time? Were there any USAID

workers or other U.S. Government personnel going with you?

A No. They came later.

Q They came later?

A Right.

Q Okay. So you went to Rome first and met with the Envoy.

Is that correct?

A Right.

Q Were you expecting to go to Libya right away and -- or were

you expecting to stay in Rome for a period of time?

A

So we never could actually get a good handle on when we might be going.

You know, I expected to go a lot sooner than what we did, you know,

2 weeks later. But --

Q Okay, and was the security situation in Libya a factor in
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why you couldn't go into Libya right away?

A I don't think that was so much a factor. I think it was

just trying to plan everything to get everything together that we needed

to go.

Q When you say get everything together, are you talking the

vehicles and communication equipment and weapons and the like, or are

you talking about something else?

A No. Everything as far as the weapons, the vehicles. We

knew we had to take spare parts for the vehicles because we wouldn't

be able to get anything over there. Communication equipment. Just

everything that we thought we were going to need on the ground.

Q Okay. Do you recall when you actually went into Libya?

A I will have to refer to my notes.

Q Okay.

A We were going to leave on the 10th of April, but the ship

had a problem. There was a mechanical problem. So we ended up leaving

the next day. We left on 11 April -- 11 April. I'm sorry. We left

on 4 April. We were going to leave on the 3rd of April, but that's

when the ship had the mechanical problem so we left the following day.

We arrived on 5 April at 9:00 o'clock in the morning.

Q And how did you, when you say you were on a ship, what kind

of a ship was it? Was it a military ship or another type of ship?

A It was a Greek freighter that was leased.

Q I bet those accommodations were luxurious?

A Pretty sparse, but we needed a ship large enough to where
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we could drive the vehicles off. That was the main reason for getting

a freighter because we had to be able to drive the armored vehicles

off. We knew we couldn't unload it like at a port where equipment was

there to unload it. That wasn't available.

Q Okay. And how many vehicles did you take with you?

A Four armored vehicles.

Q And what other type of specialized equipment did you have

or take with you?

A As I remember, we had like two satellite phones, and we had

some laptops that were -- a couple of laptops that we used to send

messages back. I think -- I believe there were two.

Q Two.

A And then the weapons with the vehicle parts and the ammo,

and we had body armor, that type of thing.

Q MREs?

A There might have been a couple of cases. There wasn't a

lot. We took a few MREs.

Q Anything else that you recall from the equipment?

A Well, maps, and binoculars, and --

Q When you work overseas, do you use a different type of weapon

than if you are domestically located -- or let me -- and let me ask

it a different way. For this particular expedition, did you take any

specialized weaponry with you?

A I can speak at the time. I have been out of Diplomatic

Security for almost 4 years.
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Q And is that what you took with you over there?

A That's what we took.

Q Okay. And every agent was equipped with an M4?

A Correct. We might have -- I think we had a shotgun or two,

and then we had our sidearms, our issued sidearms.

Q Let me ask you, did you know Envoy Chris Stevens before you

went on this expedition to Libya?

A No.

Q Had not met him before?

A Well, I met him on Saturday, right before we departed to

go to Rome. So we had -- there was a meeting in the office, and I had

met him then. But that was the first time.

Q Okay. How about any other members of your team, the other

seven agents? Had any of them ever worked with Envoy Stevens before

or had met him?

A I don't recall that anybody had met Mr. Stevens before. I

knew two of the agents from working protective details for me in

Washington, but most of the others I didn't know.

Q Okay. Let me ask this. And we may have covered this, but

I want to cover it indepth. Did you have any say in who was being

selected as the other members of the team, or were you all volunteered

in the same way you were volunteered?
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A I think it was pretty much people were selected because of

their skill sets. You know, they spent -- they spent time to make sure

they had the right team makeup. And, for example, my shift leader

he had -- I would estimate he had been on Diplomatic Security

for 8 years. He had some advanced training on a mobile training team

where they -- it's a tactical team that the State Department has. He

was on that team, and they trained for like 9 months.

Q Is that known as the MSD?

A MSD.

Q Okay.

A And anybody else on the team either had prior military

experience, which I think all but two had prior military experience,

and they had all gone through the State Department's high-threat

training.

Q Okay.

A As I recall.

Q Okay. And you had too?

A Yes.

Q To your knowledge, was that a requirement that everyone have

this high-threat tactical course prior to going?

A I think that was a requirement as far as the boss' thought

when they were trying to put the team together, you know, that they

wanted people to have that experience.

Q Can you tell us a little bit about that training that you

went through? When did you go through it? How many weeks was it? An
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overview of what you do in that course?

A I think the course, as best I can recall, was around 8 weeks

of training. Since then, it is very different lengths, been shortened

and then lengthened. But I went to it prior to going to so

I had gone to it probably 2 years before this assignment -- well, no,

sorry -- 3 years before this assignment, I had gone through the

training.

And you fire a lot of different weapons, a lot of heavy weapons.

You do a lot of team tactics. There is a lot of movements with a team

trying to clear a building. You do a lot of evacuation drills. You

do map reading, and a lot of communications, different -- you use

different types of communication equipment, have different intel

briefings.

Q Okay, and it's your understanding that all eight of you had

been through the high-threat tactical course?

A Correct.

Q Okay. You talked a little bit before about there was sort

of a cross-section of skills that the various team members had. What

were some other specialized skills that various members brought with

them for -- to be part of this team?

A The shift leader, he had been in Iraq also. So he brought

with, you know, some experience being in a pretty restrictive

environment and making movements with the team in a high-threat

environment.

Several of the members that had been in the military. I know for
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sure one or two of them were in a special unit, Special Forces Army

unit. And then there were -- one of the team members I know was an

officer in the Army, either a captain or a major. I think a captain

at the time. Since then, he has been promoted. I think there was one

member that didn't have the military experience, but I had worked with

him in Washington. So I was pretty confident of his skills.

Q All right. Were there any other United States Government

security personnel going in with you -- either from CIA or DOD -- or

were there other U.S. Government security personnel on the ground?

Mr. Evers. And I'm just going to caution the witness as you did

at the beginning. If this requires a classified answer, you should

say so.

Mr. Nobody flew in -- nobody went in on the boat with

us.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay, let me ask this --

A Other than the 10 on the team, including Mr. Stevens.

Q The eight agents, Mr. Stevens, and Mr.

A Right.

Q Okay. When you arrived, were there other U.S. Government

personnel in Libya?

Mr. Evers. Same caution.

Mr. I don't know. I mean, I would imagine there were,

but I didn't meet them.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. That was going to be my followup question.
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Did you have any dealings with any other U.S. Government personnel once

you were in Libya?

Mr. Evers. Same caution.

Mr. Yeah. I'm kind of reluctant to answer that question

as far as later on.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Ms. Duval. In an unclass setting.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Ms. Duval. I think he is happy to answer the questions about this

in a classified setting. He just doesn't want to kick up chalk on the

lawn.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay, that's fine. We have heard something described as

a FAST team, which is a military asset. So you are saying a FAST team

did not go in with you at the time?

A Correct.

Q Okay. When you arrived in Libya -- well, let me ask this

just to make sure we are clear. You went straight into Benghazi from

Malta?

A Yes.

Q Okay. The Greek cargo ferry left from Malta and

transported straight to Benghazi. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q No other -- didn't go to Tripoli, didn't go to any other

port before then?
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A Correct, and that took about 24 hours. That was 24 hours.

Q Was it smooth sailing?

A It was smooth. Seemed like a lot more than 24 hours, but

it was just a 24-hour trip.

Q Did you have a bunk?

A We did.

Q You didn't have to double up in the bunks or anything like

that?

A No. So we doubled up in the rooms because, you know --

Q When you got to Libya?

A No, on the boat.

Q Oh, on the boat. Okay. When you arrived in Libya, were

there other, for lack of a better term, Western countries or Western

interests present, such as the United Kingdom, any European countries,

the U.N.? Were there any other Western countries or Western presence

that you coordinated with once you arrived?

A Correct. We coordinated with our colleagues from the U.K.

Turkish, there was a Turkish representative there; Egyptian

representative. I don't know if they were considered ambassadors, but

they were senior people from those governments that were located there.

Q And already in Libya at the time you arrived?

A Correct. And Italian.

Q Okay. What about any representatives from the United

Nations?

A I don't recall.
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Q Okay. I would anticipate that you were monitoring the

security system or situation in Benghazi before you went in. Is that

correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay. What was your understanding about the security

situation in Benghazi in particular?

Mr. Evers. And, again, if you have to, if you learned the

information from classified sources and can't speak to it here, you

can save it for another occasion.

Mr. Okay. I will just speak very general terms that we

looked a lot at what Qadhafi's forces were doing. At that point, you

know, the lines were going back and forth a little bit. And that was

our major concern was, would we come close to being overrun by maybe

Qadhafi's forces because the war was still going on?

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q At the time you went in, Benghazi was not under direct attack

from Qadhafi forces. Is that correct?

A Right.

Q You wouldn't have gone in if they were?

A Right.

Q Okay, and there was a lot of this that was in open-source

reporting at the time. Do you remember how far away those forces were?

A No, I don't remember exactly how far away they were. I

mean, I just, you know, everybody felt comfortable at the time that

they were far enough away.
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Q Okay. All right. Did that change during the time that you

were there?

A It did. His forces moved back and forth.

Mr. Evers. Again, same caution on classified information,

Mr. But I think some of it was kind of open, though. I

mean, the press were there. The press were reporting on --

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q CNN gets it before anybody else, don't they?

A Right. And --

Q Yeah.

A You know, there were a lot of different press there.

Q Uh-huh.

A And they were reporting on those forces.

Q Let me back up for just a moment and talk about prior to

going into Libya, did anyone talk to you about what was the reason why

the U.S. Government wanted to go into Libya? What was the policy that

was being promoted by sending the Envoy in?

A The best I can recall is what I had mentioned earlier,

basically two reasons, that Mr. Stevens was on a fact-finding, you know,

to see what happening on the ground in Benghazi and also to link up

with the council that was in place, the government that was in place

at the time in Libya.

Q And that would have been that transitional government that

was seeking to get a foothold in Libya?
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A Correct.

Q Okay. What was your -- you and the other agents and the

Envoy's -- status going to be when you went into Libya? I understand

when you go to an embassy or a consulate, you will have diplomatic

status. Were you going to -- to your knowledge, were you going to be

covered by the same diplomatic status when you went in there?

A Correct. We had our diplomatic passports, and I

actually -- I think when we arrived, they -- somebody did look at our

passports in the harbor there from the council.

Q Okay, so as far as you were -- as far as what you knew is,

you had the same status as if you were going to be the RSO at an embassy

anywhere?

Mr. Evers. Do you -- if you know the status of the RSO versus

what your status was.

Mr. I'm not sure on exact status.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. You talked about the two reasons that you were told

as to why the U.S. Government wanted to go into Libya, fact finding

as to what exactly what was happening in country and to link up with

the transitional government. Was that told to you by superiors or the

Envoy or others or a combination of people if you could identify who

you had conversations with about the purpose and the policy?

A I truly don't recollect who might have told me that. I

mean, I had, obviously, different communications with people at

headquarters and with my bosses. And I'm sure my boss probably did,
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but I can't recall when he might have, or --

Q Yeah. Did you have a free exchange of daily conversations

with the Envoy, you know, both before going into Libya and then while

you were there?

A We did. He was very open, and we spoke about different

things that were of concern to everyone with security. And, you know,

he was very -- very much willing to make adjustments in order for us

to be secure, you know.

Q So he was very cooperative with suggestions about the

necessary security for him to make movements once you were in Libya?

A Correct. Right.

Q Very amenable to that?

A Right.

Q Has that always been your experience?

A No, that's not always been my experience.

Q Okay. Were you aware of to whom the Envoy was reporting

back, either, you know, your status when you were in Rome before you

were -- before you went to Malta to go to Benghazi and then once you

were in Benghazi, but basically what was his chain of command or who

was he reporting back to?

A Well, the Embassy in Tripoli had been evacuated, so

part -- they had like -- and I don't remember what the actual office

was that they called it, but they actually had a staff back here in

Washington, and that was part of his coordination was back through that

staff and I think the Ambassador was still in place. So he -- it was
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a -- I think they had like a task force, and he reported -- that was

part of who he reported back to.

Q To your recollection, did he have any direct conversations

with the Secretary, the Deputy Secretaries, any of the Under

Secretaries?

A I don't know. I don't know that he did. I can't recall.

Q Okay. When you were, to your knowledge, was he reporting

to anyone on the national security staff or in the White House?

A I don't recall that he was. I will backtrack just a little

bit. There was a Feltman -- I think he was assistant secretary. He

did report to Assistant Secretary Feltman.

Q Would that be Jeffrey Feltman?

A Yes.

Q Okay, and do you recall that he was the Assistant Secretary

over Near East Affairs?

A Correct.

Q And that would be the geographical area that would have

included Libya?

A Right.

Q Okay. Prior to your going into Libya, did you have some

sort of operations plan? Did you have any type of written plan or

authorization to go in? Or did you and the team put together an ops

plan?

A We -- it wasn't in writing, but you know, we tried to put

a plan together as best we could. We didn't even know where we were
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going to set up once we arrived. Once we arrived, we looked at a couple

locations. But prior to going there, it was somewhat fluid because

it was just the unknown.

Q Okay. And was staying on the ferry an option?

A It was an option for a period of time.

Q And do you recall what that period of time was?

A We arrived on the 5th, and the ship was still there on the

10th. It might have left on the -- it left sometime after the 10th,

but not more than 1 or 2 days later.

Q And that was the original plan, that it was just going to

be there for a few days?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And so, once you arrived in Libya, you ended up

staying at the Tibesti Hotel, am I correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay, and that's T-i-b-e-s-t-i, Tibesti Hotel. You said

you looked at a couple of different places. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. Do you recall the various types? Were they other

hotels? Were there villas? Were there private residences? What

type of places did you look at?

A We went to see where the British were at, and they were kind

of at a guest conference type center. It wasn't really big, but it

was moderate sized, maybe two or three stories, had a compound. It

was down along the water, so we ruled that place out.
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Q And why was that?

A We didn't think it was quite as secure. There were a lot

of entrances into -- as best I can recall, it was walled, but there

were still a lot of entrances into it. And then coming up from the

water, there was no wall, so --

Q So it was beachfront?

A It was beachfront.

Q Okay.

A And we went to one other hotel where there were some other

journalists were staying. I don't recall the name of it, but it was

a little bit smaller. It was right up against the highway. So we

decided -- and it was a little bit closer to where the U.K. facility

was, but we decided that wasn't really a good place for us. And then

we went to the Tibesti and looked at that. At the time, there were

some advantages for us to be there.

Q And what were those advantages?

A There was a little bit of setback from the highway. We had

an area there where we could secure our vehicles, and keep an eye on

them. That hotel, I don't remember exactly how many floors it was,

but it was probably at least 18 floors, so we were -- we weren't at

the top, but we were near the top, and we had a pretty good view of

part of the city from up there.

There were a lot of journalists there that would make it easier

for -- and others staying there that would make it easier for

Mr. Stevens to communicate with these people without us having to make
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unnecessary movements all the time. And there was a little bit of

security at that hotel, very minimal. There was a presence.

Q Was there any type of law enforcement presence within

Benghazi at the time? I mean, was there a chief of police? Was there

a federal police? Was there a national guard or the equivalent of that

in Benghazi at the time?

A There wasn't a formalized police -- I mean, there was

probably somebody that called himself a police chief. And then you

had the military somewhat of a military presence, you know, that really

wasn't focused on anything to do with our security. They had, you know,

they were trying to fight the war. Then you had February 17, a militia

that assisted us a little bit.

Q Tell me about your understanding of what February 17th was

all about.

A It is just a militia that offered to assist us. I didn't

have a lot of dealings. I had a few dealings with them, but everybody

over there, we were somewhat suspect of because we couldn't vet anyone.

So we were self-sufficient for the most part.

Q Okay. And what type of vetting would you normally expect

to do?

A Well, I mean, if I was at an embassy, we would have had local

employees on the security staff that would be able to check police

records. There were no records there. We couldn't pull up records

that Qadhafi's government might have had. We would have sent them out

to a neighborhood and had them check to see acquaintances, whose
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acquaintances were these people that we were going to work with. We

would have interviewed them, obviously, too. But we couldn't do any

of that in that location.

Q Okay. Based on your understanding of February 17, were

they employees of the militia? Were they just a group of kindred

spirits? Were they organized in any type of structure? I guess, how

did you know who to talk to and what was your assessment of how they

were structured and their capabilities?

A Well, they came to us through Mr. Stevens, through the

Council. So that's how, you know, that we were -- that we had contacted

them. You know, we didn't initially have a relationship with them.

It came from the Council.

Q Okay. So the Transitional Council recommended that you

deal with Feb 17?

A As best I can recollect.

Q Okay, and approximately how many meetings would you have

had with their leadership?

Mr. Evers. Excuse me, which leadership?

Ms. Jackson. Feb 17 leadership.

Mr. Less than -- less than a handful of meetings.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And did they offer to provide any security services to you?

A They offered, and we prodded them for more security as time

went on.

Q And what type of security did they offer? What kind of
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security did you ask them for, did they agree to? We will start there.

A Well, they were very undisciplined. You know, people over

there, a lot of them were not familiar with weapons, you know, because

they weren't allowed to have weapons during Qadhafi's rule. So we

never could really count on them for much because they just didn't have

training. They were undisciplined. We just tried to see if we could

get them to post at a couple of locations around the hotel at the

entrance and in the parking lot, and to be around at night also in the

parking lot.

Q And did they show up with regularity?

A For the most part. There were times when there were holes

that they didn't fill because of just being an undisciplined force.

And I will just mention, the military at that time, whatever small

amount of military there was, they had similar problems because nobody

wanted to be assigned to a discipline-type activity. They just wanted

to go out in the desert and fight and come back in the town and hangout

with their friends. There was a definite lack of discipline

everywhere.

Q Okay. Tell us a little bit about what the Envoy did on a

day-to-day basis once he was in -- during your time when he was in Libya

from when you arrived on the 5th, until you departed 30-some days later.

A Well, he wanted to talk to people and he talked to everyone.

He would talk to the men downstairs that serve coffee to us, or he would

talk to the cleaning people. He would talk to the reporters. He would

talk to the hotel manager. He would talk to anyone that wanted to talk
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to him.

Q As head of his security team, did that make you crazy?

A Well, I mean, I was --

Mr. Evers. I'm going to object to the question.

Ms. Jackson. Did that pose challenges for you as head of his

security?

Mr. Evers. Withdrawn. Withdrawn.

Mr. Not for the most part. I mean, we weren't out

walking around in the street trying to pick people off the to speak

to. These people were at the hotel, and he would just speak to them,

sometimes sit down and talk to them.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. And would he have meetings then with members of the

Transitional Council, the transitional government?

A Yes. Probably half the time, they would come over and meet

in our building. And about the other half of the time, we would go

down and meet in their building.

Q What kind of challenges did you have to go out into Benghazi

to escort the Envoy to these meetings?

A Well, luckily, their facility wasn't really far. It

was -- I would -- within a mile and a half of where we were. So just

try to break it up to where we went and set a pattern of what we were

doing and wouldn't want to stay too long -- and we didn't -- in the

meetings. The Envoy was always open to suggestions how we might do

things.
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Q And how many would travel with him when you would go to the

meetings?

A Well, we would send two advance agents to the site ahead

of time. And maybe initially, before we would go there, we would check

it out a day or two ahead of time. And maybe more than two would go,

you know. We would send a few more just to look at it. And then so

that would be one vehicle that would go. And then we would usually

travel with two vehicles: The Envoy in my vehicle with the driver,

and then sometimes would go, the aide, and then we had a security

follow vehicle with four agents. And we would leave one agent back

at the command post so we had commo with Washington.

Q And by "commo," you mean communications?

A Correct.

Q So it took all of you to escort the Envoy to make movements

during this time period?

A Correct.

Q And you thought that was sufficient, a sufficient number?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Did the Envoy have any type of like personal GPS

tracking device or, in my world, a panic button or anything like that?

I don't know what you might have a name for it or call them.

A I can't talk about that in this setting.

Q Okay.

A I -- maybe you would like to know a little bit more about

how we were set up in the hotel.
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Q Let me ask you, how were you set up in the hotel?

A On the floor, we had -- there were suites down at the end

and going into the suites were glass doors. So we could basically

secure the glass doors and we could secure the exits from that suite

area. So we operated out of the suite area. And Mr. Stevens had one

of the suites there. His aide had another room. And then I had a room.

And then we had the command post there. And then we had one or two

empty rooms within the suite area. And then the agents were right

outside the suite area, down the hall, on the other side of the

partition.

Q Did you take up the whole hall?

A No. There were some other rooms down at the end that

sometimes people occupied.

Q Okay. And was that okay with you?

A That was the best I thought we could do at the time.

Q Okay.

A I mean, we were able at least to keep everybody on the floor.

And when they needed to react, we had everyone there.

Q And the Envoy was sort of clustered or closed in at the one

end?

A Right, and we would pretty much -- the guys would stay in

that suite area most of the time unless they were sleeping or getting

ready to make a movement.

Q So everyone had their own room?

A Correct.
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Q Okay. You said you took a couple of satellite phones with

you and some personal laptops. Did you have both secure and unsecure

communications or did you -- I'm not asking what the communications

were, just the equipment that you took with you.

Mr. Evers. I will give you the same caution as earlier, if you

can talk about this in this setting.

Mr. I don't know that I can actually talk about that in

this setting.

I did have a lot of commo with my boss, and it was nonsecure. But

we were able to talk around things that we needed to. And I had usually

two calls a day back to Washington to like people in Diplomatic

Security. We would speak -- and that included weekends. You know,

I would call them at home, and we would talk on the weekends.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Did you have to file any type of daily report? We have seen

SITREPs and SPOTREPs, and other things like that. Were you sending

written reports as well as having these telephone calls with your boss?

A No, I wasn't sending in any written reports.

Q Okay. Do you know if anyone else was on your team, or the

Envoy?

A Mr. Stevens, he had a laptop that he pretty much reported

constantly on. So that was part of the issue was, you know, he had

a device that he used almost all the time.

Q So, of the laptops that you brought with you, one was pretty

much dedicated to him?
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A Correct.

Q Okay, and so he was on that -- he was a user, a power user,

as we might call them, of that laptop?

A Right. I'm sure, you know, he would every time he met with

somebody, he would report back that, you know, what he had found out.

And --

Q And I'm anticipating that he was using email?

A Yes.

Q Was that laptop an unclassified laptop -- if you know?

A I don't know. I don't recall.

Q Okay. If it were a classified laptop, would you have had

to secure it in a different manner than an unclassified laptop?

A Well, I mean, we secured our equipment because we always

left an agent back at the command post, and every time we left, we

secured our equipment.

Q Okay. So it was --

A And that would have been a requirement if we had classified,

that we would have to secure it.

Q Okay. Did you -- I think you said you had two satellite

phones with you. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q What other means of communication did you have amongst the

team?

A We had our radio, so we had --
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So we had good communication with our

command post when we moved around the city.

Q Okay. Did you use any other forms of communication? Did

you have cellphones over there, text messaging? Maybe not you. Maybe

some of the younger members of the team. But, to your knowledge, were

there other methods of communication? Not that I'm casting any

aspersions on your technological ability, but --

A As I recall, I don't think anything worked over there as

far as the cellphones. I don't recall that we were able to use those.

Q Okay. Did the team members use email to talk to one another

or send emails back to your DS headquarters?

A There were people that had to send different messages back

maybe to account for their time or special reporting

that -- administrative mostly reporting that they had to do. They

would have done it that way. A lot of communication was, though,

through the sat, through the satellite phones.

Q Did you have any trouble communicating through email with

main State?

A There were times when we didn't have good communication.

Maybe that satellite phone needed an adjustment, or we were just at a

bad time, where it wasn't -- might be down for a little while. And

then we would try to use the other satellite phone.

Q Any other workarounds that you had to improvise with while

you were over there?
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A Nothing comes to mind right now.

Q Did anyone -- were the laptops that you have referred to,

they were State Department laptops -- if you know?

A I really don't know.

Q Okay. To your knowledge, did anybody bring their personal

laptop or an iPad? I don't know if iPads were -- 4 years ago?

A Probably. Probably, but whether -- I don't -- I never saw

anybody trying to transmit out of there with a personal laptop.

Q Okay. Did you use any of the laptops?

A I didn't. I didn't.

Q You didn't?

A I mean, I used the laptop that we had that was furnished

but not very often.

Q Okay.

A Very infrequently.

Q Okay. What type of communication -- what type of

information would you be sending over the laptop?

A I think, as best I can recall, there was just Emergency

Action Committee. We had a meeting near the end of our time. And we

were discussing in that message some possible threats that were

happening in the area or things that had occurred that we were trying

to get a handle on what actually had happened -- some explosion.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. Can you describe those for us, please?

A Sure.

One evening, I think it was around 6 p.m., in the distance, over

by the shore, over towards where the British were, we saw an explosion.

And there was, like, a little fire after that.

And then we had heard that there was an explosion near the

transnational council, near their building also. I'm not saying those

happened at the same time. Could have been different days.

And then there was an explosion over where the British were.

Q And would you say that all of these occurred, like, within

days of each other? Within a week's time?

A I think within days of one another.

Q Okay. So, in the span of 3 days, you had these 3 incidents?

A Three or 4 days, in about that time period.

Q And so an Emergency Action Committee meeting was convened?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

A Right. We do that in the embassies also, --

Q Right.

A -- which was not uncommon if you're in a -- like, when I

was in we had many of those.
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Q Okay. In this particular case, did it involve everyone?

A It might not have involved all the agents. I know there

were other agents there besides myself, but I can't recollect if

everybody was involved.

Q Was anyone from main State on a phone call with that, or

were you just meeting internally?

A We met internally to discuss it.

Q Okay. And then was there a report of that meeting made

either orally or in writing and sent to main State?

A There was a report sent to main State.

Q Do you recall whether it was oral or in writing or both?

A It was in writing.

Q In writing?

A In writing, yeah.

Q Okay.

A It was titled "EAC."

Q Okay. Tell us about that internal meeting that you had.

Mr. Evers. And I'll just caution, if it was a classified

discussion, you can save it for later. But if you can describe it here,

feel free.

Mr. I don't think it was classified. I mean, it

basically described those three events that I described to you and

trying to vet what actually happened.

Because we had the feeling that people really wanted us there.

The Libyan people, you know, for the most part, you know, they were
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behind Americans being there, because we were providing air support.

And the Council was behind us being there, and February 17 was behind

us being there.

So a lot of times, when we got information, we weren't sure that

the information we were getting was correct. Like, for example, the

first instance I mentioned to you where there was an explosion down

by the water that we could see from our hotel, I called the committee

there and asked about it, and they told me -- I called them, like,

5 minutes after it happened, and they told me what had happened, which

was a complete fabrication. There's no way they knew what happened

that quickly, but they wanted to please us and to try to, you know,

put us at ease that everything was okay.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q So what did they tell you happened?

A They said there was a boy that was down near one of the

fishing shacks where they kept explosives for fishing, which they

did -- they'd throw dynamite in the water to fish -- and that he was

playing with matches and that he blew up the shed.

Q Uh-huh. As head of the security detail for the Envoy, did

that cause you concern, that you could not get a straight answer out

of the Council?

A It did, but I've been accustomed to not getting straight

answers from different governments in different locations I've been

in.

Q And teenage children?
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A Unfortunately, it's not uncommon where we don't get the

correct reporting from people where we're located. And that happened

in that happened in . It happened during my career.

Q So it's my understanding, when an EAC is convened, they can

either be routinely had or they can be -- one can be convened in response

to a series of security incidents. And, as you've described it, is

it correct to say that this one was convened in response to these

security incidents that occurred?

A Correct. It was convened because of these incidents that

involved explosives.

Q Was there a discussion of your team leaving Libya?

A There was a discussion of our team leaving Libya more than

once, but mostly it had to deal with how the Qadhafi forces were moving.

You know, sometimes they would get momentum and they were able to push

forward a little bit, so then we would always, you know, keep an eye

on that.

Q Okay. And approximately how many times during the 30-some

days you were there did you discuss evacuating Libya?

A Probably no more than three. Maybe two.

Q Did they occur within a short timeframe, or was it every

week?

A I think it was more focused later on than when we

first -- even when we first arrived. Maybe it was three incidents.

Because even when we first arrived, we weren't sure how we were

going -- the first night we were there, we spent it on the ship. We
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went out and looked at some sites earlier in the day, but we didn't

actually move to any of those sites. As best I can remember, we stayed

on the ship.

Q Okay.

A And then even when we did move initially to the hotel, we

kept somebody back on the ship to have communication.

Q So one of the agents always resided on the ship while it

was still in port?

A As best I can remember, that's what we did.

Q And was that for --

A Maybe not at the end, maybe not at the last day or two that

the ship was there.

Q And was that to expedite an evacuation if needed?

A Correct.

Q So these Emergency Action Committees that were convened

that you had were, I believe you said, primarily in response to the

military action getting closer to Benghazi?

A Well, I only recall that we had one EAC, one formal EAC,

and that was actually in response to those three incidents with

explosives.

Q Okay.

A And, you know, we would just kind of discuss less formally

some of these other activities.

Q Did you ever recommend to the Envoy that you leave Libya?

A No.
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Q Did you ever request additional security personnel or

security equipment in response to either the military action or these

three incidents?

A No, I didn't. It's kind of hard to get the right number

on the ground. You know, you don't want to have too many; you know,

then your profile raises. Plus, we didn't have but four vehicles, so

we didn't want to have more people there than we had capacity to

evacuate. So those all played a part in, you know, the numbers.

Q Did there ever come a time when you packed up from the

Tibesti Hotel and got ready to move back to the ferry?

A I think there was one time when we did pack up and we were

getting ready to move. And I think, if I recall, it had to do with

Qadhafi forces moving.

Q Okay. All right.

Ms. Jackson. I see that we are coming within about 40 seconds

of my first hour being up, so I'm going to take this as an opportunity

to stop my questioning. Thank you.

Would you care for, like, a 5-minute break as we reconfigure

and --

Mr. Sure.

Ms. Jackson. -- perhaps get you some water, coffee, or whatever

you might need?

Mr. Thank you.

Ms. Jackson. All right.

Mr. Thank you.
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Mr. Davis. We can go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mrs. Brooks. Thank you.

Starting back.

And just for the record, I'm Susan Brooks from Indiana with just

some follow-on questions to Sharon's questions.

When you initially received this assignment, did you have an

option to opt out of it?

Mr. I guess I could have told my supervisor I didn't want

to go. Sure. DS isn't that formalized where, you know, we don't have

good communications amongst ourselves, so, sure.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Did anybody else besides and the Envoy -- well, did anybody

else besides have language skills, communication skills to

communicate with the folks in Benghazi?

Mr. No. and the Envoy were both very fluent, but

that's all.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. So no one else on the detail did.

Mr. Right.

Mrs. Brooks. You talked about that you had diplomatic passports

that were checked when you arrived. When you deal with a transitional

government like you were dealing with this government, what type of

status do you have, or did you have?

Mr. You know, I just don't recall. I mean, to the team,

it really wasn't that important to us.
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Mrs. Brooks. Have you gone into other countries on other

assignments with transitional governments similar to this --

Mr. No.

Mrs. Brooks. -- situation? So this was your first time really

going into a country where there was a true transitional government

you were dealing with.

Mr. Correct.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Have you ever gone into any other countries in your career where

you didn't have any formal written plan or you didn't really know what

you were going into? As it seems you've indicated you went in without

any formal written ops plan. You didn't know what you were going into

exactly, how you were going to set up and how it was going to work.

Have you done that in any other country?

Mr. I traveled a lot with the Secretary of State, and,

normally, you know, you send advance agents out, and they have time

to do written plans, but there's times when there isn't enough time

to actually write something down, so you just don't. You brief people,

and you go off the briefings.

Mrs. Brooks. And maybe I just should clarify. Beyond even a

written plan, it seems that it was very unclear to you what was going

to happen when you landed. You didn't know where you were going to

be staying, you didn't really have a game plan. Is that correct?

Mr. Right. We were basically going to take one day at

a time.
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Mrs. Brooks. Okay. Have you done that before in your career,

in any other location like that?

Mr. To a certain extent, you know, maybe when I was in

or , we would have an assignment to go somewhere and,

you know, we would send somebody out or people out ahead of time and

take a look and make adjustments as they developed.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. But, in this case, you were the people being

sent out ahead of time; is that --

Mr. Right.

Mrs. Brooks. -- right?

Mr. Right.

Mrs. Brooks. There hadn't been anybody that had been there

before you to think about -- or to advise you on the status of Benghazi.

Mr. Mr. Stevens, he had contacts with a number of people

that were on the ground there from -- I had mentioned earlier -- Egypt,

Italy --

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. -- a couple others that he -- the Cana- -- or not

the Canadians -- the British, you know, that he had gotten information

from what was happening on the ground.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

And on the February 17th, you mentioned they offered to assist,

and then through further questioning you talked about they were

recommended to you by the transitional government.

What did February 17th offer to do? What was it that you believed
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they were going to provide you?

Mr. Well, just some security, some extra security around

the hotel.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. You know, that if they would give us good security

around the hotel, that's the best we could ask for --

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. -- from them.

Mrs. Brooks. So you didn't ask them to do any advance work before

you and the Envoy traveled outside of the hotel. It was really just

for security around the hotel.

Mr. Correct.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. There was one time we used a vehicle, and I can't

remember who provided it, and the -- if I recollect it, we were going

to meet a military general, and that person led us to where he was at.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. But other than that, all our other moves were

independent, we did it ourselves.

Mrs. Brooks. How did you communicate with them?

Mr. Well, we had We would use him.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

When the Envoy and would communicate with people, whether

it's February 17th or whether it was, you know, the people in the hotel

and all the various folks you talked about, did the Envoy share with
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you what they were saying?

Mr. Not usually. You know -- and, normally, I didn't

interject. If he was sitting somewhere, you know, I really didn't want

to get involved with what he was discussing, because I needed to watch

what was going on around. So, no, mostly not.

Mrs. Brooks. On the team, what was your specific assignment?

Mr. I was the team leader or the agent in charge. And

the unit I was out of, Dignitary Protection, that's what we did. We

were mid-level supervisors that lead protective details.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. And so it was really protective detail of

Chris Stevens.

Mr. Correct.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

That's actually all the follow-on I have. Thank you.

Mr. Westmoreland. Thank you.

I'm the only attorney not in the room, so I'm not going to be as

organized as they are.

When you all got to the hotel -- and I'm assuming that that was

something you all located after you got to Benghazi. Is that correct?

Mr. Correct.

Mr. Westmoreland. And how far was that away from the ship?

Mr. Probably a mile and a half. We could see the ship.

We actually had a good view of the ship from where we were at.

Mr. Westmoreland. Did you have any type -- did you all name your

location anything, like a temporary facility or any other type name
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that you would have called where you were at?

Mr. Well, when we were on the radio, we had call signs.

You know, everybody had a call sign. And I'm sure we had a call sign

for the command post, but I just -- I don't recollect what it was.

Mr. Westmoreland. And you mentioned that you all were trying to

keep up with the Qadhafi troop movement. And did you all feel like

that the rebels gave you any type of protection, or were you all

watching -- I'm assuming the 17th February was part of the rebel group.

Is that correct?

Mr. That's correct.

Mr. Westmoreland. And so were you all watching what they were

doing, too?

Mr. Well, we were watching what everyone was doing, but

we had limited resources. Like, we weren't going to actually go out

and try to monitor events that were taking place. Basically, we had

enough people to secure the Envoy, but we didn't have assets to go out

and do that type of thing. We did go out and do some surveys for our

evacuation, but we didn't actually go out to look at any events, except

in one instance.

Mr. Westmoreland. So the weaponry that you all -- or equipment

you took in was adequate for the number of people you had at the location

you had. But I'm assuming, at some point, if there was a new facility

that the Ambassador was going to move into, then that would have been

looked at as to what it would take to adequately make sure that they

could defend that position.

933



52

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. Standard practice for the State Department is to

examine that. Sure. But I wasn't there at that point. But --

Mr. Westmoreland. Yes.

Mr. -- I just know from my experience that that would

be looked at.

Mr. Westmoreland. The other thing -- I know that there are some

agencies in the government that provide certain intelligence to the

State Department -- the DOD, CIA, and others -- as far as maybe locating

bad guys. Did you ever take advantage of any service like that while

you were in Benghazi to let you know where some of these known bad guys

may have been?

Mr. Evers. If you can answer in this setting.

Mr. I don't think I can answer in this setting.

Mr. Westmoreland. That's all I've got.

Mrs. Brooks. I have one follow-on to Congressman Westmoreland's

question.

You just mentioned that you didn't go out and check out incidents

happening beyond what your purview was, you said, except for one

instance. What was that?

Mr. John McCain made a visit to Benghazi, so --

Mrs. Brooks. During the time you were there?

Mr. During my time. So we went to three locations that

he wanted to see, and that was outside the scope of what we were doing

for Mr. Stevens. You know, these were specific things that Senator
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McCain wanted to look at.

Mrs. Brooks. And did Mr. Stevens go with Senator McCain?

Mr. Yes.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. And are you able to share where Senator

McCain went --

Mr. Sure.

Mrs. Brooks. -- in this setting?

Mr. Sure.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. I mean, the press were there, too, so --

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. Okay. Where did --

Mr. He went to that Freedom Square --

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. -- which was a big rally point for the rebels and

everybody that was involved. And as the day would grow, so would that

venue, with a lot of people and that type of thing.

Mrs. Brooks. All right.

Mr. I'll just mention that that was a problematic venue.

The way around that was we went -- as soon as Senator McCain arrived

in the morning, we took him there, when there were a lot less people.

Mrs. Brooks. Uh-huh.

Mr. Much.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. The numbers were much lower at that point.

And he also checked out a military base, if you want to call it
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a military base. At some point it was a military base. But there were

a few troops there, and he looked at them. And they had a couple empty

buildings, for the most part.

And then we went to a hospital where some aid workers had been

shelled.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. They weren't shelled at the hospital, but they were

taken there from Misrata.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Did he have any interaction with February 17th that day?

Mr. I can't speak to whether he did or not. I don't

recall.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Okay. I don't have anything further.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Kenny. The time is 12:05.

And, Mr. just on behalf of the select committee minority

staff, I want to thank you again for being here and thank you for your

service to our country in the Diplomatic Corps.

I just want to take a moment to reintroduce myself. My name is

Peter Kenny. I'm with the minority staff. I'm joined here by my

colleagues, as well. This is Heather Sawyer, who's our chief counsel.

We understand that appearing before Congress can be a daunting

experience, so we want to assure you that we'll work with you to make
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this process, along with our Republican counterparts, just as simple

and as straightforward as possible.

And, just again, thank you for being here.

Mr. Thank you.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. KENNY:

Q There was a discussion in the last hour about your arrival

and the circumstances of your arrival into Benghazi aboard the Greek

container ship. Do you recall that discussion?

A Yes.

Q Okay. I'd like to just maybe take a little step back here,

and we'll go ahead and introduce Exhibit 1.

[ Exhibit No. 1

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is a copy of an article entitled "Mission to a

Revolution." It's authored by Diplomatic Security Special Agent

. It appeared in the December of 2011 issue of the State

Department magazine called "State." And this is an article -- it

describes the efforts of various Diplomatic Security agents in Benghazi

to support then-Special Envoy Chris Stevens' mission to Libya in 2011.

I'd just like to first ask, you're familiar with this article?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And you've read this article before?

A Yes.
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Q Okay.

So I'm going to refer to, just to give you a bit of a roadmap here,

refer to a bit of the passages here. So I'm going to do my best to

steer you. I understand and apologize in advance, the font is a little

small, so I'm going to do my best to guide you to where I'm referring

to.

So I'd first like to ask you -- and this is on page 20, and it's

in the sixth paragraph down. There's reference to this phrase,

"expeditionary diplomacy." And you see it again towards the end of

the article, so I think it appears in this article at least two times.

And I'll just give you a moment.

A Okay.

Q I'd just like to begin our discussion by asking you what

this phrase means to you, what the phrase "expeditionary diplomacy"

means to you.

A Oh.

Mr. Evers. Of course, if it means anything to you.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q If it -- and I guess we could lead into, also, just the role

that the Bureau of Diplomatic Security plays, you know, either

presently or in the past during your time, in supporting this concept,

this term.

A Just a security function is what we're doing, you know, for

the Envoy, for him to conduct diplomacy.

Q Okay. So this term doesn't have any specific or particular
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meaning to you outside of what you ordinarily would do in a protective

function; is that right?

A No. I mean, I've never -- other than in this article, I've

not seen that in my career, where something was mentioned with that

word.

Q Okay. That's very helpful. Thank you.

And, again, you mentioned in the last hour your role. I believe

the title you were given was agent in charge,

And I was just wondering if maybe you could flesh out a little

bit more what that meant. You mentioned that that had a specific

meaning in the protective-detail world, and maybe you could just help

us understand what that meant in this particular mission.

A Okay.

As the agent in charge, I would have direct communication with

the Envoy and, you know, discuss security matters with him. That's

not to say that, you know, since this group was together for a period

of time, that other people on the team didn't talk to the Envoy, which,

you know, everyone did, but that was my responsibility, to bring to

his attention any issues that I saw and also to lead the team.

Now, I had a shift leader, and he was involved in a lot of the

tactics. You know, he would work with the agents on how we were going

to make a movement, and then we would review it. He would bring the

plan to me, and we would review what he wanted to do. And, you know,

we would adjust it or go with the plan that he brought forward.
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Q So it sounds like there was some sort of division of labor

on the team, and people brought different skills to the table. Is

that --

A Yes.

Q -- fair to say? Okay.

Is it also fair to say, then, that you were the principal security

advisor to the Special Envoy?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

We had a brief discussion in the last hour about your

understanding of the purpose of the mission. And I was hoping we could

walk through the article, touching on a few of those items and just

ask a few questions. And I'll help direct you to where we are.

So, on page 20, the first page with text in the article -- and

so this is three paragraphs in, and I'll go ahead and read. This

paragraph reads, quote, "The team's mission was to establish a U.S.

diplomatic outpost in Benghazi, the cradle of the revolution and a

stronghold of the forces that were pressing to end the Qadhafi regime

after the dictator's 41 years in power," close quote.

This article refers to Benghazi as the "cradle of the revolution."

I would just like to understand your sense of what the importance of

Benghazi was to the anti-Qadhafi uprising.

A It was definitely the cradle of the revolution. And, you

know, the people would rally. In the evenings, they would have a

procession on the main street, which was where we were located, down
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to the Freedom Square on a daily basis.

Q Okay. Did you have any other sense of the importance of

just the city of Benghazi, what it meant to Libya more generally?

A Just a very general sense, you know, that it was important.

That's all.

Q Okay.

At the time of your mission, there seemed to be some concerns that

Qadhafi posed a grave threat to his own people. If we flip forward

here to page 23, and three paragraphs in on the left-most column, the

second sentence begins, quote, "Only 2 weeks before the team arrived,

a threatened massacre of Benghazi's 750,000 residents was thwarted by

NATO-led Operation Odyssey Dawn, the decisive air bombardment that

routed Qadhafi's forces," close quote.

As you know, the United States, along with the United Kingdom,

France, and some other partners, participated in the joint NATO

mission.

Mr. , you were on the ground at that time. Did you get a

sense of how the people in Benghazi felt about Qadhafi? Were they

afraid that his forces might be turned against them, his own people?

A You know, I didn't speak Arabic, so I didn't have a lot of

interaction with the people. You know, it was secondhand through the

Envoy or through .

Q Okay. But secondhand you would hear these sorts of things,

that the residents of Benghazi were concerned about their safety --

A Sure.
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Q -- due to Qadhafi?

A Sure.

Q Okay. That's helpful.

So, to the extent that you know, did Chris Stevens, Special Envoy

Stevens, did he personally share with you his concern that the residents

of Benghazi were somehow placed in grave peril due to Qadhafi and his

forces?

A I don't recollect that we had that conversation.

Q Okay.

Flipping back now to page 20 -- and I appreciate your patience

here. So, in the fourth paragraph on the right-most column -- and this

is again continuing to describe the purpose of the mission as it evolved

over time. But the sentence reads, quote, "They also facilitated the

delivery of nonlethal military assistance to the TNC for the protection

of civilians and civilian-populated areas," close quote.

Just to the extent that you have an awareness of this or you have

knowledge of this, do you know what "nonlethal assistance," what that

means, what that meant here?

A Well, I mean, I know what that means. If you were going

to give people ballistic vests, that would be a -- that would fit that

category, or food.

Q Okay.

A Or vehicles or something.

Q Okay. But you have no specific awareness of what

assistance was provided, what nonlethal assistance was provided?

942



61

A No. No. Oh, no.

Q Okay.

Again, we're still on page 20 here. About four paragraphs in on

the left-most column, there's a quote from Special Envoy Stevens that

I'd like to read into the record. It reads, quote, "My mandate was

to go out and meet as many members of the leadership as I could in the

Transitional National Council," close quote.

And if you scroll farther down the page into the right-most

column, the second paragraph down, the sentence begins, "Special Envoy

Stevens and Political Officer spent their days and nights building

up the U.S. Government's first on-the-ground contacts with the

Transitional National Council, as well as with members of the emerging

civil society and newly freed news media," close quote.

I know there was a discussion in the last hour that Special Envoy

Stevens had met with, in your opinion, many people.

A That's true. I mean, this paragraph's true, sure. He met

with --

Q Okay.

A -- you know, people in education. He met with a lot of

different people. He met with people that had come back to Libya after

being outside of Libya because of Qadhafi. You know, a lot of young

people came back to try to help the cause.

Q Okay. Was he able --

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MR. KENNY:

943



62

Q Was he able, to your knowledge, to meet with many members

of the opposition leadership specifically?

A He did. He did.

Q Okay. And you know that because you were responsible for

his security and may have --

A Right. Right.

Q Okay.

Can you just characterize for us generally how busy this period

was, in terms of the numbers of meetings that the Special Envoy was

having?

A Normally we didn't have more than two or three meetings

outside of the venue, but he could hold numerous meetings, you know,

almost all day, in the venue.

Q Okay.

A So it was a busy time. No day went by where he wasn't

meeting with somebody.

Q Okay. Did it seem, in your opinion, that he was able, then,

to meet the mandate as he laid out here, just to meet with as many people

as possible?

A Sure.

Q Did you get the sense in your dealings with the Special Envoy

that he had strong feelings about this particular mission?

A Sure.

Q Did he ever share those feelings with you?

A I don't recall him sharing that with me, but you could see,
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with his actions, how dedicated he was to the mission and how much he

cared about the Libyan people.

Q Okay.

Now returning to the article, four paragraphs down on the

right-hand column, the article further describes that another part of

the U.S. mission was to launch, quote, "the U.S. Government's

cooperative program with the Council to collect dangerous weapons, such

as shoulder-fired anti-aircraft missiles," close quote.

Was this a program that you were aware of during your time in

Benghazi?

A That's not a program I was aware of.

Q Okay.

And when it says here "shoulder-fired anti-aircraft missiles,"

would you interpret that to mean MANPADS?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. I don't know.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay.

As a trained Federal law enforcement officer, did you see any

value to having some sort of a collection program like that to collect

weapons that may have been flowing --

Mr. Evers. Do you mean in general in Benghazi, even though he

wasn't part of it?

Mr. Kenny. Yes.

Mr. I wasn't aware of any operations to that point taking
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place. So it would all be just speculation on my part.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay. No, that's helpful.

There have been allegations that, in addition to a program such

as this that collected weapons, the United States was also engaged in

the unlawful transfer of weapons to other countries, including Syria.

Did you see any evidence of this happening during your time --

A No.

Q -- in Benghazi? Okay.

Again, I apologize for flipping around here, but on page 20,

left-hand column, fourth paragraph down -- or fifth paragraph down,

the article states, quote, "Stevens said the Libyans were genuinely

grateful to the United States for supporting their aspirations for

freedom, as demonstrated by the greeting the team received. The

Libyans had hoisted British, French, Qatari, and American flags at

Freedom Square, the vast open area in front of the Benghazi courthouse,"

close quote.

A That's true.

Q Is that something you witnessed, as well, or were aware of?

A Correct. Right. They had a procession that would come by

the hotel on a daily basis, because we were along a main avenue, and

it was down the street from Freedom Square. So, in the procession,

people would have those flags when they came by.

Q To include American flags?

A Right.
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And we would never go down to the square when the people were down

there gathering. We only went down, like, a couple times, just to

prepare for John McCain's visit, during earlier hours when there

weren't as many people down there. Because these processions also had

a lot of weapons with them in the procession.

Q Did you interpret that this procession that carried the

American flag, that it was meant to at least show some support for

American support --

A Sure.

Q -- of them? Okay.

At the end of the article, which is page 23, the author -- who

is, again, DS Special Agent -- states that the team was

very proud based on the role and the mission in Benghazi. And I'd just

like to ask if, you know, you shared this sense of pride and

accomplishment in your work there.

A I think we were all proud that, you know, we had been

selected to be part of that mission and, you know, we had protected

him during our time there.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q If you could pardon my intrusion, I just wanted to ask a

quick question. I think Peter had finished up with his questions on

the article. But I noticed, as he was walking you through it, that

there's a picture, I think about the fourth page in -- fifth page in.

There's a nice picture --

A Oh, sure.
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Q -- on this page.

A Uh-huh.

Q And up in the right-hand corner, it says, "Rebel fighters

and residents of Benghazi celebrate in the city's main square." Do

you see that?

A Yes.

Q You've talked to us a little bit about something you call

"Freedom Square." Is that Freedom Square or what you understood to

be Freedom Square?

A What I understood to be.

Q And this picture, I have no idea when it was taken, but it

shows a gentleman with a young boy on his shoulders waving a flag, and

there's a number of people in the background.

And you just moments ago spoke about parades and processions that

would occur in that square. Would that be the kind of crowd that you

would sometimes see in Freedom Square?

A I never saw a crowd this large in Freedom Square because

we wouldn't go to Freedom Square when there was a large amount of people

there. But I would see this amount of people in the procession that

was going to Freedom Square.

Q And so you guys, as part of your role and job of assessing

the ongoing security environment, you would certainly assess something

like when you saw groups and crowds amassing, and you would react, I

guess is the right word, accordingly and advise the Ambassador on that?

A The Envoy?
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Q Yes. I'm sorry.

A We --

Q My apologies.

A I mean, we would look closely at each day when they came

by, because it was a concern, because they did have weapons and they

were, for the most part, an undisciplined group. It wasn't like a

military unit that was making a procession; it was a hodgepodge of

freedom fighters and just residents.

Q So is it fair to say -- you talked a little bit about the

one time you did go with the Envoy and Senator McCain to Freedom Square.

Is it fair to say that, given your druthers as a security professional,

you would have avoided going to Freedom Square?

A Sure.

Q But you understood the request to go there to be the request

of Senator McCain?

A Correct.

Q And you were willing to do everything in your power to make

sure he was safe in doing that?

A I felt safe that we could go there early and accomplish it.

And Mr. Stevens felt so also. We wouldn't have went in the afternoon,

but we felt safe we could make that happen for Senator McCain.

Q And you felt -- and I think you've said this a little

bit -- that the Special Envoy was certainly flexible and took your

recommendations on security?

A Yes.
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Q And did you feel he had an awareness of the security

situation in Benghazi at the time?

A Yes and no. I mean, it's a big city, and there's a lot

happening. It's a tough environment to get your arms around. You

know, even as many people as he spoke to, that wasn't easy. And it's

hard to vet what people tell you, also.

Q Right. And was he sensitive to the security challenges

that were posed in that environment?

A Sure.

Q You know, before I leave you and return to Peter, I just

wanted to very briefly talk with you a little bit about another document

we're going to mark as an exhibit. But before I do so, I'd just like

to very briefly share this with the counsel from State.

It is part of a production that was made to us. It does not bear

a classification marking. In fact, it says, "No classification

marked." But just so that you can take a look and see if there's

anything that immediately flags your attention, I'd appreciate it.

Mr. Evers. Thank you.

I'm fine proceeding with this.

Ms. Sawyer. Okay.

We're going to mark this Deposition Exhibit 2.

[ Exhibit No. 2

Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:
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Q And I'm going to let you take a quick look at it, and then

I'll ask you a couple questions and then turn it back over to Peter.

Have you had a --

A Okay.

Q -- chance to take a quick look?

A Sure.

Q Had you ever seen that --

A Yes.

Q -- exhibit before? Can you explain to me what it is?

A These temporary duty assignments, in order for the agents

sometimes to get credit for it in their evaluations -- it was very

generous of the Special Envoy to write this, but he was trying to give

everyone credit for that assignment, in hopes that it would help them.

Q And the subject line, I'm just going to read it for you.

It says, "Subject: Kudos for DS Protective Detail -- U.S. Rep Office

Benghazi." And up at the top, it bears a date, Wednesday, June 1, 2011.

So was that near the end of your time in Benghazi?

A I'd already left Benghazi by that time.

Q And it mentions you very particularly in that first

paragraph. And I'm just going to go ahead and read the paragraph, if

you'll bear with me.

A Sure.

Q It says, "As the first DS Protective Detail team in Benghazi

prepares to rotate back to Washington, I wanted to tell you about the

outstanding work these eight agents did on this historic mission. Very
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ably led by Agent in Charge , the team successfully 'created

the environment that enabled diplomacy' in uniquely challenging

circumstances."

So it specifically mentions you as very ably leading. And I know

sometimes it's hard to talk about oneself, and you seem to be certainly

very humble. But, clearly, the Ambassador believed you did an

incredible job in what he described as uniquely challenging

circumstances.

Did you feel the same way, that you were able to do a job that

enabled to create an environment where the diplomatic mission could

be carried out?

A I felt that the entire team did, and not to speak of myself

but to speak of my office, the dignitary protection office. Diplomatic

Security could have sent a tactical team in, but they wanted a team

that would enhance Mr. Stevens' ability to have diplomacy, and

sometimes that's not as readily available if you have a large tactical

team around you.

So the people that were assigned and the experience with my

office, that's why we were selected, rather than having a more

qualified -- because they are more qualified -- a tactical team in order

to fight. If you were going to go there to fight, you would have more

of a tactical team, more mobile support team.

Q And just to translate that into layman's terms for someone

like myself, when you talk about a tactical team, you mean a team or

individuals who have a visible, outward kind of military presence? Is
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that --

A More. More so. I mean, our team had that to a certain

extent, but a tactical team would have more of a presence like that,

more of a -- most of the team wore body armor, but on a tactical team

everybody's going to wear body armor and helmets, and we didn't wear

helmets on an everyday basis.

Q And you feel that your team was selected very strategically

in order to help accomplish the diplomatic mission? That you weren't

a tactical team, as you said, but that you were --

A I was told by my supervisor that they wanted a team billed

out of our office rather than -- dignitary protection, rather than an

other-type team.

Q And Ambassador Stevens was obviously quite pleased with how

you all were able to then create a safe environment for him to conduct

diplomacy. Did you feel the same, that you were able to do that, that

you had the resources you needed?

A It's tough to say. I mean, we were restricted by a lot of

factors -- vehicles, support on the ground. But I felt we had adequate

support there and nearby.

Q Okay.

And down a little further in this letter, he talks about some of

the specific things. And I'm just going to direct you to the fourth

paragraph. He says, "In the succeeding weeks, the team has not only

provided highly professional protection for me and my staff as we

attended meetings in a city none of us knew well; they have also taken
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on a number of other roles that have enhanced our overall security and

effectiveness as a mission."

And then he goes into a few of the highlights, and I'd just like

to review some of those with you. He notes as number one, "Established

excellent working relations with host-country and foreign mission

security officers, resulting in exchange of information on security

developments as well as cooperation to counter potential threats."

So I think you spoke a little bit about that earlier and that he,

in particular, the Special Envoy, really did try to speak to anyone

that he could. So did you kind of share his sense that you guys had

been able to create an environment that allowed him to do that?

A Yes.

Q And then, in terms of the second one -- and you talked, in

particular, a little bit in more detail about this with regard to

Senator McCain's visit, certainly. But it says, "Conducted thorough

site surveys for all of our meeting locations."

So, obviously, the Ambassador was quite pleased with that, but

did you feel that you all were able to do that in order to allow him

and, I guess, Mr. to get out and meet with the folks they needed

to meet with?

A Sure. We did.

Q Okay.

And he mentions a number of other things. I won't go through them

for you, but if you could just take a look at them for me. And if there's

any in particular that you felt, you know, we should know about that
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are noteworthy from your perspective, having been there as the agent

in charge, if you could let us know, that would be great.

He specifically mentions this last one, actually, that you

"smoothly handled all the security arrangements for codel McCain, the

first codel to visit Libya since the revolution began in February."

So we've talked a bit about that, but obviously he was quite

pleased with what you guys had done to make that trip possible.

A There was a lot of coverage at the time of his trip. So,

you know, I think Mr. Stevens was happy with what had transpired.

Q And did you get a sense from -- I don't know how close in

contact you were to Senator McCain himself, but did you get a sense

from him as to whether he was pleased with the trip?

A He thanked the Envoy and he thanked the team when he left,

so I thought he was pleased.

Q And did you get any sense about his feeling about the U.S.

mission there? Was he happy that the U.S. was there supporting the

revolution?

A I don't know.

Q Okay.

A I can't speculate how he felt.

Q Fair enough.

Ms. Sawyer. I don't think I had more on this.
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q I think before moving on, I just wanted to ask a few followup

questions based on our last hour.

We had a discussion of the communications capabilities back with

Washington during your tour in Benghazi, and I just wanted to follow

up and ask who it was within the Bureau of Diplomatic Security that

you were communicating with as the agent in charge of this mission?

A I communicated back to my boss that was in charge of the

Dignitary Protection Office, , and also his boss that was

in charge of all of the protection for Diplomatic Security,

, and that was on a daily basis.

Q And when you referred to having calls perhaps twice a day

with Diplomatic Security, it would be primarily those two individuals?

A It was those two individuals, yeah.

Q Okay. That's helpful.

There was also a brief discussion about written operational

plans, and I had in my notes that you'd mentioned that there were times

when there was simply no time to write those things down so you would

brief people. And I just wanted to establish that you did in fact brief

people in the case of Benghazi in the absence of these written plans.

A Sure. We -- I mean, when the -- a lot of it was the agents

briefing me. You know, they would go out and do an advance, and they
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would come back, and the shift leader and myself, we would talk about

what we were going to do then.

Now, that's just in the past I've worked a lot of security details,

especially for the Secretary of State, where almost everything is

written and it's reviewed. I've always felt -- and it's my own

personal experience -- that I would rather make sure that people have

a better understanding of what's happening and we talk about it a little

bit more than looking at documents all the time. Plus, we didn't have

the equipment there to type up a lot of documents.

Q Okay.

A Nor did we want to have that type of paperwork laying around.

Q And were you able to discuss these things freely with your

team? Were the communications good?

A Sure.

Q Okay. Okay. So I think we'd like to move on at this point

while we still have a few minutes and fast forward.

I believe you may have mentioned earlier, but we'll just ask

again, what time -- or when did you leave the State Department?

A June 3, 2011.

Q Okay. So, fast forward, just and have a discussion about

the Accountability Review Board, when did you become aware or first

become aware that there was an Accountability Review Board that would

be convened in response to the Benghazi attacks?

A I don't remember the date, but probably when it was

announced in the press. I mean, I try to stay current with the news,
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so I'm sure I saw it.

Q And did you have an understanding to what the purpose of

this ARB was, what they were --

A Sure.

Q -- to investigate?

A I mean, we learn about that even when we're new agents in

training that, you know, what an Accountability Review Board is.

Q Okay. And what was your understanding?

A That to look and see if there's better practices that can

be established to enhance security.

Q Okay. And did you understand that the ARB would be

interested in talking to people that would help them better understand

what potential best practices there may be?

A Sure.

Q Okay. And what gave you that impression?

A That's what ARBs do. They talk to people to --

Q Sure. Did you feel that you had information that would have

been particularly useful for the ARB?

A I understood that they were focused on the attack at the

facility, and I didn't have any knowledge of that.

Q Okay. So you didn't provide any information to the ARB?

A No. No.

Q Okay. And just to be clear, you didn't provide that

information because you thought that, given the time when you served

in Libya, you didn't have information that related directly to the
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circumstances of the attack. Is that accurate?

Mr. Evers. I'm sorry. I don't know if you asked the question

whether he was still at the Department when the ARB was stood up.

Mr. Kenny. I think he established it.

Mr. Evers. Okay.

Mr. I had left.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q June of 2011.

A Yeah, I had left. Yeah. I don't know how to answer that.

I wasn't there at -- during that time period. So --

Q Sure. But you didn't feel the need to reach out to the ARB,

for instance, to provide information?

A I always thought if they wanted to talk to me, they'd call

me.

Q That's fair.

Were you ever asked or ordered not to provide information to the

ARB?

A No. I had no -- I had no interaction at all with the ARB,

no.

Q Okay. Were you ever asked or ordered to conceal or destroy

information from the ARB?

A No.

Q Were you ever asked to participate in a document review

session related to the attacks?

A No.
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Q Have you had the opportunity to read the ARB's final

report --

A No.

Q -- that came out in December?

A No.

Q No. Okay. Are you generally familiar with some of the

recommendations that it made?

A I don't recall them at the moment, you know.

Q Okay. That's -- okay. Well, maybe we can just take a

quick opportunity to ask you, since you mentioned that you thought

they'd reach out, if you'd be willing to share what you would consider

to be best practices. So I don't know if there's anything you would

like to share with us that you think the Department should consider

or explore in order to improve Diplomatic Security.

Mr. Evers. In connection with the attacks in Benghazi?

Mr. Kenny. In connection with security at diplomatic posts

abroad.

Mr. Evers. Any post?

Ms. Sawyer. Yeah, I would say limited, really, to your time in

Benghazi. That's, you know, the -- Congress in general is very

interested in doing that. This committee is -- you know, our mandate

is to kind of just explore the before, during, and after of Benghazi.

So, really, anything that you think would help our Members. They're

very interested in just making sure that lessons learned carry forward.

So what you might have in relation to that.
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Mr. I hadn't really thought that through. So I'm a

little reluctant to make any kind of recommendations, and I'm a

mid-level manager also. I'm not upper-level management that would be

involved with that type of response.

Ms. Sawyer. Well, obviously, based on the commendation that you

received, you are a fine mid-level manager, as you described it.

So I think what we'd like to do at this point -- we have just

a -- probably a few more questions, but we would like to certainly

figure out how much more you guys have, the majority --

Mr. Davis. We have an hour.

Ms. Sawyer. You have another hour. So should we break and allow

you guys some time for lunch, come back. They can proceed. We just

have, I think, a few more questions that we'll wrap at the end with

and then -- does that make sense? Okay.

Mr. Kenny. We can go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Davis. Go back on the record.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So I want to backtrack a little bit to the first hour of

questioning that Sharon had for you and just go over some things again.

So you stated that you understood the Benghazi mission to be a

60-day TDY. Is that right?

A Sixty days for the agents, yes.

Q For the agents.

And you were in Benghazi for not more than 45 days?
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A Right.

Q Okay. So were you told up front that it would definitely

be 60 days, or it had the possibility of being 60 days?

A Just a possibility. I mean, it was unclear. It could have

been 3 days, you know. We were -- when we arrived there, we didn't

know how long we were going to stay. If conditions, you know,

were -- got bad, we were going to leave.

Q So, to the extent you can remember, what would have been

the contributing factors that would have led to your early dismissal

out of Benghazi?

A Well, obviously, if we would have had threats directed at

us or even threats that were directed at Benghazi from Qadhafi's people;

you know, if they would have -- if the forces would have been moving

further east than they were, then we would have -- we would have left.

Q So you were stationed in Rome for a period of how long before

you ultimately went to Benghazi?

A A little bit over 2 weeks.

Q And you were there with the Special Envoy?

A Yes.

Q And the rest of your team was in Valletta?

A Yes. They didn't all arrive exactly the same time, but

that's where they all ended up. I think there were a few that got there

a little bit earlier and then the -- more people came in.

Q So when did you find out that you would be going to Benghazi?

Who told you that you would be going to Benghazi, as opposed to being
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stationed in Rome? You got the signal to go in.

A Mr. Stevens, you know. You know, because we would meet

daily. I mean, we -- we spent a lot of time together in Rome.

Q Okay. So it was Envoy Stevens who said that you were going

to go, and you had checked with your boss, ?

A Right. I had talked daily with him too.

Q Okay. Did you have any indication from Mr. that you

were about ready to go into Benghazi before Envoy Stevens told you?

A I don't remember the timeline with -- if it came ahead of

time from or if it was Mr. Stevens.

Q Okay. And was there a precipitating event that allowed

your entrance into Benghazi? Was the security situation better than

it had been during your 2 weeks in Rome?

A I don't know if that was so much of the delay or it was just

getting the resources in place. The -- I don't know -- you know, the

resources in place was an issue all along because we had to get armored

vehicles to Malta. They had -- they didn't always have an idea that,

Hey, we're going to get a Greek freighter and we're going to go in there.

All these things developed.

Q And the Greek freighter came about during your 2 weeks in

Rome?

A I'm not sure.

Q Okay. Who would -- who was in charge of --

A That was all being done back in Washington.

Q Okay.
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A You know, that --

Q So it wasn't you and it wasn't Mr. or any members of

your team?

A No. Definitely not. No.

Q Okay.

Mr. Davis. So I'm going to introduce a document, document 3.

[ Exhibit No. 3

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Give you a minute to read it.

A So, on April 8, we were in Malta getting ready to go.

Q I think you said earlier --

A Oh, I'm sorry. No, I'm sorry. We're not.

Q Yeah. Earlier you said it was April 5.

A Right. We were in -- we were in Benghazi at that point.

Q Right.

A I'm sorry. Yeah.

Q So you can take a minute to read it if you want. I don't

know if that's a document you are familiar with.

Mr. Kenny. Do you mind just describing the document for the

record?

Mr. Davis. Sure. This is dated April 8, 2011. It's from

, Shift Leader Benghazi, to Director DS/DP. Subject:

Decision point. It's a page and a quarter?

BY MR. DAVIS:
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Q Is this something you've seen before?

A You know, I don't remember if I saw this before. I

can't -- I can't say for certain that I saw this.

Q Okay. So I'm going to flip to page 2, and it seems as though

there are two options here, and I'll just read them out loud.

Option 1: The team continues to operate until the morning of

April 11 and departs with the Aegean Pearl. This will give the

appearance of a planned departure, allowing for the extrication of all

personnel and property in an orderly fashion. Information gained from

the party can then be used for the establishment of a, quote-unquote,

"U.S. Mission to Benghazi."

Option 2: Team remains in place for 30 days, and on or about 20

days, the USG seeks options for removal/replacement of personnel.

This method is only feasible during best-case scenario. As the last

2 days have demonstrated, the ground situation is fluid and dangerous

with no room for error. After the 11th, the untimely removal of

personnel may come at a high cost to the USG.

So this document was written from , who was on your

detail. Correct?

A Okay. You know, I -- let me recant.

I think I do remember when I saw this, and, you know, he showed

it to me. And I said, If this is what you're comfortable with sending,

go ahead and send it.

Q Okay. So was it always the plan for a member of your detail

to send something like this to Mr. a few days into the --
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A No. I mean, that wasn't the plan. You know, he felt it

necessary to do that.

Q Okay. And you approved that he would send that up?

A I didn't stop him from -- I didn't approve of this document,

but I didn't stop him from sending the document.

Q So you said Mr. felt like he needed to send this up

to Mr. for a decision point, option 1, option 2. Do you know

if Mr. took any action after receiving this document?

A I'm sure we had conversations between him and I. That's

all I can say. I don't know what happened in Washington.

Mr. Evers. I'm sorry, Carlton. Can you just clarify what type

of action you're talking about? I mean, I'm sure folks in Benghazi

took lots of actions after April 8, 2011.

Mr. Davis. I was actually referring to Mr. . If Mr.

took any action upon receiving --

Mr. Evers. Sure. I'm sorry. And I'm sure folks took a lot of

actions in D.C. as well. Are you regarding these two options or -- I'm

sorry. I'm --

Mr. Davis. Regarding these two options. Sure. Sure.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Whether Mr. selected option 1 or whether he selected

option 2 after receiving this document. Are you familiar with that?

A Well, we stayed. So --

Q Would he have been the individual that would have made the

decision to stay after this memo, or would there have been another
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individual who would have --

A I'm sure there were a lot more people involved back in

Washington than just . He didn't make the decision on his

own.

Q Okay. And who -- to the best of your knowledge, who would

those other individuals have been?

A I'm sure his boss, , who I spoke with on a daily

basis was involved, but I'm not -- I can't speak to who else was

involved.

Q Okay. So, going back to page 1 of this document, there's

some details here about possible evacuation procedures. Paragraph 2

talks about the Aegean Pearl ship. Paragraph 3 talks about the

Benghazi airport. Paragraph 4 talks about the overland route to Egypt.

Paragraph 5 talks about an emergency extraction.

When you first went into Benghazi, did you have any type of

evacuation plan if any of the tripwires were crossed?

Ms. Duval. Is that connected to this memo? I want to make that

sure he understands whether you're asking a question about this

document that he doesn't have a clear recollection of having seen or

whether you're asking a question about his recollection of what he

actually did in Benghazi. Just trying to make sure we have a clean

transcript that accurately reflects his recollection.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q When you first went to Benghazi, are you aware of any

evacuation plans that were in place in the event any tripwires were
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crossed?

A Well, I mean, obviously, we had -- the ship was there. So

we would just evacuate on the ship.

Q Okay. So this paragraph, paragraph 2 in this particular

document, talks about how the team in Benghazi has available until April

11 a means of egress, the Aegean Pearl, a Greek registered ferry, is

docked at Benghazi Harbor. Due to a contract modification, this craft

will remain in place until 10:00 a.m. local time. This craft allows

for the team to exit via sea with all team members, personnel, and

government equipment.

So the plan was that if an evacuation needed to occur, you would

have evacuated on the ship?

A Right.

Q Okay. And after April 11, do you know if the ship actually

left on April 11 or whether or not it was extended further?

A Well, we extended it to April 11 because it wasn't

originally supposed to stay until that long, but I don't have it in

my notes exactly when the ship left.

Q Okay.

A I can't recall.

Q Was there -- prior to coming to Benghazi, was there ever

any talk of evacuating via air or via land, or was it just via the ship?

A Well, initially, it was just via the ship. I don't -- we

had communications with military assets on a daily basis. So we could

have evacuated via military assets.
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Q And these military assets, is that AFRICOM, or were you in

contact with other individuals?

A There was a ship that -- a Navy ship that was out in the

sea, and we had commo with them. And it just so happened that there

was a DS agent that was on Reserve Duty as a major that was our contact

on that ship, and we had daily contact with him.

Q And he would liaison with the ship, and that was your

communications with the ship?

A Right. Initially, when he went on Active Duty, it didn't

have anything to do with us. You know, he just happened to be on that

ship, and I knew this -- this individual. So it was -- you know, we

felt comfortable that we could obviously count on them.

Q Okay. You mentioned at the end of the first hour with

Sharon that there was one time where you packed up the hotel and you

were ready to move back to the ferry due to where Qadhafi's forces were.

Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And did you pack up the hotel and move back to the ferry?

Where in that process -- how far along did you get?

A I know we packed everything up and we put it in the vehicles.

I just don't recall if we moved everything to the ship. I seem to

remember that -- seem to think that we might have actually taken the

equipment to the ship.

Q And if you took the equipment to the ship -- or even if you

didn't and you simply packed up the vehicles -- why didn't you evacuate?
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Why did you remain in Benghazi?

A We reexamined the issues, and at that time, we weren't

worried about what was happening in Benghazi. We were worried about

the forces coming forward. So they must have stopped.

Q So was that you and your agents reexamining? Or was that

somebody else reexamining and telling you to stay?

A No. We weren't directed to stay. I mean, it was a

combination, you know, of discussing with Mr. Stevens and getting the

information of where Qadhafi's forces were. I don't -- I can't say

who made that decision, but I was comfortable with staying.

Q How long would it have taken you -- or how long did it take

you to pack up the hotel and move everything into the vehicles on the

ship?

A Oh, I think we did that like in a couple hours.

Q In a couple hours?

A Yeah.

Q So what would have changed between the couple hours where

you packed up the hotel to pack the cars and move everything onto the

ship to when you get to the ship and you decided not to evacuate?

Mr. Evers. I'm sorry. Just to be clear about what he said

previously, I'm not sure he said he did go to the ship.

Mr. Davis. Correct.

Mr. Evers. And the other thing is, if you remember.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So what information did you get between the time where you
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decided to pack up the hotel, you packed up the hotel, you packed the

cars, and you may or may not have gone to the ship, within that couple

of hours' span, what new information did you get to reevaluate and

decide to stay?

Ms. Duval. If that's how it happened. I mean --

Mr. I can't recall. Like, that's 4 years ago. I just

don't have a recollection of what the -- what happened as far as, you

know, did we get more information that Qadhafi's forces were stopped.

That's more than likely, but I don't -- I don't have that recollection.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So Qadhafi's forces were your main concern, the location

of where those forces were?

A Correct.

Q And were you getting realtime updates on where those forces

were?

A We were getting updates. Yes.

Q Okay. So it's possible that within the 2 hours somebody

from the government would have called you and said the forces are in

a different location than where they were an hour or two prior?

A You know, I don't recollect that.

Q Okay. Now, the reason you packed up the hotel, was that

because a tripwire had been crossed?

A I mean, that was -- all along that was a major concern of

Qadhafi's forces.

Q Did you have any tripwires that were written down when you
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went into Benghazi?

A No.

Mr. Davis. Let me pass out another document for you. Document

4.

[ Exhibit No. 4

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q There's a brief second page?

A Oh, I saw it.

Q Oh, you saw it. Okay.

Is this a document that you've seen before?

A I don't believe so.

Q Okay. Just to describe, Peter, this is an email from

to Wednesday, May 4, 2011. It's forwarding

an email from to with the subject: Stevens

Tripwires. The cc on that second email is from . The date

is Friday, April 11, is the original email from to

.

Ms. Jackson. Friday, April 8.

Mr. Davis. I'm sorry. Friday, April 8, 2011.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So this is not something you've seen before, this email?

A I don't recollect it.

Q Do any of these tripwires, one through seven, looking at

this now, do any of those ring a bell?
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A Well, sure. I mean, obviously, if we were going to -- if

we were receiving artillery in Benghazi, if there was troop movement

towards us, if we were being targeted.

Q You say sure, but was anything actually written down went

you into Benghazi in terms of tripwires?

A I don't recall having tripwires with me that were written

down.

Q Okay. If there were any formal tripwires, would you have

known, being the agent in charge of the DS force?

Ms. Duval. He doesn't recall.

Mr. Davis. I asked if there were, if he would have been aware

of them.

Mr. That's hard to answer. I mean, they could

have -- this , he worked back in Washington. So we could have

had a conversation -- you know, my boss could have had a conversation

with me, but I just don't recall.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Mr. Davis. Okay. Is there any --

Mr. And I mean a conversation while I was on the ground.

Mr. Davis. Okay. Is it unusual for you to go into a country and

not have any written tripwires?

Mr. Evers. And he said he didn't remember if he had them or not.

Mr. Davis. Well, I'm asking if it's unusual if he would not -- if

he would have them written down.

Mr. Well, I mean, this is the only instance where I went

973



92

into a country that was -- had -- was in a war zone. So I don't have

other experience to say --

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Well, you served in as an RSO . Correct?

A Right.

Q And did you have written tripwires there?

A We had tripwires, sure.

Q But you don't recall having any written tripwires when you

went in Benghazi?

A Right.

Q Reading the email here from , it says, , here

they are: One to five were top-down driven; i.e., what we came up with

here. Six and seven came from the team.

Are you the team that he's talking about here, you and your agents?

A Right.

Mr. Evers. I'm sorry, . Do you know? Do you know whether

he's referring to --

Mr. Well, we had concerns about, you know, obviously,

shortages there and if there was a credible threat. So --

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Do you ever recall talking with other members of your team

about creating certain tripwires or about what tripwires might be?

A I remember talking about these issues. We -- not saying,

Hey, these are tripwires; if this happens, we're going to leave. But,

you know, there were -- at one point, there was a fuel shortage, you
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know, where the stations had shut down for a while, but then we got

past that. They opened back up. And we had reserve fuel anyhow that

we stored. But these were concerns all along.

Q So it says one to five were top-down driven. What does that

mean to you, top-down driven?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. I don't know. I mean --

Mr. Davis. Well, I'm asking you what it means to you, whether

or not you know what it is in this context.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Carlton, are you asking him what an email

not written by him that did not copy him --

Mr. Davis. Susanne, I'm asking what "top-down driven" means,

Susanne. It's a simple question.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. The term "top-down driven" in any context?

Mr. Davis. The term "top-down driven."

Mr. Evers. If it means something to you.

Mr. It doesn't mean anything -- anything to me.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So, out of those seven tripwires, when you packed up the

hotel that one day to go back to the ship, was it for any of these seven

reasons that you're aware of?

A What I recall is it had to do with movement by Qadhafi's

forces, and none of the other issues were a part of the decision at

the time.

Q So would that be No. 1 in this list, or would that be
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something separate from this list?

A It would be movement of his forces. I don't remember the

city, though, that -- you know.

Q Okay. So, in your other experiences as an RSO around the

world, if a tripwire was crossed, was that a -- did that usually mean

that that was a trigger for you to undertake certain action? Is that

what a tripwire is?

A Well, I mean, you would have an EAC and you would just

discuss ways to provide better security. You know, a lot of times you

go to the host government and get other assets.

Q Going back to the evacuation for a second, I know we've been

discussing about that a lot, you mentioned the evacuation plan when

you went into Benghazi was to leave on the ferry. Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And once the ferry left, was there an evacuation plan for

how you would leave Benghazi at that point?

A Well, I mean, we had a couple options. You know, we had

vehicles. So we could drive east to Egypt. You know, so that was

definitely option there. Or we could drive part way to Egypt and get

picked up by military assets.

Q And how long was the drive to Egypt, if you can recall?

A It was over 10 hours if you were to drive. You know, we

never drove it, but I know that the drive was over 10 hours. Different

terrain and everything. It's wasn't an easy trip.

Q Okay. So, correct me if I'm wrong, but it sounds as though
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you're saying when you first went to Benghazi, the evaluation plan was

to leave on the ship. Correct?

And then if the ship had left, you had the two --

Mr. Evers. Do you want to respond to the question verbally, just

for the transcriptionist?

Mr. Oh, I'm sorry. Go ahead. I'm --

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q So when you first went into Benghazi, the evacuation plan

was to leave on the ship. Correct?

A Correct.

Q And then if the ship had departed, you had two other options,

one of which was to drive over land to Egypt, and the other one was

to drive east and be picked up by military assets. Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sawyer. Can we go off the record just for a second.

Mr. Davis. Sure.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Davis. Go back on the record.

So we noticed you pulling some notes out of your pocket throughout

the course of the interview.

Mr. Correct.

Mr. Davis. I guess in an effort to help refresh your memory.

Are those notes that you took while you were in Benghazi?

Mr. Yes.
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Mr. Evers. Do you want to ask for them?

Mr. Davis. Well, we can ask for them. We can do it -- we can

do it on the record, or we can do it off the record.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q But that's something you're willing to share with us?

A Sure.

Q Those notes?

A Sure.

Q Thank you.

A I kept a log during my career, and basically, I know what

I was doing each day. It's not in detail, but at least I can say, you

know, I worked on this detail, I was in this city and -- or whatever,

or if there was a major accident, I -- a lot of times I made a note

of that.

Q Okay.

Mr. Evers. Carlton, do you mind if I ask a couple questions about

it too.

You took them for your personal use?

Mr. Yes. And there's a couple things on there like

private. I mean, not real private, but like exercise for 15 minutes

or something like that.

Ms. Jackson. And you would be embarrassed about that?

Mr. . No. But there's things on there that aren't

pertinent to you're --

Ms. Duval. And we talked about it out in the hallway, and you'll
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keep these confidential and use them for whatever probative value they

may have.

Mr. Davis. Yes, and I am going to speak for Susanne and say that

Susanne and the minority will do the same.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes. I know that he notes his mother's

birthday.

Ms. Duval. See. He's a good guy.

Ms. Jackson. Do you want to mark it as an exhibit?

Mr. Davis. No, because we're not going to discuss off of it.

Ms. Jackson. Do you want it marked in any way as part of the

record?

Mr. Evers. The transcript will reflect that we handed it over.

Ms. Jackson. Yeah. Yeah. Okay.

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Is it common in the State Department when you go to war zones

or other areas that you receive some type of additional compensation

on top of your salary?

A Yes.

Q And what is that referred to normally?

A Danger pay.

Q And when you went to Benghazi, were you told that you would

be receiving any danger pay?

A I think at the time we didn't get danger pay because

it -- sometimes the danger pay lags some. You know what I mean? It

can be a war zone. It can be -- but sometimes it's not declared. You
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know, nobody's there right now. So it's not declared a -- best I can

understand, it's not declared a danger pay location.

An example is when I went to , it wasn't a danger pay.

A little bit later, a year or two later, I think it was like a year

later, then it became a danger pay post, and the conditions didn't get

any worse a year later than they were when I was there, but the system

kind of caught up. Sometimes the system, from what I see, isn't caught

up all the time.

Q So when you first went to Benghazi, was that considered a

danger pay post?

A I don't think it was. I don't remember getting extra pay

for going to Benghazi.

Q Okay. Did you ever receive any extra pay for going to

Benghazi?

A I don't -- I think all that I received was just my per diem.

Q Did anybody from within the State Department speak with you

about your time in Benghazi or the situation surrounding your time in

Benghazi after the compound was attacked on September 11, 2012?

A No.

Q So nobody from the Department reached out to you for your

story?

A No.

Q Did you speak with anybody? Were you debriefed by anybody

regarding your time in Benghazi?

A At -- are you speaking about a couple years later -- or a
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year and half later, when the compound was -- after it was attacked,

was I debriefed?

Q That's right.

A No.

Q No. Okay. What about when you came back from Benghazi

initially in May of 2011?

A Not too much conversation in my office about it. You know,

nobody asked me to prepare a report.

Q That's not something Mr. or anybody in the office

asked you to do?

A Right.

Q And you retired how long afterwards?

A Month later.

Q Month later. Okay.

So your experience in Benghazi was not formally -- was not shared

in a formal setting either written or orally with anybody else?

A The --

Mr. Evers. Is that what you meant to say?

BY MR. DAVIS:

Q You weren't debriefed by anybody within the Department when

you came back?

A I spoke to my supervisor, but basically informally. You

know, I didn't write a report on what had happened.

Q Do you know if your supervisor took any notes during this

meeting?
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A I don't know.

Q And your supervisor at this time was who?

A

Q Okay.

A I will mention that I was called to the Director's Office,

, maybe a week or two later. And he basically thanked me

for, you know, having gone into Benghazi, but there wasn't a -- from

what I can recall, there weren't any detailed questions.

Q And aside from thanking you for going into Benghazi, did

Mr. ask you to elaborate on your experience there?

A No.

Q And, again, a year and a half later after the attack you

spoke with nobody at the Department about your time there?

A I might have spoken to some colleagues that followed after

me or just some colleagues that I know from the Department, but it wasn't

anybody in leadership. It -- just lower-level people that were at the

Department.

Q You testified earlier you did not speak to the

Accountability Review Board --

A Correct.

Q -- is that correct?

A Right.

Q Did you speak with anybody on the Independent Panel of Best

Practices?

A No.
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Q And you've never spoken to anybody at Congress before?

A No.

Q About this -- about Benghazi.

A Correct. Yeah, I didn't speak to anyone in Congress about

Benghazi.

Q When was the first time that you recall hearing Congress

was looking into what happened at Benghazi?

A I don't -- I don't recall.

Q Okay. Did anybody from the Department -- let me rephrase.

Have you ever searched for any documents or emails regarding your

time in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Okay. Has anybody ever asked you to look for any documents

or emails about your time in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Did anybody ever make you sign any type of a nondisclosure

agreement about your time in Benghazi?

A No.

Q When did you first learn that this committee wanted to speak

with you?

A Last week.

Q Were you told last week that the committee first asked to

speak with you as early as last November?

Mr. Evers. That's --

Ms. Sawyer. You know, Carlton, I think I'm going to have to
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object. I was in meetings that you were not present in. So I'm not

saying that you're misrepresenting what occurred in those meetings,

but in those meetings, that was not the clarification of the letter.

If you want to ask if a letter was sent on that date, that's fine.

Ms. Jackson. It was December.

Mr. Davis. I'm sorry. November. December -- December. I'm

sorry. December 4. I'm sorry.

Ms. Duval. And then there were clarifications later about who

the committee wanted to speak to when.

Mr. Davis. Well, Chairman Gowdy's letter asked to speak with him

as early as December 4. So, to the extent any clarifications -- it's

December. I'm sorry. December 4. Thank you.

Mr. Davis. So you first learned last week that the committee

wanted to speak with you, is my understanding.

Mr. Evers. And, is that quite right? Nudge.

Mr. I think that's right. Did -- I mean, you contacted

me. I thought it was last week.

Mr. Evers. If that's what you remember.

Mr. I never received that email from -- that you had

given me later because of the wrong address.

Ms. Duval. Right. Okay.

Mr. Evers. That's right.

Mr. There was an email that Assistant Secretary Ken

Starr's office --

Ms. Duval. Greg Starr.
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Mr. Greg Starr, came out of his office. I didn't get

it. He had the wrong email address.

Ms. Duval. Because he's no longer a current employee. So it was

hard for us to track him down. There were some hurdles in trying to

get in touch with him on behalf of the committee.

Mr. Davis. Do you know what date that email was sent?

Mr. I should have looked, but I didn't. I wasn't paying

attention to that, but I ended up getting a copy then. Austin had given

me a copy then of that -- of that letter, and it -- he -- Assistant

Secretary Starr basically said, Don't compare notes with other people

that -- and give your truthful testimony. That's what the letter was

about.

Mr. Davis. Okay. We can go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. Go back on the record. Time is 2:25.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I'd like to take a moment to just return to our conversation

we were having the last hour. Refer you back to Exhibit 3.

A Okay.

Q This is the email from to in DS/DP, and

I'd like to ask you -- understanding and acknowledging that you told

us during the last hour that you don't recall seeing this document,

aren't familiar with the contents of this document, there was a

discussion about some of the methods of extraction that the document

discussed. I know that we keyed in on one sentence in particular, in
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the second paragraph, which states that this is the only method of

extraction that is currently in place for personnel in Benghazi. And

in that paragraph, based on the context, appears to refer to the Greek

ferry that was available to April 11.

What I would like to ask you about is there is -- five photographs

in at the bottom of the page -- another statement that, at least on

the face, appears to somewhat at least be somehow inconsistent with

that statement, in the beginning, reads, Emergency extraction, the

current operational plan for extraction of personnel using military

assets would require that the majority of equipment be abandoned in

Benghazi.

And so putting this document aside and, again, without touching

on classified information, feel free to tell us if we're approaching

the line there because we certainly don't want to cross it and don't

want you to cross it either, but at least based on this document to

us, you know, looking at the date, and this is April 8, it appears that

there was some sort of emergency extraction plan in play, whether it's

military assets or otherwise. Is that your recollection?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And just to clarify even further, then, on the next

page there are two options that are laid out. We discussed those in

some length in the last hour, and the second option, the last sentence

reads, After the 11th, the untimely removal of personnel may come at

a high cost to the USG.

Now, do you know, based on this document, what they're referring
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to when they say that there's a high cost to the U.S. Government?

A No, I don't. I didn't write this document. I didn't -- as

I mentioned earlier, I didn't stop him from sending it, but these are

not my thoughts.

Q Sure. I completely understand.

The reason I asked is because elsewhere in the document, they talk

about these fully armored vehicles that appear to be pretty expensive

assets. Is that correct? They refer to their value here as around

$100,000.

A Correct.

Q Okay. And do you recall the military evacuation plan,

would that have also provided for the removal of that equipment, or

would that equipment had -- would have been abandoned?

A It would have been abandoned.

Q Okay. So it's possible, then, when he refers to a high cost

to the U.S. Government, he could be referring to the equipment that

would be left behind or an emergency evacuation to --

A I don't -- I can't speculate on --

Q That's --

A I will mention, though, that those vehicles were provided

to us by AID. So it wasn't so much of an issue with me. They aren't

my vehicles.

Q That's very helpful. Thank you.

Turning now just real briefly to Exhibit 4, this is the email -- at

the top of the email is from to . This is the May
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4, 2011, email. We had some discussion in the last hour, and I was

wondering -- I think I just want the record to be as clear as possible

with respect to the tripwires, and you had mentioned that at the time,

you weren't aware of whether there were any tripwires in place when

you arrived in the country, but at some point in time, your

understanding was that there were written tripwires that were

developed. Is that a fair characterization?

A Well, I don't recall, you know, when written tripwires were

in place, but, you know, we had concerns. You know, maybe we -- these

were concerns that we had. You know, and I didn't have a document in

my pocket that said, Hey, we're -- if we get overrun by Qadhafi's

troops, then, hey, that's a tripwire. We better leave.

You know, that was taken for granted. If, you know, there was

some activity in Benghazi directed at us, we're going to take that into

consideration. Other attacks on our colleagues. You know, all that

was -- we were looking at all that on a daily basis.

Q So --

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q Sorry. And so is it fair to say you had a list in your head

of tripwires?

A Right. I had a list in my head, but I didn't classify them

as tripwires. They classified them as things that we monitor all the

time.

Q And so the list in your head of things that would cause

concern to have a discussion about whether to evacuate or take other
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emergency precautions, that was something that you considered on a

daily basis?

A Sure.

Q Did you discuss that with your counterparts in Benghazi?

A I mean, I would ask them questions, find out about this or

that, but maybe -- I don't think I discussed it with them on a daily

basis, no.

Mr. Evers. Do you want to clarify what counterparts or who "them"

are?

Mr. Do you mean the other agents?

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q Yeah. The other agents or the Envoy.

A No. We didn't discuss those issues on a daily basis.

Q If any of those issues in your head had occurred, would you

have discussed them?

A Sure. We discussed when events happened.

Q And what would you have done if any of the issues that you

had in your head as potential concerns happened? What would have been

the next step?

A Well, I mean, we reported back to Washington. And as I

mentioned earlier, I reported to and . And we

would have -- I would have discussed it with the Envoy and with the

team, and we would have come to some decision.

Q And what do you mean by "some decision"? Do you mean a

decision about whether to take action or not to take action, or whether
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to evacuate or not to evacuate or --

A Well, it wasn't always like, Hey, I'm going to look at this

because I'm ready to leave. We're going to look at this and maybe we

avoid that area where that incident happens, or maybe we change our

profile a little bit, you know. I wasn't looking to evacuate every

other day.

And if I could, can I go back to the past hour of something

that -- and as I thought -- because I haven't thought about these things

for 4 years, but it was brought up that when we did that evacuation

back to the ship, when that -- we had some data come in, and we evacuated

back to the ship, and we had gathered our supplies and packed the

vehicles and went back.
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Mr. I recall now that, after that happened, I was

somewhat embarrassed that we had done that.

I was out of the command post when the information came in. And

after we looked at the information, we kind of realized that there

wasn't enough for us to go back to the ship. I had let one of my -- you

know, the shift leader, he kind of looked at it different than I did,

when I had time to reflect back on it, along with Mr. Stevens.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Did you have any sense of the Special Envoy's views towards

tripwires in Benghazi?

A Not specifically. I mean, obviously, he was concerned

about security like we were, you know. But --

Q Is it fair to say that he paid close attention or as close

attention as he could given his position to security in Benghazi?

A Sure. Sure. I mean, he was able to speak to people that

we couldn't speak to because he had the language skills. So he was

always concerned about security.

Q Okay. Did he ever express to you any desire to stay in

Benghazi regardless of if security deteriorated?

A I don't recall that.

Q Uh-huh.

A I can recall that he never expressed a desire to leave.
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Q All right.

Okay. One other just quick cleanup matter here. So there was

a question in this internal email, in the Exhibit 4. Referring to

specific tripwires one through five, quote, "One through five were

top-down driven, i.e., what we came up with here," close quote.

And just so we have a complete understanding of this document,

you described as your boss. Where does he sit in Diplomatic

Security?

A I was in the Foreign Service. I was an FS-2, which is a

GS-14 approximate. So he would be an approximate, in the GS system,

a GS-15.

Q Okay.

And , who was he?

A He was down at headquarters, and he was on the desk, a desk

officer for Diplomatic Security. And that was his region.

Q Okay. So he was a desk officer.

A But he was -- he was a DS agent. But he was on the desk

for DS.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Could I just ask you a quick question about the incident

that you clarified for us?

You described yourself as being, I think you said, somewhat

embarrassed by the decision to have packed up and headed to the ship

and that you felt you assessed it on the ground a little differently,
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looking back, than your team leader would.

So, with regard to that, were those decisions being made, like,

right there on the ground by the folks who had firsthand access to the

security situation?

A I don't recall exactly, but the best I can recollect is -- we

weren't -- there was no decision in Washington that came and said, "Hey,

you guys need to leave." That was on the ground.

Q And was there a decision that came down from

Washington -- you said there was nothing from Washington that said,

"You guys need to leave." In response to that, when you guys went to

the ship, was there any message back from Washington that you needed

to stay?

A I don't -- I don't recall. I mean, once we got back to the

ship and we had more time to look at what had happened, then it was

reevaluated by Mr. Stevens and myself.

Q And did you two reach an agreement on how to then move

forward? You said you reevaluated it by you and the Special --

A Right.

Q -- Envoy. Did you two reach agreement amongst yourselves?

A To come back?

Q Yeah. Whatever decision you made. I presume you came

back, because it seems like you stayed.

A Right. We made that decision to come back.

See, when the information came in, I wasn't in the command post.

So I came in a little bit late, and they were down the road, as far
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as like, hey, we really need to get out of here. So if they felt that

and they had the information, I'm not going to sit down, okay, let's

have a meeting here for 15 minutes. We just did it. You know, we

moved.

Q All right.

So, understanding that security on the ground might be fluid, your

team certainly had the flexibility to adjust and respond appropriately?

A Right. We were never given any direction that we couldn't

make decisions on our own with the change in conditions that were taking

place in Benghazi.

Q So whether or not those change in conditions were actually

written down somewhere, did you feel in any way constrained to make

your best judgment on the ground as to how you should respond to security

incidents?

A No, I didn't feel constrained.

Q Were you guys ever -- you said that you personally felt

somewhat embarrassed. Were you ever criticized by anyone else for the

decision to, at that point in time, go with your team leader's

assessment and pack up and go to the ship?

A No. And Mr. Stevens, he wasn't upset or anything that we

had done that. I just think that we realized that maybe we shouldn't

have done it. But there were no reprimands or anything like that.

Q All right.

So would it be fair to say that you feel like your team acted in

the moment as best it could, and then when you had the opportunity to
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reflect back and have the conversation, you were able to have that

conversation freely without any pressure?

A Sure. And then, as we reflected back, I looked at it as,

you know, it wasn't a bad thing; we just did a drill here to get out

of here so we know we can get out of here quick if we have to.

Q Okay.

A At the time, we didn't think it was a drill. But, in

reflecting back, it was like, okay, we are able to get out of here very

quickly.

Q Uh-huh.

Mr. Kenny. So did the information turn out to be inaccurate? Is

that --

Mr. I don't know that it was inaccurate.

Ms. Duval. What information?

Mr. Kenny. The information that you received that caused you to

reevaluate --

Mr. I don't remember, you know, what -- all I know is

there was troop movement, and maybe it wasn't as forward as initially

thought.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay.

Was it the case that some of the information or sometimes

information you received would later turn out to be inaccurate?

A I don't recall that. It could have been.

Q As a general matter, you don't recall?
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A I don't, no.

Q Okay.

I think what we would like to do at this point is turn to a series

of questions and ask you about a number of allegations that have been

publicly made and asserted as facts since the attacks occurred 2 1/2

years ago.

You may have heard some of these allegations on television or read

about them in the press. While anybody can speculate about what might

have happened before, during, and after the attacks, there is really

a limited universe of people who actually have firsthand factual

knowledge of what really happened, and we need to explore fully with

you whether you are one of those people.

And please understand that, given your position, you may not have

been in a position to directly observe certain facts related to all

of these allegations. And we are not asking you to speculate. It is

just, in our role as fact-finders, we want to ask you whether you have

any evidence -- that's any evidence at all -- to support these

allegations.

Your answers will help provide a complete factual record and

reduce any confusion or misinformation that may be in the public domain

as a result of certain statements.

So the first allegation relates to whether Secretary Clinton

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One

Congressman has speculated that Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta

to stand down, and this resulted in the Defense Department not sending
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more assets to help in Benghazi.

Mr. , do you have any evidence that Secretary of State

Clinton ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night

of the attacks?

A I have no idea --

Q Okay. That's fine.

A -- because I wasn't at the Department anymore.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Understood. But do you have any evidence

that that occurred?

Mr. No. No.

Mr. Kenny. Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. There is just going to be a series of these.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night of the

attacks?

A No.

Q Okay.

We'll move now to the next allegation, and this relates to the

Secretary's personal involvement in security decisions related to

Libya.

Some have alleged that Secretary Clinton personally signed an

April 2012 cable denying security to the post in Benghazi. The

Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four
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Pinocchios, its highest award for these claims.

And, Mr. , do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton

personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security resources to

Libya?

A I have no knowledge of that.

Q So you have no evidence.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was personally

involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day security

resources in Benghazi?

A I have no evidence of that.

Q Okay.

We'll turn to the next allegation, and this relates to Secretary

Clinton's role in the March 2011 run-up to U.S. military operations

in Libya, then called Operation Odyssey Dawn, which was pursuant to

a United Nations Security Council resolution, as well as the follow-on

mission led by NATO called Operation Unified Protector.

Recently, the Washington Times has raised an allegation that,

quote, "U.S. intelligence did not support the story that Mrs. Clinton

used to sell the war in Libya, namely that there was an imminent danger

of genocide to be carried out by the Qadhafi regime," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented

or fabricated intelligence in order to garner support for military

operations in Libya in the spring of 2011?

A I have no idea.

Q So you have no evidence?
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A I have no knowledge of it.

Q Okay.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton intentionally

exaggerated the risk that Muammar Qadhafi, the longtime Libyan

dictator, presented to his own people so that she could justify military

intervention in Libya?

A I have no knowledge of that.

Q Okay.

We'll turn to the next allegation, which relates to speculation

about the illegal transfer of weapons from Libya to Syria.

Some have questioned whether the U.S. mission in Benghazi was

transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to any other countries,

including Turkey. A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent

Select Committee on Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was not

collecting and shipping arms from Libya to Syria," close quote, and

that, quote, "eyewitness testimony and thousands of pages of CIAs

cables and emails that the committee reviewed provide no support for

this allegation," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence

Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping

arms from Libya to Syria?

A I have no knowledge of any of that.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya

to Syria or any other country?
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A No knowledge of that.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. personnel in Benghazi

were involved in the unlawful transfer of weapons to Syria, to Turkey,

or to any other country?

A I have no knowledge of that.

Q Okay.

I appreciate your indulgence here as we turn to the next

allegation, which relates to reports that a team of CIA security

personnel were temporarily delayed from departing the Annex to the

State Department personnel Special Mission Compound.

The House Intelligence Committee found, or issued a bipartisan

report concluding that, quote, "the evidence from eyewitness

testimony, ISR's video footage, closed-circuit television recorders,

and other recordings and other sources provides no support for the

allegation that there was any stand-down order. Rather, there were

mere tactical disagreements about the speed with which the team should

depart prior to securing additional security assets," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order?

A I have no knowledge. I wasn't on the ground.

Q Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that, quote, "there were mere

tactical disagreements about the speed with which the team should

depart prior to securing additional assets," close quote?

A No knowledge. I wasn't there.
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Q Okay.

Still, some have speculated that, quote, "there might have been

a good reason to delay. There might have been the safety of these very

men that were standing there. It might have been a bad reason. There

might have been something political," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that there was a political reason for

the temporary delay of the CIA's security personnel who departed the

Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A I have no knowledge. I wasn't there.

Q Okay.

And putting aside whether after the fact you personally agree with

the decision to delay temporarily or whether you thought or might think

it is the right idea or right decision, do you have any evidence that

there was a, quote, "bad" or improper reason behind the temporary delay

of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the

Special Mission Compound?

A Again, no knowledge. I wasn't on the ground.

Q Okay.

The next allegation relates to the State Department's cooperation

with the Accountability Review Board.

According to a September 15, 2014, article entitled "Benghazi

Bombshell: Clinton State Department Official Reveals Details of

Alleged Document Review" that appeared on the Web site The Daily Signal,

quote, "Hillary Clinton confidants were part of an operation to

separate damaging documents before they were turned over to the

1001



120

Accountability Review Board," close quote.

The article further reports that former State Department Deputy

Assistant Secretary Ray Maxwell, quote, "couldn't help but wonder if

the ARB, perhaps unknowingly, had received from his bureau a scrubbed

set of documents with the most damaging material missing," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that Hillary Clinton confidants, such

as Cheryl Mills or Jake Sullivan, which are both named in the article,

were part of an operation to remove or scrub damaging documents before

they were turned over to the ARB?

A I have no knowledge. I wasn't there.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were

provided to the ARB?

A No knowledge. I wasn't there.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB?

A No knowledge. I wasn't there.

Q Okay.

And then we will again ask these questions for documents provided

to Congress.

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were

provided to Congress?

A No knowledge that any documents were altered.
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Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from the materials that were provided to Congress?

A No knowledge of that.

Q Okay.

We'll turn now to the next allegation, which refers to a set of

talking points that the intelligence community prepared at the request

of Congress on the role of then-CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell.

It has been alleged that, quote, "every single change that Michael

Morell made was calculated to cast the administration in a more

favorable light," close quote.

There are allegations that Mr. Morell lied in his testimony before

Congress when he said that he and the CIA had, quote, "faithfully

performed our duties in accordance with the highest standards of

objectivity and nonpartisanship," close quote.

The question for you is, do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy

Director Michael Morell gave false or misleading testimony before the

House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence?

A I have no knowledge of what has gone on at the CIA.

Q Okay.

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell altered

the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?

A I have no knowledge of what is happening with the CIA.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone else in the CIA altered

the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?
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A No knowledge of what's happening at the CIA.

Q Okay.

We'll turn to the next allegation. It has been alleged that

Ambassador Susan Rice made an intentional misrepresentation when she

spoke on the Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks.

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally

misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk

shows?

A I have no knowledge about that. I wasn't there.

Q Okay.

We'll turn to the next allegation. It has been alleged the

President of the United States was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander

in Chief," close quote, on the night of the attacks and that he was,

quote, "missing in action," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close

quote, on the night of the attacks?

A I have no knowledge of that.

Q Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was, quote, "missing in action," close quote, on the night

of the attacks?

A I have no knowledge.

Q Okay.

We'll turn to the next allegation, which relates to a team of four

military personnel at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks.
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A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services

Committee found that, quote, "there was no stand-down order issued to

U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join in the fight in

Benghazi," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that the House Armed Services Committee's

conclusion that there was no stand-down order is accurate?

A I have no knowledge of that.

Q The first rescue team was sent from Tripoli to Benghazi

within 45 minutes of receiving notice of the initial attack at the State

Department facility in Benghazi. Some have questioned, however,

whether a second team of four military personnel should have also been

sent.

Some have alleged that those four military personnel were ordered

to stand down. Military officials have stated that those four

individuals were ordered to, quote, "remain in place," close quote,

in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance there.

Do you have any evidence that military officials who told Congress

that the individuals were ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to

provide security and medical assistance were incorrect or

misrepresenting the facts?

A I have no knowledge of that DOD activity.

Q Okay.

Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon in fact ordered the

four military personnel in Tripoli to stand down rather than remain

in place to provide security and medical assistance in Tripoli on the
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night of the attacks?

A I have no knowledge on the DOD activity.

Q Okay.

The last allegation relates to the military's deployment of

assets on the night of the attack. Former Republican Congressman

Howard "Buck" McKeon, former chairman of the House Armed Services

Committee, had conducted a review of the attacks, after which he stated,

quote, "Given where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened

and how quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than

we did," close quote.

Do you have any evidence whatsoever to contradict Congressman

McKeon's conclusion?

A I have no knowledge of where our assets were that night.

Q Some have stated, quote, "We didn't run to the sound of

guns," close quote, or that, quote, "our military didn't try to engage

in that fight," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that the U.S. military did not try to

engage in the fight?

A I have no knowledge of those DOD activities.

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have

saved lives but the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not to

deploy?

A I have no knowledge of DOD activity.

Q Okay.
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Mr. Kenny. Thank you. That concludes our hour. We will go off

the record.

Ms. Jackson. We have no further questions.

Thank you, Mr.

Mr. Oh, you're welcome.

Ms. Jackson. We appreciate it.

[Whereupon, at 2:54 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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The crackle of gunfire in

the dark is not the sound

a Bureau of Diplomatic

Security agent longs to

hear, but during the past

six months in Benghazi,

Libya, it was all too

common as exuberant

fighters celebrated the day’s

revolutionary successes

with rounds dispatched

randomly into

the night sky.

Mission to a

Revolution
By Mario Montoya
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By early April, with Benghazi firmly in
rebel hands, a dozen intrepid U.S. diplomats
equipped with armored vehicles and
communications gear set sail from the same
port, passing Valletta’s ancient harbor fortress
and cruising into the blue Mediterranean
beyond the breakwater. The Libya of April
was a dramatically changed place from the
Libya of February.

“We arrived April 5th,” recalled the expedi-
tion’s leader Special Envoy Chris Stevens. “It
was difficult to get there at the time. There
weren’t any flights. So we came in by a Greek
cargo ship and unloaded our gear and our cars
and set up our office there.”

The team’s mission was to establish a U.S.
diplomatic outpost in Benghazi, the cradle of
the revolution and a stronghold of the forces
that were pressing to end the Qadhafi regime
after the dictator’s 41 years in power.

“My mandate was to go out and meet as
many members of the leadership as I could
in the Transitional National Council,” said
Stevens. “I’ve gone around with our small team
and tried to get to know other people in the
society there.”

Stevens said the Libyans were genuinely
grateful to the United States for supporting
their aspirations for freedom, as demonstrated
by the greeting the team received. The Libyans
had hoisted British, French, Qatari and
American flags at Freedom Square, the vast
open area in front of the Benghazi courthouse.

But the group’s members needed more
than a warm welcome; they needed a place
to bed down for the night. In expeditionary
diplomacy, they key is to make do with what
you have, so the mission’s first night was
spent aboard ship while Diplomatic Security

Service agents Brian Haggerty, Kent Anderson,
Josh Vincent, Chris Deedy, James Mcanelly,
Jason Bierly and Ken Davis, Agent in Charge
Keith Carter and Political Officer Nathan Tek
scoured the city for rooms. They soon settled
into a formerly government-owned hotel
where other foreign missions and international
journalists were lodged, but had to move when
a car bomb exploded in the hotel parking lot.

Special Envoy Stevens and Political Officer
Tek spent their days and nights building up the
U.S. government’s first on-the-ground contacts
with the Transitional National Council, as well
as with members of the emerging civil society
and newly freed news media. Their reports
back to Washington equipped senior officials
with the information needed to develop
effective U.S. policy regarding the TNC.

Stevens and Tek met with TNC leaders
from a wide variety of backgrounds—former
Qadhafi-era officials who had defected,
academics, lawyers, doctors, military officers
and volunteer fighters—who were united in a
desire to overthrow Qadhafi.

They also facilitated the delivery of non-
lethal military assistance to the TNC for the
protection of civilians and civilian-populated
areas and launched the U.S. government’s
cooperative program with the council to collect
dangerous weapons such as shoulder-fired
anti-aircraft missiles.

The U.S. Agency for International
Development, meanwhile, oversaw the
distribution of nearly $24 million in humani-
tarian assistance. Erica Kaster and Camara
Garrett continue to implement $5 million
in assistance from the Office of Transition
Initiatives, intended to strengthen Libya’s new
civil society, independent media and interim
governing authorities.

The early liberation of Benghazi and eastern
Libya unleashed an array of nongovernmental
organizations to pursue issues ranging from
human rights and humanitarian aid to political
party development. The number of indepen-
dent publications mushroomed to more than
20 in the east alone. Opposition radio and
television stations also sprouted.

Diplomatic advances were accomplished
against a background of quiet success in
overcoming some extraordinary operational
barriers. Normal management and commu-
nications were rendered especially difficult for
the U.S. team because Qadhafi loyalists had
sabotaged the country’s telephone and Internet
systems, limiting contact both among Libyans
and between Libya and the rest of the world.
Information Resource Management Officer
Bill Mincks worked tirelessly to maintain the
e-mail and phone connections between the
expedition and Washington.

Special Envoy Chris Stevens speaks with Tobruk

Mayor Faraj Yasin as they tour the World War II

memorial at Tobruk, site of a German defeat.

The story of how the

agent got there began in

February when the large

catamaran ferry Maria

Dolores eased into the rocky

harbor at Valletta, Malta. Her

passengers included American

diplomats, who had hurriedly

evacuated after conflict

erupted in Libya and their

safety and security could no

longer be assured in Tripoli.

Over the next two months,

these same diplomats joined

the international effort to

support Libya’s revolution

and march toward democracy

and freedom.

20 State Magazine December 2011
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Special Envoy Chris Stevens, center, chats with a Libyan

archaeologist at the ruins of the ancient Byzantine city of

Cyrene in Sousa, Libya. RSO Mike Ranger is at far right.

Below: DS Special Agent Joshua Vincent, right, tests satellite

data and voice communications aboard a cargo vessel

headed to Benghazi from Malta.

1013



22 State Magazine December 2011

Rebel fighters and residents of Benghazi

celebrate in the city’s main square.
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The team also made certain the unseen and
sometimes underappreciated management
tasks that make an outpost run—paying bills,
buying provisions, negotiating leases with the
landlords—were not sidetracked.

The challenges of establishing a new U.S.
government office were compounded by the
absence of international air service in Libya,
scarcity of foreign currency and inability of
local bankers to make and receive interna-
tional transfers.

Despite being in the hands of friendly
forces, Benghazi had tenuous security. Only
two weeks before the team arrived, a threat-
ened massacre of Benghazi’s 750,000 residents
was thwarted by NATO-led Operation
Odyssey Dawn, the decisive air bombardment
that routed Qadhafi’s forces.

“We operated in eastern Libya, not the
part that Qadhafi controlled,” Special Envoy
Stevens said. “The immediate concern when
we got there was that Qadhafi’s forces had
almost infiltrated and taken over Benghazi,
but were pushed out by NATO.”

DS agents Jeremy Clarke, Chris Little
and Mario Montoya, medic Jack Van Cleve,
Regional Security Officer Mike Ranger and
Security Protective Specialists Domingo Ruiz
and Ronald Young protected mission staff
traveling in Benghazi or in the rebel-controlled
towns in eastern Libya. Once the mission
moved to a private compound, DS agents and
security engineering officers ensured safety
with a blend of physical barriers, cameras and
other technical means.

A local guard force was also assembled
to provide early warning and a first line

of defense. DS agents quickly established
a training program that included internal
defense planning, weapons safety, basic
marksmanship and tactical combat casualty
care, while DS medics handled everything
from a dog bite to two medical evacuations.

Five months after the diplomats steamed
out of Malta’s Grand Harbour toward
Benghazi, Tripoli fell suddenly and Libyans
poured into Freedom Square, rejoicing that
the revolution was near its end. Meanwhile,
the Americans who had arrived in April were

already looking ahead to the moment when
Libya would start rebuilding.

As the TNC looks to establish an interim
government, the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli has
resumed operations and taken over some of the
work begun in Benghazi. The team in Benghazi
is proud to have played a role in providing
humanitarian support to the Libyan people
and strengthening the Department’s capability
for expeditionary diplomacy. n

The author is a DS special agent.

The author, right, offers pointers in

marksmanship and weapons handling

to four of the National Transitional

Council’s local guards at Benghazi.

Below: Graffitti in Benghazi tells the

world of Libya’s freedom.
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Ms. Jackson. This is a transcribed interview of

conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi.

This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part of the

committee's investigation into the attacks of the U.S. diplomatic

facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and related matters pursuant to House

Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th

Congress.

Mr. would you give us your full name, please?

Mr.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

The committee appreciates your appearance for this interview and

your cooperation with us today.

Again, my name is Sharon Jackson. I'm an attorney with the

committee's majority staff. And we're going to go around the room and

have everybody introduce themselves and their position so you get an

idea of who all is here.

You're here with Mr. Evers from the State Department. I'll have

him introduce himself.

Mr. Evers. Austin Evers, State Department.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Brent?

Mr. Woolfork. Brent Woolfork, minority staff.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff.

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority staff.

Mr. Davis. I'm Carlton Davis. I work for Mr. Gowdy.
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Ms. Barrineau. Sara Barrineau with the majority staff.

Mr. Chipman. I'm Dana Chipman with the majority staff.

Mr. Tolar. Mac Tolar with majority staff.

Ms. Jackson. Before we begin, there are several ground rules

that we have, as in anything like this in the world, so let me explain

how the interview is going to proceed today.

The way we do questioning in this committee is that a member from

the majority -- and that will be me -- will ask you questions for up

to 1 hour, and then the minority staff will have the opportunity to

ask you questions for a similar period of time. We firmly adhere to

the 1-hour rule and time limit for each side. Questions can only be

asked by one of the Members of Congress that are on the committee or

one of the designated staff members. And we'll rotate back and forth

in those hour increments until we've exhausted all of our questions

here today.

Unlike testimony in court or a deposition in Federal court, the

committee's format is not bound by the rules of evidence. You or your

counsel may raise objections for privilege, but that is subject to

review by the chairman of the committee. If those objections cannot

be resolved during the interview, the witness may be required -- you

may be required to return for a further deposition, testimony, or

hearing.

Members and staff of the committee, however, are not permitted

to raise objections when either side is asking questions. That's not

been an issue that we've encountered in the past, but I just wanted
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to make sure that you know.

This session is going to begin as unclassified. If any question

calls for a classified answer, please let us know, and we will either

move on or reserve the answer until we're in a more appropriate

classified setting.

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time throughout the

interview, but if something just needs to be clarified because you

didn't hear the question fully or you're not sure what is being asked,

just ask first. We'll be glad to repeat any question, clarify any

question to make sure that you understand it fully before you give any

answer to us.

But if there is anything that you need to speak with Mr. Evers

about, we'll stop the clock, go off the record, and give you as much

time as you need to confer with him and take that opportunity.

We'll also take a break whenever it's convenient to you.

Usually, at the end of 1 hour, we'll all stand up. We'll switch seats,

so somebody from the minority will sit here so that they're directly

across from you. And then, usually, after the first 2 hours, we'll

break for lunch, decide whether we need to come back for an afternoon

session.

But if at any time you need a break, even in the middle of the

hour, we'll just stop the clock, go off the record, and take a break.

We have water here. We have coffee, tea. So if you find that

you need anything, just let us know. Okay?

Mr. Okay.
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Ms. Jackson. We're trying to make this process as easy and

comfortable as possible, knowing that testifying before a

congressional committee is probably not your most favorite thing to

do.

So, as you can see, we have an official court reporter here. You

may have experienced that, either, you know, grand-jury testimony or

in any type of Federal trial you may have been a part of. So, just

like a court reporter in Federal court, they're taking down everything

that is being said today. So, like in court, we need you to give verbal

responses to any questions, because the court reporter is not going

to be able to pick up nods of heads, shakes of heads, and things like

that.

The other thing that we ask, which is often difficult when you're

just having a conversation, is people tend to interrupt each other.

They'll start answering before the question has ended because you know

where it's going and you know what the answer is. But to the best of

all of our ability, we need to wait until the question is completely

done, and I also need to wait until an answer is completely given before

I go on to the next question. Okay?

Mr. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. We know that we're going to be asking you about

events that happened almost 4 years ago when you were in Benghazi as

a Diplomatic Security agent. So we know that you may not remember

everything that happened, but we are asking that you give us your best

recollection of what you recall from those events when you were in Libya
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and the time leading up to that and the time afterwards.

If you honestly cannot remember an answer, just say so. But if

you can give us, you know, part of your recollection, we want to get

as complete a picture as possible, so please give us your best

recollection of that.

But if you can't remember, just say so. And we may follow up and

ask, who do you think might know that? So if there is someone else

out there that might have a recollection of that event, we'll probably

ask you to identify that person.

Do you understand that you are required to answer questions of

Congress truthfully?

Mr. I do.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And do you understand that that extends to

questions that are asked of you by staff of a congressional committee?

Mr. Yep.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And because you are a Federal law

enforcement agency, you know that providing false testimony could

subject you to either perjury or the crime of making a false statement?

Mr. Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Is there any reason that you can think of

that you would not be able to provide truthful answers to the questions

that are posed to you today?

Mr. Nope.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

You have Mr. Evers with you today. He is an attorney for the
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Department of State. You are allowed to have personal counsel if you

wanted, because Mr. Evers is here in the position of agency counsel.

And I'm sure he's explained his role to you. Do you have any questions

about his presence here today?

Mr. No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

All right. Well, that's the end of my preamble.

Does the minority staff have anything that they'd like to add?

Mr. Davis. No, thanks.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

The clock now reads 11 after 10 -- 11 after 10, or -- yeah.

Mr. Evers. I have 10:11.

Ms. Jackson. 10:11. So we'll get started on the first hour of

questions, okay?

Mr. Okay.

EXAMINATION

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Agent how long have you been a special agent with

Diplomatic Security?

A I have been with Diplomatic Security since 2009.

Q Okay. Did you have any prior military or law enforcement

background?

A Yes. Prior to coming to the State Department, I was a

Border Patrol agent from 2007 to 2009. Prior to that, I was on Active

Duty in the Navy for 5 1/2 years, and I'm still a reservist in the Navy.
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Q Okay. When you were on Active Duty, what was your role?

A I was in the military police field.

Q Okay. And do you do that as a reservist, too?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Since joining Diplomatic Security in 2009, what have been

your various assignments?

A My first assignment was in the field office. The

second assignment was with the Secretary of State protective detail.

And I'm now in language training for my follow-on assignment.

Q Okay. And how long have you been in language training?

A I started in the beginning of November, first week of

November.

Q Okay. And were you with the Secretary's protection detail

up until that time?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And how long were you on the Secretary's protection

detail?

A I started , ended in

Q Okay.

It is our understanding that you were in Benghazi, Libya, in April

and May of 2011. Is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Okay. How did you get assigned to going to Benghazi? Were
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you recruited? Did you volunteer? How is it that you were picked?

A I volunteered for it.

Q Okay. Was it posted in some way, or how did you hear about

it?

A Our field office , the management received

notification from higher up in DS that there was a mission in Benghazi,

and they asked for volunteers who were high-threat-trained, who had

completed the DS high-threat training course. At that time, I was one

of few in the office, so I volunteered.

Q Okay. When had you done your high-threat training?

A That was February 28th through the end of March of that same

year, 2011.

Q So you had just completed it --

A Yes.

Q -- at that time.

How much advance notice did you have before you went into

Benghazi?

A About a week or two.

Q Okay. And do you recall that you went in on or about

April 22nd?

A Yes.

Q Okay. What was to be the length of your assignment there?

A It was supposed to be a 45-day TDY.

Q Okay. So from the time you departed the United States until

the time you were back was to be a period of 45 days?
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A Correct.

Q Okay. And did that hold true? Was it a 45-day assignment?

A I believe I left slightly before the 45-day mark in May,

around the 26th of May.

Q Okay.

And what was your understanding as to the nature of the

assignment? I mean, why was Diplomatic Security needed to go to

Benghazi?

A We were going to provide protection for Chris Stevens, who

at the time was the Special Envoy.

Q Okay. Did you know anything more about why he was going

into Libya?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you subsequently learn any more about why he was

in Libya?

A Yes.

Q Okay. What did you learn?

A He was going as the U.S. Government's representative to work

with the TNC, the National Transitional Council.

Q Okay. So you were aware that there was a revolution going

on in Libya?

A Yes.

Q Okay. All right.

When you were initially selected or volunteered for this

assignment, was it to go in initially with him, or was your assignment
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always to go in after the initial team was in?

A My assignment was to go in after the initial team.

Q Okay. And do you know why that was?

A What I was told was it was to increase the number of DS agents

on the ground from 8 to 10.

Q Okay. And do you know why that was needed?

A I do not.

Q Okay.

And so did you and another individual, then, go in on or about

April 22nd?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And who was the other individual?

A The other individual was .

Q Okay. And is his name

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then

A Yes.

Q Okay. All right.

So you were never to go in with the initial team?

A No, I was not.

Q Okay. Were you aware of your assignment before the initial

team went in?

A No.

Q Okay. So you were picked -- was the initial team already

in Libya at the time you were selected?
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A I don't remember the exact date the initial team arrived

in Libya, so I couldn't answer that.

Q Okay.

And, again, I know you answered this, but I just don't remember

what your answer is. How much advance notice did you have from the

time -- if you could give us the time sequence, to the best of your

recollection, from the time it was advertised, the time you were

selected, and the time you departed.

A It was 1 to 2 weeks at the most from the time I was notified

to the time I flew out.

Q Okay. All right.

Mr. Davis. I'm sorry. What about the time between when it was

advertised in the field office to when you volunteered?

Mr. What about that time?

Mr. Davis. Did you volunteer immediately? Did you go home and

think about it and volunteer a week later?

Mr. I volunteered the day that they offered the

assignment.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Did anybody else from the field office go?

A During what time period?

Q Well, let me ask this: At any time.

A Yes.

Q And who was that?

A The only other person that I personally know of that went
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was

Q Okay. And he went from the field office over to

Benghazi for a period of time?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

So had you ever met the Special Envoy, Chris Stevens, before going

over to Benghazi?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you know any of the other members of the team

that you met over there, the other eight that were already there?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And who did you know?

A I knew two who were in my special agent training class.

Q Okay. And who were they?

A They were and .

Q Okay. All right.

And you said that you were chosen because you were

high-threat-trained. Is that correct?

A Correct.

Q Was that a requirement for every member of the team that

was over there, to the best of your knowledge?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

And when you went into Benghazi, were there other U.S. Government

people with you or U.S. citizens with you when you went in?
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A Just myself and We were the only DS agents that went

in --

Q Okay.

A -- when I physically arrived.

Q Tell us how you got to Benghazi.

A I had departed Washington, here in D.C., flew to Greece.

And then in Greece we linked up with Senator McCain, and we flew on

Senator McCain's plane from Greece -- Crete, to be exact -- into

Benghazi.

Q Okay. And was that a State Department plane?

A I do not know. I know they were State

Department-contracted pilots.

Q Okay. So it wasn't a military plane.

A As far as I know.

Q No. Okay. Other than Senator McCain and his staff, were

there any other United States personnel on the plane --

A Yep.

Q -- other than the pilot?

A Yes. There was one assistant regional security officer out

of Athens.

Q Okay. And who was that?

A His name was .

Q Do you know how to spell his last name?

A Last name is .

Q Okay. And what was his role, if you know?
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A He was the AIC, agent in charge, of Senator McCain while

he was traveling from Greece to Benghazi.

Q Okay. And then did he return when Senator McCain's visit

was over?

A Correct. He returned back to Greece.

Q Okay. All right.

So, while Senator McCain was there, they went from 8 to 11, is

that correct, DS agents?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And then went down to 10 when Senator McCain left.

A Correct.

Q Okay. And then it stayed at 10 during the time that you

were there?

A Correct.

Q If you know, did it stay at 10 for a period of time after

that?

A I do not know --

Q Okay.

A -- the numbers afterwards.

Q All right.

To your knowledge, were there other U.S. security personnel

present in Benghazi when you got there other than the 11 DS agents,

of which you were one?

Mr. Evers. And I'll just -- as counsel cautioned earlier, if you

have to give a classified answer, please say so.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And this question just calls for a "yes" or "no" answer.

A Not that I know of. I do not know of any other U.S. security

personnel in the country.

Q What, if any, materials were you provided or -- well, let

me ask it this way. Did you review any materials or other information

regarding the security situation in Benghazi prior to going over?

A The only materials that I reviewed, aside from the news I'd

seen on television, were the site surveys that the team of DS agents

that was already on the ground had provided us to review.

Q Okay. And describe for me what is a site survey.

A A site survey is a very basic overview of any type of

site -- an airport, a hotel, any type of building. It gives a very

basic overview of the security in place at that site as well as the

DS security plans for that site in terms of what DS is going to do for

security at that site and why we're there.

Q So, if I could just elaborate for a little bit, like, for

a hotel, it would include the number of floors in the hotel?

A Correct.

Q Okay. The number of entrances into and out of the hotel?

A Correct.

Q Streets, alleys, thoroughfares surrounding the hotel?

A Correct.

Q Okay. The setback from any roads to an entrance of the

hotel?
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A Correct.

Q Okay. Whether the hotel had its own private security or

not?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Would it include photographs of the hotel?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And would it include a description of where, for

example, in a hotel, on what floor your rooms were, things like that?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Is there any other type of information that I've

missed in elaborating on what a site survey would include?

A It will also include the names and phone numbers of

point-of-contacts, pertinent point-of-contacts for that particular

site.

Q Okay. And did you receive a site survey for the hotel?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Do you recall the name of the hotel?

A It was the Tibesti Hotel.

Q T-i-b-e-s-t-i?

A That sounds right.

Q Okay.

Do you recall approximately how many site surveys you received

prior to going to Benghazi?

A The only two that I recall offhand were for the airport,

the Benghazi airport, and for the hotel, the Tibesti Hotel.
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Q Okay. And did you actually fly into the Benghazi airport?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And once you were there, were there other site surveys that you

used in the course of your duties and responsibilities that you

executed?

A We created our own on a few sites that we frequented when

we were on the ground, but there were no additional surveys available

when we landed.

Q Okay.

Were there any specific training or equipment that you were

provided with prior to going into Benghazi?

A Aside from the high-threat training I completed?

Q Yes. Yes.

A There was no other additional training specific to the

Benghazi mission.

Q How about any briefings that you would have received,

perhaps here in Washington or through video-teleconference or anything

like that?

A The only additional briefing I received when I arrived here

in Washington was the general overview of what I would be doing in

Benghazi.

Q Okay. And who provided that briefing to you?

A I don't remember the name of the specific individual, but

they worked in the Office of Dignitary Protection.
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Q Okay. Does the name mean anything to you?

A Yes. He was the former director of that office.

Q Okay. So it wasn't him who gave you the briefing?

A I don't remember.

Q Okay. All right.

If I could go back to the site surveys for just a moment, you said

some were created after you were there?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Do you remember how many were created?

A I do not.

Q Okay. Do you remember any of the locations they were

created for?

A The only one I remember specifically, because I did the

survey on it, was for another hotel that we frequented for meetings.

Q Was that the Fadeel Hotel?

A I don't remember which one.

Q Okay. Where was it located in relation to the Tibesti

Hotel? Was it, like, across the city? On the port? If you recall.

A I don't recall. The only thing I remember was it was in

what I would classify as the central downtown location of Benghazi.

Q Okay. Were there other Westerners staying at the hotel,

other countries such as maybe the British or the Italians or the U.N.

or NATO or --

Mr. Evers. Can you just clarify which hotel you're asking about?

Ms. Jackson. The one he did the site survey for.
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Mr. Evers. Thank you.

Mr. No, I do not know if anyone else was staying at the

hotel.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. But the Envoy would travel there for meetings?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

Where else would the Envoy travel for meetings, if he did?

A He would travel to the Swedish consulate. He would travel

to the Egyptian -- I don't remember if it was the consulate or the

embassy, but the Egyptian mission.

Q Uh-huh.

A And he would travel to another hotel. Aside from the hotel

I did the survey on, there was another hotel that the TNC used to host

meetings at. I don't recall the name, though.

Q Okay. And the TNC, again, is the interim government --

A Correct.

Q -- in Libya.

A Correct.

Q Okay. All right.

Were you told anything about your official status when you were

in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Okay.

Did the Envoy report back to main State or back to Washington while
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you were there?

A I do not know.

Q Okay. Do you know how he communicated, if he did?

A Yes. I know he communicated via email and via telephone.

Q Okay.

Tell us a little bit about your communications capabilities while

you were there.

A When I arrived, we were communicating via satellite

uplink -- that allowed us to access email -- and via satellite phones.

Q Okay.

Ms. Jackson. Agent I'd like to introduce Congressman

Westmoreland from Georgia. He is a member of this committee. And he,

for the record, is joining us now.

Mr. Westmoreland. Thanks for your service.

Mr. Thank you.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Can we go over your last answer? The communications, you

had email and telephone via satellite connection? Did I understand

your answer correctly?

A Correct.

Q Okay. How did that work? I mean, did it work well? Did

you have issues with it?

A The connectivity was intermittent. Sometimes it worked;

sometimes it didn't.

Q Okay. Did you have cell phones?
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A We did.

Q Did they work?

A We had local cell phones, which worked within the country.

At that time, the local cellular network did not allow phone calls to

be placed from within Libya outside of the country on the local network,

and vice versa, from calls outside of the country to be placed to a

local cell phone.

Q So I'm sure you had a workaround. What workaround did you

have?

A Our workaround was the satellite phones.

Q Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. I apologize for being late. They told me it

wasn't going to start till 10:30.

Ms. Jackson. Oh.

Mr. Westmoreland. No, that's okay. But could he just say where

he was at, what he was doing, and when he was there?

Ms. Jackson. Yes.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q If we could go back for Congressman Westmoreland's benefit,

could you just give us the overview of when you went in on April 22nd

and how long you were there and why you got recruited to go?

A Okay.

I volunteered to go into Benghazi in April. I volunteered

because I was one of the few people in my field office who had completed

the high-threat training course, which was a prerequisite to serve on
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the Benghazi mission.

I arrived in Benghazi on April 22nd with Senator McCain, and I

stayed in Benghazi until May 26th.

Q And you went to Benghazi with another agent; is that

correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And that increased the protection detail from 8

agents to 10 agents; is that correct?

A Correct.

Q And then there was with Senator McCain an eleventh agent

who traveled in with him and then out with him.

A Correct.

Q Okay.

Ms. Jackson. Is there anything else you need? Okay.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Back to the availability of communications, so you had cell

phones, but they only worked within the country of Libya. Is that

correct?

A Local cell phones, yes.

Q Local cell phones. Did you have State Department-issued

cell phones?

A Yes. We all had our BlackBerrys, State Department-issued

BlackBerrys.

Q Did they work in any way? Like, did your pin-to-pin work

or text messaging or anything like that work on your State
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Department-issued cell phones?

A No.

Q Okay.

Did you have radios?

A We did.

Q Okay. Do you recall how many radios you had?

A Each agent had their issued Motorola radio. And the

members from the MSD team had -- I don't know how many, but they had

at least one PRC radio.

Q Okay.

You said members of the MSD team. Can you describe how many there

were? Was there their role different than yours? Can you just

elaborate on that a little?

A Sure.

Of the eight original agents that went in initially, two of the

eight were members of the Office of Mobile Security Detachments, MSD,

the State Department's tactical team. They did not have a separate

mission. They were there with the same mission, to provide protection

for the Special Envoy. And they were there because they had the

prerequisite training, high-threat training to be there.

Q Is the MSD training the same, similar, or more expansive

than the high-threat tactical course?

A It's more expansive.

Q Okay. Do you know how much more expansive?

A All I know is it's 6 -- at the time, it was 6 months of initial
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training.

Q Okay.

And who were the two members of the initial eight that went in

that were from MSD?

A They were and .

Q Okay. And is that

A I believe so.

Q Okay. It's either

A I believe

Q Okay.

Back to the communications capability while you were in Libya,

did you say you used satellite connection for email?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Are you familiar with an email address of

@gmail.com?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And that's @gmail.com?

A Yes.

Q All right. Tell us what you know about that email address.

A That address was set up as the generic email for the DS team

on the ground because we did not have access to the State Department

email system.

Q So you couldn't, through the satellite connection, send or

receive emails through your State Department address?

A To my knowledge, no.
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Q Okay. Did you try it?

A Yes.

Q And it didn't work?

A Correct. It did not work.

Q Okay. And so this Gmail address was a workaround for that.

A Correct.

Q And what type of communications did you do through this

email address?

A That email address was used for the DS agents to communicate

back to Washington, to the DS Command Center, concerning any type of

official business. It was also used to communicate to the DOD elements

that were in support of our mission in Europe.

Q Okay. And was it used by all of the agents that were there?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Including yourself.

A Correct.

Q Okay. And would it be your assessment that it was the

primary email address that was used during the time that you were there

to have official communications back and forth with the military and

your headquarters?

A It was the primary email for the DS agents.

Q Okay. So it was used daily.

A As far as I know.

Q Perhaps even hourly?

A That I do not know.
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Q Okay. Do you have an assessment of how often you used it?

A I know I used it at least once, but that was all I can

remember.

Q Okay.

So if there was a security concern or incident that needed to be

reported back to the DS Command Center, you or others would have used

this email address to send that information in?

A Yes, in addition to calling it in.

Q Okay.

And I am not technologically advanced, so do you have any idea

why a Gmail address worked when your State Department email addresses

did not? If you can answer.

A Because in order to access the State Department email

network from a non-network computer, there are certain programs that

need to be used in order to access that network, and we did not have

access to those programs. Let me clarify. We had access to the

programs, but they did not function over in Benghazi.

Q Okay. Was it your understanding -- was it the expectation

that they would function and they just didn't, or was it sort of an

unknown? If you can answer that question.

A I don't know if they were expected to function or not when

we were there.

Q Okay.

Is the @gmail.com address something that you or other

agents created once they were there or -- if you know -- was it an address
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that was set up prior to going in?

A I don't know when it was set up.

Q Okay. It was functioning as an email address when you

arrived.

A Correct.

Q Okay. And it was still being used when you left.

A That I don't know.

Q Okay.

Did you or others have the capability to undertake classified

communications? I don't want to know what they were; I just want to

know if you had the capability.

A When I arrived, we did not. A few weeks prior to my

departure, we did.

Q Okay. And was that for verbal communications or typed

communications?

A That I do not know.

Q Okay.

And, again, I don't want to know what was in these reports; I just

want to know if you received intelligence reports regarding the

security situation in Libya while you were there and in country.

A I did not personally receive any reports.

Q Did you review any reports?

A I did not personally review any reports.

Q Are you aware that any intelligence reports came in while

you were there?
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A I do not know.

Q Okay.

Were you or other DS agents tasked with collecting any

intelligence and reporting it back to DS headquarters or the military

or any other U.S. Government agency?

A I do not know.

Q Okay. So you did not personally do that.

A I did not.

Q Okay.

Tell us a little bit about your day-to-day activities when you

were in Libya.

A What specifically? Because there's a lot of things that

we did.

Q Let me ask this, then. Were there particular or specific

roles that various agents were assigned? Or did you all just sort of

work together collectively and do whatever had to be done that day?

A Yes, each agent had a mostly permanent assigned role,

although they did change occasionally if the need arose to change it.

Q So what was your role?

A I was the primary limo driver for Chris Stevens.

Q Okay. And what were the other roles, then, that other

people were assigned?

A There was AIC, the agent in charge.

Q And who was that when you were there?

A That was -- I don't remember the exact name. or
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Q Does ring a bell?

A yes.

Q And was he the agent in charge during the whole time you

were there?

A No. He was in charge approximately half of the time.

Q Okay. And then was he replaced by

A Correct.

Q Okay.

And was there a shift leader?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Well, let's go back. What was Mr. and then

role?

A Mr. was the agent in charge when I arrived, and

Mr. took over as the agent in charge approximately halfway

through --

Q Okay.

A -- my term.

Q So they were running the show.

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And then you had a shift leader?

A Yes.

Q And who was that?
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A That was .

Q Okay. And what's the shift leader's role?

A The shift leader's role is the tactical commander of the

DS team on the ground.

Q And for a non-law-enforcement agent, could you elaborate

on what a tactical commander does?

A Their responsibility is to have tactical command of

day-to-day operations, day-to-day security operations on the ground.

So, for example, if something were to happen, the shift leader is in

charge of making all of the calls.

Although even though the agent in charge, AIC, is technically

senior to him, to everyone in the group, the shift leader is in command

of any type of security response that would happen.

Q So if there had been a car bomb explode outside the hotel,

the shift leader would be the one that would report that in to DS Command

Center?

A Not necessarily. Anyone can report that type of

information.

Q Uh-huh.

A But he would be in charge of the response.

Q Okay. Sending agents out?

A Correct.

Q So the shift leader would've been charged with how many

agents are going to move with the Envoy to a particular location?

A Correct.
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Q Okay. All right.

What are some of the other roles and responsibilities of the team?

A You had the drivers -- myself, the limo driver, and there

was a follow-car driver. And then you had the

protection for the Special Envoy.

And then you had advance agents, who would go out in advance of the

Envoy to prepare site for his arrival.

Q Okay.

Did you have fully armored vehicles when you were there?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And what were the type of vehicles that you had?

A We had Toyota Land Cruisers, and we had two Mercedes

G-Wagens.

Q All right.

Did you have any special weapons that were provided to you, either

before you went over or once you got there, different than what you

would normally have?

A No, not different than what we would normally have.

Q Okay. And so, then, what were the weapons that you had?

A Each agent had their Sig 229 pistol. And then each agent

was assigned an M4 rifle. And we also had a Remington shotgun.

Q Okay. Each agent had a Remington shotgun?

A No.

Q One for the team?

A I don't remember how many exactly, but there was at least
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one.

Q Okay.

Describe how, as I believe you call them, movements the Envoy

would typically make in a given day.

A Describe --

Q His movements. Do you call them movements?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A What exactly about the movement would you like?

Q First of all, would he limit himself in any way to one

movement a day or two movements a day or a particular time of the day?

Was there any rhyme or reason to when he would leave the Tibesti Hotel?

A The Envoy did not have a set schedule. His schedule was

determined based on the meetings he had to conduct for the day.

Q Did you, as his protection detail, ever advise him, to your

knowledge, not to make a particular movement?

A As far as I know, no.

Q Okay. So, as far as you can recall, anytime he wanted to

go somewhere in the city he did so?

A Sometimes there were -- because there was a USAID team on

the ground, we had to balance their movements with the Envoy's. So

depending on the Envoy's schedule and the AID's schedule, we could only

make a movement with one group at a time, either the Envoy or the AID

team.

Q Uh-huh.
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A So if the AID team was out, we couldn't move the Envoy

through town. And vice versa, if the Envoy was out, we couldn't move

the AID team through town.

Q Okay.

How many members were on this USAID team?

A The day that I arrived in country, there were three members

of the AID team.

Q And they were already there?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

A It dropped to two at some point while I was there, because

their TDY tour there had come up so they were rotating out. And I don't

remember if it went back up to three before I left or not.

Q Okay.

Was it your understanding that they had come in with the Envoy?

Or had they arrived sometime between when the Envoy came in and when

you arrived?

A I don't know when they arrived.

Q Okay. But there were three in country when you arrived on

the 22nd?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And part of the protective detail that you were a member of was

to also provide protection for these USAID members in addition to the

Envoy?
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A Correct.

Q Okay. And was that your understanding of the team's duties

from before you arrived and after you left?

A I did not know about the AID mission until I arrived in

Benghazi.

Q Okay. All right.

And do you know what they were doing over there?

A I don't know their exact mission, no.

Q Okay.

Mr. Davis. Do you know where the AID individuals were staying?

Were they staying at the same hotel?

Mr. Yes. They were in the same hotel, on the same floor,

same suite as us.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. It's our understanding that you had the better part

of an entire floor of the Tibesti Hotel? Or half of a floor?

A We had one suite, which was on the end of the wing of the

hotel, and then we had a few rooms on that same floor outside of the

suite.

Q Okay. So this suite was essentially protected by the rooms

that you had immediately outside of it?

A I wouldn't use the term "protected," but we occupied rooms

outside of the suite.

Q Was the Special Envoy and the USAID workers generally

cooperative with your security assessments and decisions regarding
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their movement?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Any incident where they disagreed with your or any

other members of the team's decision as to when to travel someplace

or how to travel there or insisting on going when there was a

recommendation that they not go?

A No.

Q Okay.

Other than the USAID team that was there, to your knowledge, were

there any other U.S. governmental agencies or officials in Libya?

Mr. Evers. Again, just to caution on classified information.

But I think you're asking for an awareness --

Ms. Jackson. I'm asking for a "yes" or "no" question at this

point.

Mr. Yes, there were other members of the U.S. Government

in Libya when we were there.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Was that from one particular agency or

entity or more than one?

Mr. Evers. Same caution.

Mr. I don't know how many to be exact. I know at least

one.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Were they also staying at the Tibesti Hotel?

Mr. No, they were not.

Ms. Jackson. Were they staying at any hotel?

Mr. Evers. Same caution.
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And I know you said that we can move to a classified space, and

I think it's fair to allow the witness to extrapolate in that type of

space. But you're asking him to police lines that no one else in this

room is quite capable of policing, in terms of you're asking him to

answer high-level questions that could implicate classified issues.

And it would probably be more fair to allow him to do that in the right

setting.

Ms. Jackson. Well, I'm asking questions very carefully to --

Mr. Evers. I understand.

Ms. Jackson. -- elicit "yes" or "no" questions that I think can

be asked and answered in this setting.

Mr. Evers. And what I'm saying is that only Mr. is able to

make that call --

Ms. Jackson. Right.

Mr. Evers. -- not you, not me, not anyone else in this room. And

I'm sure he would be willing to answer less high-level questions in

the proper setting more fully.

But you can proceed.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Can you answer whether they were -- I think the question

was, were they staying at the Tibesti Hotel? Was that the question?

Or any other hotel.

A I do not know if they were staying at the Tibesti or other

hotels in Benghazi.

Q Okay.
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Prior to going into Benghazi, were you aware of any security

incidents that had occurred after the Envoy arrived with his initial

team of eight?

A The only incident that I had heard of was of a round that

went through the window of our command post room in the hotel. But

that was the only security incident that I'd heard of before I arrived.

Q Okay. Did security incidents occur after you arrived?

A The only incident that occurred after I arrived was at the

Swedish consulate compound, where a round of -- I don't know what type

of weapon, but a small-caliber round came down through the middle of

the dining room table where the Envoy and the Swedish Consul were having

dinner.

Q Okay. And that was where the Swedish -- I'm sorry, what

type of facility was that?

A It was essentially a villa-type compound in a residential

area of Benghazi.

Q Okay. And did you or others investigate that incident?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you subsequently learn from anyone else what was

the suspected cause of that bullet going through the dining room table?

A I did not learn. I don't know if anyone else on the team

learned.

Q Okay. And do you recall approximately when that occurred?

A It was at night, after dark. I don't remember the day,

though.
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Q Was it early on in your 30-some days there or later?

A I don't know to be exact.

Q Okay.

Mr. Davis. I'm sorry. You said it came down through the dining

room table?

Mr. Correct. It was essentially straight down through

the table.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Going back to the Tibesti Hotel where you were staying, was

there any local security provided at that hotel?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And can you describe that for us, please?

A The security at the hotel -- I'll work from the outside in

for ease.

Q Uh-huh.

A Outside, there were members of one of the local militias,

who would park anywhere from one to two or more of their

vehicles -- "vehicles" being a pickup truck, usually with some type

of machine gun mounted on the back.

Q Do they have a name for those? Were they called

"technicals"?

A Some people called them "technicals." That's what we

referred to them as when we were there. I don't know of an official

name, though.

So they would park those outside of the entrance to the hotel
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grounds. Some days they would be parked there; other days they would

not be there.

There was one person who would control access to the parking lot

of the hotel via a drop-arm, a manually operated drop-arm.

Q Was this a member from that same militia?

A I don't know if he was a militia member or not.

Q Okay. And do you recall the name of the militia, if they

had one?

A I do not recall because there were many separate groups

operating at that time.

Q Okay.

A So there was one person who would operate the drop-arm. And

he would search vehicles entering that parking lot to the hotel. Some

vehicles would be searched; others would not.

Working into the hotel, at the main entrance there was a

walkthrough metal detector set up and an x-ray machine for luggage set

up. That was staffed with anywhere from one to three or four people.

They were armed with AK-47s. Some were; some weren't. But they were

always there, 24 hours a day.

And that was the extent of local security that I saw within the

hotel and on the hotel grounds.

Q Of these vehicles that would be outside, the technicals or

whatever, you said they weren't there every day.

A Correct.

Q There were days they didn't show up.
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A Correct.

Q Was it your understanding they were to be there every day?

A No. I do not know what the arrangements were. And I don't

know why they would be there some days and why they would not be there

other days.

Q Can you give us an average or estimation -- I'm struggling

for the appropriate words. Like, would they be there on average 3 out

of 7 days a week or 5 out of 7? Or were they there more often than

not there? Can you give us any type of estimation as to how often these

vehicles would be outside as opposed to not being there?

A Not that I can remember. It was very unorganized, where

I wouldn't be able to give you an accurate number.

Q Okay.

At any time during the 30-some days that you were in Libya, was

there ever a consideration of leaving the country?

A I don't know.

Q Not that was ever discussed with you?

A Not that was ever discussed with me.

Q Okay. Not discussed between you and other DS agents?

A I don't know if it was discussed with others, but it was

not with me.

Q What was your personal assessment of the security in the

country?

A It was available to us when we needed it, in reference to

security provided by the local militias. It was available when we
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needed it. But it was, in my assessment, unreliable, and the training

was unreliable.

Q So would you say they were not a disciplined militia?

A I couldn't accurately assess their discipline because I

don't know their backgrounds or their training.

Q Okay. It appeared to you, though, to be different than what

you and the other agents had had?

A Had had in terms of?

Q Of training to be law enforcement.

A It did appear to be different.

Q Okay.

Would you and the other agents use this militia, then, when you

would make movements throughout the city?

A Not always. We typically would request their assistance,

when I was in Benghazi, only for visits of other dignitaries who would

come. For example, when Senator McCain came, their assistance was

requested and provided. And when the other -- I don't recall the name,

but when the other State Department representative came shortly before

I left, their assistance was also requested and provided.

Q Okay. You can't remember the name of the State Department

person, but do you remember the position that he or she --

A It was one of either the assistant secretaries or deputy

secretaries. I don't remember from which section or their name off

the top of my head.

Q Male or female?
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A Male.

Q Okay. All right.

Do you know what a tripwire is?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did you have tripwires while you were in Benghazi?

A I never saw any official tripwires when I was in the country.

Q Okay. Was there a discussion of -- well, let me ask this

first. What's your understanding of a tripwire?

A A tripwire is some type of event that takes place in the

country that would trigger either a response or set in motion certain

plans on the U.S. Government side, State Department side, as to how

to proceed next.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. And did you and the other agents that you worked with

discuss informally what your tripwires would be for Benghazi to trigger

an event, an evacuation or other type of increased security?

A No. It was never informally discussed, specific tripwires

that would be --

Q So you never saw any tripwires and didn't have any

discussion with any of the other agents regarding that?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Discussions with anyone else outside of the agents?

A No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

I believe that Congressman Westmoreland may have some follow-up

questions to mine, so I'm going to turn it over to him at this time.

Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Again, thank you for your service.

Mr. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. This group, this security group that was

outside, who communicated with them?

Mr. There was not one designated person who would

communicate with them. On occasion, any one of the agents that was

in the hotel would try and communicate with members of the group
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providing security at the hotel, but usually, since most did not speak

English, we used our translator point of contact who was on the ground

to relay our desires or needs and he would communicate it to members

of that group.

Mr. Westmoreland. So it was a direct communication between one

of -- in your group to a headquarters?

Mr. I don't know who specifically our point of contact

communicated with. When we as individual agents would communicate

with the group we would go down to the person in the lobby of the hotel

and communicate directly with them?

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. When you walked by them, did you all

say, hey, how are you doing, or anything, was it pretty --

Mr. We would. They all knew who we were, and they were

all friendly with us, and we had a good relationship.

Mr. Westmoreland. So were they basically the same people every

day or it kind of switched off? I mean --

Mr. It did switch. I don't know how frequently.

Mr. Westmoreland. You said that they were there when you needed

them. You know, you're talking about the security that she said, you

know, the security was good, but when you needed them, you know, they

were there, I guess. Was there any particular instance that you needed

them for security?

Mr. When we needed them, I'm referring to the visit of

Senator McCain where their assistance was requested for additional

security for the motorcade and for the venues that he visited, and they
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provided that assistance, as well as assistance during the visit of

the State Department representative.

Mr. Westmoreland. So it was more you needed them for additional

security rather than protection?

Mr. Correct.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

[Discussion off the record.]

Ms. Jackson. You know what, I think we'll take a break here, only

because I don't want to start another topic with about 3 or 4 minutes

left. So why don't we go off the record.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. We'll go back on the record. The time is 11:19.

And, Mr. on behalf of the Select Committee minority staff,

I just want to thank you again for your service and for appearing here

today. I'll take a moment to reintroduce myself. I'm Peter Kenny.

I'm with the minority staff. I'm joined here by my colleagues.

We understand that appearing before Congress can seem to be a

daunting experience, so like our Republican counterparts we want to

make this process as simple and straightforward for you as possible.

We also understand that you and your colleagues may have lost some

fellow colleagues and friends on the night of the attacks, and so we

just want to be as respectful as possible to you and them as well. So

just thank you again for your service and for being here today.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Let me just introduce myself, because came

in late. I apologize for that. My name is Susanne Sachsman Grooms.
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I'm on the minority side also.

Mr. Okay.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just like to begin real generally here, returning to the

beginning of your service in Diplomatic Security. And you laid out

some of your experiences both before coming to DS as well as once you

started at DS, and I was just wondering if you could help us understand,

just so we get a better sense of you, just why you joined the Bureau

of Diplomatic Security.

A I joined in part for -- or mostly for the opportunity to

continue to serve overseas. I gained a number of years of experience

serving overseas in the military. That was where I had my first

exposure to the State Department, and DS in particular. And DS was

in line with what I was doing in the military at the time in terms of

protection, and that's something I enjoy doing, and DS is one of the

few federal agencies that offers that as a specific career path.

Q Okay. Thank you. That's very helpful. You mentioned

during the last hour, I believe, that you'd worked out of the

field office and then followed by work on the Secretary's detail. Is

that right?

A Correct.

Q Were you able to travel at all when you were posted at HFO

or on the Secretary's detail?

A Yes.
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Q Okay.

A When I was in , I did a few, three to be exact, TDYs

with the Secretary's detail, and I did a number of domestic trips also.

Q Did any of those TDYs involve travel to what would now be

considered to be a high threat post?

A No.

Q Okay. But working on the Secretary's detail, would you

have been able to travel to high threat posts? Did the Secretary

sometimes travel to more austere locations?

A The secretary's detail, yes, I did travel on a few occasions

to high threat posts. In , I did not.

Q Okay. Are you allowed to share some of those high threat

posts that you traveled to with the Secretary?

A Sure. I travelled to Islamabad, Pakistan. I traveled to

Cairo, Egypt, Israel, Jerusalem and the West Bank, Algeria.

Q And this is all prior to you having received high threat

training. Is that correct?

A That's after I received high threat.

Q That's after you received. Great.

A When I was in the Secretary's detail.

Q Okay. You know, for those of us who aren't as familiar as

yourself with some of the risks that American personnel face overseas,

can you just describe for us very generally just what some of those

risks are?

A Well, they face a risk when serving in countries where
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there's political instability. They face risks when serving in

countries where there's active wars going on, whether they're civil

wars or wars between other nations. They face the risk of general crime

in the country. Some countries have extremely high levels of crime,

whether it would be violent crime or lesser petty crimes. Those are

the major physical risks of classifying risks. Health risks of serving

in places where there's high risk of disease and other health concerns.

Q Can you maybe walk us through how some of your DS training

has helped prepare you for those types of environments and how to

address those types of risks?

A Sure. DS training in general from our basic special agent

training through more of the specialized courses like the high threat

course and the RSO course teach you how to operate and survive in more

austere environments where you don't have all of the infrastructure

in place to provide support that you would have in the United States

or more developed countries elsewhere in the world, operate in places

where you may not have ready access to DOD support.

And all of the training that we receive from day one is geared

towards teaching you to make independent decisions based on the

information that you have and make decisions that are going to be in

the best safety and security reasons of everyone there.

Q Thank you. That's helpful. Is perhaps another goal of

that training to teach you how to completely eliminate all risks that

you might face?

A It's not --
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Q Is it possible?

A It's not possible to eliminate 100 percent of risk in the

world. There's always risk in whatever you do.

Q So do you see your job, then, as to minimize that risk as

much as possible?

A The job's risk management. You have to balance the goals

of the Department versus the environment you're working in.

Q Okay. Thank you. That's helpful.

You'd mentioned in the last round that when you arrived in

Benghazi, I believe it was April 22, that you had hitched a ride with

Senator McCain on his congressional delegation. I'd like to ask you,

were you in any way involved in the preparation or planning for that

trip from a security standpoint?

A In terms of what specifically?

Q For instance, doing reviews of potential venues where the

codel would like to travel to.

A No, I was not.

Q Okay. How about the size of the detail that would be

responsible for the Senator?

A No, I was not.

Q Were there any other aspects that you were involved in of

planning?

A No. The Senator was simply our way of getting from Greece

into Benghazi.

Mr. Kenny. And I'd like to introduce Congressman Susan Brooks.

1073



52

Mrs. Brooks. Hello. Susan Brooks. Sorry for the

interruption. I'm just going to be here for a few minutes.

Mr. Congresswoman.

Mrs. Brooks. Thank you.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So once you landed in Benghazi, were you in any way involved

in Senator McCain's trip, in providing security, for instance?

A No. My the day we landed, my only job was to stay with the

plane to provide security for the plane while the Senator went into

town.

Q Okay. Were any other agents also tasked with that

responsibility?

A The ARSO, Assistant Regional Security Officer, that came

with us from Greece was with me also at the airport.

Q Okay.

A With the plane.

Q So the ARSO stayed at the airplane. I think you described

that individual as the Agent in Charge --

A Correct.

Q -- of the trip? Okay. And so that agent didn't accompany

Senator McCain to any of his sites?

A No.

Q Okay. Were you aware of how big the security detail was

for Senator McCain?

A I was aware of the number of DS agents that were currently
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on the ground.

Q Okay. And at that time in Benghazi, all of Benghazi, there

were 11. Is that correct?

A When we landed, if you include myself, and the ARSO

from Greece, that would put the number at 11.

Q But with two of you remaining at the airport, that meant

there were nine available --

A Correct.

Q -- to support --

A Correct.

Q -- Senator McCain. Okay. And that's one more than was on

the ground before you arrived. Was that also correct?

A Correct.

Q Were you aware of any of the sites to which Senator McCain

traveled that day?

A No.

Q Did anyone discuss with you how this charter flight came

into being, how it was planned?

A No.

Q At the time, did you know why Senator McCain wanted to travel

to Benghazi?

A No.

Q Did you later learn?

A Not the specifics. Just that -- what I saw on the news.

Q Okay. So I know we had a discussion in the last hour about
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security conditions on the ground, and that was very helpful in

describing -- or your assessment of the security conditions. I'd like

to maybe take a little step back and just get a sense of your

understanding of what the security conditions were in Benghazi before

arriving in the country.

A Before, I don't know what they were.

Q Okay. But you had mentioned that you had read press

accounts and had at least one briefing before traveling into the

country. Is that right?

A Not about the security conditions.

Q Okay. But you were aware that there was a revolution --

A Yes.

Q -- ongoing? Okay.

We've heard the terms permissive, semipermissive, nonpermissive

used to describe security environments. You were the special envoy's

limousine driver at the time. How would you characterize the

environment?

A I'm not going to use those terms in particular, because

they're not used within DS, but overall, I would -- at the time I was

on the ground in Benghazi, the locals were very friendly towards

Americans.

Q Okay. I'll mark Exhibit 1, which is a copy of a State

Department transcript.

[ Exhibit No. 1

Was marked for identification.]
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just bear with us here.

So, again, this is a copy of a State Department transcript from

an August 2, 2011, on-the-record briefing that was provided by then

Special Envoy Christopher Stevens during a return visit to Washington,

D.C. During this briefing, Special Envoy Stevens provided an update

on the conditions in Benghazi both from a political and security

standpoint. And if you like, I can give you a moment to read that.

A Please.

Q So it's a rather lengthy press briefing, and I can focus

you on two particular discrete sections.

A Okay.

Q So the first one we'll focus at is at the bottom of the first

page, second paragraph up from the bottom.

A Uh-huh.

Q And this is then Special Envoy Stevens speaking, and he

says, and I quote, "Now, I don't want to paint an overly rosy picture,

because there are also challenges inside the TNC-controlled area, and

one of them is security. There was a security vacuum when the regime

fell, and they had to stand up very quickly this organization called

the TNC. The police, for the most part, just left their posts, because

they were afraid of popular reaction against them because they had

committed abuses in the early days against the people. So there's

hardly any police around, and because of that vacuum, militias started

to form and step in.
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"And so looking after the security of Benghazi and eastern Libya,

you've got a lot of militias and a few police, and this has led to some

security challenges that you've already read about and know, I'm sure,

and the TNC is working to address these problems. We've flagged these

problems with them. The British, the French, other diplomatic

missions there are sort of keeping the pressure on the TNC to get their

arms around the militia problem so that they can provide better security

as they try to move forward to Tripoli and hopefully to Qadhafi's

departure," end of quote.

So while this is August 2011, clearly after you departed

Benghazi, did the special envoy's observations here, did they generally

apply to the time when you were in Benghazi?

A This -- I would say this is a fairly accurate description

of the security environment when we were -- when I was in Benghazi.

Q Okay. So is there anything about this statement that is

inaccurate in any way or that somehow would be misleading to the

picture?

A I mean, it's a very general statement, so --

Q Okay. That's fine.

A In general terms, it's accurate.

Q So did -- to your knowledge, did the special envoy pay close

attention to security in Benghazi?

A He was very security conscious.

Q Okay. Do you have any specific examples of that? Would

he have frequent discussions with the security staff?
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A He would -- if we had any security recommendations, he

would, when I was in Benghazi, abide by whatever our recommendations

were.

Q Would he ever report information to the security team about

conditions based on some information he may have heard from his

contacts?

A I don't know. Nothing was reported to me as an individual

by him. I don't know if he reported to anyone else.

Q And you mentioned that some security recommendations would

be provided to the special envoy. Who within the team, would that be

one person who was primarily tasked with that or could it vary?

A It would vary. The primary conduit between the security

team and Chris Stevens was the AIC --

Q Okay.

A -- but we all had open channels of communication with him

if we needed to.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So were there times when you communicated

specific recommendations to Mr. Stevens?

Mr. I never personally communicated a specific

recommendation to him.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So we know from the ARB report and other investigations that

the lack of a police presence, as the special envoy describes it here,

became a serious challenge over time. It seems, however, that based
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on this description, the special envoy felt that the Transitional

National Council was working or attempting to address the shortcomings

caused by that. Was that also your sense?

A They were attempting to provide some form of security in

the city.

Q Okay. And do you know why the special envoy would be

working with the TNC on these types of issues? Was that because the

TNC had some sort of relationship with the militia on the ground?

A I don't know why he would have worked with one group as

opposed to another.

Q Okay. But the -- did the TNC seem to have any influence

over any of the militias in Benghazi, to your knowledge?

A I don't know for sure if they did or did not.

Q Okay. So I'd like to direct you to page 3 in the Q&A

portion. It's about the middle of the page, there's a question that

begins, "Also, have you been able to travel --"

Mr. Evers. Do you see it?

Mr. Yeah.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So I'd just like to read this brief quote into the record.

Quote: "Question: Also, have you been able to travel outside of

Benghazi and meet with civil society leaders in other places? And are

these the people who are telling you that they support the TNC? Is

that --

"Mr. Stevens: Absolutely. We try to get out as much as
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possible, so -- and meet with all sorts of people -- tribal leaders,

Islamists, NGOs, women, men, all around. So Benghazi, but also we've

headed out into the east. Where we don't go for security reasons is

into the war zone," close quote.

So based on this, it sounds like, despite some of the security

challenges that we've been discussing today, the special envoy was

still able to go out, meet and develop contacts in eastern Libya. Is

that accurate?

A I do not know. We never traveled into eastern Libya when

I was in the country.

Q Okay. But you were able to travel within Benghazi. Is

that correct?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And could you generally do that at will, meaning you

picked a time and place and you could make it happen?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And you mentioned before that on occasion you would

request militia assistance for certain instances where you would be

providing movement security?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And those requests were fulfilled, at least in some

of the more high profile instances. Is that right?

A In the two instances that I had experience with it, it was

fulfilled both times.

Q Were you in touch with other foreign missions, you or
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anybody on the security team, to your knowledge, from Western countries

about their security?

A Western countries? Not to my knowledge, no.

Q Okay. Other countries?

A Yes.

Q Which countries? With which countries would you interact?

A The Qataris and the Danes.

Q Okay. Were you aware at all of how the Danes had postured

themselves from a security standpoint?

A I was not personally aware, no.

Q Okay. Did they seem to have a substantial presence?

A I don't know. I never saw their full security arrangement.

Q Okay. And I believe we may have addressed this in the last

hour, but I'd just like to ask it slightly differently. Were there

any times when you advised against any particular activity for security

reasons during your time in Benghazi?

A The only negative advisement that I was aware we ever made

was to change our departure time from a location to avoid a rally in

front of the hotel, the Tibesti Hotel.

Q Okay. And in that instance, how did you become aware of

that risk or of that event, the protest?

A Every Friday the locals would rally in front of the Tibesti

Hotel, in front, I mean across the street in front of the main entrance

of the hotel in an open plaza area, and they would gather anywhere from

the hundreds to up to a thousand at my count --
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Q Okay.

A -- and rally about the week's accomplishments of the war.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Were these anti-American rallies?

Mr. As far as I know, no. They were pro-Western rallies.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Did you ever see any flags of other countries being waved

about during these demonstrations?

A No.

Q Or the rally? Okay. Okay. So this just became a regular

occurrence?

A Yes.

Q Is that right? Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And so the reason to avoid the rally is just

that it's a lot of people? Is that the idea?

Mr. Yes.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Okay.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q And so at the time, that was assessed to be some sort of

security risk, just having a large number of people outside of your

control. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And was that risk presented, then, to the special

envoy with a recommendation, for instance, that you would change his

departure time for that day?
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A Yes.

Q Okay. And what was his response?

A I don't know, because I didn't personally make the

recommendation.

Q Okay. Was your understanding that he accepted the

recommendation?

A It is my understanding, because we always avoided the

crowds.

Q Okay. So I just want to say that overall it does sound like

the team did a pretty exceptional job and were up to the challenges

of the task. Is that generally how you felt about the mission, the

security mission?

A Yes. I felt we were capable of providing the adequate

amount of security necessary based on the resources we had available

to us.

Q Did you have a general sense of whether the diplomatic team

to the special envoy, they felt like they were accomplishing their goals

there?

A I'm not sure if they were being accomplished or not.

Q Okay. I'd like to revisit a few topics we discussed in the

last hour, so I may be jumping around, but I just wanted to ask a few

follow-up questions just for some clarification.

There was some discussion in the last hour that at least two

members of the original eight agents that went into Benghazi were from

the MSD division. Is that correct?
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A Correct.

Q Okay. And there was some discussion about differences in

training between MSD and other high-threat-trained agents. Do you

recall that as well?

A Correct.

Q Okay. I believe I heard you in the last hour say that even

the high-threat-trained agents were a limited resource within the

Department. I think you mentioned there were maybe only two in the

field office. Is it generally Departmentwide at that time

there weren't many high-threat-trained agents?

A I can only speak to . There were only a handful.

I don't know the exact number, but there were only a handful who had

gone through the training --

Q Okay.

A -- at that time.

Q And is your understanding also that the MSD team is even

a smaller pool of individuals who are qualified for that?

A Everyone in MSD is high threat trained.

Q Okay.

A I don't know the numbers of MSD at that time, though.

Q Okay. But generally was it a finite resource or is it

something unlimited that could be requested and deployed anywhere?

A It's finite in terms of numbers, but you can always request

their assistance, but it's always going to come down to availability.

Q Okay. We spent a little bit in the last hour discussing
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your communications on the security side as well as the diplomatic side.

I know you discussed that there was a satellite phone, you also had

some limited Internet connectivity for email?

A Yes.

Q I just want -- it would be helpful for us to understand,

did the team on the ground, did you have an open line of communication

with the Diplomatic Security Command Center throughout the entire time

that you were there?

A Open in terms of what?

Q In terms of if you needed to report something to them or

if they needed to contact you, there would be a capability for that.

A Yes, as long as we could get a satellite link to make the

call or to send the email.

Q Okay. And were the satellite links for the voice, were

those generally reliable? Were they more --

A Generally, yes, but as with any satellite communication

device it's dependent on a lot of factors, from weather to where you

are in the city. So if you had a clear -- a clear link, then generally

they were reliable.

Q Okay. And in the event the email was somehow unavailable,

would you have resorted or anyone else on the team resorted to the use

of voice or telephone?

A For what?

Q To contact or reach back to DS at main State?

A Yes.
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Q Okay. We talked a little bit in the last hour about how

you had -- the team did the division of labor, and you mentioned that

you were the limousine driver, and we went and I think talked about

the agent in charge, as well as the team leader. Was there a person

who would generally be responsible for communications, say, a watch

officer in --

A There was one person permanently assigned to our command

post, the TOC, Tactical Operations Center.

Q So you had a Tactical Operations Center. And was that

manned pretty much around the clock?

A Manned 24/7.

Q Okay. And you had mentioned before that maybe you weren't

aware of whether certain reporting was taking place, but it sounds like

this person would have been responsible for the primary point of

contact. Is that generally accurate?

A Primary point of contact in terms of what?

Q With anybody back at main State, whether it's the Diplomatic

Security Command Center or otherwise.

A The person working in the TOC would have been responsible

for contacting the DS Command Center regarding any issues and

contacting our DOD point of contact regarding any issues.

Q And would you have been aware of every communication that

that person made to the Diplomatic Security Command Center?

A I would not be aware of every communication made.

Q There was a discussion in the last hour about a specific
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incident occurring at the Swedish -- I believe it was the Swedish

Consul?

A Consul, yeah.

Q And that occurred during your time in Benghazi?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And you mentioned that there was no formal

investigation that was undertaken. Is that correct?

A Not that I know of.

Q Okay. Were there any discussions on the team about what

this was, whether this was some sort of assassination attempt on the

special envoy?

A There was informal discussion, and our conclusion was it

was a stray celebratory round that happened to land through the middle

of the dining room table.

Q And can you talk about that a little bit and just help us

understand Benghazi at this period? Was that a common thing?

A Celebratory fire was common when I was in Benghazi.

Q Okay. So based on this informal discussion, it was

assessed or somehow determined that it wasn't a specific threat to the

special envoy?

A Correct.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Did you agree with that assessment?

Mr. I did. I had no reason not to.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q At the very end of the last hour there was a discussion of
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tripwires and what those things mean. It would just be helpful if we

could maybe revisit what the tripwire is. I know you mentioned that

it could be one of several things, and this is obviously pre the events

of September 2012. But can you just help us understand, when a

tripwire is crossed, does that automatically mean everybody packs up

and evacuates or is it something less than that? And if so, is it at

least a discussion about security?

A No, it doesn't mean everyone packs up and evacuates. All

it means is the current situation that caused that tripwire is to be

assessed and then future action is going to be based on that assessment.

Q Okay.

A It doesn't mandate any type of action, though.

Q Okay. During your time in Benghazi, how closely did you,

did the DS team, how closely did you monitor security conditions in

Benghazi?

A I personally was not involved in any monitoring of the

security conditions other than the general environment that I saw when

I worked every day, and I don't know if anyone else on the team was

involved in in-depth monitoring of the conditions or not.

Q Would the team discuss, maybe at the end of a day or a shift,

just what they encountered, security conditions, those sorts of things?

A We would informally discuss the -- on Fridays, the rally

outside of the hotel, how many people there were, what they were doing.

We would discuss the security at the hotel itself also.

Q Okay. Were those fairly frequent conversations or just
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occasional?

A They were occasional if we happened to --

Q Okay.

A -- see something different than we usually see.

Q Right. But otherwise, unless you had some information that

you thought necessary to share, you wouldn't have a conversation about

security. Is that fairly accurate?

A We wouldn't have a conversation unless it -- unless we

needed to.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q So in the previous hour, and maybe it was just me, but I

thought it got a little confusing whether what you were talking about

was sort of a written list of tripwires or actually the existence of

conceptual tripwires, or what was going on in Benghazi. So maybe if

I could just walk you through a couple of things to clarify that.

Were you aware of whether there was or was not a written list of

tripwires during the time period that you were in Benghazi?

A I do not know if there is a written list of tripwires.

Q Okay. Is it possible that there was a written list that

you wouldn't have seen?

A It's possible.

Q Were you aware conceptually through discussions about what

kinds of events could occur in Benghazi that would at the time that

you were there become tripwire-type events, so cause a need for
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discussion that you would then have to base future action on?

A We never discussed informally what specific events may

trigger a tripwire.

Q And by "we" in that, do you mean that you never discussed

that with anyone?

A By "we," I mean myself and the other members of the security

team.

Q Is it possible that the senior members of the security team

were having those discussions without you present?

A It's possible.

Q Similarly, I think, you know, you've defined your role when

you were there as being driving the limo, right?

A Correct.

Q And that there were a couple of things that maybe you weren't

aware of, such as at the time you were there, I think you said you weren't

aware of whether a person was gathering intelligence. Does that mean

that nobody was doing it or just that you don't personally know whether

that was happening or not?

A I don't personally know whether that was happening or not.

Q Okay. And I think you also said you weren't really aware

of some of the communications going on with D.C., or all of the

communications going on with D.C., I think is a better way of saying

that. Would that mean you were talking about your personal experience

or that you were talking for sort of the whole group?

A My personal experience. I do not personally know of any

1091



70

communications, when they may have happened or may not have happened.

Q In the time period when I think you were discussing if

a -- did any large-scale events that would be the kind of large-scale

events that would constitute a tripwire where you would have to reassess

the security situation, did any of those occur when you were in

Benghazi?

A I really can't answer that accurately, because every

mission has specific tripwires based on where they're operating. So

no one -- no tripwire is going to be the same, whether -- a tripwire

in Libya is not necessarily going to be the same as a tripwire in

Tunisia, vice versa. So I couldn't say whether one event may have

triggered a tripwire or not.

Q But I think you said previously that there was only one

security incident when you were there, and that was the bullet in the

Swedish Embassy. Is that accurate?

A Correct. Consulate. Swedish Consulate.

Q Sorry. And when that occurred, do you know whether there

was an assessment of the security risk?

A I do not know.

Q And if there had been, do you know who in the structure would

have been doing that assessment?

A No. The AIC would have been involved. I don't know who

else would have been involved.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just moving to our discussion in the last round about the
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Tibesti Hotel. You described several layers of security from, I

believe, the exterior moving in. And I just want to first ask, when

you were reviewing some of the materials that may have been provided

to you, site security reviews of the hotel, were you aware that there

were many secure locations in Benghazi that were available to the U.S.

government to use or would this be something you weren't necessarily

be involved in?

A In terms of?

Q Selecting a site for --

A No. I was not involved in --

Q Okay.

A -- selecting the site.

Q Okay. Did you have a general sense that there were lots

of readymade options for the U.S. Government when they arrived in

Benghazi?

A I'm not sure what was available when they arrived.

Q Based on your experience in the Tibesti and some of the

layers of security that you described, were you generally comfortable

with being present there?

A Given the resources that we had, we were able to provide

as much security as we could.

Q Okay. But would it have been preferable to have been

somewhere where maybe you had more control over the facility, if

maybe --

A I'm not going to say preferable or unpreferable, because
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a lot -- the selection of the site is not entirely security based. A

lot of it has to do with accessibility for the envoy to do his job.

So even if there was a site that was more secure than the Tibesti, it

may not have been an option for a reason such as that.

Q In your capacity as the lead car, the limousine driver, you

obviously spent some time with the special envoy --

A Yes.

Q -- got to know him. Is that right? Did the special envoy

ever share with you some of his optimism of Libya or for Libya and the

Libyan people?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you have a sense of whether he had strong

feelings about Libya?

A No.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q Did you have or raise up to your superiors any

security-related concerns during your time in Benghazi that were not

addressed?

A I did not raise to any of my superiors security-related

concerns, and I did not have any concerns that I chose to raise, felt

needed to be raised with them.

Q Can you remind me when you left Benghazi?

A It was May 26.

Q May 26, 2011?
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A 2011.

Q So that would have been approximately 16 months before the

attacks on 9/11/2012?

A Yes.

Q Sorry. I apologize. So in that 16 months, the Qadhafi

regime toppled, the embassy in Tripoli reopened, democratic elections

were held in July of 2012. Is it fair to say that a lot changed in

the 16 months after you left Benghazi?

A I really can't answer that accurately, because I wasn't

there.

Q Did you stay involved with the security in Benghazi after

you left in May of 2011?

A No.

Q So after you left in May of 2011, did you have any firsthand

knowledge about the topics that we've been talking about today? And

I'll just go through a couple of them. Did you have any firsthand

knowledge after May of 2011 about the security resources, staffing,

or equipment in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Did you have any firsthand knowledge about the means of

communications in Benghazi after May of 2011?

A No.

Q Any firsthand knowledge about the tripwires in Benghazi

after May of 2011?

A No.
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Q How about any information about the intelligence in

Benghazi, whether it was being received, reviewed, collected after May

of 2011?

A No.

Q And did you have any firsthand knowledge of the militias

on the ground or local security arrangements in Benghazi after May

of 2011?

A No.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I think we'll go off the record right now.

Thanks.

[Recess.]

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Agent again, I'm Sharon Jackson, and my colleague is

Carlton Davis, and I think both of us are going to be asking some

questions during this hopefully last portion for you.

At the end of your questioning by the minority, you were asked

about the sufficiency of the resources. And my sense from your answer,

and I'd just like you to elaborate, is that you felt that you didn't

have enough resources. Did I get the correct implication? And, if

so, could you elaborate on your answer?

A I wouldn't say we were lacking resources in terms of

equipment. We could always use extra manpower, that would have always

been beneficial, but in terms of equipment, we went into Benghazi with

our normal allocation of equipment that we would typically take on a

similar mission anywhere else in the world.
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Q So even though you were going into an active war zone, you

weren't augmented with any extra equipment for that particular mission.

Is that correct?

A We didn't have anything that we wouldn't normally take with

us.

Q Okay. What else would you have liked to have had?

A In that particular situation, I think additional manpower

would have been all we could have asked for.

Q Okay. We talked earlier about the bullet going through the

window at the Tibesti Hotel prior to your arrival. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Was that in the current suite of -- suite -- first of all,

was it in the suite of rooms?

A Yes.

Q The window.

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did that cause them to make any changes, such as did

you move to a different -- did they move to a different suite or anything

like that?

A I don't know what changes, if any, that would have caused,

but the window it went through was the window of the TOC, and that

remained the TOC when I was there, same -- same room, it didn't change.

Q The window would have been fixed by the time you got there?

A I don't remember.

Q Okay. And how high up was that?
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A I don't remember the exact floor, but we were midway up in

the hotel. It wasn't the ground floor, it wasn't the top floor. We

were in the middle. I don't remember the exact floor, though.

Q Do you remember how many floors the hotel had?

A No.

Q More than 10, less than 20?

A I really don't know.

Q You've stayed in a few hotels in your career with --

A More --

Q -- the Diplomatic Security?

A More than I care for.

Q Okay. Was the TOC manned 24/7?

A Correct.

Q Okay. So someone was in the TOC when the bullet went

through?

A I don't know if they were physically in it or not.

Q Okay. But it was to be manned 24/7?

A Yes.

Q Okay. To your knowledge, was anybody hurt or injured

because of that?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Was any equipment damaged in any way?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Okay. And did that cause any changes in security measures

in that suite where the TOC was? I mean, from bulletproof glass being
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requested or installed, to keeping the drapes pulled or anything like

that, if you know?

A The only precaution that was implemented, although I don't

know if it was a direct result of that incident, was we always kept

the curtains closed in the room.

Q Okay. To your knowledge, was there any indication that it

was directed at your group?

A Not to my knowledge.

Q Okay. Going back to the local militia that provided some

security at the hotel and you occasionally called upon, you had

previously described them, in your opinion, as unreliable. And I'd

just ask if you could elaborate on any specifics that you saw or can

you tell us upon what you based that conclusion?

A I used the term "unreliable" because in the example of hotel

security, some days they were parked out front, other days they were

not. We didn't know why they chose to be there on some days and why

they chose not to on others. And to my knowledge, myself, I didn't

know who they were or where their loyalties happened to lie, so if

something would have happened, I had no confidence if they would or

would not come to support.

Q Okay. So to your knowledge they were not under contract

with the State Department to provide some additional security?

A As far as I know, they were not.

Q Okay. And to your knowledge, had they been vetted in any

way that the State Department normally vets a local guard force to
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provide protection?

A I don't know of any vetting of any of the local militia

members at the hotel or that supported us when I was in country.

Q And I know you said earlier that you couldn't remember the

name of the militia. Do you recognize the name February 17th or Feb

17 as a militia that was in Benghazi at the time?

A Yes.

Q Does that refresh your recollection as to whether that was

the name of the particular militia that was providing security at the

hotel?

A I don't know if it was the name of the particular one. They

were -- I know that it was operating in the area.

Q Okay. Was that the group that you would call upon on the

two instances where you needed additional security for Senator McCain's

visit and then the State Department official's visit?

A I don't know if that was the specific group, because we used

our local point of contact to request the assistance. I don't know

who he actually called once we made the request.

Q Who was your local point of contact?

A I don't remember the name. It was -- and I don't remember

how he was particularly linked up with the State Department. When I

arrived, I was just told this is our point of contact. We used him

for translation and anything that we needed out in town, setting up

meetings and such.

Q Were you told or did you get the impression that Chris
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Stevens knew him on a personal basis?

A I had the impression that Chris Stevens didn't know

him prior to.

Q Would this local Libyan travel with you when you would go

to various venues?

A Occasionally, he would travel separately from our

motorcade.

Q So he was never a part of your motorcade?

A No.

Q Okay. And you were the driver for Mr. Stevens. Who else

would be in the vehicle with you besides you and he?

A The only other person that was always in the vehicle was

the AIC.

Q The agent in charge?

A Correct.

Q Okay.

A And the --

Q Would you typically have a fourth?

A Typically, no. The only time that there was a fourth was

when Senator McCain came and when the other State Department

representative came.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q That you thought was an assistant secretary or deputy

secretary, somewhere up there --

A Correct, yeah.

Q -- up the chain?

A I don't remember his exact title.

Q Okay. When that person came, did an extra agent come along,

such as what occurred when Senator McCain came?

A No.

Q Okay. So it was the 10 of you.

A Correct.

Q Okay.

Did you get danger pay when you were over there?

A Yes, retroactively.

Q Retroactively?

A Yeah.

Q You didn't know you were going to get it when you went in?

A There was discussion -- the initial group that went in, of

eight agents, when they arrived, danger pay had not been authorized

at that time. And, eventually, after I arrived in Benghazi, something

was worked out by the people who deal with danger pay to designate a

start date for the danger pay. And beginning on that date, we all
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received danger pay from that start date until when we left the country.

Q So was there a period of time from when you initially got

there till this start date that you did not get danger pay?

A For myself, no, but for some of the eight initial people,

there was.

Q Okay. So you got danger pay for the entire --

A Correct.

Q -- time that you were there. Okay.

It is my understanding that the Greek ferry that brought the

initial eight agents and Envoy Stevens into Benghazi was still there

when you arrived. Do you recall that or not?

A Correct. It was still there.

Q And it was there for a couple of days after you arrived?

A I don't remember when it left.

Q Okay. Was it there at the end of your tour?

A No.

Q Okay. So it left at some point.

A Correct.

Q Was that ferry your evacuation plan initially?

A I never heard of it being part of our evacuation plan,

personally.

Q Were you aware of your evacuation plan?

A I had heard through informal discussion of an evacuation

plan.

Q And what was that plan?
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A The plan was we would pack up all of our equipment, mainly

our weapons and communication equipment, and we would drive to Egypt.

And when we arrived at Egypt, we would essentially turn ourselves over

to the border guards at Egypt and hope that the U.S. Embassy in Cairo

could help us out.

Q And get you in Egypt?

A In Egypt, or if we were in jail, get us out of jail.

Q Okay. Because was it your understanding, then, that people

who were leaving Libya to go into Egypt would not be allowed in?

A I don't know anything about that.

Q Okay.

We talked earlier about a classified communications system

arriving after you arrived on April 22nd, and --

A Correct.

Q -- I just want to direct your attention back there. Okay.

Did you use that system?

A I did not personally use it.

Q Okay. Do you know who used that system?

A I know Chris Stevens used the room. I don't know if he

actually used the equipment in the room, though.

Q Was there other equipment in that room?

A Not that I know of.

Q Okay. So if you went into that room, presumably you were

using the equipment in that room?

A Possibly, but I couldn't say for sure.
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Q Do you know why that system was brought in, for what purpose?

A Specific purpose, no.

Q Okay. And do you have any knowledge about anyone among your

team using that equipment for a particular purpose?

A No.

Q Okay.

You talked earlier about that there were generally rallies on

Fridays?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Were there rallies any other day of the week?

A The only instance in particular that I remember is the day

the news came out that bin Laden was killed. There was another

pro-Western rally to celebrate his death in front of the hotel.

Q Okay. But, typically, every Friday there would be a rally?

A Typically, yes.

Q Approximately what time of day would these rallies start?

A They were usually late afternoon, 4, 5 o'clock in the

afternoon.

Q So during the daytime?

A Correct. It was still light outside.

Q Okay. Would they end before dark, or would they go until,

you know, midnight or so?

A I don't remember exactly, but they wouldn't go very long.

They wouldn't go till midnight, I know that for sure.

Q Okay. Past the dinner hour?
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A I don't know for sure.

Q Okay. Would they have flags or banners or other things like

that?

A They would have the Libyan flag -- Libyan, I mean the --

Q Revolution flag?

A Yes. Not the flag of the government but the revolution one.

Q Not the Qadhafi flag but the revolution flag?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Any other flags that you saw?

A Not that I saw.

Q Any discussion among the agents that you worked with that

they were seeing flags of extremist groups?

A No, not that I heard.

Q Okay. And you said that up to, like, 1,000 people would

rally on Fridays?

A The number would vary. Some Fridays there would be more

people than others. I don't know why the numbers would change.

Q Okay.

You stated earlier that it was your impression that the locals

were very friendly toward Americans.

A Correct.

Q Okay. Were there other groups, either in Benghazi or in

the Benghazi area, that were not friendly to Americans or Westerners,

if you're aware?

A I never encountered a group or heard of any anti-Western

1106



85

group --

Q Okay.

A -- in the area.

Q Okay.

We talked earlier about emailing back to the command center and

use of the Gmail account. Were you doing that from State Department

computer systems, like laptops, computers, that kind of stuff?

A It was sent from a laptop that the initial group of eight

agents had brought with them.

Q Okay. Did anybody bring their personal laptops with them?

A I don't know --

Q You did not?

A -- personally. I did bring my personal laptop, yes.

Q Okay. Want to communicate with family members or things

like that?

A Until I found out that the whole WiFi system was

nonfunctioning.

Q You had hopes --

A Yes.

Q -- but reality crashed those hopes; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did you ever use your personal laptop to create any

State Department documents, such as the site survey or anything like

that?

A No. Those were all created on that laptop in the TOC.
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Q Okay.

Following the Benghazi attack in September of 2012, did you

receive any notification that there were -- well, first of all, were

you asked to provide any documents to the Accountability Review Board

regarding your experience in Benghazi?

A Nope.

Q Okay. Were you interviewed by them?

A Nope.

Q The same questions regarding the Best Practices Panel. Did

you provide any documents to that group?

A Nope.

Q Were you interviewed by them?

A Nope.

Q Okay.

Were you ever advised that various congressional committees had

requested documents regarding the U.S. presence in Libya prior to the

attack and of the attack?

A I wasn't formally advised. There was an email that was sent

by DS headquarters basically saying people with information regarding

this should be aware that they may be asked to provide emails, any type

of communications regarding the incident.

Q Okay. So you were told that you may be asked but not that

you were asked; is that --

A Correct.

Q Okay. So did you go in and look for any emails or documents
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that you may have created and sent?

A No.

Q Okay. So you were never directed to produce any of the site

surveys or anything like that?

A In terms of after the fact?

Q After the attack --

A No.

Q -- and up until this day.

A No.

Q Okay.

When you got back from Libya in the end of May 2011, were you

debriefed or interviewed or asked to write a report regarding your

experience for internal use?

A No.

Q And have you ever been asked?

A No.

Q Are you aware of whether any of the other DS agents who you

served with over in Libya were asked to do that?

A No.

Q Okay.

Ms. Jackson. Go ahead.

Mr. Davis. Yeah. If there's any area that you think might be

pertinent to our inquiry that we did not ask you about today, feel free

to share.

Mr. No. I think you've covered all the main points.
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Ms. Jackson. You mean there's no area that you thought we would

ask about and we didn't?

Mr. No.

Ms. Jackson. Or you just don't want to prolong this any longer?

Mr. No, no, no. You were thorough.

Ms. Jackson. All right.

Mr. Davis. And just one other question. When did you first

learn that Congress wanted to speak with you?

Mr. On the 28th of January, I received an email from

Director Starr that there was a possibility that we would be asked to

provide information.

Mr. Davis. Thank you.

Ms. Jackson. Those are all the questions that we have, and we

would turn it back over to you all.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. The time is 12:40. Nice round number.

So, appreciate your patience again today, Agent

And I'll just give you a quick roadmap. I'd like to return to

some of our discussion throughout the course of today, ask a few

followup clarifying questions, at which point I'm going to hand it over

to my colleague. This is Brent Woolfork, who is going to ask you some

questions. And then I'll ask you another series of questions, as well,

to conclude our hour.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So I'd like to begin by returning to our discussion about
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the militia that was in Benghazi or the various militias that you

observed during your time there. In the last hour, you corrected, I

believe, a statement, or clarified a statement, when you had said that

they were somehow unreliable.

And the thing I think it would be helpful for us to understand

is, obviously, the security team has a specific lens through which they

view the world, and we're on the ground, assessing and working with

some of these actors. And it's also possible that the diplomatic staff

had their own lens through which they viewed the world.

And it would be helpful for us to understand, were some of these

observations, these assessments about the militia, were those being

relayed back to main State during your time? Or were these more

informal discussions you and the team were having?

A I never relayed any back to main State. I don't know if

anyone else on the team relayed any. They were informal discussions

amongst the rest of my team when we were there.

Q Okay. And is it possible that some of the other staff,

perhaps the diplomatic staff, maybe had a different view of the militia,

their reliability and those sorts of things?

A It's possible.

Q Okay.

I'd like to move on to our discussion of danger pay. And maybe

it'd be helpful if you could just provide us with an overview of what

that is --

A Sure.
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Q -- and when it applies.

A Danger pay is an entitlement pay that the State Department

offers to any Foreign Service officer who is serving in an area that

is designated to receive danger pay. That area changes from year to

year. I believe every year, each post has to resubstantiate their

claim to danger pay. And the amount varies based on the post.

And if a post is eligible for danger pay, then for TDY Foreign

Service officers to that area, to my knowledge, it's a minimum of

45 days. Once you're in country 45 days, you're eligible to receive

it. There are exceptions to that depending on the country, where you

don't necessarily have to be in country for 45 days. Some it's just

however long you're on the ground. But I don't know the specifics of

the regulations.

Q Sure. Did those exceptions apply at all to any of the

personnel in Benghazi, the exception to the 45-day minimum, to your

knowledge?

A To my knowledge, yes, because I received danger pay and I

was not in country for 45 days.

Q Okay.

And you mentioned that, it sounds like -- and please correct me

if I'm wrong, but that the post is responsible for originating the

request. They send the request in and have to substantiate it somehow.

Is that --

A Correct. Post is responsible for sending in all the

justifications for danger pay to main State.
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Q Okay. And once they do that, there's some sort of an

evaluation process that then takes place, and a decision is made? Is

that right?

A In terms of --

Q Just generally for how this process would work.

A Yes. Some evaluation is made as to whether post qualifies

for danger pay or not and to what percentage of pay they qualify for.

Q Okay.

Do you have any evidence that the fact that danger pay didn't apply

to the first team or the first group of folks that went in, that that

was somehow part of an effort to deny that Libya or Benghazi was somehow

embroiled in a revolution?

A I don't know.

Q So you don't have evidence of that.

A I don't, no.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is the danger-pay process sometimes a

bureaucratic one that takes a little bit of time to get through?

Mr. I don't know what the baseline timeframe is for that

process to take place, so I don't know if how long it took for Benghazi

approval to go through, if that was the norm or outside of the norm.

Mr. Kenny. Are you aware of whether it requires any sort of

congressional notice?

Mr. I'm not aware, no.

Mr. Kenny. No.
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Mr. Woolfork. Agent my name is Brent Woolfork, as was

stated at the outset. And I just wanted to ask you a few questions

following on what the majority asked you regarding the Accountability

Review Board.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q You had previously answered that you had become aware

regarding the Accountability Review Board being convened from -- I

believe from Diplomatic Security. Is that correct?

A They made me aware that I may be required to provide

documents or communication records regarding my time in Benghazi. It

wasn't the actual notification that the board was being convened on

this date.

Q Okay.

A Simply that we may be required to provide documents.

Q And given that you were in Benghazi from April and May

of 2011, did you feel that you had information that could be provided

that would be helpful towards the investigation?

A I didn't feel I had any relevant information.

Q Is there a reason why not? Is it just in terms of the

duration of time that had lapsed or other reasons?

A It was due to I was there prior to the attack, and, at the

time, the impression was they were looking for information regarding

the time of the attack.

Q Okay.

Were you ever asked or ordered not to provide information to the
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ARB?

A No.

Q Were you ever asked or ordered to conceal or destroy

information for the ARB?

A No.

Q And then, once the ARB completed its report in December

of 2012, did you have a chance to take a look at it, read it at all?

A I did, but just skimming through. I didn't read it in

detail.

Q Did you have a chance to take a look at the recommendations

that were made?

A I did, again, skimming through. Nothing in detail.

Q Did you have any thoughts in terms of the recommendations

that were made?

A I thought they were adequate recommendations.

Q Were there any additional recommendations you thought would

be helpful towards Diplomatic Security's mission in the future?

A No, not that I can remember from the recommendations.

Q Thank you.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Now, shifting gears, I would like to ask you a series of

questions about a number of public allegations related to the attacks.

We understand that the committee is investigating these allegations,

and, therefore, we have to ask everyone about them. But we don't want

you to infer that, by us asking these, you know, that we've adopted
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them as our own.

You will also see that there are a lot of these allegations, so

it takes a while. And I apologize in advance and ask that you just

please bear with us. For the most part, I will just ask whether or

not you have any evidence or information to support each of these, and

if you don't, we can move on to the next one.

So the first is, it's been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One

Congressman has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told

Leon" -- Leon Panetta -- "to stand down," close quote, and this resulted

in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi.

Agent do you have any evidence that Secretary of State

Clinton ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night

of the attacks?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night

of the attacks?

A No.

Q It's also been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington

Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four Pinocchios,

its highest award for false claims.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed

an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya?
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A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day

security resources in Benghazi?

A No.

Q It has also been alleged that Secretary Clinton

misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi

to his own people in order to garner support for military operations

in Libya in spring of 2011.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own

people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in

2011?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries.

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on

Intelligence found that, quote, "the CIA was not collecting and

shipping arms from Libya to Syria," close quote, and that they found,

quote, "no support for this allegation," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence

Committee's bipartisan report finding that CIA was not shipping arms

from Libya to Syria?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in
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Benghazi were being used to facility weapons transfers from Libya to

Syria or to any other foreign country?

A No.

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound on the

night of the attacks, and there have been a number of allegations about

the cause and appropriateness of that delay.

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report

concluding that the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand down," close

quote, but that, instead, there were tactical disagreements on the

ground about how quickly to depart.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order

to CIA personnel?

A No.

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the

decision to delay temporarily or whether you think it was the right

decision, do you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper

reason behind the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who

departed the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A No.

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that, in the

course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board,

damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed from that

production.
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Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were

provided to the ARB?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB?

A No.

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents provided to

Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were

provided to Congress?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for

political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he

told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties

in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and

nonpartisanship," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave

false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the

Benghazi talking points?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?
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A No.

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made a,

quote, "intentional misrepresentation," close quote, when she spoke

on the Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks.

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally

misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk

shows?

A No.

Q We're almost to the end.

It has been alleged that the President of the United States was

"virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief" on the night of attacks and that

he was, quote, "missing in action," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close

quote, or, quote, "missing in action," close quote, on the night of

the attacks?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering

flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors

to, quote, "stand down," close quote. Military officials have stated

that those four individuals were instead ordered to, quote, "remain

in place," close quote, in Tripoli in order to provide security and

medical assistance in their current location.

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services
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Committee found that, quote, "there was no stand-down order issued to

U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the flight in

Benghazi," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House

Armed Services Committee that, quote, "there was no stand-down order

issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the

fight in Benghazi," close quote?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. However,

former Republican Congressman Howard Buck McKeon, the former chairman

of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of the

attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were,

how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we

probably couldn't have done more than we did," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's

conclusion?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have

saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not

to deploy?

A No.

Mr. Kenny. And, with that, we'll conclude and go off the record.

[Whereupon, at 12:55 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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MR. GALLEGOS: Thank you.

MR. TONER: I don’t have anything for the top. So I’ll take your questions.

QUESTION: Can I ask – oh, I want to ask Gonzo a question. (Laughter.) Can you –

MR. TONER: I’m sure he’ll give you a colorful answer.

QUESTION: I’m sure. Could you or him tell us what happened at the meeting this morning with the Syrian activists?

MR. TONER: The Secretary’s meeting with Syrian American activists? Sure. Well, as you know, the Secretary did meet with a small group of U.S.based Syrian
and – Syrian activists as well as members of the Syrian American community. In large part, she wanted to express her sympathy for the victim of the Asad

regime’s abuses.

QUESTION: Sorry. Victims, yeah?

MR. TONER: Victims, I said, yes. She also expressed her admiration for the courage of the brave Syrian people who continue to defy the government’s brutality
in order to express their universal rights. And for their part, the activists reaffirmed the internal opposition’s vision for a representative and inclusive and pluralistic

Syrian government that respects the rights of all Syrian citizens. And the Secretary did express her confidence in the Syrian people’s ability to chart a new course

for Syria.

QUESTION: But she was not able to tell them of any new Administration plan or move to put pressure on Asad?

MR. TONER:Well, again, I don’t want to wade too deep into the substance of her meeting. It was a private meeting. But I would just say to your – in answer to
your question that we do plan, as I mentioned yesterday, to move forward with additional sanctions under existing authorities, and we’re exploring the scope of

those sanctions.

QUESTION: But 

MR. TONER: But our goal here is to isolate Asad both politically and deny it revenue.

QUESTION: But you said the primary meeting – or primary – sorry, excuse me – the primary reason for the meeting was for – so she could express her
sympathy?

MR. TONER:Well, that was – one of the main messages of the meeting was for her to convey her profound sympathy for the victims of Asad’s abuses.

QUESTION: All right. So when you say you plan to move forward on additional sanctions under the existing –

MR. TONER:  authorities 

QUESTION:  the existing authorities, are you aware that there’s legislation being introduced today in the Senate that would allow the Administration to go – to
target foreign companies doing business in Syria’s energy sector? Is that something the Administration would support?

MR. TONER: Again, I think we’re working with Congress, certainly. But in the meantime, we are looking at additional steps we can take to increasingly isolate
Asad.

QUESTION:Mark 

MR. TONER: Go ahead, Said.

QUESTION: Is there a primary opposition interlocutor that the State Department deals with like Mr. Radwan Ziadeh? Or is the other groups and so on?

MR. TONER: My sense is that – and I know Ambassador Ford conducts regular outreach within Syria with the opposition there. My sense right now is that it is
evolving and that it’s not exactly as cohesive as we might say in Libya. But as this process goes forward and as the Syrian people continue to protest the

government and, frankly, the government continues to carry out its campaign of violence against these protestors, that the opposition is increasingly trying to

come together.

QUESTION: I guess my question, just to clarify, among the people that she met with today, are they an ad hoc group or do they represent anything in particular? I
mean, we know of one person who seems to be on all television stations and so on – Mr. Ziadeh. But is there any kind of a group that he represents?

MR. TONER: Again, the primary purpose of the meeting today was to meet with these prominent Syrian Americans and Syrian activists resident here to express
our solidarity with the Syrian people. We’re in regular contact in Syria through our Embassy with members of the opposition, and again, we’re trying to get a

sense of, as we’ve seen elsewhere, how these groups evolve.

Yeah. Go ahead.

QUESTION:Mark, I have just a followup on that. Does the U.S. – are you guys confident that they have a coherent platform or a set of priorities moving forward in
Syria postAsad? Have they explained to you what it is that they think will happen next, and is that something the U.S. can support? And secondly just on this

meeting, was this something that they requested or was this – did the Secretary invite them? Who caused this meeting to happen?

MR. TONER: Your second question, I’ll take that. It’s a good question. I don’t know.

On your first question, as I think I just tried to explain, the opposition is coming together, it’s evolving. It’s, as I said, perhaps less coherent than we’ve seen in

Libya, where they have taken steps to define themselves and what they stand for. What we’re seeing in Syria is very much a grassroots movement, one that has
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grown in strength and numbers as the Asad regime has carried out its brutal crackdown. And we’ve said many times that the Syrian Government’s violence

against its people only, I think, serves to strengthen opposition to his regime. So it’s hard for me to pinpoint where they’re at in that evolution. I think they’re still

coming together. There are – they are seeking to meet both outside of Syria, where we’ve seen them meet in Turkey, as well as within Syria and come together

with a more single voice, I guess.

Go ahead.

QUESTION:What is the status of Ambassador Ford? Is he going back to Syria?

MR. TONER: He is – he’s continuing his consultations. As you know, he met with President Obama yesterday. And he’s on the Hill today. He, I believe, has his
confirmation hearing soon this afternoon, and then he plans on heading back to Syria just as soon as his consultations are over.

And just in answer to your question yesterday, he arrived here Sunday night.

Yeah. Go ahead.

QUESTION:Was Ford at the meeting this morning?

MR. TONER: Good question. I believe he was. Yeah.

QUESTION: Yeah. Did he give them any indication of his talks that he’s had with Syrian opposition?

MR. TONER: Yeah. I’ve not talked to him since that meeting, as he’s up on the Hill. But my sense was that he’s – he would have always given his assessment of
the situation on the ground, what he views as – his analysis of the situation, as well as his own outreach with the opposition there.

QUESTION: Yeah. And then just one more. Did the activists provide their list of things that they want to see the Administration do? When they came to the
cameras, they said they wanted President Obama to say Asad should go, that – UN Security Council sanctions and the ICC. Did the Secretary have any

response?

MR. TONER: They did express their views, and it was a constructive exchange.

Yeah. Go ahead.

QUESTION: Again, from the meeting today, do you have a sense whether the reported harassment of the Syrian (inaudible) here in U.S. has stopped or are there
more complaints?

MR. TONER: It’s a good question. You’re talking about something we raised publicly but also raised privately with the embassy here and Syrian officials both in
Damascus and here about our concerns that Syrian Americans were being targeted and harassed, who were coming to express their views at events across the

country. We did make that clear that we were watching the situation closely. I don’t have an update. I’ll try to find out.

Go ahead, Jill.

QUESTION: Somalia.

QUESTION:Well, can we stay – I don’t – it’s not on Syria, but it is in the region, but go to Somalia.

QUESTION: Thanks. I just wanted to get, if you could, a little bit more clarification of how this would work in terms of new rules or a new approach on these aid
organizations, giving them – we, of course, had a briefing, but giving them the understanding, a legal basis that they would feel comfortable that going and

providing the aid, they would not be violating U.S. Treasury laws. So can you explain it a little bit more precisely?

MR. TONER:Well, again, this does get into legal issues. I’ll try my best. And as you mentioned, there was a background briefing a little while ago, and we’ll have
a transcript out on that very shortly, I imagine.[1]

Look, our fundamental goal is recognizing the significance – the seriousness of the famine that’s going on right now in the Horn of Africa and the fact that many of

the individuals most affected are under areas controlled by alShabaab. We thought it – and also in our desire to help bring as much relief to bear on these

individuals who are suffering right now, we thought it was important to unequivocally state that – or issue new guidance that would allow greater flexibility for

NGOs and aid workers to get their assistance into those regions that are controlled by alShabaab and to the people who need it.

QUESTION: Just to follow up on that 

MR. TONER: Go ahead.

QUESTION: So – but could I just 

MR. TONER: Go ahead.

QUESTION: So they said that the modalities, the way this will be carried out, will be worked out later. But it is correct that there actually is some type of plan for
these modalities? I mean 

MR. TONER:Well, there are. And without getting into too great a detail, my understanding is that we’re talking about easing some of the restrictions in these
licensing procedures that would, again, as I said, allow them to access these areas where alShabaab controls.

QUESTION: Okay. That was sort of the same question. I mean, the problem with that background briefing this morning was that they were talking about a change
in policy, but when we asked what the actual change was, nobody could be very specific about it, which seems – it’s a bit confusing. And so is that there’s
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actually – the language of these – of the restrictions is going to be changed, or is it just a decision not to enforce restrictions that are on the books or not to

proceed with prosecutions that could be undertaken if you choose to do so?

MR. TONER: My sense is it’s an easing of the restrictions and that – in a sense that we’re trying to ease the process or ease the ability for these organizations to
get the proper licenses that they can then carry out these actions. But on a broader sense, we’re also saying that we recognize, given the tremendous constraints

of what they’re trying to carry out, that we’re not going to uphold some of the legal constraints that they’re operating under in trying to access these areas that are

controlled by alShabaab, which is, as you know, a foreign terrorist organization.

QUESTION: So the easing – there’s no easing of restrictions or sanctions on Shabaab, right?

MR. TONER: Absolutely not. This is 

QUESTION: This is an easing of restrictions for getting the license?

MR. TONER: That’s correct. That’s my understanding. And again, the 

QUESTION: And is it correct that these people wouldn’t necessarily – that these aid organizations wouldn’t necessarily have been prosecuted even without 

MR. TONER: I think 

QUESTION:  even without those changes?

MR. TONER: As I just said, we fully recognize the challenges that – of the operating environment that they’re working in, and as such, I think we would not apply
some of the legal restrictions or constraints that they might normally apply, in order that these people can get this assistance to the Somali people.

QUESTION: And they wanted – and they basically wanted something in writing? Is that what 

MR. TONER:Well, precisely. I think there was a sense that – again, some of these had expressed 

QUESTION: But these groups were actually saying that they weren’t going to send aid 

MR. TONER: Right.

QUESTION:  to faminestricken people because they were worried about the U.S. Government taking them to – prosecuting them?

MR. TONER: There were legal constraints, as you well know, in play regarding this – the alShabaab. And what we’re trying to do is to ease those restrictions so
that these groups can get the aid, the assistance to where it needs to be.

QUESTION: And they weren’t satisfied with you just saying that? They wanted something in writing, that (inaudible)?

MR. TONER:Well, I think we said that. We’ve given that verbal, but we’ve also 

QUESTION: So they said that they weren’t going to send food to starving people unless they were assured that 

MR. TONER: No. I think there was 

QUESTION:  the U.S. wasn’t going to prosecute them?

MR. TONER: That’s not necessarily what we heard from everyone, but what we wanted to do, what we felt was important, was to send that strong message.

QUESTION: Okay.

MR. TONER: Go ahead, MaryBeth.

QUESTION: But is – doesn’t this also imply certain changes in what the groups are allowed to do under the licenses that they get? For example, under the old
license, maybe they weren’t allowed to transport – U.S.funded groups weren’t allowed to transport aid.

MR. TONER: That’s my understanding.

QUESTION: And now that regulation changed.

MR. TONER: Right.

QUESTION: Now they can transport aid, right?

MR. TONER: That’s my understanding as well. Yeah.

QUESTION: Okay. Thank you.

MR. TONER: Go ahead.

QUESTION: But Mark – but it seems like from the beginning, one of the biggest problems is not so much what the groups are allowed to do, but what they had to
do it with, right? And the UN was saying that since the new rules went into effect for the U.S., the U.S. contribution to Somalia dropped from number one to

number seven or eight. I mean, is this going to affect the amount of aid we are giving now to these countries? I mean, are we going to be more free with giving it

or 

MR. TONER: Right. Well, I think that’s a good question. We are one of the largest donors of humanitarian assistance to the region. I think we provide around 459
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million this fiscal year to those in need. And again, I just would go back to what I said earlier, which is that, given the scope of the crises right now in the Horn of

Africa, what we thought was important was both to send a strong message publicly to these groups that are working in the region that it’s okay for them to bring

this kind of humanitarian assistance into areas that are controlled by alShabaab – they won’t be held accountable to U.S. laws that previously constrained them

– and also to ease some of the licensing requirements on them.

QUESTION: So can we move back to the Middle East?

MR. TONER: Sure.

QUESTION: I presume that you’re aware of these reports out of Israel last night and then again this morning that Prime Minister Netanyahu has agreed to the
President’s proposal to use the ’67 lines as a basis for proceeding in negotiation, and that there are talks underway between the Israelis and you guys to – well,

there are continuing talks underway to try and stop the Palestinians from going to the UN with their plans. What can you tell us about either of those?

MR. TONER:Well, in terms of what Prime Minister Netanyahu specifically said, I’d just have to refer you to the Government of Israel and to his office. I’ve also
seen those press reports. Our focus remains on how to overcome the current impasse between the parties. You mentioned September and the Palestinians’

desire to move this into the UN. We think that’s a bad idea; we’ve said so. And so we’re working hard with both parties to find a way back to the negotiating table

before then.

QUESTION: So the Israelis haven’t come to you and said, “Okay, fine. We’re on board with the Obama speech idea”?

MR. TONER: Again, I’ll leave it to the Israelis to clarify what they said.

QUESTION:Well, I’m not asking what the Israelis said.

MR. TONER:We’re talking to both parties 

QUESTION: I’m asking, have they told you?

MR. TONER:We’re talking to both parties on about how to get negotiations started again. We continue those discussions.

QUESTION:Was this something you would like to see?

MR. TONER:Well, we’ve – the President 

QUESTION:Would you like to see Prime Minister Netanyahu say, “Yes. I agree  ”

MR. TONER:We would like to see – we would like to see 

QUESTION:  “with the President that the ’67 lines should be the basis for negotiation”?

MR. TONER:We would like to see the parties get back to the negotiating table. We believe that the President outlined principles and goals in his – both in his –
well, his speech here at the State Department and subsequent speech that set a foundation for these talks to take place.

QUESTION: Let me put it this way: Are you aware of any change in the Israeli position 

MR. TONER: Again, I really 

QUESTION:  from where it was last week? Are you 

MR. TONER: And I leave it to them to clarify what their – what, if any, change has taken place.

QUESTION: All right.

MR. TONER:We remain in discussion with 

QUESTION: But – so you’re not aware of any change?

MR. TONER:We remain in discussion with them.

QUESTION:Mark, there’s 

MR. TONER:We’re not aware – we’re really – it’s really up to them to clarify what their position is. I mean, we’re 

QUESTION: All right, forget about what their position is. Are you aware of any change in their position?

MR. TONER: Again 

QUESTION: You’re not?

MR. TONER: I’m not going to qualify or characterize their position. It’s not up to us.

Go ahead, Said.

QUESTION: Just a quick followup. The Palestinian negotiator stated very clearly that if Mr. Netanyahu says that in any language he chooses – Hebrew or Arabic,
English, whatever – that we agree to the ’67 principles, that then going through the UN might be changed or the position on the UN might be changed. So in light

of this new development, would you issue an invitation to the Palestinians to come to Washington to negotiate such a development?
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MR. TONER: All good questions. I think we’re getting a little ahead of the process. We remain hard at work. We believe we can still get both parties to the
negotiating table.

Mary Beth.

QUESTION: I’m sorry, just one more Somali question. So alShabaab just put out a press release saying that they killed three American trainers and eight
Ugandan commanders in a raid on Mogadishu yesterday. Is that 

MR. TONER: I have no confirmation on that. I’ll have to 

QUESTION: Okay, thank you.

MR. TONER:  look into it.

In the back.

QUESTION: (Inaudible.) As you know, Turkey and the United States have big cooperation on Syria issue. Is that satisfying cooperation or are there any
differences to build a mutual policy toward Turkey – toward Syria?

MR. TONER: I apologize; I didn’t quite hear the question. One more time?

QUESTION: Turkey and United States have big cooperation on Syria issue. Is this 

MR. TONER: On what issue? Syria?

QUESTION: Yeah.

MR. TONER: Syria. Okay.

QUESTION: Is this satisfying cooperation or are there any differences to build a mutual cooperation?

MR. TONER:Well, I think I said yesterday we’ve been quick to recognize Turkey’s role in accepting the refugees that have flowed over its border or have been
fleeing the violence in Syria, and they’ve taken on this added responsibility and stepped up and provided refuge for these refugees. And I think also you heard

yesterday some pretty strong language from the Turkish Government about the situation in Syria. We remain in close contact with the Turks on developments in

Syria. Certainly, Turkey is a country that is – as a neighbor is keenly aware of the impact that the violence in Syria is having on the broader region. And we’re

working closely with them and consulting with them as we continue to seek to apply pressure on Asad to allow this democratic transition to take place.

Go ahead.

QUESTION: On Libya?

MR. TONER: Yeah. Sure.

QUESTION:Mr. Stevens said that the Libyan people were not monolithic, but in fact, they are tribal but they are, I mean, one group. In fact, they all belong to the
same denomination within Sunni Islam, which is almost unheard of throughout that part of the world. So why would he say that? Why would he say that they were

not a monolithic group?

MR. TONER: I think he was just trying to reflect the fact that there is many different tribes within Libyan society and it’s a – in that sense, it’s a multiethnic society
and that the TNC is working to ensure that all these people are represented.

QUESTION: Thank you.

MR. TONER: Yeah. Go ahead.

QUESTION: On North Korea?

MR. TONER: Sure.

QUESTION: Can you tell us whether the food aid issue was discussed at the New York meeting?

MR. TONER: I can’t.

QUESTION: Kim Kyegwan on food aid issue, he told reporters yesterday that North Korea had already demonstrated its willingness to assure that they would
fully meet all the demands related to food aid a few months ago, so it doesn’t make any sense to say something about transparency of food distribution. Is there

any element of truth in his remarks?

MR. TONER: All I’m going to say is that we continue to assess the situation based on the three criteria we’ve laid out many times before, and until we’re satisfied
we won’t make a decision.

QUESTION:Well, your answer to the first question was – the first question was did 

MR. TONER:Were human rights – were – was food aid raised in the meeting.

QUESTION: And you said no, it was not?

MR. TONER: I just said I can’t answer that. I don’t know whether it was raised or not.
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QUESTION: This is the third day in a row you – or second day in a row 

MR. TONER: I’m aware of that.

QUESTION:  and you’ve been asked, and you said you would try and get an answer 

MR. TONER: And I have 

QUESTION: And you sought an answer, and the answer came back?

MR. TONER: And I have not gotten an answer, and partly because 

QUESTION:Well, did the answer come back that, no, we’re not going to – don’t tell them that it came up or not?

MR. TONER:  that we’re not going to talk about the – getting in the detail.

QUESTION: All right. So we should stop asking about it; is that the idea?

MR. TONER: Thank you. Yes. (Laughter.)

QUESTION: Can I ask one more quick question? In what capacity Mr. – did Mr. Clifford Hart greeted Kim Kyegwan in front of the building on the 2nd day of the
New York meeting?

MR. TONER: He is an officer here who is working on Korean – North Korean issues, and that he remains hard at work on that.

QUESTION: Is there any specific reason for State Department has not – is not announcing who the next special envoy to SixParty Talks is going to be?

MR. TONER: No. When we have something to announce, we’ll announce it.

Go ahead.

QUESTION: I’m not asking about North Korea today.

MR. TONER:Wow.

QUESTION: You can relax a bit. (Laughter.) You said on diplomatic tensions between South Korea and Japan, I think you know that Japan released defense
white paper describing a set of South Koreancontrolled islet in the East Sea as its territory, so relations between the two countries are worsening. So I think I

know it is a sensitive diplomatic matter, but I think you have some things to say about comments about the issue.

MR. TONER: You’re referring to what are broadly known as – or internationally known as the Liancourt Rocks, I think?

QUESTION: Yes.

MR. TONER: That’s right. Okay. Well, you know, probably, that – already that we don’t take, as a government, a position regarding the sovereignty of the
Liancourt Rocks. We do recognize this is a longstanding dispute between the two countries. And thus far, it’s an issue that’s been handled with restraint. We

would hope that such restraint would continue to be exercised and that they would work – both South Korea and Japan – work peacefully and diplomatically to

find a mutually acceptable solution.

QUESTION: Following up, I know there are a number of Japanese lawmakers from the right of the political spectrum who are trying to go to what the Koreans call
Dokdo, what the Japanese call Takeshima. Does the U.S. have a view on that and whether the (inaudible) – that was a good idea to try to go there?

MR. TONER: I just would say what – reiterate what I just said, which is that thus far, this is an issue that’s been handled with restraint, and we would hope that
both sides would continue to exercise restraint.

Yeah, in the back.

QUESTION: A question on Taiwan: Are you aware yesterday there were 180 congressmen wrote a letter to President Obama regarding arms sales to Taiwan?

MR. TONER: Am I aware that 180 

QUESTION: Congressmen wrote a letter to President Obama asking for the sales of F16–

MR. TONER: I’m not aware of the letter, no.

QUESTION: And could you please update arms sales to Taiwan?

MR. TONER: There’s no announcements. No decisions have been made. And with regard to the letter, I’d have to check. If it went to President Obama, I’d ask
that you check the White House.

QUESTION: So will you make an announcement on two – October 1st, as Secretary Clinton promised?

MR. TONER:We’ll make an announcement when we make an announcement, when we make a decision.

QUESTION: I’ve got two –
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MR. TONER: Oh, sure. Go ahead.

QUESTION:  two brief ones. Do you have any response to the reaction to the Vietnamese upholding the sevenyear sentence to this dissident?

MR. TONER: I do. We are very concerned by the denial of activist Cu Huy Ha Vu’s appeal by a court in Hanoi on August 2nd. Mr. Vu was convicted and

sentenced to seven years imprisonment on April 4th for propagandizing against the state. And at this time, we expressed our deep concern with the apparent

lack of due process in the conduct of the trial.

We continue to urge the Government of Vietnam to immediately release Mr. Vu as well as all other prisoners of conscience, and believe that no individual should

be imprisoned for exercising the right to free speech. And I do note that we did have an officer from the U.S. Embassy who was allowed to attend the appeal.

QUESTION: Can I follow up on that? This – the upholding of the sentence came the same day that the U.S. – that the Pentagon announced an expanded military
relationship with Vietnam. Is there any sense that perhaps there is some leverage that the U.S. could have to press these human rights issues a bit more?

MR. TONER:Well, I – our bilateral relationship with Vietnam is, in general, very good, but we do have serious concerns about human rights issues, including the
case of Mr. Vu. And we’re going to continue to press that and look for ways to convey our concerns to the Vietnamese Government.

Yeah.

QUESTION: Do you have an update on whether there will be a delegation to the Nagasaki 

MR. TONER: I don’t. We’ll get something for you on that.

QUESTION: Thanks.

QUESTION: Sudan, South Kordofan?

MR. TONER: Mmhmm.

QUESTION: The situation there is getting grim, getting grimmer. I’m just wondering if you have anything new – if there’s anything new to say about it and if you’re
concerned at all that these UNMIS reports detailing extrajudicial killings and Sudanese intelligence people – this is – they came out about a month ago where

they were leaked; they weren’t released. I’m wondering if you have any concerns that these reports have not been released.

So two questions: One, the general situation there, and two, on these reports.

MR. TONER:We are concerned, very much so, about the situation in Southern Kordofan. It has been alarming, the escalation of violence there, and we would
urge both sides to cease all hostilities and allow for humanitarian workers to have access to some of the displaced people, or the – for some of the people who’ve

been displaced by the fighting there. In terms of the release of – and I know Princeton Lyman was just in Sudan, as well as Ethiopia, I believe, and I’ll try to get an

update on what his discussions were regarding Southern Kordofan.

And then your second question was about the release of these reports?

QUESTION: Yeah. Are you 

MR. TONER: I’ll try to get an update. I’m not – we’ve always been concerned about these credible reports of human rights abuses and atrocities, and we – it was
disappointing to see the UN forces have to leave that area, because we believe they play a very important role there monitoring the situation.

QUESTION: Thank you.

(The briefing was concluded at 1:33 p.m.)

[1] The State Department and US Agency for International Development (USAID) are authorized to provide grants and contracts to fund NonGovernmental
Organizations (NGOs) providing humanitarian assistance in Somalia, including in areas under the de facto control of alShabaab, and such organizations are

covered under the license from the Department of the Treasury’s Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) in the event their operations may accidentally benefit

alShabaab. This includes the Department of State or USAIDsupported organizations that are partners of certain UNrelated organizations, including those

participating in the current United Nations Consolidated Appeal for Somalia, for the provision of urgently needed humanitarian assistance in Somalia.

.
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MR. TONER: Hey. Good afternoon, everyone. Welcome to the State Department. It’s our good fortune
today to have with us Chris Stevens, a man you’ve heard a lot about over the past several months, as

he has been the U.S. representative to the Transitional National Council and been working with them

on the ground in Benghazi. So we thought it was – would be helpful and important to have Chris come

and talk about his experiences and to answer some of your questions.

So without further ado, Chris, thanks.

MR. STEVENS: Thank you. Hello. Good afternoon. I’m Chris Stevens. I got in from Benghazi a couple
of days ago, and I’m in town for consultations in the Department. Just briefly, I’ll say a few words at the

top. I’ve been in Benghazi for about four months now. We got there April 5th. It was difficult to get in

there at the time. There weren’t any flights. So we came in by a Greek cargo ship and unloaded our

gear and our cars and set up our office there. So we’ve been on the ground since then.

My mandate was to go out and meet as many of the leadership as I could in the TNC. They’ve got their council, which is sort of their legislature, and they’ve got a

– sort of a cabinet. So I’ve met just about everybody in those two institutions. And then I’ve gone around and – with our small team – and tried to get to know other

people in the society there. Of course, we operate in eastern Libya, not the part that Qadhafi controls. And the immediate concern when we got there was that

Qadhafi’s forces had almost infiltrated and taken over Benghazi, but were pushed out by NATO. And since then, the situation has improved quite a bit.

Real briefly, I’ll say that in the last four months, my strong impression is that the TNC are making progress, and I sort of break it down into three areas.

Diplomatically, they’ve made tremendous progress since April gaining international recognition now from about 30 countries, including, significantly, our own.

This helps them in the eyes of the world, in the eyes of their own people, in the eyes of the Libyan people who are still under Qadhafi’s rule, and it also helps

them in the sense that it increases the pressure on Qadhafi.

Financially, they’ve made progress. And when we got there, they were really in a precarious situation because they didn’t have funds to pay for food, medicine,

fuel to keep the power generators going to keep the lights on. And since then, a number of countries have come forth and offered loans, most recently Turkey and

Qatar and the UAE and Kuwait. And of course, with political recognition, they’re hopeful that they’ll be able to gain access to the frozen assets around the world.

And then lastly, I would say militarily – although it’s been slow – they’re also making progress gaining territory from Qadhafi. And the way I sort of break it down is

there are three battlefronts. There’s the Western Mountains, where they’ve got fighters inching their way towards Tripoli. There’s the Misrata front on the coast,

where they’ve not only fought off Qadhafi’s forces successfully, but they’re also pushing west up the coast towards Tripoli. I understand they’re getting close to

Zliten, which is a significant town. And then closer to where I am, there’s Brega. And they made a push just as I was leaving Benghazi towards Brega, where

they’re now encountering difficulty with landmines, unfortunately. Hopefully, they can get through those.

Now, I don’t want to paint an overly rosy picture because there are also challenges inside the TNCcontrolled area, and one of them is security. There was a

security vacuum when the regime fell, and they had to stand up very quickly this organization called the TNC. The police, for the most part, just left their posts

because they were afraid of popular reaction against them because they had committed abuses in the early days against the people. So there’s hardly any police

around, and because of that vacuum, militias started to form and step in.

And so looking after the security of Benghazi and eastern Libya, you’ve got a lot of militias and a few police. And this had led to some security challenges that

you’ve already read about and know about, I’m sure. And the TNC is working to address these problems. We’ve flagged the problems with them. The British, the

French, other diplomatic missions there are sort of keeping the pressure on the TNC to get their arms around the militia problem so that they can provide better

security as they try to move forward to Tripoli and hopefully to Qadhafi’s departure.

Thank you very much. I’m happy to take questions.
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MR. TONER: Kirit, go ahead.

QUESTION: Thanks. Kirit Radia with ABC News. I had a question for you about the numerous reports of fracturing within the TNC and some different factions that
have been potentially clashing against each other, most notably in the case of the security official who was assassinated the other day. I was curious if you had

any insight into just how fractured the TNC might be and what the U.S. is doing to help unify them.

MR. STEVENS: Yeah. My impression is really a little bit different. The TNC really is a reflection of Libyan society. Libyan society is not monolithic; it’s made up of
lots of different people, lots of groups, different points of view. So this was never a monolithic group that we were dealing with, and I realized that from the start of

our mission and we reported this through channels here. So it’s not surprising to me that there are differences of opinion.

The problem, of course, arises when they express their differences of opinion in a violent way. And with respect to General Younis’s killing, we really don’t know

who did it. I mean, they – I know there are some statements out there, but the TNC has set up a committee to look into his killing and to ascertain what the truth is.

So I’m really hesitant to kind of jump to conclusions about whether it was an inside job or a Qadhafi job or anything until we really know.

On your last point, we have gone in to the TNC leadership with our partners on the ground there and communicated the view that they really need to be careful

about maintaining their unity and keep the focus on Qadhafi’s ouster. And they understand that message very well and they have told us that they are going to

work hard to bring the militias under the control of the security ministry which they’ve set up and under the army as well. And hopefully that will work.

QUESTION: Do you have any concern that the factions that are within the TNC could weaken it to the point where they aren’t able to act in any sort of unified way
against Qadhafi that would impede their progress or their ability to even provide services as well on both fronts?

MR. STEVENS: No, because the militias that are troublesome are really quite small. The main militias are working in coordination with the TNC leadership and
under the leadership of the defense ministry there. That’s the first point.

The second point is the militias – there are any number of them and they sprout up all the time and it’s pretty much anytime a few guys get together and identify a

name to attach to their group. And oftentimes they work only in a neighborhood context. So I don’t see them as posing a huge security challenge right now.

QUESTION:Well – sorry, it wasn’t the militias that was meant. Within the TNC leadership, any sort of factionalization within the TNC leadership that would
impede their ability to either make decisions on behalf of the group or to advance against Qadhafi.

MR. STEVENS: No, I don’t see that as an issue. As I said, the main ones are with the TNC and they’re on the front lines not only in Brega but also they’re sending
fighters out to the western mountains and to Misrata. So they’re with the cause.

MR. TONER: Elise.

QUESTION: Just kind of taking a larger picture, I mean, it does seem in the last few weeks that kind of despite their nice plans and papers and proposals and
meetings that they’re having, that there does seem to be some kind of disarray on the ground. And I think it probably stems from the fact that there has been so

little of institutions or any type of government in Libya for so many years that these people are not really used to kind of all working together towards a common

goal.

So are you concerned that despite the façade of that they really have their act together that perhaps they don’t? And how can the U.S. help in terms of helping

them professionalize themselves? What specific things are you going to do on the ground to help them maintain their unity? And on that note, what is the status of

your office? How many staff – if you can talk – given security concerns, what kind of presence do you have on the ground, and do you expect to have a more

robust presence as you increase your – or formalize your presence as you –

MR. STEVENS: Right. Okay. First, it’s – I think it’s really important to remember that the TNC sort of emerged out of emergency circumstances back in February,
and they tried to set up government institutions in very difficult circumstances, while they’re fighting a revolution, while they’re fending off Qadhafi, while they’re

trying to gain international support. So I actually think they’ve done pretty well considering the challenges.

But your point is correct in a sense that Qadhafi never encouraged institutional development. He did the opposite. He really demolished his government, as you

know from your visit there a few years ago. So they are struggling with that. We and other international partners are trying to help them in various ways. The main

vehicle for that is the International Contact Group which meets once a month, and there are discussions about what kinds of technical assistance could be

provided to help them sort of buttress their institutions, which, by the way, are meant to be temporary because they weren’t elected. They’re not considered the

elected government. They’re meant to be transitional. So there’s a sensitivity there.

And then on your last question about how big is our group, we’re eight people now. We’re quite small, but we hope to get a little bit bigger.

QUESTION: Just a quick follow. I mean, in terms of you working with these people and helping them kind of maintain their unity, I mean, even though they’re the
biggest game in town, I mean, how much support do they really have throughout the country? I mean, although they’re certainly the most well known, I mean,

would you say that this is an adequate reflection of representation of the Libyan people?

MR. STEVENS: Yes, I would. First of all, there’s no alternative except for Qadhafi and he is extremely unpopular throughout the country. Second, the TNC has
representatives from Qadhaficontrolled Libya on its council, in its government, and they’ve actually recently increased the size and the representation of the TNC

among the western provinces. And they’re very conscious of this sensitivity of not being sort of overly dominated by eastern Libyans. So I think they are

representative.

QUESTION: Steve Myers. Sir, short of jumping to a conclusion, can you tell us what you do know about the killing of General Younis? The circumstances are very
murky, as you know. And what effect have you seen so far in the week or so since that’s happened on the military leadership of the TNC?

MR. STEVENS:Well, I don’t want to speculate. All I’ve seen are a couple of reports, one by the TNC leadership that a Qadhafiaffiliated militia killed him, another
by somebody else who said it might have been one of the rebel militias. And I don’t really know what the truth is. I think we have to wait and find out.
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In terms of the impact of his death on the military leadership in – among the rebel ranks, I understand that they have selected or are looking at a general who is in

charge of the Tobruk region in the eastern part of the country, but I don’t know if he’s been confirmed, so to speak.

MR. TONER: MaryBeth.

QUESTION: Hi. MaryBeth Sheridan from The Washington Post. So can you give us a sense at this point – what is your sense of how much longer it will – the sort
of conflict is likely to go on before Qadhafi leaves? I mean, three months, six months, a year?

MR. STEVENS: I wouldn’t want to put a date on it, but I can tell you what the TNC hopes to be the sort of end game. Their – what they envision is increasing
pressure on the Qadhafi regime such that more and more of the leadership flee and such that Qadhafi will give up. And the pressure is political, his increasing

isolation; it’s financial, and it’s even military as the rebels try to move down closer to Tripoli from the mountains and then up from the coast.

QUESTION: And if I could follow up also, I – it’s been referred that the U.S. had suggested in its talks with the Qadhafi government the possibility of Qadhafi
staying in the country. Is that something that you’re still willing to offer to them?

MR. STEVENS:Well, our position is that it’s a decision for the Libyan people and their future government where Qadhafi resides.

QUESTION: Camille Elhassani from Al Jazeera English. In your talks with the TNC, have you gotten a sense that they would accept Qadhafi to stay? And then
also I have a couple more, but I’ll just start with that one.

MR. STEVENS: That’s just a highly controversial issue within the TNC right now. And as you’ve seen, they’ve flipflopped a little bit on that. And that’s because
there are different views and the leadership of the TNC is trying to be responsive to the street. So I’m not sure they’ve reached a final decision. The two basic

arguments are, one, he should go because if he’s allowed to stay in Libya he’ll just cause more problems and we’ll have to deal with him forever. The other

argument is no, he should be allowed to stay in Libya because it will end the conflict sooner and then we can prosecute him ourselves. And then there’s another

issue of whether the new government of Libya would turn him over to the ICC, so 

QUESTION: Also, have you been able to travel outside of Benghazi and meet with civil society leaders in other places? And these are the people who are telling
you that they support the TNC? Is that 

MR. STEVENS: Absolutely. We try to get out about as much as possible, so – and meet with all sorts of people – tribal leaders, Islamists, NGOs, women, men, all
around. So Benghazi, but also we’ve headed out into the east. Where we don’t go, for security reasons, is into the warzone.

QUESTION: Are they telling you what kind of government they want postQadhafi?

MR. STEVENS: Yep. Democratic, where they have a say in their lives, which they didn’t have for the last 42 years.

MR. TONER: A few more questions. Said.

QUESTION: Sir, how do you and the other diplomatic missions accredited in Benghazi liaise with the TNC? Do you have – do you coordinate your efforts? Do
you talk to them on daily basis? Do you deal with them as a government? And would you recommend to the Administration, to the United States Administration, to

open up the embassy as soon as possible in Washington so you can have better coordination?

MR. STEVENS:Well, we talk to them on a daily basis.

QUESTION: Do you coordinate with other accredited missions and so on? Do you 

MR. STEVENS:We talk to the other missions as well.

QUESTION: To set priorities and so on?

MR. STEVENS: Yeah, yeah. We – of course, in the Contact Group, where – there are a number of nations and those nations are represented in Benghazi and we
do talk amongst ourselves, how can we work with the TNC to forward the goals that everybody agreed on in the Contact meeting. So yes, a lot of talk among all of

us. And as for their mission here, I understand they’re going to be opening up their office again pretty soon.

QUESTION: Thank you.

MR. TONER: Paul.

QUESTION: Paul Richter with the LA Times. Is the U.S. doing any systematic planning for what happens after Qadhafi leaves?

MR. STEVENS: Yes. But first, I really want to say that the TNC is also doing planning for the future, and that’s probably more important. They have done extensive
planning about how to handle the situation in Libya in the immediate aftermath of his fall and then beyond that. It’s – they’ve done a political roadmap to how

they’re going to get there, and then they’ve done very specific sectorbysector planning. So that process is underway.

We and our international partners are working with them in the Contact Group to help them and to give ideas and – based on our experiences. They’re very open

to that kind of cooperation. And of course, the UN is very involved and will be very involved in the postQadhafi era.

QUESTION: And how much of a role is the U.S. willing to play? Are you leaving it to the Europeans, or is the U.S. willing to do a substantial role in helping
maintain security in the immediate aftermath?

MR. STEVENS:Well, I think we have a lot to offer, based on our own experiences. And my understanding is that we’re going to be doing this as part of a joint
effort with other international partners. As I said, the Contact Group is kind of the venue where this – these discussions take place and the teamwork is formed.

MR. TONER: (Inaudible) more questions. Cami.
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QUESTION: I’m just wondering – this touches on some of the other questions that were asked, but – and we keep hearing that the NATOmilitarily – the mission is
in a bit of a stalemate and – Qadhafi’s forces and the opposition forces. And more people are saying it will have to be a political solution. I’m just wondering what

the TNC tells you about that. Do they feel the same way? Do they feel that they’re also in a stalemate? And if they are looking at a political solution, what

specifically are they thinking of?

MR. STEVENS:Well, they are of the view that they’re actually making progress towards ousting Qadhafi, because they’re – they and with everyone else who’s
help, are increasing the political pressure, the economic pressure, the military pressure. So they don’t see a stagnant situation. They see movement in the right

direction. They’re very glad that NATO is a part of this, and they see NATO’s continued involvement as essential to protecting them, their people, and they hope it

continues.

QUESTION: But did they expect it to last this long, the military involvement by NATO?

MR. STEVENS:Well, they had hoped that Qadhafi would be gone a long time ago, but they’re patient and they’re committed.

QUESTION: And so the second part of my question was, politically, what are they willing to do to bring this to a conclusion?

MR. STEVENS:Well, they’re trying to do all they can with all the fighting on the various fronts. And they’re trying to show the – continue to show the international
community that they’re worthy of our support.

MR. TONER: (Inaudible).

QUESTION:What percentage of the TNC, this reflection of Libyan society, is now composed of women? Secondly, have they told you how they want to use the
billions of dollars they’re hoping to get access to? And thirdly, how do you draw the assessment – or how do you reach this assessment that Qadhafi’s demise is

an inevitability at this point, beyond that you want this to happen?

MR. STEVENS:Well, the percentage of women in the TNC is very small. I can tell you that. I’d have to look carefully at the lists of who’s in the different structures,
but it’s very small. I know one TNC woman who’s a – plays a prominent role as head of the legal affairs committee, and she’s very involved in the discussions

about political planning for the future. Women are more represented in civil society groups there. So that’s that. And then can you remind me of the other

questions?

QUESTION: (Inaudible.) The money, the billions –

MR. STEVENS: Oh, yeah. Yeah.

QUESTION:  in assets that –

MR. STEVENS: Right. Right. They have specific plans and priorities for how they would spend the money. Generally speaking, they would spend it on their
urgent priorities, which are fuel so they can keep the electricity going, and the water pumping. By the way, they get their water, most of it, from the great manmade

river, which is pumped out of the – out of desert aquifers in the south. And that all takes a lot of electricity. And on medical supplies and medication, which they’re

running short on, and on food subsidies, and on supporting internally displaced Libyans from the West who fled to Tunisia, that’s a big issue. So that’s how they

would spend the money.

And then on the inevitability of Qadhafi’s departure, I don’t – all I can say is that the world is lined up against him and his base is shrinking, and the TNC forces

are closing in around him, and so are sanctions and other things. So I think everybody agrees it’s a matter of time.

MR. TONER: Last couple of questions. We’ll do – go there to Jill and then 

QUESTION: Thanks. Just a quick one. There are some reports that some of the military in the TNC actually themselves are carrying out human rights violations. Is
that correct? To what extent are they? And how effective are the TNC in terms of controlling their own forces?

MR. STEVENS: Before I came here, I met with the Human Rights Watch representative who was on the ground in the western mountains and who did the reports
on the abuses that she witnessed there, and we had a long discussion about it. And her reports seem very credible to me, and I know that she raised them and

Human Rights Watch raised them with the TNC, and we did as well. And the TNC was – leadership were very troubled by these reports. They have, from the

beginning, issued instructions – or tried to, anyway – to their military and to the rebel militias fighting on their behalf to respect international law in the way they

treat prisoners and civilians. And they’re also very sensitive to wanting to appear different from the Qadhafi forces and the abuses that those forces make in the

field. And so they have sort of an extra political motivation for distinguishing themselves from Qadhafi. So they got the message, and I’m sure they’re looking

carefully at 

QUESTION:Well 

MR. STEVENS:  making sure it doesn’t happen.

QUESTION: But I mean, is that a surprise? I mean, some of them are former Qadhafi loyalists who committed abuses under Qadhafi, so they don’t just change
their tactics even though they might not like working with Qadhafi anymore. They don’t exactly change their tactics overnight, do they?

MR. STEVENS:Well, it’s an education process and education takes time – repetition.

QUESTION: Given that the international criminal court has issued an arrest warrant for Muammar Qadhafi, do you have any idea of who might represent that
country at the UN General Assembly this year? Has that been any part of discussions?

MR. STEVENS: It’s not been part of any discussions I’ve had in Benghazi. I’m sorry, I don’t know the – don’t know.

MR. TONER: Let’s do one quick last question, and then 
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QUESTION: How’s the help you have been receiving from the fellow (inaudible) countries in the region? Are you satisfied with it? And also (inaudible) member of
(inaudible) Turkey, do you think west and the east are on the same page still?

MR. STEVENS:Well, the – I can tell you the TNC is very pleased with the support they’re getting from some countries, including especially Qatar, UAE, and
Turkey, to name three. They’re playing a big role, a positive role.

MR. TONER: I think that’s all we have time for. He’s got other meetings, so I’m going to let him go. We’ll start the daily briefing in just a couple minutes.

PRN: 2011/1269

1134



INTERVIEW OF
DIPLOMATIC SECURITY AGENT #27

BEFORE THE

SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, FEBRUARY 19, 2015



APPEARANCES

FOR THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI

DANA CHIPMAN, Chief Counsel
SHARON JACKSON, Deputy Chief Counsel

SARA BARRINEAU, Investigator
SHERIA CLARKE, Counsel

HEATHER SAWYER, Minority Chief Counsel
KENDAL ROBINSON, Minority Detailee

BRENT WOOLFORK, Minority Senior Professional Staff

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

AUSTIN EVERS, Senior Advisor

1136



(1)

Ms. JACKSON. This is the transcribed interview of * * * con-
ducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview
is being conducted voluntarily as part of the committee’s investiga-
tion into the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi,
Libya, and related matters, pursuant to House Resolution 567 of
the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress.

Mr. * * *, could you give us your full name for the record,
please?

Mr. * * *. * * *
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. We appreciate your appearance today for

this interview. My name is Sharon Jackson. I am one of the coun-
sels with the majority staff. To my left is Sara Barrineau, one of
our investigators on the staff. And she is going to ask the bulk of
your questions today. I may interject a little bit later or at various
points just to do a follow-up question, but Sara will be doing the
bulk of your questioning.

I just want to spend a few minutes and talk about the ground
rules that we have for committee interviews. The questioning be-
fore a congressional committee, or before this congressional com-
mittee, is that the majority staff will ask questions for up to 1
hour, at which point we’ll turn it over to the minority staff that is
here today, and they will have a like hour to ask you questions.
And we’ll go back and forth until each side has asked all the ques-
tions that they want. My best guess is maybe we’ll be out of here,
like, shortly after the noon hour or something. I don’t anticipate
that it will go all day, but we’ll ask until we’re done asking ques-
tions.

Questions can only be asked by a member of the committee, a
Member of Congress that’s on this committee, or one of the staff
members. And unlike testimony or a deposition that you may have
given in federal court, there are no rules of evidence. The only evi-
dentiary objection we recognize is one of privilege, and that is up
to the chair of the committee to determine whether to grant that
privilege objection or not. So you and your counsel can raise that
privilege objection in the context of this hearing. Members or staff
alike, we are not permitted to raise objections to any questions. So
we don’t deal with hearsay or anything like that. It’s pretty much
a free-for-all.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Mr. EVERS. You said it, not me.
Ms. JACKSON. It’s generally—the issue of privilege is generally

not something that we encounter, but I just put it out there be-
cause it is the one that we do.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. This session is also going to begin unclassified. If

any—and I’m sure Mr. Evers has talked to you about this—if any
question calls for a classified answer, just please let us know, and
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we will either withdraw the question or reserve it until we can go
into a classified setting.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. You’re welcome to confer with Mr. Evers or

any counsel of your choosing whenever you choose. And if you
would like to have a private consultation, just let us know. We’ll
have you step out, or we’ll step out. And we’ll allow you to have
as many private consultations as you would like.

We do understand that Mr. Evers is here as the State Depart-
ment’s attorney, not your personal attorney, and I’m sure that he’s
explained those distinctions and nuances to you before coming in
here today.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. We’ll also take a break whenever it’s con-

venient for you. This could be after every hour of questioning or
after the first 2 hours. I tend to need a break after the first hour,
because I’ve consumed a lot of liquid this morning and will con-
tinue to do so. But let us know, even if in the middle of an hour,
you’d like to take a break just to stretch your legs. We’ve got water.
We have coffee. Just let us know. We’re going to try and make this
process as easy as possible.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. As you can see, we have an official reporter taking

down everything that I say, you say, and everyone else says here.
And as I’m sure you’ve been told before—you’ve testified in court
before—we need verbal answers to everything, no nodding or shak-
ing of the head.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. And we also have to do our best not to talk over

each other, that we let questions finish before answers, and that
we don’t start questions before answers are given. And that’s really
hard to do when you get into a conversation, but we have to give
it our best shot, or it will be another time when a reporter has
yelled at me——

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON [continuing]. Which has happened in my career.
If at any time you don’t understand a question, missed part of

it, or need it clarified just to figure out what we’re asking, please,
please, just let us know. We’ll repeat the question, and we’ll ask
it in a different way, because it’s very important that we make sure
that you understand what we’re asking so that your answer will be
of the best benefit to us.

We ask that you also give us your best recollection to anything
that we ask. We understand that we’re asking about things that
happened almost 4 years ago and that memories fade over time,
but we ask that you reach into the back of your memory and give
us your best recollection. If you honestly can’t remember some-
thing, again, that’s—the perfectly acceptable truthful answer too,
is, ‘‘I don’t remember.’’ We may ask—if you don’t remember some-
thing, we may ask a follow up and say, Can you tell us someone
else was there who might know the answer to that question? Okay?

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
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Ms. JACKSON. I’m sure you understand that you are required to
answer all questions truthfully because these are questions being
asked of you by Congress. Do you understand that?

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. And whether it’s asked by a member of this

staff as opposed to a Member of Congress, the same requirement
applies; you have to answer truthfully.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. And because you are a federal law enforce-

ment officer, I’m sure you’re well familiar with providing materially
false answers to a congressional inquiry could subject you to a
prosecution for perjury or making a false statement.

Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. That lovely 1001 violation.
Mr. * * *. Yes, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. As you sit here today, is there any reason that you

believe that you would not be able to give truthful answers to the
questions that will be asked of you?

Mr. * * *. No, ma’am.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. Well, that’s the end of my preamble.
I’ll ask, anything from you all?
Ms. SAWYER. We are all set.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay.
The clock now reads 11—or 10:14. So we’ll go to 11:14. And I’ll

turn the questioning over to Sara Barrineau.

EXAMINATION BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Good morning again.
A: Hi.
Q: Thank you, Agent * * *, for your—for coming today and for

your service to your country. Let’s just start with when—when did
you join Diplomatic Security?

A: As an agent, I joined in—February or March of 2010. March
2010.

Q: And did you have any prior military or law enforcement back-
ground before that?

A: No.
Q: So what have your assignments been since you joined DS?
A: Since I came on as an agent, I did 2 years in the New York

field office. I completed basic agent training, did 2 years in the
New York field office, and I’m into my third year as a member of
the Secretary’s protective detail.

Q: Did you work for DS before you were an agent?
A: Yes.
Q: As?
A: I ran the CST, CAG, SSM program for approximately 8

months at DSTC. And then, after that, for 2 and a half years, I ran
the FACT program.

Ms. JACKSON. I’m going to interject.
[Discussion off the record.]

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: How did you end up in Benghazi? Did you recruit—were you
recruited? Did you volunteer? How did you find out about it?
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A: I volunteered. I was at the New York field office, and an email
went out asking for people that—requests for volunteers to staff an
assignment. And I volunteered and was selected.

Q: How long were you told that you would be gone or what were
you told the mission was?

A: It was to serve on the Special Envoy’s protective detail, and
I was to serve for, I believe, 30 to 45 days. I think 30 days was
the original, and they asked for extensions. And there was back
and forth, but it was—30 to 45 days was the original intent.

Q: Had you completed the high-threat training——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Before you went?
A: Yes.
Q: Do you know, was that at the time required for all agents who

were going into Benghazi with the Special Envoy?
A: Yes. I believe it was either that or being—serving with them,

the Mobile Security Deployment Office.
Q: Gotcha. Because you actually had a couple of MSD agents——
A: Correct.
Q [continuing]: With you that were serving as part of the detail,

not as part of MSD teams, right?
A: Correct.
Q: Got it. So you—did you go in with the initial team, or did you

go in after?
A: After.
Q: With another agent?
A: Yes.
Q: Took the numbers from 8 to 10?
A: Correct.
Q: Do you know why they took the numbers from 8 to 10?
A: Specifically, no. It was passed to me we were going into be—

added to the detail for Senator McCain’s visit, and then we were
staying on.

Q: So is that how you got into Benghazi? Did you go in with Sen-
ator McCain?

A: Yes.
Q: Gotcha. So once you got on the ground in Benghazi, what was

your job?
A: It varied from day to day. For the initial part, I was part of

the movement team and did advances, and then toward the later
half of my time, I was nominally in charge of our operations center,
which was a hotel room that had a computer and satellite phones.

Q: Got it. Okay. Let’s start with the advances. Did you do—I
know we’ve learned about that there were some site surveys
done——

A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Of sites in Benghazi. Did you actually write any

of the site surveys while you were there?
A: Yes.
Q: What did you write site surveys for?
A: There was a radio station that we visited that we thought

that—I believe it was USAID, one of the DART team members
went to, and there was a thought that we might have to go back
there. So while we were there, I took down the details of a site sur-

1140



5

vey and created one afterwards. I may have done one other, but the
radio station is the one—radio-TV station, media something—was
the one I remembered.

Q: Were they stored somewhere in a central format—‘‘they,’’ the
site surveys? Like, was there a library of them, for lack of a better
word?

A: Yeah. On the computer, there was—I believe they had the
GPS coordinates and all the other data was a folder that had the
various surveys that had been done.

Q: And those were the State Department laptops that the State
Department sent to Benghazi? It wasn’t, like, your laptop?

A: No. I did not have any—I did have my personal laptop with
me, but, no, this was all the State Department equipment that was
in our operations center.

Q: Gotcha. When you got to Benghazi—and I’m going to tread
lightly on this and ask it as a very specific yes-or-no question—
were you aware of any other security personnel or government per-
sonnel that were also in Benghazi that were not with you guys?

Mr. EVERS. And just—* * *, just before you answer, I just want
to caution you if you have to give a classified answer, the com-
mittee is willing to take you into a classified setting——

Ms. BARRINEAU. Right.
Mr. EVERS [continuing]. To give details if you need to give a more

full answer.
Mr. * * *. I’m—I was aware of them. Anything further, I’d pre-

fer to discuss——
Ms. BARRINEAU. Understood.
Mr. * * * [continuing]. In another setting.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Understood. When you got to Benghazi, what was your under-
standing of the security situation on the ground?

A: We were staying in a hotel room or a hotel suite. And we were
liaisoning with a couple of different militias. In general, we did not
move with the militias. We only added them as sort of an exterior
part of the detail when we had—for example, when the Senator
came in, we had—we used some of them. But we didn’t, you know,
liaison with them at the hotel and things like that.

Can you be more specific what about the security situation you’re
looking for?

Q: Well, I guess let’s start with before you got there. Did Diplo-
matic Security or the State Department give you a security brief
on Libya or on Benghazi?

A: Just a quick, You’re going in, these are the amount of people
we have, they’ll talk to you on the ground about the sort of specific
situation, but they’re, you know, they’re not isolated, they’re not—
you know, they’re able to go out and do things in the city. There
were some no-go zones——

Q: Right.
A [continuing]: If I remember correctly, but it was—prior to going

in, it was mainly, you know, they did—it was passed to me that,
I think a couple of—about a week before I got in there, Qadhafi
had gotten within about 50 miles of Benghazi, and so there was
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that consideration, but a lot of it they said that they would—the
team on the ground would sort of bring me up to speed.

Q: Gotcha. So then you got to Benghazi, and you were staying
in the hotel?

A: Yes.
Q: Did you guys on the detail do the liaison work with the militia

yourselves, or did you have a point of contact? How did you—if you
needed extra security, how did you get it?

A: There was a gentleman there, and I, for the life of me, cannot
remember his name. I can picture his face, and I remember he
liked to wear gray suits, but he was—I believe he worked with the
embassy before the embassy had closed.

Q: Okay.
A: And I was told that he had assisted with the recovery of the

downed pilot, and he was the liaison when we needed to get—we
worked with him when we needed to get more additional security
assets.

Q: Did they——
A: I personally didn’t—the AIC of the detail was the main liaison

with him.
Q: We’re going to play a trivia game. Do you think you would

recognize his name if I told it to you? Does the name * * * sound
familiar to you?

A: Yes.
Q: Okay. So the militias at the hotel, were they—I know for

movements, you only really added them with VIPs, but did they
provide any security for you at the hotel?

A: Specifically for us, I don’t know. I know that they were there
for the hotel.

Q: Okay.
A: And we liaised with them, but in terms of the hotel specifi-

cally, we went a lot of times through the hotel to make sure we
had our parking and we, you know, made sure we had entry when
we need to when—where we were going.

Q: So the militia was providing security at the hotel, but it was
because of the hotel, not specifically because of you?

A: I don’t know if it was specifically because of us or specifically
for the hotel.

Q: Fair enough.
A: I know that at the hotel, we generally dealt with the hotel,

who dealt with the militia unless there was something egregious
that we needed to address directly.

Q: Understood. Did you take any special gear or equipment with
you——

A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Into Benghazi? What did you take with you?
A: I was told—I think I actually brought all of my high-threat

gear, because at the time, they weren’t sure if we were running
high profile or low profile. And I never wore my high-profile vests.

Q: Okay.
A: It was—that was—I was—so—brought body armor, plates,

clothing to kind of conceal it. We—I believe we had gotten certified,
* * * and I had gotten certified as non-pro couriers, and * * *
ended up being the one that actually carried the equipment in.
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Q: Okay.
A: And radio standard protection equipment. I had my laptop be-

cause I was told that there was very little, if any, entertainment,
so it was bring movies and things like that to do.

Q: So * * *—oh, okay. So that’s * * *, right?
A: Yes.
Q: Can you explain to us what a courier is?
A: A courier is someone who is charged with the protection of

whatever is in the pouch, sealed in within the pouch. And there’s
a whole cadre of them that do it on a daily basis, pouch—protecting
the pouches and escorting the pouches back and forth, big orange
containers that get sealed and then unsealed and under very spe-
cific circumstances.

Q: But in the pouch was some additional equipment that you
brought in?

A: Yes.
Q: Okay. So you had the pouches, you had your high-threat gear.

What else did the detail have when you got there?
A: In terms of additional equipment?
Q: Right.
A: Additional equipment, they had—let’s see. They had satellite

phones; the computer; various larger firearms, not crew served; all
* * * or * * * or—I’m not quite sure which; and two shotguns, I
believe.

Q: And that’s about it?
A: Yes.
Q: While you were in Benghazi, do you know how—how was the

Special Envoy communicating back with DC?
A: I know he would get on the satellite phone from time to time.

And then, other than that, I think he had a fob that he used. I
know he had a computer in his room, but other than that, I don’t
know specifically how——

Q: Was——
A [continuing]: He was communicating.
Q: I’m sorry. Was the connectivity pretty good for the satellite

phone and the Internet? Did you have good phones?
A: Decent, given the—since it was not possible to have, you

know, normal embassy communications——
Q: Okay.
A [continuing]: It was decent for what it was. We were able to,

you know, send personal emails back and forth. Most of us did not
have a fob, so access to our State Department emails was ex-
tremely rare.

Q: So how were you—how were you communicating back with
D.C., then, if you couldn’t get into your State Department through
your fob?

A: We—I didn’t—I——
Q: Not you specifically.
A: Okay.
Q: So I’m sorry. Detail—agents as a whole.
A: Some of the people did have fobs——
Q: Okay.
A [continuing]: But the connectivity was not good, so oftentimes

the connectivity would not be good enough for the fob. So we would
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use the satellite phone very often to communicate back when we
needed to. And that was what we used the most often to commu-
nicate back home.

Q: How were you guys as agents reporting back to D.C., for lack
of a better word? Were you checking in once a day or——

A: To DC?
Mr. EVERS. If you know.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Yeah, if you know.
A: I know that—I would say I don’t know specifically.
Q: Okay.
A: I know that there were phone calls.
Q: But you didn’t necessarily have to make——
A: I made phone calls to the MEU——
Q: Okay.
A [continuing]: On a daily basis. We had a morning check-in with

the MEU. I’m trying to remember. I—we may have checked in with
the command center also, but I honestly don’t know. The MEU was
the one that was mainly providing us information——

Q: Right.
A [continuing]: Because they were on the ground, and they had

an intel section.
Q: Okay.
A: So when they could provide us with information, they would.

So they were the ones—and they were also the ones that were
going to come get us if we needed it, so they were the ones that
we were—I was making sure to be—we had a daily contact with
them via the satellite phone.

Q: And that was kind of one of your roles, you were the one doing
that?

A: Toward the second half of the time, I was—a part of running,
nominally running the operations center, yes.

Q: Understood. So is that where you were getting most of your
intelligence and kind of on-the-ground knowledge aside from what
you guys were getting yourselves?

A: Yeah. They—I wouldn’t necessarily say, specifically say intel-
ligence.

Q: Okay.
A: A lot of times, the MEU would essentially be able to tell us

if we had things to worry about, but, I mean, it was a satellite
phone; they could not get into specifics at all. So we did not get—
they were not able to give us specific things till much—very close
to the end of my time, when they were able to set up better com-
munications.

Q: Understood. So the MEU was, you said, who was going to
come get you if you had—if someone needed to come get you?

A: Yes.
Q: What was the plan for that, for lack of a better phrase?
A: There were essentially two plans, with a couple of different

offshoots. If there was—if there was time and we knew with some
buildup time, and it depended on if it was under fire or not, how
long it would take, we were to drive to some predetermined spots
along the coast and the MEU was going to come get us. And then
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if there was not time, it was jump in the cars, drive to Egypt,
throw the—mile short of Egypt, throw the guns in the water and
drive to the Egyptian border with our diplomatic visa, diplomatic
books, or diplomatic passports.

Q: And then what were you going to do when you got to the bor-
der?

A: We would have—we had already talked to Embassy Egypt,
and they had had the contacts to try and make sure we were al-
lowed into Egypt.

Q: So Embassy Cairo knew that that was one of the——
A: My under——
Q [continuing]: Options?
A: I was told that there were—there had been a setup with Em-

bassy Cairo that if we had to go that route, they would be able to
assist us in getting into Egypt from the Egyptian border.

Q: So during your time there, did the MEU ever tell you that you
had things to worry about? I mean, I know they couldn’t go into
specifics.

Mr. EVERS. Again, if you know.
Mr. * * *. I don’t—I don’t specifically remember any instance

that the MEU said that there was—the MEU’s main concern, from
my understanding, was dealing with how Qadhafi’s forces—and
while I was there, I don’t remember any specific circumstances that
the MEU said, you know, Qadhafi’s getting close type thing.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Understood. Did anything that they told you, that the MEU
told you, cause you specifically or the detail, if you know, to request
any additional assets from D.C.?

A: No.
Q: Okay. What was a normal day like for you guys in Benghazi

in terms of movements with the Envoy?
A: In general, we would know 5 or 6 o’clock the night before what

the next day’s schedule nominally was. Occasionally things came
up. And if you weren’t on fire watch overnight, get up anywhere
between 6:00 and 7:00 usually. And it depends on if you were on
the movement team or not. And—I mean, because the detail was
so small, you pretty much could only have one team out. It was
very rare that we would have more than one team out at a time.
So if the Envoy was moving, USAID couldn’t really move or—the
Envoy took precedence, so if the Envoy was—USAID would have
to reschedule.

Q: Understood.
A: But they also would talk to the Envoy about trying to sort of

synchronize their schedules. And then there was sort of a main
movement team that dealt with the Envoy’s movements. And then,
depending on what was going on, everyone would be involved. It
just depended on the role that the shift leader decided that day
you’d be in.

Q: How—how many times—did he move a lot, or did he do most
of his meetings in the hotel? How many movements——

A: I mean, it depended on the day. It could be anywhere from
one—I would say two moves a day was average; sometimes one. It
was very rare that it would go into three or four moves a day, be-
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cause a lot of his meetings tended to take a couple hours, and
you—out and back and things like that. And then, obviously, if, you
know, we knew that there were events going on, we would struc-
ture—we had requested to not have the movements during the an-
nual 5 p.m. parade in front of the hotel, things like that.

Q: So let’s talk about the 5 p.m. parade in front of the hotel.
What is the 5 p.m. parade in front of the hotel?

A: Every—in—almost every day, at about 5 o’clock, there was a
parade in front of the hotel with people who were happy to have
us there but very noisy about being against Qadhafi. A lot of—we—
the one thing that we did talk to the hotel about and talk to—I’m
not even sure how we got—the word was just to tell them not to
fire the guns toward the hotel. So they pointed it over the—like,
toward the other hotel, which was——

Q: But they were fairly cooperative?
A: Yeah. No. I mean, it was just—it was—our big concern was

not necessarily that they were uncooperative; it was just there
were so many people at times. I mean, there were times where it
was a couple hundred people, and there were times where it was
thousands of people.

Q: So can I assume, since we’re calling it the 5 p.m. parade, that
it was fairly predictable and about the same time——

A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Every day?
A: Yes.
Q: Were they usually there until all hours of the night, or as the

sun was going down, would they kind of be done?
A: It was—it was usually half an hour-ish, maybe, depending

on—I remember the day that Osama Bin Laden was killed, it was
a much bigger parade——

Q: I would imagine.
A [continuing]: But other than that, it—it would die—I mean,

you could go out in the evenings with no problem. There was just
sort of an afternoon time frame that we tried not to move, or if a
team was out, we told them to stay out until the parade was done
because it severely limited access to the hotel.

Q: So not really violent, just a sheer number of people?
A: Yes. I mean, there were weapons, but our big concern was

more the sheer number of people as opposed to their intent toward
us.

Q: So you said you asked the Envoy and USAID officers to not
do movements during that time as much as possible. Was the
Envoy fairly cooperative when you asked him——

A: I ——
Q [continuing]: To not do——
A: I didn’t ask him.
Q: Okay.
A: The AIC——
Q: Fair enough.
A [continuing]: Was in discussions with him. And I know that

there was an ongoing discussion about when we could move and
things along those lines. I wasn’t involved in them. I just was,
‘‘Hey, we’re now not going to do this,’’ type thing. Yet my under-
standing was he was fairly cooperative; he understood the situa-
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tion, and he would try to schedule things, you know, at other times
when he needed to move.

Q: What kind of a profile did you guys move with when you took
him out?

A: Generally two vehicles. Occasionally, when it was—when he
was attending certain other things, we would add a third vehicle,
depending on where we were going, if we were going for longer
movements, but generally two vehicles, a limo and a follow.

Q: And I assume you guys were armed.
A: Yes.
Q: Do you—what do you know about your status while you were

in Benghazi in terms of your official or diplomatic status? Were you
ever told?

A: No.
Q: Other than the afternoon rallies, parades, whatever we want

to call them, did you learn about any other security incidents at or
near the hotel or anywhere else that you guys might have been
while you were there?

A: The—we heard that the Frenchmen got rolled up at the check-
point. We heard about that. We heard a couple times where it—
I was told that it was suggested we stay—avoid certain areas be-
cause the—whoever was in charge of Benghazi was doing raids,
but——

Q: How would you get information like that?
A: I was just—the AIC was passed—I don’t know who it came

from. I just——
Q: That——
A [continuing]: Was told that we’re not doing things in certain

areas today type thing.
Q: Understood. But you don’t know how he was getting that in-

formation?
A: No.
Q: Did the detail ever consider leaving Benghazi while you were

there?
A: No. Not to my knowledge.
Q: Let’s go back to Mr. * * * in the gray suits for a minute.

What was his role while you were there?
A: My understanding of his role was he was one of our main

interlocutors with the militias. I don’t know—and, again, I was told
that he had helped——

Q: Right.
A [continuing]: With the pilot and that he used to work at the

Embassy.
Q: But he—was he around a lot? Was he moving with you guys

to sites?
A: The only time he moved with us was when we had VIP visits.

For example, he assisted with the militia on—when the Senator
came in. And that was his main—it was that type of thing. It
was—he was around, and he may have gone on other move-
ments——

Q: Right.
A: But I can’t specifically remember what he—what his role was

in that regard.
Q: Understood.
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Mr. EVERS. Can I just interject for just a second? I didn’t want
to interrupt your answer. I’m not aware that this subject is classi-
fied, but we are discussing the name of an individual who may or
may not still be on the ground in Libya. And just out of respect for
his safety and, you know, the people who are still probably trying
to work in Libya, I’d ask the committee to take care with how this
information is kept, consistent with the agreement that we have
between the State Department and the committee on sensitive in-
formation that doesn’t rise to the level of classified.

Ms. JACKSON. We’ll note your concern.
Mr. EVERS. Thank you very much.
Ms. JACKSON. Yes.
Mr. EVERS. Thanks for letting me interrupt.
Ms. BARRINEAU. Oh, it is no problem.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Okay. Let’s talk about tripwires for a minute. Do you—were
you aware when you were in Benghazi of specific Benghazi
tripwires?

A: Yes.
Q: Were they—how—well, let’s go back a step. Did you know

about them before you got there, or when you got on the ground,
you found out about them?

A: I believe it was on the ground. I don’t remember about—hear-
ing about any of them prior. I may have, but I just don’t remember.

Q: Understood. So there was a specific list of tripwires?
A: There were a couple general tripwires. The biggest one I re-

member of is—was the distance of Qadhafi’s forces to the city.
Q: Was there any discussion early on about what would happen

if a tripwire was crossed, meaning, were we going to talk about it,
were we automatically going to pack up, were we going to do some-
thing in the middle, if you know?

A: I don’t remember. Like I said, the only one I remember was
there was a certain—if Qadhafi got within a certain distance, we
were getting out of here, but my—that’s all I specifically remember.

Q: So, to your knowledge, since you obviously were still there, to
your knowledge, no official tripwire was crossed while you were in
Benghazi?

A: To my knowledge, no.
Q: Understood.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: Back to * * *, who was the liaison, did he—you stated that
he did not travel with you unless perhaps a VIP was there, such
as Senator McCain. Did he have one-on-one meetings with the
Envoy, if you know?

A: I know he spoke with the Envoy. I don’t know if he had a one-
on-one with the Envoy.

Q: Okay. Was he a daily presence that you would see, or was it
more sporadic, or can you give us an estimate of how often he
would either be in some type of communication with the Envoy?

A: With the Envoy specifically, I—I have—I can’t speak to that.
Q: Okay. What about other members of the detail?
A: We saw him more than weekly but less than daily.
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Q: Okay.
A: I mean, it would—there were weeks—or there were—there

was time where we would see him throughout the day for a couple
of days and then we wouldn’t see him for a little while. It just—
I don’t even know what it depended on. It was just circumstances
of what was going on.

Q: Okay. You also mentioned that there were USAID work-
ers——

A: Yes, ma’am.
Q [continuing]: There in addition to the Envoy.
A: Yes, ma’am.
Q: Okay. Other than 10 diplomatic security agents there——
A: Yeah.
Q [continuing]: What was—who comprised the—the State De-

partment group?
A: There was the Special Envoy and then * * *, who was his

pretty much everything else. And then there was the USAID DART
team, which had four people: There was the team leader; there was
the public affairs person; a governance person; and a logistics per-
son, I think.

Q: Was it your understanding that these four had come in with
the Envoy?

A: No.
Q: Okay.
A: They—they came in—there were—let’s see if I—two were on

the—there were two USAID people on the ground that came in ei-
ther with the Envoy or shortly thereafter. I don’t remember specifi-
cally. They left shortly after—if not the day I got there, the next
day. And the four—I had actually been—there was some logistic
question of how I was getting to Benghazi. And I originally was
scheduled to actually go in with them, and then they weren’t going
in until after McCain went in, so I had to get shifted around while
in Europe to meet up with the Senator and go in with him. And
they came in either the day McCain did but later in the day or the
next day. I can’t remember specifically.

Q: Okay. And then did the initial two——
A: Left.
Q [continuing]: Had they already left?
A: They—I can’t remember if there was overlap there or not.
Q: Okay. We’ve had—there have been some acronyms. Do you

know what DART stands for?
A: Disaster Assistance Response Team, I think.
Q: Okay. And what was their general role?
A: They were there to do a lot of liaison with various—civil soci-

ety and to assess the need for USAID assistance for Benghazi. I re-
member the governance guy was doing a lot of meetings to try and
build up civil society and local government and things along those
lines.

Q: Okay. And there was a whole slew of alphabet letters when
you were describing your State Department work prior to becoming
an agent——

A: Yes, ma’am.
Q [continuing]: And I didn’t understand a single one of them.
A: Yes, ma’am. Okay.
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Q: So could you go over that again and——
A: Okay.
Q [continuing]: And the non-State Department people, could you

educate us as to——
A: Yes, ma’am.
Q [continuing]: What you did?
A: So when I was originally hired, I was hired to be—to be the

admin behind the CST, CAG, SSM——
Q: CST?
A [continuing]: CST, CAG, SSM program, which is Construction

Surveillance Technician, Cleared American Guard, and Site Secu-
rity Manager.

Q: Now, that’s a mouthful.
A: Which those are three different people. It was just one train-

ing program. Those three people are responsible for the security
when built—embassies are being built or renovated. The CST is re-
sponsible for handling—monitoring installation of things in sen-
sitive areas and—you know, is the concrete right and things along
those lines. Not necessarily the—you know, is the tensile strength
right, but making sure there’s not something in the concrete type
thing. CAG is Cleared American Guard, which is essentially for
construction sites, somewhat akin to a Marine security guard. In
fact, we get a lot of—they had a lot of prior Marine security guards
who went through that training. They would handle access control
to the site and escort to the—within the construction site. And then
the SSM was akin to the RSO for the site, managing those two pro-
grams and liaisoning with Overseas Building Operations on build-
ing the venue.

Q: Okay. And were there any other letters of the alphabet that
you talked about——

A: Yes, ma’am.
Q [continuing]: Prior to been coming a DS agent?
A: Yes, ma’am. After I moved from that, I went to the FACT pro-

gram, which is Foreign Affairs Counter Threat, which was the pro-
gram that all personnel that were going to high-threat areas at the
time—it started with Afghanistan, Iraq and Pakistan. We had peo-
ple that were going to Mexico go through there. Yemen, all—it es-
sentially became kind of anybody who was going to a place that
wanted some additional training. It was about a week of training,
and we gave a firearms familiarization, a little driving information,
some countersurveillance stuff, some medical stuff, how to put on
body armor, a little orientation to people that were going to go to
these places.

Q: But these people were non-agents, generally?
A: Agents did go through it as well, but 99 percent of them were

non-agents. And it included actually agents of other agencies that
were going to embassies located in these areas.

Q: Okay.
A: It was my understanding it was a requirement for anyone

going to these areas to go through the course.
Q: Would you liken it to a very condensed version of your high-

threat course?
A: No.
Q: Okay.
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A: It was very much an orientation and just to get people famil-
iar with, you’re going to see body armor, here’s how you put it on;
you’re going to see a gun, guns. A familiarity—essentially the way
I remember the way I described it was we’re not teaching you how
to, and we’re not teaching you or expecting you to pick up a gun
and fight, but if something happens and you see a weapon and de-
cide to do something, here’s how you can do something.

Q: Okay.
A: Along those lines.
Q: Okay. A couple other alphabets out there. You talked about

the MEU, and I just——
A: Yes.
Q: I think I know what the MEU is——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: But I want to make sure, so we’ll have it in

your——
A: It’s Marine Expeditionary Unit.
Q: Okay.
A: It’s a Marine unit that’s afloat to——
Q: You mean literally floating in the water?
A: Yeah. They were on a ship in the Mediterranean somewhere.
Q: Okay. And they were your lifeline, if it were?
A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And you said that when you were running the TOC,

that you talked with them every morning?
A: We—yeah. We generally had—it was either 9 or 10 o’clock we

tried to check in with them, and they would tell us if, you know,
we had things to worry about. I do now also remember we did
check in occasionally with AFRICOM back in Stuttgart.

Q: Okay. Would you have an afternoon check-in or was it just the
once daily check-in?

A: It was generally once daily if they said we had things to worry
about. We did occasionally call back if we had questions, but it was
daily check-in mainly.

Q: And now for the non-agent person in the room, you talked
about something called high-profile versus low-profile?

A: Yes.
Q: What does that mean?
A: The high-profile kit is—I guess the best way to describe it

would be what you see a SWAT team would wear, where it’s very
visible, body armor, pouches, kind of big and bulky. It’s what the
Army would generally wear when they’re out on patrol, weapons
exposed, things along those lines. So it’s very big and bulky. And
low profile is generally just body armor and maybe things you can
cover on your belt, but you can cover up with your shirt so that
when you’re walking around, it’s not immediately apparent that
you’re carrying weapons or have other gear or body armor or things
on.

Q: Okay. So when you talk about a ‘‘kit,’’ you mean gear?
A: Gear, yes.
Q: Okay.
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BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: I actually have one more question about the MEU. What did
you understand, if you had a specific answer, to be their response
time, or did you?

A: There was a response time. I know it was on the order of
hours, I just don’t remember specifically what it was. And I remem-
ber it had to do with how much lead time there was—if it was
under fire, where exactly it was, and there was also—I do remem-
ber that under a couple of the circumstances, they couldn’t take all
of us at once, so there was an additional plan of the Envoy, the
DART team and all the non-DS people go and some of the DS peo-
ple go, and then the rest of the DS people drive a little farther
down the road to another spot, and they would come back later to
get us. I just don’t remember—I——

Q: But safe to say hours, not days?
A: Yes.
Q: Understood.
Ms. JACKSON. And would you guesstimate over or under 12

hours?
Mr. * * *. Under.
Ms. JACKSON. Under? Okay.
Ms. BARRINEAU. Way to read my mind.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: Okay. If I could go back to the communications that you
talked about; you talked about having satellite phones and State
Department computers there. Is that correct?

A: There were State Department computers, but we didn’t have
access to State Department anything. It was essentially the hotel
internet, which was not reliable.

Q: Okay. So if you——
A: And it also would run through the satellite phone occasionally,

which was one of the reasons would—it would not be extremely re-
liable.

Q: Okay. So you weren’t able to use your State Department email
addresses. Is that correct?

A: Occasionally. If someone had a fob or we would—people would
fob in, and then you could then log in to using the open net on
Internet Explorer, within the fob, you could then log into your
email and check your email that way.

Q: And by ‘‘fob,’’ you mean some sort of remote access——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: device?
A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And so how would you communicate if you needed to

talk to another agent if you needed to use email?
A: On—in terms of the—like, the agents in—we didn’t use email

to talk—to the agents in Benghazi?
Q: Yes. First.
A: We didn’t use email.
Q: How did you communicate with each other if you weren’t——
A: Radios.
Q: Radios?
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A: In general, yes.
Ms. BARRINEAU. Were the radio comms pretty good in Benghazi?
Mr. * * *. Within and around the hotel, yes. And then, once you

got beyond a certain point, the vehicle radios, the initial vehicle ra-
dios were on a different system because my understanding is they
were USAID vehicles. So we had a USAID radio system that we
used. And then the other vehicles that came in came in without ra-
dios. So we were using our handhelds. So there were distance limi-
tations. And then there was—at that point, there were phones. We
had local phones.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: If you needed to send an email back to your supervisor in the
New York field office——

A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: or someone there, how would you communicate

with them?
A: The easiest was via * * *, via—we tried to limit that, because

the satellite phone, the data was extremely expensive, was my un-
derstanding. So we tried to limit—I mean, we worked on—I re-
member working on my EER while I was there.

Q: And what’s an EER?
A: Employee Evaluation Report.
Q: Okay.
A: I remember working on that there via email, but it was via

personal * * * a lot of the times back and forth.
Q: Did the agents have an email address that they used for com-

munications back with main State, if you recall?
A: We had a—we established a * * * address that we used.
Q: Do you recall what that was?
A: I want to say * * *.
Q: Okay.
A: I created it. I just don’t remember specifically what it was.
Q: Would an email address of * * *
A: That sounds about right, yeah.
Q: Okay. And you think you’re the one that created it?
A: I’m pretty sure I did. I honestly—I know it wasn’t there when

I got there, and I’m pretty sure I did it, but I don’t remember spe-
cifically. It came about during the transition between when * * *
left, who was running the TOC, and when I sort of took over. I just
don’t remember specifically when it was created.

Q: And it was used to communicate back with other—back with
main State or——

A: It—yeah. It was an easier way when we didn’t need to get on
open net.

Q: Okay.
A: Because it was just the * * *, we didn’t have to worry about

fobbing in and things like that.
Q: Okay. And what would you use that email address for?
A: Very generic, checking in a lot of the time; just we’d use it to

communicate—everybody carried * * * when they were not out—
when they were out and about. So it was like who had what num-
ber * * * and things like that and updates, things along those
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lines. And we tried do that on the open net when we could, but
when that wasn’t available, we’d use that.

Q: Okay. Would you also use it to communicate either to the DS
command center or to other components of Diplomatic Security re-
garding, you know, who was there, who was coming in, who was
leaving, things like that?

A: I don’t know—it may have been used to communicate with the
command center. I don’t know specifically what—I can’t remember
specifically if it was—if those types of details were communicated
with, you know, who’s coming in and things like that. It’s entirely
possible. I just don’t remember specifically.

Q: Was there any type of daily reporting that was required while
you were there, either by the Envoy or by Diplomatic Security,
such as, you know, what’s happening in Benghazi, what’s the secu-
rity situation, what are the planned movements for the next day?
Was there any type of daily reporting?

A: Other than the daily check-in that I did with the MEU, I don’t
know of any other requirements.

Q: Okay. Were there specialized reports, such as if an incident
occurred or after Senator McCain visited or some sort of high-pro-
file event?

A: I know that there were phone calls that, you know, when
McCain left, they called via the sat phone and things like that, but
I don’t know of any other specific—I don’t know.

Q: Okay. Okay.
Ms. JACKSON. Do you have questions on mine or some additional

ones?
Ms. BARRINEAU. No. I’m good with that.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay.
Ms. BARRINEAU. But I have a couple others——
Ms. JACKSON. Okay.
Ms. BARRINEAU [continuing]. Unless you want to go down some

other route.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay. I would, but I’ll turn it back over to you.
Ms. BARRINEAU. Okay. Then you can go.
Ms. JACKSON. No.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: Were the agents, were you guys able to build host nation law
enforcement relationships yourselves, or were you having to kind
of depend on the couple of liaisons you had? Does that make sense?

A: I would say there was no host nation law enforcement to build
a liaison with, but no. We mainly just dealt with a couple of the
different militias.

Q: But you’re not even really—or do you know exactly which mi-
litias you were dealing with, or was it just kind of a hodgepodge?

A: February 17 is the only one I remember specifically. There
may have been a couple others, but that’s the one I remember spe-
cifically.

Q: Was there a way to distinguish—if you walked up and it was
obviously a militia, were you able to distinguish this is February
17 and this is some other militia or——

1154



19

A: I don’t know. I mean, I don’t remember any specific uniform
or anything—uniform requirements that they had or anything like
that.

Q: Did you yourself work with February 17 any?
A: Other than on a couple of movements they were around, no

direct liaison, no.
Q: What did you think of them on the movements when they

were around in terms of the degree of security they were capable
of providing?

A: I mean, we were happy to have them, because they knew the
area and they knew who—when—it was very obvious when they
were not comfortable with someone. And it sort of brought our at-
tention to that person when someone didn’t—someone sort of stood
out or didn’t appear to need to be where they were.

I was comfortable with them inasmuch as they were a militia
that, you know, we were working with and they were happy to
have us there. They wanted to keep us—they were doing their best
to keep us as safe as they could.

Q: Were they reliable, and by that I mean if you asked them to
do something and they agreed, did they usually provide whatever
service they had said they would provide?

A: I never asked them specifically, but if the detail asked for
help——

Q: Right.
A [continuing]: I can’t remember an instance that they weren’t

able to help.
Q: Okay. Go ahead.
Ms. JACKSON. Okay.
Ms. BARRINEAU. Actually, while she’s looking, I have one more.

BY MS. BARRINEAU

Q: When you—when you left Benghazi——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Were you ever debriefed by DS, by the State De-

partment, by anyone about your experiences while you were there?
A: No.
Q: And you didn’t provide any sort of written report or anything

about why you were there?
A: Other than the one I did in my EER, no.
Q: Got it.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: After the attack in Benghazi in 2012, did anyone come to you
and ask you about your experience in Benghazi?

A: Other than the requests that came down for all emails, that
was it.

Q: Okay. That was an internal State Department request for doc-
uments or emails regarding Benghazi?

A: It came to me as an internal. I don’t know who generated it,
but it was an everybody who’s been in Benghazi, get all your
emails that you can find, and if, you know, you remember an email
you deleted, talk to the computer guys about getting it back. Any-
thing along those lines, and compile them and send them up.

Q: Do you recall about when you got that request?
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A: I mean, specifically? No. I’d say fall of 2012. I don’t know—
it could have been before I came to SD. It could have been after.
I honestly don’t know.

Q: Okay. Some time after the attack and before the end of the
year?

A: Yes, ma’am.
Q: Okay.
A: It’s possible it may have been into January, but it was in that

general time frame.
Q: Okay. And did you do that?
A: Yes.
Q: Did you—okay. And what documents did you gather?
A: The couple emails I had from prior to going about volun-

teering and then the couple from afterwards about the—mainly
about my voucher, if I remember correctly.

Q: Okay. Did you bring to anybody’s attention that there had
been this * * * account that was being used?

A: I don’t remember specifically mentioning it to anybody, no.
Q: Okay. Was that something that you had the capability of

searching for at that time?
A: I conceivably could have tried to log into it again, yes, but I

didn’t even think about it.
Q: To your knowledge, is it still active?
A: I have absolutely no idea.
Q: Was there a password?
A: Yes.
Q: What was the password?
Mr. EVERS. I’m going to object. I’m not sure that you guys need

to be able to—you have the email address and the password. I don’t
think you guys need to be able to log into it. I think that’s perfectly
fair. We can talk about the account if you want to, but I don’t think
we need on the record an email address and password.

Ms. SAWYER. Yeah. I mean, I would agree. I just think if we have
a request, we should make it.

Mr. EVERS. If you ask me for mine, you know, my State login,
I wouldn’t give it to you on the record.

Ms. JACKSON. Well, we’re not asking for a personal email ad-
dress. We’re asking for one that we have woefully little record
about.

Mr. EVERS. Sure. I just don’t——
Ms. JACKSON. Yeah.
Mr. Evers. My objection is just putting the password on the

record in connection with a particular account, I don’t think, is ap-
propriate.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: When were you notified that this committee wanted to talk
with you?

A: Maybe a month ago or so when Assistant Secretary Starr sent
me an email.

Q: Okay. Were you one of many names on the email or do you
know if it was——

A: Yes.
Q: Okay. So there was a slew of people?
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A: Ten, 12 maybe. I honestly don’t remember specifically.
Q: Okay. You said about a month ago. Would that, then, have

been after the first of the year?
A: Probably. I honestly don’t remember the specific time frame.

I would guess after the first of the year.
Q: Okay.
A: Yeah. I would—I think I was in Switzerland at the time. I

think after the first of the year.
Q: Okay. And what, if anything, were you told?
A: Just that I was requested to appear and that some lawyers

would be—to provide my contact information to some State Depart-
ment folks to set up—start working toward the appearance.

Q: Okay. All right. And have you had any meetings prior—after
that notification, have you had any meetings regarding your testi-
mony here today?

A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And how many?
A: Two.
Q: Two?
A: Well, this morning and then one previous.
Q: Previous? Okay. Were either of them a prep session in any

way?
A: It was just a discussion about what I remembered.
Q: Okay. And who was present for that interview?
A: This gentleman. And I cannot remember the lady’s name who

was there the first time, but I think * * * was there this morning.
And I cannot, for the life of me, remember who was there the first
time.

Q: Okay.
A: There was another woman present, another lawyer, I just

can’t remember who it was.
Q: Okay. But nobody you had met before?
A: No. No, no, no.
Q: No supervisor or anything like that?
A: No, no, no.
Q: Okay. And did you review any documents?
A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And what documents did you review?
A: There were two emails that I had—one I had sent and re-

ceived a response from, and one that I had been sent.
Q: While you were in Benghazi?
A: No. Nothing—I reviewed no documents related—from when I

was in Benghazi. It was all from after I had left.
Q: After you had left where?
A: Benghazi.
Q: Okay.
A: I had some friends who were on the ground, and one was an

email I had sent to him and his response, and one was an email
he had sent to me, as a group.

Q: And who was that individual?
A: * * *.
Q: Okay. And he was in Benghazi after you were?
A: Yes.
Q: But he was not there during the attack?
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A: No.
Q: Okay. And what was the nature of those emails?
A: The first was an email after the compound had—the wall had

been broken, and it was an email of, ‘‘Hey, everything okay?’’ And
he responded with, ‘‘They blew a hole in the wall.’’ And then the
second one was an email he had forwarded that—it had to do with
a rise of Islam—it was a compilation of news. I can’t remember ex-
actly what it was. It was a compilation of points, and one of them
was talking about the rise of Islamists in Benghazi. And his com-
ment was something along the lines of, ‘‘Uh-oh,’’ or something like
that. And my thought was, ‘‘Well, that’s new,’’ because they weren’t
there when I was there, or they weren’t apparent when I was
there. Everybody seemed to like us when I was there.

Q: Okay.
Mr. EVERS. And just for the record, I want to make sure it’s

clear, because you didn’t ask, those are documents from the produc-
tion that we—the documents that you’re discussing with him right
now came from the production, so you have them, in case you have
some follow up you want to do.

Ms. JACKSON. So all right. I think those are my follow-up ques-
tions.

Ms. BARRINEAU. I think my only follow up would be with what
you just said. So while you were there, aside from Qadhafi’s forces,
which you weren’t dealing with, everyone that you were dealing
with and that the detail was dealing with kind of on a daily basis
seemed happy to have you there?

Mr. * * *. Yes.
Ms. BARRINEAU. All right. We’re doing good.
Ms. JACKSON. I think we’ll waive the remaining time on our hour

and turn it over to the minority staff.
Ms. BARRINEAU. We’ll go off the record.
[Recess.]

EXAMINATION BY MR. WOOLFORK

Q: So we’re back on the record.
Mr. * * *, on behalf of the minority staff, I would just like to

welcome you and thank you again for your service. My name is
Brent Woolfork, and I’m joined by my colleagues, Heather Sawyer,
Kendal Robinson. And we understand this can be a daunting task.
We’re going to try to make our part as simple and straightforward
as possible.

And, first, I wanted to touch upon something you talked about
at the outset in terms of your time when you joined DS. If you
could just tell us why you joined DS, because you had previously
mentioned it was before you were even an agent?

A: When I initially joined DS, it was—I had been a manager at
a movie theater and I was trying to get to a more 9-to-5 job. And
a friend of mine was able to get my application in to take over as
the admin. I had looked at joining DS previously as an agent prior
to that. I love to travel, wanted to serve my country, and, you
know, the idea of sort of living overseas and traveling a lot was—
sounded exciting.

Q: And why did you make the change to an agent?
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A: I mean, the admin was just sort of, at the time, it was—I had
wanted to get to a more 9-to-5 job, weekends off, that type of thing.
It was never something that I wanted to do for a career. I had ap-
plied to a couple local law enforcement, but DS was kind of, sort
of always what I wanted to get to eventually.

Q: Before we get into Benghazi-specific questions, I want to ask
you kind of broadly about the threat environment in which the
State Department, yourself, operates. You know, there’s 275 posts
around the world, a lot of those in dangerous places. Could you
kind of walk us through the some of the dangers and threats that
we’re currently facing?

A: In the world or——
Q: Just generally in terms of terrorism, whether it’s crime.
A: I mean, every post is different. There’s a specific—which we

can discuss in another setting—specific to each post. There’s dif-
ferent ratings for a variety of things, crime, terrorism, political vio-
lence, et cetera. And then based on that and based on the indi-
vidual circumstances of each post, there is, you know, best prac-
tices.

The one that I’ve always told people and the one that has always
served me well, is treat—when you’re overseas, treat it like you’re
in the middle of New York City, you know, 15 years ago and just,
you know, pay attention and, you know, paying attention is the big-
gest thing you can do. If you sort of just let yourself get lost, it’s
not a good way to operate.

Q: Okay. And how does your training, which you’re very familiar
with, prepare you for those risks and threats?

A: The biggest thing is just, you know, having—learning—you
know, building up your capabilities and ability to respond and to
handle different situations and to sort of recognize common situa-
tions and uncommon situations and to try and be able to pick
things that stand out and try and figure out why they stand out
and, you know, what doesn’t fit with its surroundings.

Q: And does your training show you how to eliminate risk, if
that’s even possible?

A: I don’t think it’s possible to eliminate risk. So, I mean, I think
you—in personal opinion, I think you take risk and you try and do
what you can to minimize it, but I don’t think it’s possible to elimi-
nate risk completely.

Q: Okay. Now, just turning to Benghazi. I know we talked about
this earlier, but I want to re-cover it again. When did you arrive
in country?

A: I want to say, it was either—and I always get the dates mixed
up—it was either March or April of 2011. I just, I can’t remember
specifically, exactly when.

Q: And then when did you leave?
A: Early May, I think.
Q: And, again, you arrived with Senator McCain’s——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: Delegation?
A: It was the Senator. I believe there were two air crew, it was

myself, Agent * * *. And he had—I know he had a press person,
and I think he had one other staffer, but I don’t remember specifi-
cally.
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Q: And aside from your work with the Senator’s delegation, you
had talked about your work on movement security and then the
latter half of your time you were in charge of the operations center;
is that right?

A: Correct.
Q: Okay. And during those periods when you were carrying each

of those different responsibilities, who did you report to on a daily
basis?

A: The shift leader and the agent in charge.
Q: Who was the shift leader?
A: The first half of the time it was * * *. And then for a little

while, it was * * *. And then—I can picture him. He was * * *—
he—it was another guy out of the Atlanta office at the time. I just,
I can’t remember his name right now. * * * got sick and had to
leave, so——

Q: Okay. And then there was the agent in charge?
A: Yes.
Q: And did that change——
A: Yes.
Q [continuing]: While you were there as well?
A: Yes.
Q: And do you remember, do you recall those names?
A: * * * was the first one, and then * * * was the second one.
Q: And then, during your time, were there points where you ad-

vised your superiors within the team against particular activities
due to security reasons?

A: No. It was never my role to advise on a go/no-go of a move-
ment.

Q: Okay. And in terms of your time either on movement detail
or when you were in charge of operations center, did you ever raise
concerns about lack of resources that limited your ability to carry
out your job?

A: No.
Q: Okay. So, in that case, would you say that you had the re-

sources that you needed to carry out your mission?
A: Yeah. I mean, given where we were, yes, we were able to

move comfortably. I mean, there’s always—you’re always on the
lookout for things, but we felt comfortable in our operating posture,
yes.

Q: And so overall, based on what you just said, it seems that
mission of the Special Envoy was able to reach its objectives while
you were in country?

A: I don’t—I can’t speak to the objectives. I don’t know. Other
than engaging with the anti-Qadhafi forces, I don’t know what his
objectives were. I can’t speak to them.

Q: Okay. And previously, you had talked about Senator McCain’s
delegation.

A: Yes.
Q: And did you provide any security for the delegation while he

was in Benghazi?
A: Yes.
Q: And what kind of security was your role?
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A: When we get off the plane, I was riding in the staff vehicle,
and then I was part of the diamond when he was walking around,
mainly just in the square that he visited.

Q: And prior to his arrival, did you—were you involved in any
of his security planning?

A: No.
Q: Okay. And when did you become aware that the Senator was

traveling to Benghazi?
A: I think I was told after I had been assigned to go out there.

And when I came to D.C., I was told that they were trying to get
me out there either with the Senator or before the Senator got
there. And there was conflicting information about when and how
and all the other logistics of how that was going to occur.

Q: And do you recall any or some of the logistical challenges that
arose?

A: I remember when * * * and I first arrived in D.C., we were
going to have to travel on our personal passports, but he didn’t
have his. So he got sent home, and then I was going to go out my-
self. And then I linked up with the DART team in Europe, in
France. And then * * * ended up coming back and was going to
actually—then he met up with us—sorry, he met up with the Sen-
ator.

And then there was this ongoing discussion of when the DART
team was going to go in. They had their own transport set up
through USAID. And there was a big concern that they wouldn’t
get there before the Senator, so I flew—I went back in to Paris,
flew to Cyprus, and met up with the Senator there, and went on
his plane with * * *.

Q: Okay. And then you had said that you were involved in sev-
eral movements with the Senator. What were some of the places
that he visited, if you can remember that far back?

A: I remember he went to the square, the Martyrs’ Square. I
don’t remember specifically what it was called, but it was where
they had all the photos and stuff for the people who were killed
during the initial uprising. And then he—I think he went to some
local governance places. I couldn’t tell you specifically. And then he
had, at the hotel, he had meetings, and he had a press conference.

Q: Okay. You mentioned you were part of the diamond. Could
you explain what that is?

A: Essentially, the protective diamond, which is our sort of stand-
ard operating protective detail. It varies in size, depending on a
wide variety of circumstances. And the standard positions are
there’s an advance, a left or a right rear, an AIC, and a shift lead,
and, again, depending, you can scale up that and down.

Q: And do you recall, as part of that detail, do you recall any
kind of the specifics of meetings or more generally what the atmos-
phere was like during those meetings?

A: Everybody was happy that we were there. The biggest issue
we ran into at the press conference was they were late. And we
were told by the Senator’s press person not to let anybody else in
because it was packed and some people were not pleased about not
getting let in, including one of the—I remember one of the U.S.
press had like gone outside for a smoke or something and missed
it and was not pleased. But we were like, sorry. So that was the
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biggest in just the sheer amount of people, but in general, every-
body was very happy that we were there.

Q: And aside from Senator McCain’s delegation, did you also
travel in similar form with then-Special Envoy Stevens?

A: Different setup, but yes, I was involved in his movement a
couple of times.

Q: And then, during those movements, do you recall what types
of meetings that took place? You had previously mentioned a radio
station.

A: The radio station was with the USAID, one of the USAID
teams, or it was a couple of the team members. Local governance.
We went to the Swedish Embassy a couple of times. I know we
went to the Greek Embassy. I’m trying to think of what else. Just
a couple other—I mean, I don’t remember specifically what it was.
I know that, I mean, during my second half of the time, I very rare-
ly went out with the Envoy. I handled some of the AID moves but
that was about it.

Q: And, in terms of your movements, were they generally easy
to move, or do you find the environment difficult to move in?

A: It was an environment that—I mean, operating in any other
country poses, you know, different challenges. But it was—there
was nothing hard about it other than, you know, traffic and, you
know, people don’t know how to drive sometimes and things like
that. But there was nothing—nothing about movement had me
worried except for the parade. Just making sure that we were out
of the way of the people.

Q: And that was like the 5 p.m.——
A: The 5 p.m.
Q [continuing]: Daily parade?
A: Yeah.
Q: Okay. I wanted to shift towards the tripwires, which was also

raised in the past hour. And just taking a step back, if you can
kind of just talk what tripwires are and how they—what the role
is in terms of making decisions at a post?

A: I can’t speak to at a post. I have not—other than some tem-
porary assignments, I have not served as a regional security officer.
In general, there are conditions that, if met, necessitate reaction in
one way or another. If, you know, Qadhafi’s forces got within a cer-
tain distance of Benghazi, we then act, we do ‘‘X’’ to respond type
thing.

Q: And during your time in Benghazi, was the threat of Qadha-
fi’s forces the most predominant threat? Or were there other
threats that were more predominant at the time?

A: From my understanding, it was the most predominant threat.
Q: Okay. And then, in terms of the tripwires, that was the pri-

mary tripwire that you’re aware of, was the——
A: That was the biggest one that I remember being discussed.
Q: Okay. And does this tripwire, was it a written tripwire? Do

you recall?
A: I don’t remember if it was written, not written, how it was

passed.
Q: But did you have a sense that there was a plan in place which

you previously had spoken to about what would happen if the vicin-
ity of Qadhafi’s forces got too close?
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A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And could you just talk a little bit again in terms of

what those procedures were?
A: Essentially, there was a—it depended on the exact cir-

cumstances. It was, you know—there was no way we would’ve been
able to move everybody and everybody’s luggage. So it was, all
right, you know, everybody gets a bag, maybe two or, you know,
with gear and everything else that sort of had to come out, the
computers and the sat phones and things like that, and load up
into three or four vehicles—I don’t remember specifically the
setup—and drive. Let’s see, that would’ve been west—east along
the beach. And there were certain points that we had already
worked out with the Marine Expeditionary Unit to come pick us
up.

Q: And so that Marine Expeditionary Unit would be the primary
extracting force?

A: That was my understanding, yes.
Q: Okay. Now, you were there April to May of 2011, right?
A: That——
Q: Or March?
A: Yes, that timeframe, yeah.
Q: And so, during that time period, were you aware of a NATO-

led operation that was conducting air strikes?
A: Yes.
Q: Okay. And so do you know if the Marine Expeditionary Unit

that you cited for the extraction was there due to your presence or
due to the larger operation that was taking place?

A: I don’t know.
Q: And do you know if it’s common for a force of that size, in

terms of size but also capabilities, to be available for evacuations
for——

A: I can’t speak to that.
Q: Okay. I want to talk just a few moments about the Tibesti

Hotel and the setup there.
A: Uh-huh.
Q: When you arrived, the Special Envoy was staying at the

Tibesti Hotel. Is that correct?
A: Correct.
Q: And you had a—where did you stay in the hotel?
A: Fifth floor maybe. I don’t remember exactly what floor it was.

There was sort of an office suite on one end, glass doors that we
chained at night. The Envoy stayed there, the AIC, the shift leader,
* * *. Those were—the offices had two staircases. Main staircase
on one side, and then right outside the glass doors, there was an-
other staircase, elevators, and then we tried to get everybody else
on that same hallway. There were a couple times when people had
to stay above or below, but in general, as people moved off the
floor, we tried to take those rooms. And then that’s essentially the
setup of the offices and the rooms.

Q: Were you aware of any discussions that examined other pos-
sible locations for the mission to stay while you were there?

A: While I was there?
Q: While you were there.
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A: I don’t know of any discussions that would have affected while
I was there, that would’ve had us move while I was there, no.

Q: And based on your experience in Benghazi, were you aware
of other locations? Were there other places where other countries’
delegations were staying?

A: Yes.
Q: Okay.
A: Other hotels and, you know, a couple of embassies that we vis-

ited and things like that.
Q: And any sense why the Tibesti was chosen over perhaps these

other venues?
A: I don’t know.
Q: Okay.
A: I know that the press was there, but——
Q: And so in terms of the, I guess, the number of people that

were at the hotel, was that seen as advantageous in terms of the
guest list that was——

A: I don’t know. I just know that the Tibesti was one of the main
places that the press stayed. I have no idea what role that played
in any decisionmaking.

Q: All right. Fair enough.
Now, in terms of your time, you left Benghazi at some point.
A: Beginning May.
Q: May, okay. And then, in the 16 months after you left

Benghazi, the Qadhafi regime was overthrown; the Embassy Trip-
oli was reopened; and in July of 2012, the Libyan people had elec-
tions. And so would it be fair to say that a lot had changed since
you were in Benghazi?

A: I mean, I can’t speak to what the situation on the ground was.
I mean, from an outsider’s perspective from, you know, an ocean
away, yes, but I don’t know the specifics on the ground so I couldn’t
tell you contrast and compare.

Q: Okay. So I’m just going to run through a few questions. This
is basically trying to get a sense of your firsthand knowledge about
some of these topics, and so I’ll just go through a few of them
quickly.

Do you have any firsthand knowledge, after May 2011, about the
security resources staffing or equipment in Benghazi?

A: Through May 2011, I mean, other than knowing that some of
any friends were serving there, no.

Q: Okay. Do you have any firsthand knowledge about the means
of communication in Benghazi after May 2011?

A: No.
Q: Any knowledge about the tripwires in Benghazi after May

2011?
A: No.
Q: Any information about the intelligence of Benghazi, whether

any was received, reviewed, or collected after May 2011?
A: Nothing.
Q: Okay. And any firsthand knowledge of the militias on the

ground or local security arrangements in Benghazi after May 2011?
A: No.
Q: Okay. And then I wanted to ask you just quickly about the

Accountability Review Board, which you had mentioned. You had
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said that you had received an email from the Department—you
weren’t clear from who—that was requesting information. Is that
right?

A: That’s correct.
Q: Okay. And so that occurred during the fall of 2012, approxi-

mately?
A: Correct.
Q: And did you feel at the time that you did not have information

that you wanted to provide to the ARB? Did you have information
that you would think would be helpful towards ARB’s investigation
at the time?

A: No. When I went and looked at my emails, I was like, all
right, if they want to find out about my vouchers, that’s fine with
me.

Q: Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER

Q: I just had a couple questions for you——
A: Yes, ma’am.
Q [continuing]: Because you’ve mentioned a couple times that ev-

eryone was very happy to have the United States’ presence in
Benghazi during the time that you were there.

A: Yes, ma’am.
Q: And specifically that you came in with the Senator, you said

he had a staffer and a press person, and you did do a little travel
with them. To the extent you were able to get a sense, which you
may not have, but to the extent you could get a sense, what was
your sense of how Senator McCain felt about the U.S. presence in
Benghazi?

A: I never talked to him. He seemed happy. He seemed to be en-
joying his time and happy to be there, but, I mean, other than I
think him thanking me at the end, I don’t think I said a single
word to him.

Q: And in terms of your assessment of when you say that every-
one was happy for the U.S. to be there, how did that show itself?
Like, how did you get that sense?

A: Everyone was fairly friendly toward us. When we would—not
just with the vehicle, not just driving around, when like we would
go outside to, you know, walk around a little bit, everyone seemed
very friendly toward us, interested, wanted to chat with us. ‘‘Hey,’’
you know, ‘‘how’s it going’’ type thing. The sense was everyone just
sort of wanted to live their lives and, you know, didn’t really have
an issue with us specifically. It was, ‘‘Hey, you’re here to help’’ type
thing.

Q: And one of the reasons that you talked about that there was
some concern about security, obviously, you were going into a coun-
try where there was a revolution going on, and one of the concerns
was how close or how far General Qadhafi was with his forces. Did
you get a sense—one of the reasons that you United States was
concerned about Libya was its concern that general Qadhafi might
pose a threat to his own citizens. Did you get a sense of that at
all on the ground?

A: That—wait, huh?
Q: That the general——
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A: Sorry.
Q [continuing]: Might pose a threat to his own citizens, that he

had——
A: I mean, the only sense I got was that the people—the anti-

Qadhafi forces were concerned about, you know, there being infil-
trators and things along those lines. But as to what threat they
would pose, I have no idea what, I mean, other than like report-
ing—I can’t speak to that. I don’t know.

Q: Understood. I am asking you to stretch big because I under-
stand that your job on the ground was very security related. So,
having been there, I thought I would just explore with you what
your sense of it was. But I understand——

A: I don’t know what they would be concerned about. Sorry.
Q: Not a worry.
Ms. SAWYER. I think that was really all that I was curious about.

So I don’t know if you had some additional.
Do you guys have a lot more?
Ms. JACKSON. Uh-huh.
Ms. SAWYER. So I would say, yeah, run through that and then

we’re just about done.

BY MR. WOOLFORK

Q: And so I wanted to just ask you a series of questions in a
somewhat rapid pace regarding a number of public allegations that
have been made about the attacks in Benghazi. And so these are
not allegations that I or necessarily even the minority Members be-
lieve in, but the committee is investigating these allegations, and
so we are asking these questions of all the people that appear be-
fore us.

A: And so I would just ask basically throughout the course of this
whether or not you have any evidence or information to support
any of these allegations. And so I’ll try to make this as fast and
easy as possible.

A: Okay.
Q: It’s been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally

blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congress-
man has speculated that, ‘‘Secretary Clinton told Leon [Panetta] to
stand down,’’ and this resulted in the Defense Department not
sending more assets to help in Benghazi.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered
Secretary of Defense Panetta to ‘‘stand down’’ on the night of the
attacks?

A: No.
Q: Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the
night of the attacks?

A: I can’t speak to any orders Secretary Clinton has mentioned
or given in any regard, relation to anything.

Q: So no evidence or information then?
A: No evidence or information to that or any other anything.
Q: Okay. No problem.
It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally signed an

April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington Post
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Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it ‘‘four Pinocchios,’’ its
highest award for false claims.

A: Again, do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton per-
sonally signed an April 2012 cable denying security resources to
Libya?

A: I have no recollection of anything Secretary Clinton—nothing.
No.

Q: No, okay.
Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was personally

involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day security re-
sources in Benghazi?

A: No.
Q: It’s been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented or fab-

ricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own people
in order to garner support for the military operations in Libya in
spring 2011.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented
or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to some peo-
ple in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in
spring 2011?

A: No.
Q: Okay. It’s been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi in-

cluded transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries.
A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence found that, ‘‘The CIA was not collecting and
shipping arms from Libya to Syria,’’ and that they found, ‘‘no sup-
port for this allegation’’.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence
Committee’s bipartisan support finding that the CIA was not ship-
ping arms from Libya to Syria?

A: No.
Q: Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in Benghazi

were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya to Syria
or to any other foreign country?

A: No.
Q: A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed

from departing the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound.
There have been a number of allegations about the cause and the
appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee
issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not or-
dered to ‘‘stand down,’’ but that instead there were tactical dis-
agreements on the ground over how quick quickly to depart.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict House Intel-
ligence Committee’s finding that there was no stand down order to
CIA personnel?

A: I have no knowledge related to any CIA actions in Libya in
regards to anything.

Q: Okay. Putting aside whether you personally agree with the
decision to delay temporarily or think it was a right decision, do
you have any evidence that there was ‘‘bad,’’ or improper reasoning
behind the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who de-
parted the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A: I can’t speak to—I don’t know the circumstances. I can’t speak
to that.
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Q: Okay. A concern has been raised by one individual that in the
course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board,
damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of
that production.

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department
removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that
were provided to ARB?

A: I was never asked and have not been—have no knowledge of
anything along those lines.

Q: Okay. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State De-
partment directed anyone else at the State Department to remove
or scrub damaging documents from materials that were provided to
the ARB?

A: No.
Q: Let me ask these questions also for documents that were pro-

vided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the
State Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from
the materials that were provided to Congress?

A: No.
Q: Okay. It’s been alleged that the CIA Deputy Director Mike

Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi at-
tacks for political reasons and that he then misrepresented his ac-
tions when he told Congress that the CIA, ‘‘faithfully performed
our duties in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity
and nonpartisanship.’’

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell
gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about
the Benghazi talking points?

A: No.
Q: Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political rea-
sons?

A: I have no knowledge related to CIA anything.
Q: Okay. A few more. Just bear with me.
A: Okay.
Q: It’s been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an ‘‘inten-

tional misrepresentation’’ when she spoke on the Sunday talk
shows about the Benghazi attacks.

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally
represented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk
shows?

A: No.
Q: It has been alleged that the President of the United States

was ‘‘virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief’’ on the night of the
attacks and that he was ‘‘missing the action.’’

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the
President was ‘‘virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief’’ or ‘‘miss-
ing in action’’ on the night of the attacks?

A: I have no knowledge related to the President’s whereabouts on
that night.

Q: Okay. It has been alleged that a team of four military per-
sonnel at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were
considering flying on the second plane of Benghazi were ordered by
their superiors to stand down, meaning to cease all operations.
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Military officials have stated that those four individuals were in-
stead ordered ‘‘to remain in place’’ in Tripoli to provide security
and medical assistance in their current location.

A: Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services
Committee found that, ‘‘There was no standdown order issued to
U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in
Benghazi.’’

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the
House Armed Services Committee that, ‘‘there was no standdown
order issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to
join the fight in Benghazi’’?

A: No.
Q: The last one. It’s been alleged that the military failed to de-

ploy assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives.
However, former Republican Congressman Howard ‘‘Buck’’
McKeon, the former chairman of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee, conducted a review of the attacks, after which he stated,
‘‘Given where the troops were, how quickly the thing all happened
and how quickly it dissipated, we probably couldn’t have done more
than we did.’’

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon’s
conclusion?

A: I mean, no.
Q: Okay. Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had mili-

tary assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could
have saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally de-
cided not to deploy?

A: I have no information related to Pentagon capabilities or what
their leadership was discussing.

Q: Okay. Thank you very much.
Mr. WOOLFORK. We’ll go off the record.
[Recess.]
Ms. JACKSON. Let’s go back on the record. It’s 11:45. It’s Sharon

Jackson.

BY MS. JACKSON

Q: Agent * * *, you stated that there was some confusion over
the logistics of your getting into Benghazi, you and Agent * * *,
and one of the issues that you raised was that Agent * * * did not
have his personal passport with him?

A: Yes.
Q: Okay. So you were required to travel into Benghazi on per-

sonal passports?
A: No.
Q: Okay.
A: It was——
Q: Could you elaborate on that for us?
A: When we were traveling, we were traveling through France,

and we did not have Schengen visas in our diplomatic books, so——
Q: I’m sorry, what was that?
A: We did not have a Schengen visa.
Q: And what was that visa?
A: The eurozone visa, called the Schengen, for our diplomatic

books. And I was told that France, for a diplomatic book, requires
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a Schengen but, for your personal book, does not. I always travel
with my personal book no matter what, just in case, so I was able
to travel into France. But then, going into Benghazi, we showed
our diplomatic books, but unfortunately, they actually didn’t even
stamp them, which was unfortunate.

Q: Disappointing?
A: Disappointing, yes.
Q: And then did Agent * * * follow the same route that you did?
A: My understanding, he went back to Houston. They weren’t

even going to send him, and then they—I couldn’t speak specifi-
cally. All I know is he ended up meeting up with the gear—he
ended up couriering the gear and meeting up with us in Cyprus
after he had gone back to Houston and gone back to DC.

Q: Let me ask you just a concluding question, and that is: As you
sit here, before we end for the day, is there any question that we’ve
asked that you feel that you need to elaborate on or clarify in any
manner before we break?

A: No.
Q: Okay. Let me ask one last one then. Is there any area that

you thought we would go in that we did not go in today?
A: No.
Ms. JACKSON. Then, with that, we are done.
[Whereupon, at 11:47 a.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Ms. Jackson. Good morning.

This is a transcribed interview of conducted by

the House Select Committee on Benghazi. The interview is being

conducted voluntarily as part of the committee's investigation into

the attacks on the U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and

related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th Congress

and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress.

Sir, would you give us your full name, please?

Mr. . .

Ms. Jackson. And would you spell your last name for the record?

Mr. . .

Ms. Jackson. Agent , we appreciate your appearance

here before the committee today.

Again, my name is Sharon Jackson, and I am with the committee's

majority staff. And we will just have -- we have introduced ourselves

already, but we will do it again.

You are accompanied by Austin Evers of the State Department's

counsel's office; is that correct?

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Representative Westmoreland.

Mr. Westmoreland. From Georgia.

Mr. Desai. Ronak Desai with the minority staff.

Mr. Woolfork. Brent Woolfork with the minority staff.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms with the
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minority.

Ms. Barrineau. I'm Sara Barrineau with the majority staff.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

And Dana Chipman, who you met, is with the majority staff. He

stepped outside. We think we will be joined by Representative Susan

Brooks at some point this morning, too.

Mr. . Okay.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Let me just give you the ground rules. I was a Federal prosecutor

for a lot of years, and so I'm used to talking to agents about the ground

rules of grand jury testimony and trial testimony and things like that,

and I'm sure you've heard them in your past career also. But I would

just like to take a few minutes and talk about how this interview will

proceed.

In this committee, the questions will be asked by a member of the

majority staff first, and that will be me. And I will ask questions

for up to 1 hour, and then we will take a break. And I will turn it

over to the minority, and they will ask questions for up to 1 hour.

And we will go back and forth until each side has exhausted all of the

questions that they have of you regarding your time in Benghazi, Libya,

and related matters.

Questions can only be asked by a member of the committee, such

as Representative Westmoreland, or a member of the staff. And we will

strictly adhere to that 1-hour rule on each side.

Unlike testimony, grand jury testimony, trial testimony, or a
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deposition that you may have given in Federal or State court, we are

not bound by the rules of evidence. And so anything like hearsay or

things like that don't apply in a committee.

The only thing that we do recognize and may recognize is an

objection for privilege. And that would then be reviewed by the

chairman of the committee, Trey Gowdy, and he would make a decision

as to whether to honor that privilege objection or not. So Members

and members of the staff cannot raise objections. Only you and/or your

counsel can raise an objection for privilege. It is not an issue that

we have encountered, but I just wanted to flag it for your attention.

We also are starting here in an unclassified setting. So if any

question that is answered from you calls for an answer that you would

have to give that would be a classified matter, just let us know, and

we will either withdraw the question or hold it for a classified

setting. And we can go into a classified setting, but we are intending

to start and get as much information as we can in an unclassified setting

this morning.

You came with Mr. Evers this morning, as the agency's counsel,

and you are welcome to confer with him at any time. If at any time

you want to step outside or have a private moment with him, just let

us know, and we will give you whatever time you need to confer with

Mr. Evers this morning.

I'm sure he's talked to you about his role this morning, that he

is here as the agency's counsel and not your personal counsel. Do you

understand that?
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Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

We also have a court reporter with us, or an official transcriber

with us. Sorry, that is back to my days of court reporters. But the

official reporter is, like in a court of law, taking down everything

that is said. So the rules, like being in court, is all answers have

to be out loud and verbal and that we should refrain from talking over

each other. It is very difficult; I do it myself all the time. But

if we can make an effort to wait until a question is finished before

giving an answer, and I will do my very best to wait until your answer

is finished before I go on with my next question.

We will take a break whenever you want. If you would like a break

before the hour is finished, just let us know, and we will break.

We have water available, we have coffee available, so just let

us know. We are trying to make you as comfortable as possible this

morning.

As with any investigation that you're in, you're required to give

truthful testimony here today. And we ask that you give us your best

recollection. We understand that we are going back 4 or more years

in time to a short TDY detail that you had in Benghazi, so we understand

that memories fade over time. But we do ask that you reach back in

there, get the cobwebs away, and give us your best recollection.

If you can't answer a question but you think there was another

person who was present, you know, you can always give us the name of

someone else who might have that piece of information. But if you
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honestly don't remember the answer to a question, just tell us. It's

just perfectly human nature not to remember everything in vivid detail.

If at any time you don't understand a question or missed part of

it because your mind was racing ahead, as mine often does, just ask

us to repeat or rephrase the question in any way, because we want to

make sure that you understand what we're asking before you give us your

answer.

Do you have any questions about the process that we're going to

follow today?

Mr. . No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Do you understand that you are required to answer questions from

Congress truthfully?

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And that includes members of the staff of

this committee, that you're required to give truthful answers.

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

And as a Federal law enforcement agent, I'm sure you understand

that providing false testimony could subject you to penalties of

perjury or making a false statement. Do you understand that?

Mr. . I understand.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Is there any reason that you know of, as you sit here today, that

you would not be able to answer the questions truthfully today?
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Mr. . No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

All right. Well, that's the end of the ground rules. It's

10:18, I think.

Does the minority have anything they would like to add?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No.

Thank you for coming.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

And I'd like to introduce Representative Susan Brooks from my home

State of Indiana.

Mrs. Brooks. Good morning.

Ms. Jackson. And so, at this point, we'll start with the first

hour of questioning by me, okay?

EXAMINATION

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Agent , how long have you been with Diplomatic

Security?

A I've been with Diplomatic Security a little over 15 years.

Q And did you have any military or law enforcement background

before you joined DS?

A Yes. I had a military background.

Q Okay. And would you tell us about that?

A Yes. I spent a total of 10 years on Active U.S. Army

military duty in the Field Artillery Branch.

Q Okay.
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And in what year did you join Diplomatic Security?

A I joined back in 1999, .

Q It would have been easier if it was of '98, but you missed

it by a year.

Can you give us a summary of your various assignments within DS

over the past 15 years?

A Yes. I have been assigned to our resident office in

. That was 2 years.

From there, I was assigned as an assistant regional security

officer at the U.S. Embassy in . From there -- oh, I was

there for 1 year.

From there, I went to the U.S. consulate general in

, and I served as the regional security officer for 3 years.

After that assignment, I was the regional security officer at the

U.S. Embassy in , for 2 years.

And after that assignment, I returned to the U.S. as the resident

agent in charge of the resident office, DS resident office, in

. I did that for 2 years.

From there, I transferred to the field office, Diplomatic

Security, and served 3 years.

Q And --

A After that --

Q Okay. Go ahead.

A After that, I served 1 year at the U.S. Embassy in

.
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Q And you're getting ready to go to ?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And will that be this summer?

A It could be within the next couple of weeks. I'm currently

going through Arabic training at the Foreign Service Institute.

Q Uh-huh.

A I'm just waiting for orders.

Q Okay. How's that training going?

A Great.

Q It's a challenging language.

A It is.

Q Yes. Yes.

While you were assigned to the field office, is that when

you took the temporary duty assignment in Benghazi, Libya?

A Yes.

Q Okay. How did that come about?

A At the time, we were getting tasked -- our office was getting

tasked to send agents to both Tripoli, the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli,

Libya, and also to the U.S. Mission in Benghazi. So I was scheduled

to go to Benghazi in June of 2011.

Q Uh-huh.

A But I couldn't go because I needed .

Q That's kind of a drastic measure to undergo to get out of

going to Benghazi.

A Right.
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Q But you ended up having to go after ?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And when did you go then?

A It was later on that year. I departed for Benghazi on

October 24, 2011.

Q And do you recall when you arrived in Benghazi?

A It took 2 days to arrive in Benghazi because I overnighted

in Istanbul, Turkey.

Q And how long were you in Benghazi?

A I was there approximately 53 days on the ground.

Q Now, you said that your field office was being

tasked. So was there some directive from on high that came down and

said X number of spots have to be filled out of the field office?

Or what do you recall about that?

A That I don't recall. I just recall being asked to go by

the assistant special agent in charge of the field office.

Q Did you have to draw straws?

A No.

Q No? Okay.

A No. I was just one of four supervisory special agents at

the time, and they were looking for somebody to fill in as the acting

regional security officer in Benghazi.

Q So they wanted someone of a supervisory level.

A Correct.

Q Okay. Was there any other specialized training that you
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had had that was a requirement to go over to Benghazi?

A Yes. I went to a high-threat training earlier that year.

I believe it was February of 2011.

Q Okay. And that was a requirement, that you had to be

high-threat-trained to go to Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And were you specifically requested to go to Benghazi versus

Tripoli?

A Yes. I knew from the beginning that it was going to be

Benghazi.

Q And did you know that you were going to be essentially the

acting agent in charge or the agent in charge once you got to Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And, initially, did you know you were going to be

there for 53 days?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were you to be there a longer period of time?

A They asked me to extend.

Q And your answer was?

A My answer was no because I already had plans

for Christmas.

Q Okay. Was that request made to you after you got there or

before you left?

A After.
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Q After. Okay.

So when you went into Benghazi, what did you understand was going

to be the length and the scope of your assignment?

A Let me see if I recall.

I know that it was going to be 45 days, the length in Benghazi --

Q Okay.

A -- at the time, yes.

Q So you extended a little bit but not --

A I had to extend due to the fact that they were looking for

another supervisory special agent to send and it was a difficult time

in the year, during the Christmas vacation.

Q Nobody wants to depart between Thanksgiving and Christmas

and the new year.

A Right.

Q Okay.

A So I ended up extending for about a week.

Q Okay.

And what did you understand you would be doing on a day-to-day

basis once you arrived in Benghazi?

A I was going to function as their regional security officer,

providing security for, you know, the classified equipment that we

had -- it was limited -- also, the facility and the Americans that were

there at the time.

Q Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Susan, could you find out what facility that
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they're talking --

Ms. Jackson. When he got there?

Mr. Westmoreland. Yeah, when he got there.

Ms. Jackson. Uh-huh. Yes. I absolutely can.

Mrs. Brooks. You called her Susan. That's Sharon.

Mr. Westmoreland. I mean Sharon.

Ms. Jackson. That's all right. We've been interchangeable for

years.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q When you arrived in Benghazi, where were the American

personnel, the State Department personnel, physically located?

A It was called the U.S. Special Mission in Benghazi. And

it was approximately 24 kilometers from the airport.

Q Okay. And what was the physical layout? Were you in a

hotel? Were you in a compound? Can you describe the physical layout

of this U.S. Special Mission?

A Yes. It was a compound comprised of three separate villas.

Q Did you name them something? Were they villas 1, 2, 3? A,

B, C?

A Yes, we named them. We had them named Villa A, Villa B,

and Villa C.

And in between Villa A and Villa C, we had openings through the

concrete wall so that we could drive through, you know, at least from

Villa A to Villa B. We couldn't drive to Villa C because we only had

a pedestrian walkthrough. But, you know, we had external gates that
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went into Villa C.

Q So, as I understand it, each of the villas was separately

walled. They had a wall around --

A Right.

Q -- each of the -- Villa A had a concrete wall all the way

around it, as did Villa B and as did Villa C.

A Correct.

Q And they were all contiguous?

A I'm sorry?

Q They were all adjacent to one another?

A Yes.

Q There were no villas in between --

A No.

Q -- or open in between --

A They were all adjacent.

Mr. Westmoreland. Sharon?

Ms. Jackson. Yes?

Mr. Westmoreland. How big would you say that area was? Each of

these walled areas, what did they encompass? Two acres? An acre? A

half-acre? Do you have any idea?

Mr. . I have no idea.

Mr. Westmoreland. A football field?

Mr. . Villa C was about a little over a football field.

The same thing -- Villa B, which was in the center, was about a football

field or a little bit less. And Villa A was the smaller of the three.
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Mr. Westmoreland. Smaller.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So -- okay.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And, as I understand it, there was an opening between Villa

A and Villa B where vehicles could drive through freely?

A Yes.

Q Okay. But only a pedestrian egress or ingress or whatever

you might want to call it between B and C.

A Yes.

Q Okay. And each of the villas then had its own vehicle

entrance?

A Each villa had -- okay, let's go back. Villa A had two

vehicle entrances.

Q Uh-huh.

A Villa C had two vehicle entrances. And Villa B had only

one vehicle entrance.

Q Okay.

And approximately what was the height of the walls of each of the

villas?

Mr. Evers. If you remember.

Mr. . I don't remember.

Ms. Jackson. Taller than you?

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Twice as tall as you?
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Mr. Evers. Do you want to ask the witness how tall he is?

Ms. Jackson. That's a valid question.

Mr. . I don't recall, but I know they were higher than

me.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. And you're somewhere between and ?

A .

Q . Okay. So would you say they were at least 6' tall?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

When you arrived in Benghazi, what did the Diplomatic Security

team look like? How many agents were there? What was their experience

level? Had they been in Benghazi before? Did they arrive with you?

If you could describe the Diplomatic Security team that you assumed

leadership of in Benghazi.

A Right.

When I arrived, I met with the acting regional security officer,

, who was departing as the person that I was going to

replace. And then there were several other junior agents in different

stages of the temporary duty. So when I arrived, there were five agents

on the ground, and I was the sixth agent.

Q And, of the five, one of them was ?

A Well, was the sixth agent, but he --

Q Okay.

A -- ended up overlapping with me 1 day, and then he left the
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following day.

Q Okay. So, once Agent left, there were six total

agents, including yourself.

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were you the most senior of experience of the agents?

A Yes.

Q Okay. What was the level of experience of the other five?

If you can recall, you know, ranges from -- were they all under 5 years?

Five to 10 years? To the best of your recollection.

A I don't recall.

Q Varying levels of experience?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were they all high-threat-trained?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Had any of them worked as an ARSO or RSO before?

A I don't recall.

Q Do you recall if any of them had?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. All right.

Mrs. Brooks. I have a quick question, Sharon.

Ms. Jackson. Yes?

Mrs. Brooks. Had you ever done -- had you done a TDY before in

your previous assignments?

Mr. . Yes.

Mrs. Brooks. But you indicated that you had just finished
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high-threat training prior to this --

Mr. . Okay. Yes.

Mrs. Brooks. -- training; is that right?

Mr. . That's correct.

Mrs. Brooks. So none of your TDYs previously had required the

high-threat training?

Mr. . Right. That is correct.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay. Okay.

Thank you.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Of the agents that were in your team, were any of them from

the MSD, or Mobile Security Detachment?

A No.

Q Okay.

Were there any Department of Defense assets either in Benghazi

or in Tripoli?

A When I arrived in Benghazi, there was a Marine Corps

colonel, an O-6, that was in Benghazi for about a week. He stayed in

Benghazi for about a week after I arrived and then went back to Tripoli.

Q Okay. He was assigned in Tripoli?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. . I don't know.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. He just went back to Tripoli?

A Yes.
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Q Okay. What was he doing in Benghazi?

A He was having some meetings. I don't recall the folks that

he was meeting with. But, normally, he would have his meetings on the

outside or go with the Envoy to joint meetings.

Q At the time that you went in, the Tripoli Embassy had

reopened; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And that had occurred in September of 2011?

A I don't know.

Q Okay. It was open when you got there in late October?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Could I --

Ms. Jackson. Yes?

Mr. Westmoreland. This particular colonel -- did you say he was

a colonel, a Marine?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. -- and the Envoy, who provided security for

them when they went to these meetings?

Mr. . It was part of my team.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So you just don't remember where they

went or who they met with, because, I mean, you all furnished the

security for them to go somewhere.

Mr. . Yes. Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.
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Mr. . I would stay behind at the Special Mission in our

Tactical Operations Center, and I would monitor. The younger agents

would provide the security for both Envoy Chris Stevens and the Marine

Corps colonel.

Mr. Westmoreland. But, typically, you would've known where your

agents were going.

Mr. . Yes. I knew all the time due to the fact that

they were carrying a , and I had a display on my TOC

where, you know, it pinpointed where each was within

the city.

Mr. Westmoreland. So you knew where they were at; you just didn't

know who they were meeting with.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Evers. Do you mind if I just clarify?

Did you know at the time who they were meeting with and you just

don't remember today?

Sorry. I wasn't sure -- I think that was a slightly different

question.

Ms. Jackson. That was going to be my followup question.

Mr. Evers. Okay. Well, and it's your interview. I just

thought it was a little bit different.

Ms. Jackson. Right.

Mr. . No, I never -- I don't recall.

Ms. Jackson. Right.

BY MS. JACKSON:
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Q But you would have known what building they were going to

go to and there would have been an advance team that went out before

they made a movement?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

You talked about the that the Envoy had. Did

everyone have one of those?

A No, the Envoy didn't have one. The agents in the security

team had one each, and then we had one in the vehicle.

Q Okay. And so you could monitor the movements because of

that.

A Yes.

Q Okay. Could those movements have been monitored back at

DS Command Center also?

A I don't know.

Q Okay. Could they be monitored in Tripoli?

A I don't know.

Q Okay.

Going back for a moment, was there an RSO in Tripoli when you were

in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Who was that?

A -- I don't recall his last name. .

Q Does the last name of sound correct?

A , yes.
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Q Okay. Recognition is so much better than recall.

A Yes.

Q I had a judge tell me that years ago.

Did you report to the RSO in Tripoli, or did you report directly

to someone in Diplomatic Security back at main State?

A I reported back to Diplomatic Security.

Q And who in particular did you report to?

A The desk officer mainly, .

Q ?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And tell me a little bit about his role as the desk

officer. Help us understand what a desk officer does.

A Originally, that was the first person that I contacted once

I knew I was going to go to Benghazi. And he started, you know, telling

me a little bit about the Special Mission, and, also, he put me in

contact with the acting RSO, . And started

to send me, or started to copy me on, you know, the issues that he was

working on during the time.

Q Did you get any type of briefing or materials to look at

or emails back and forth with regarding the security

situation in Benghazi and Libya generally?

A I did, but basically what I got from him was the issues that

he was having and, you know, what he was requesting in terms of security

upgrades.

Q Okay. What were some of the issues that you were going to
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walk into as the head security guy at the U.S. Special Mission in

Benghazi?

Mr. Evers. Do you understand the question?

Mr. . No.

Can you be more specific?

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Were there specific issues or particular security risks

that Mr. or others advised you of? Basically, what did you

think you were getting into?

A Is this in terms of, you know, the danger --

Q Yes.

A -- in Benghazi at the time?

Q Yes.

A No.

Q Okay. So what was your general understanding of the safety

and security of Benghazi before going in?

A That it was -- it wasn't as dangerous, you know, during the

time that I was about to go over there.

Q So it had stabilized a bit?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Had there been any tripwires that you were

notified of or any probes that they were concerned about -- or felt

like that there may have been some probes or what they would've called

a tripwire, I guess, that would have made them sit down and reevaluate?
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Were you aware of any of those things?

Mr. . I was not aware of any of them before I arrived

in Benghazi.

Mr. Westmoreland. So you were not aware of them, but, once you

got there, were you made aware of them? Or was there just none that

you remember?

Mr. . There were none after I arrived --

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

Mr. . -- and during the time that I was there.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q There were none tripped? Or there were no tripwires?

A I do not recall seeing any tripwires while I was there.

Q Did you have tripwires at other posts you have been assigned

to?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Did you have any Emergency Action Committee meetings while you

were in Benghazi?

A The Action Committee meetings were at the U.S. Embassy. We

had smaller meetings between the Americans that were at the time in

Benghazi. Yes, we did have one.

Q One formal EAC or semiformal EAC?

A Semiformal, yes.

Q Okay. But when you would have these smaller group
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meetings, would you then report to Tripoli or to main State?

A To Tripoli.

Q To Tripoli?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And why did you have this one EAC that you recall?

A This EAC was about the safety of the airport in Benghazi,

because none of the other Americans that were in Benghazi had used,

you know, the airlines to fly into the airport in Benghazi. It was

a special flag from Souda Bay, Greece, to Benghazi on a chartered

airplane.

Q And so the Emergency Action Committee meeting was about

whether American citizens would be allowed to use the Benghazi airport?

A First of all, I had to go to the airport and assess the

security of the -- the security apparatus in the airport.

Q And did you do that personally or assign it to any of the

agents who were working for you?

A I assigned it to one of the agents.

Q Okay. And then did you review that security report?

A Yes, I did.

Q Okay. And did you concur with the findings?

A I concurred, yes.

Q Okay. And what was the general assessment of the Benghazi

airport?

A That the security was good. They looked at the equipment

to make sure that it was functional -- walkthrough metal detectors,
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x-ray machines -- and that, you know, the employees running them knew

what they were doing.

Mr. Westmoreland. Can I just ask, Sharon?

Ms. Jackson. Uh-huh.

Mr. Westmoreland. Who was providing the security for the

airport?

Mr. . Can you be more specific? Are you asking --

Mr. Westmoreland. Was this some unit, some paramilitary unit?

Was it Blue Mountain? Was it the 17th Brigade? Or was it Qadhafi

military? Or was it just a local police force?

Mr. . I don't recall. They weren't wearing military

uniforms. But I don't recall exactly what part of the government was

providing security at the airport at the time.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. But was the government still

semi-functioning at the airports?

Mr. . The employees at the airport were functioning,

and they were functioning efficiently at the time.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Do you recall approximately when it was in your 53 days in

Benghazi when you did this? Was it at the beginning or was it closer

to the end or in the middle, if you recall?

A I think it was towards the beginning.

Q Okay.

Do you recall that the Benghazi airport was closed on or around

November 5 due to armed protests occurring there?
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A What date was that?

Q On or around November 5.

A Around November 5.

Q Or let me ask more generally.

A Sure.

Q Do you remember the airport being closed due to armed

protests during the time that you were in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A I do remember that.

Q All right. And what can you tell us about that?

A I know that, you know, when we heard about the armed protest

at the airport, we stayed away from the airport during that time until,

you know, the situation got better.

Q And, then, do you recall whether your security survey of

the airport occurred before or after this incident with the armed

protest at the airport?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay.

Can you describe for us generally the internal security that was

in and around Benghazi? Such as, was there any type of local police

force? Was there anything that would be maybe the equivalent of a

national guard? Was there Libyan military? What, if any, security

apparatus or forces existed in Benghazi when you were there?

A The times that I went out with my security team, I remember
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seeing police at most of the intersections. I know we had five armed

security from the -- what was it -- the February 17th Brigade that was

staying in our compound at the time.

Q Did you have any other local guard force other than the Feb

17 Brigade?

A Yes, we did.

Q Okay. And describe -- were they from a company? Or how

did they get hired, if you know?

A I remember having two shifts of unarmed guards to --

Q Unarmed guards?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A -- you know, to man the entry points to the Special Mission,

to the compound, and also the walkways and also to patrol throughout

the entire compound.

We had two shifts. There was a dayshift and there was a

nightshift comprised of approximately 12 guards in each shift. And

the contract was run by -- I know that it was a contract, but I don't

know the particulars of, you know, who was running the contract.

Q Okay. While you were there, were there problems with this

local guard force?

A Yes. The main problem was that a lot of them wanted to

return to school, to the university, so I was having a constant

turnover, and sometimes, you know, we had less folks than we were

supposed to have.
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Q Did you have problems with people showing up late, leaving

early?

A I had a couple of people that showed up late, didn't show

up at all. And when that happened, I had to try to hire more people.

Q And did you have hiring authority, or did that work through

the contractor?

A I didn't have hiring authority. What I did was I conducted

the interviews.

Q So whoever had the contract would bring you a prospective

candidate and you would interview that person?

A I don't recall.

Q Let me ask this. What was your assessment of the level of

training? Sort of, what skills did they bring? Were you satisfied

with their skill set or not satisfied?

A I wasn't satisfied with a lot of them because they didn't

have the skill set.

Q Okay. Can you tell us what -- can you elaborate on that?

A A lot of them had been unemployed for years or were students

at the time so they didn't have any experience in that line of work.

Q Did you and the other agents attempt to do any training with

them, or was that the responsibility of their boss?

A During the time that I was there, we conducted classes on

the different -- you know, how to work the walkthrough metal detectors

and so forth. Yes, we conducted some classes after they were hired.

Q Is that typical for a post?
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A No, it's not.

Q Just to make sure I understand, it's typical that whoever

the contractor brings in would have the requisite skills to do their

job?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Or that the contractor would do the training?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And so this was atypical.

A Atypical.

Q At any point, did you or any of the other Diplomatic Security

agents recommend that the contract be terminated?

A I don't recall. It's --

Q Been a while.

A Yeah.

Mr. Westmoreland. May I?

Ms. Jackson. Sure. Go right ahead.

Mr. Westmoreland. This 17 February Brigade, you mentioned that

there was five armed members of the brigade?

Mr. . Yes. Living in the compound?

Mr. Westmoreland. Living in the compound.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. So they were armed?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Now, the 12 was not armed; is that correct?

Mr. . Right. The local guard force.
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Mr. Westmoreland. The local guard force.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Now, where were the five from? Were they from

the 17th Brigade also?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So they had better training. At least

they were able to carry their weapon --

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. -- and knew which end was the bad end, I guess.

Mr. . I'm sorry?

Mr. Westmoreland. I said they knew which end of the gun was the

bad end --

Mr. . Oh, yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. -- or the one to use.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Did you ever see any technicals, what people

call technicals, that the 17th -- that that brigade may have had, as

far as something mounted in the back of a pickup or heavier weaponry?

Mr. . No, I did not.

Mr. Westmoreland. So, since there were 12 there, you know -- and

I guess there was 12 on the dayshift and 12 on the nightshift?

Mr. . You're talking about local guard forces, right --

Mr. Westmoreland. Yes.

Mr. . -- manning the gates and --

Mr. Westmoreland. Yes.
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Mr. . -- doing the patrols?

Mr. Westmoreland. Yes.

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So, with the number of gates, that was

approximately two per gate that you had for the three villas?

Mr. . I don't recall how many per gate.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

Mr. . But I remember that there were different stations

that they needed to man.

Mr. Westmoreland. Were there any alarm buttons at these gates,

or was the area small enough that you could have seen it, or was there

any alarm notice? Or were these guys -- I mean, how were they going

to contact you if there was something that was going on that they felt

like you needed to know about?

Mr. . First of all, we had a closed-circuit camera in

the Tactical Operations Center, and whenever they needed to contact

us, they would use a handheld radio.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. But those guys were unarmed?

Mr. . Right.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

And was there a commander or somebody that was over each shift

there, or was that your responsibility?

Mr. . There was a shift supervisor with each shift.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

[ Exhibit No. 1
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Was marked for identification.]

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I want to show you what I've marked as deposition Exhibit 1

and ask if you would take just a few minutes to review that.

For the record, this is a two-page document that is marked with

a document number C05390964. It's an email chain at the top from -- the

first name at the top is from . And the date is

November 15, 2011, at 10:06 a.m.

And I'd ask you to just take a moment to review that, and then

I'm going to ask you a few questions about this document.

Now, you're not an author of any of the emails in this document;

is that correct?

A Right.

Q Okay. Are you familiar with the people who are

mentioned --

A Yes.

Q -- in this?

Going to the bottom of the first page of this exhibit, it's to

a . Who was ?

A was one of the agents there at the time. And

he was assigned -- I believe he was assigned by because

he was there before my arrival. And he was working with the local guard

force.

Q That was one of his responsibilities as one of the DS agents

there?
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A Yes.

Q Okay.

And then it's from an individual whose first name I'm only going

to use as , . And if you know how to pronounce the last

name, I would welcome you to do so.

A I had problems also, so yeah. But he was one of the junior

agents that was already in Benghazi when I arrived, and he was also

working in training the local guard force.

Q Okay.

A He was getting ready to depart Benghazi, and then he turned

it over to , who was going to stay there a little bit longer.

Q Okay.

So sends this email to , what I would describe as

outlining issues with the local guard force; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q As you have reviewed essentially all of page 2, would you

say that has done an accurate synopsis of the issues with the local

guard force?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were these issues that were discussed with you?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And did you concur in the recommendations that were

made? On page 2, there's a series of recommendations.

A Yes.

Q I also noticed under "Issues" and number 1, when they are
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writing about not being able to be at full staff, that it says -- and

I'm quoting from part of subparagraph 1 -- "It is a security concern

for me because it leaves sections of the 13-acre compound unmanned."

Do you see that there?

A Yes.

Q Would that be an accurate assessment of how large the

compound was?

A Actually, I don't know how big it was, but I know it was

big.

Q Okay. Okay.

All right. And so was this, in many respects, a transition

document from to ?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Ms. Jackson. Or meant to be a transition document?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. . I don't know.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Could I --

Ms. Jackson. Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. If both of these -- and this is just

curiosity -- if both of these agents were in Benghazi, why do you think

one was emailing the other one rather than just talking to him, I mean,

and writing these out and saying, you know, " , here, this is what

is going on"? I mean, surely you all had a meeting every morning or

at least once a week or something where you would sit down and talk
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to people.

And I'm just curious, I mean, if you have a junior agent, it just

seems to me that he would have copied the RSO on something that he was

sending to another agent that had to do with the guard service.

Does that seem weird to you, that he wouldn't have just discussed

this or that he wouldn't have copied the RSO on the email?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. . I don't know.

I don't recall when left Benghazi, but -- yeah, I don't recall

if this was after the fact, after he had left Benghazi, and sent

this information. I just don't recall.

Mr. Westmoreland. Well, I'm just saying, it just says, "Since

I have taken over the LGF" -- I'm assuming that stands for "local guard

force"?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay -- "program." So it sounds like he's

still there and he's just passing on his concerns to , copying

, but you're not in the chain there is what just -- I mean, you

know. And neither is . That just seems a little weird to me,

but --

Mr. . Well, was already gone by this time.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q If I can direct your attention to the bottom third of the

first page, where it is from to , and the date

is Tuesday, November 15, 2011, at 3:58 a.m. I'm assuming that's

3:58 a.m. D.C. time as opposed to Benghazi time. But in that short

paragraph it says, " , Thought you would want to know what's going

on with the LGF, if we can still call it that. We feel powerless to

do anything about this, as the perception is that Washington is holding

the strings, but they also want Benghazi to go away."

Do you have a -- can you tell us what that means? If you know?

A I don't know.

Q Okay. All right. Do you recall any sentiments discussed

with the agents that you were with that you were powerless in any respect

to deal with the local guard force?

A I don't recall, no.

Q Okay. Before I turn to another topic, I have about

10 minutes left, so I'm going to ask Representative Brooks or

Westmoreland if they have any questions they would like to ask in our

remaining time of this session.

Mrs. Brooks. I have a question with respect to Exhibit 1. What

was position?

Mr. . He was the desk officer in --

1210



39

Mrs. Brooks. Libya?

Mr. . No. In Washington, D.C.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. Was he like your lifeline?

Mr. . Yes.

Mrs. Brooks. Do you have any idea how long he'd been the desk

officer for this assignment.

Mr. . No.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. Who was ?

Mr. Evers. ?

Mr. Westmoreland. Huh?

Mr. Evers. ?

Mr. Westmoreland. , I'm sorry.

Mr. . I don't know.

Mr. Westmoreland. You don't have any idea who it is?

Mr. . No.

Mrs. Brooks.

?

Mr. . I cannot discuss it in this -- in this forum.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Mr. . But I would be able to --

Mrs. Brooks. -- to discuss it in a classified setting?

Mr. . Yes.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.
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Ms. Jackson. ? If you

know?

Okay. We will reserve that question for later. I don't want to

go into a whole nother topic area.

Mrs. Brooks. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. So at this time, why don't we take a break. It is

11:12, and let's take a 10-, 15-minute break. There is water here.

Would you like a cup of coffee or tea or anything like that?

Mr. . No, just water.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

[Recess.]

Mr. Woolfork. We can go back on the record. The time is

currently 11:27.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Mr. , my name is Frank Woolfork. I'm minority

staff. I'm joined by Susan Sachsman Grooms and my other colleague,

Ronak Desai, from minority staff.

Again, thank you very much for appearing before us today. We

certainly understand that appearing before Congress would be

daunting, so we'll try to make this process as simple and

straightforward as possible. And certainly understand that it's been

a number of years since you were actually in Benghazi, so we certainly

understand that it might be hard to recall some of these questions.

But I just wanted to go back to actually when you were in the Army.
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What was the decision to join DS? Did you -- had thought about that

while you were in the Army to join DS or did you do something in the

meantime?

A That's a good question. At the time I was stationed with

the U.S. Mil Group in Caracas, Venezuela, and my job was as a -- I was

an exchange instructor. I was an artillery instructor at the

schoolhouse at Fort Sill, and they -- they sent me to Venezuela in an

exchange program, and they sent a Venezuelan major to Fort Sill, and

they had been doing this for many years. So my job over there was to

teach fire support to the newly commissioned Venezuelan Army

lieutenants.

Q How long were you there for?

A I was there for 2 years.

Q Two years. Okay.

A And that's how I came to know Diplomatic Security.

worked in the Embassy, the U.S. Embassy in , and she worked for

the RSO, the regional security officer, and that's how I learned about

Diplomatic Security.

Q So you have to thank in terms of your career now?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And I'm sure many other professions.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q No, I just want to ask you kind of a broad question in terms

of kind of the environment in which the State Department currently
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operates. You mentioned earlier that you're going to .

is one of 275 posts around the world. A lot of them are dangerous,

including . And for those of us that are not as familiar with

kind of the global threats that we're facing, could you, in a broad

sense, kind if give us a sense of some of the things that you've

encountered in your experience overseas?

A The thing is that, you know, Benghazi was my first high

threat post, and that wasn't like a typical deployment or, you

know -- you know, when -- a tour of duty. In the -- in the other places

that I had been, like mainly, , I really didn't encounter

any problems. was a little bit difficult due to the fact that

the infrastructure was not there. I was assigned to about a

couple of years after, you know, the cessation of, you know, the

conflict, and there had been conflict in for the last 15 years.

Q Right.

A So infrastructure was pretty -- pretty -- pretty bad, no

electricity, no running water in the city. The police wasn't up to

speed. So mainly I dealt with a lot of crime in .

Q And during your time in and other places, would you

say that your job, whether as an ARSO or an RSO, was to basically manage

risk at those particular posts?

A Right. Our job is to protect classified, the institution

or the building, and the personnel.

Q Okay. But certainly it's not possible to eliminate all

those risks. It's a job of managing those risks. Is that right?
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A Right.

Q Okay. Now, just shifting now to Benghazi, we had talked

about some of the different activities that you did while you were

there. But I was wondering if you could give us a sense of what a

typical day was like for you during your 53 days in country, if there

was such a thing.

A Sure. Typical day, I would arrive in our office space, I

call it the -- or we used to call it the TOC, or the Tactical Operation

Center. And basically we had some computers, we had monitors, we had

our weapons stored in the -- in the TOC. And my morning would start

with, you know, looking at the unclassified emails and answer any

questions from the desk officer, . And if I had any issues,

that's when I dealt with all the issues.

For my team, I was there with five other agents. My team was

divided. Part of it stayed on compound to provide the security for

the compound and to provide training to the local guard force, while

the other team provided security for the envoy whenever he had a meeting

on the outside or if any of the other officers had a meeting on the

outside.

Q Okay.

A A lot of times we dedicated more time to the Envoy's

meetings. Because we were short, we couldn't -- we couldn't take

folks, you know, to different meetings at the same time due to the fact

that we were only six agents on the ground.

Q And due to those, I guess what you say, limited resource
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in terms of agents, you had to make a decision to limit movements --

A Yes.

Q -- at particular times?

A Yes. The Envoy would get the priority.

Q Okay. Now, you mentioned in the morning that you looked

at unclassed mail in addition to emails from who you

earlier said was the desk officer.

A Here in Washington, D.C., correct, yes.

Q Okay. Now, how often during the course of a day would you

review those unclassed versus other sort, other sorts --

A Throughout the day, yes.

Q Okay. And through the review of those -- that information,

were you able to kind of get a good sense in your -- in your mind of

kind of what the security environment was at a particular time?

A Well, remember, was here.

Q Right.

A I was in Benghazi.

Q Uh-huh.

A So, you know, I was able to get a sense of the security

situation based on, you know, the outings that my agents had, and they

came back and reported back to me.

Q Okay.

A At the time Benghazi was pretty quiet.

Q Okay. Now, when you arrived it was late October, is that

right?
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A Yes. I started my journey from Houston on 24 October. I

think it took 2 days to get to Benghazi.

Q Now, previously you had said there had been, I believe, six

agents on the ground, including yourself. Is that right?

A Right. When I -- when I got there, the acting regional

security officer, , was there, and we were able to overlap

for 1 day.

Q Okay.

A And then, you know, the other agents were at different

stages throughout their TDY.

Q Okay. And how many total people were on the compound in

addition to the DS agents initially?

A Of course, it fluctuated --

Q Of course.

A -- it fluctuated every week. But I'd say that it was the

Envoy, the six special agents, the management, slash, information

management officer. There was a Marine Corps colonel there for first

week that I was there. And there -- let me see -- there was a USAID

officer at the time.

Q Okay. And you had said that during the course of your

53 days there the number of personnel fluctuated, right?

A Yes.

Q During your time as RSO were there any discussions on, I

guess, the size of the mission decreasing in terms of the number of

personnel there?

1217



46

A You mean were there any discussions about drawing down?

Q Correct. Part of this relates, I think, to what we

discussed earlier in terms of --

A Right.

Q -- Embassy Tripoli reopening in September of 2011 and

whether or not there had been a shifting of resources. So I was

wondering whether or not any resources, while you were [inaudible],

in terms of personnel were moving to Tripoli?

A Okay. So your question is?

Q Was there any discussion on the number of personnel in

Benghazi lowering as they were being shifted to Tripoli since the

Embassy reopened?

A There was no discussion of that with me during the time that

I was there.

Q Okay. In terms of the facility itself, do you remember any

discussions about perhaps closing the facility in terms of the Special

Mission opening?

A Not directly with me.

Q Okay. And then I'm just going to enter as Exhibit No. 1

an email -- I'm sorry -- an email, Exhibit No. 2, from you, Mr.

, to .

[ Exhibit No. 2

Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Evers. We need a sticker on this thing. We will get it for

you in a second. We should swap that one out for this one.
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I'm actually -- I apologize. I'm going to object on the basis

of classification to the use of this document in this setting.

Although the header of the document says "sensitive but unclassified,"

I believe there's indication that it was sent from a classified account,

the last line of the email. I suppose I'd ask the witness to review

it to see if he thinks the information in here is classified.

Mr. Woolfork. So take a -- take a few moments to take a look at

that.

Mr. Evers. And to be clear for the record, Mr. , if you

believe the information in this email is not classified and you can

discuss it in this setting, you are absolutely free to do so.

Mr. . Okay.

Mr. Evers. All right. For the record, I've conferred with the

witness. He does not believe that the content of this email is

classified. I will just clarify for the record that the indication

that I have that it may have been was the last line of the email

indicating that it was sent from a high side, a Classnet account, which

is a potential indicia of classification, but it's the information

itself that controls. I'll go back to the State Department after the

interview to confirm that whatever questions follow can remain

unclassified, but for now we can proceed. Is everyone comfortable with

that?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Sure. For the record, the document

stamped "sensitive but unclassified" on the top and the document number

from the Department of State is C05392833. We'll continue to ask
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questions on this and we'll leave it in the record if you are comfortable

with discussing it. Are you comfortable with discussing this in an

unclassified setting, Mr. ?

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Okay.

Mr. Evers. Thank you, everybody.

Mr. Woolfork. Thank you.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Mr. , I present this email to you in order to

refresh your memory, so it's a copy of a November 1, 2011, email from

you to entitled, "Short" -- quote, "Short Term DS staffing

requirements for Benghazi." It is marked "sensitive but

unclassified."

A Yes.

Q And, again, for the record, who is ?

A He is the desk officer in Washington, D.C.

Q Now, you know, about halfway down this page you write,

quote, "On a separate note, yesterday I had a meeting with the Envoy

who indicated that a decision has to be made soon about maintaining

a long term presence in Benghazi through the end of FY12," end quote.

Do you recall that meeting?

A Right now I don't remember about the meeting.

Q Okay. Well, a little bit on in that email you summarize

what you believe is the contents of that meeting, and according to that

email Special Envoy Stevens had only two options. The first option
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called for a slimmed-down compound, that would come to seven personnel.

There's a little space for temporary deployments through September 30,

2012. And the second option was zero out the U.S. presence altogether

in favor of a, quote, "virtual presence." Is that correct, your

understanding of the email?

A Yes, I understand.

Q Okay. And aside from this meeting, do you recall this topic

being discussed in other settings with other individuals or with the

Envoy on a separate occasion?

A I believe that in addition to discussing it with the Envoy,

we also -- we also talked to the acting management officer. At the

time it was .

Q He was acting officer in Benghazi at the time?

A Yes, acting management officer and the IMO, information

management officer.

Q Do you remember either from Mr. comments or from

the Ambassador's comments of why they were supportive of these options

at the time? Sir, I'd just point your attention to another part.

Mr. Evers. Do you remember the question?

Mr. . No, I don't.

Mr. Evers. Could you re-ask the question?

Mr. Woolfork. We're just wondering whether or not you recall any

of the -- any discussions on why people were supportive of what is said

in the email as option A, which was the consolidation or the

slimmed-down compound.
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Mr. . I believe it had to do with the -- the termination

of -- or the -- that the lease nearing its end. So they were looking

at options. At the time, most of the newly formed government had

transferred to Tripoli and there was only one or two agencies left in

Benghazi, and that was the reason why they wanted to keep the Special

Mission open.

Mr. Woolfork. Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm sorry. What was the reason why they

wanted to keep the Special Mission open versus just closing it and

having a virtual presence?

Mr. . Because not the entire new government

that -- Liberian -- Libyan Government that was formed had transferred

to Tripoli. I believe the Ministry of Defense had remained in

Benghazi, and that was the reason for extending the presence in

Benghazi.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Now, I understand this was obviously early on in your tenure

as the RSO, it is dated November 1.

A Okay. Yes.

Q Do you recall any subsequent conversations about these

options or other options that were discussed while you were there?

A I know that other options were discussed further down the

line.

Q Okay. Could you outline what some of those other options

were?
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A Well, not in this setting.

Q Okay.

A But I could -- I could -- I could discuss it further in a

classified setting.

Q Thank you for that. Now, in the past hour we had talked

about the one, you had discussed was a semiformal EAC regarding

operations at the airport. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And could you talk about just what happened during the

course of that ESC -- EAC -- what decisions were made coming out of

that?

A Okay. Based on our assessment of the airport security, we

decided that the airport in Benghazi had sufficient

security -- sufficient -- or a good security apparatus to start using

the different airlines to fly Americans into Benghazi.

Q And while you were there, were there any other informal

discussions or any other semiformal EACs that occurred, to your

recollection?

A Not that I can recall. I think that was the only one.

Q And when you reported the results of the EAC, how was that

information sent through the channels? Was it through Tripoli or

through D.C.?

A It had -- first, we had our little meeting with the Envoy

and the other several Americans that were in Benghazi, and the document

was sent to Tripoli for them to review and hold their own EAC. And
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they were supposed to be the ultimate decision makers as to if we were

going to let folks use the airport or the airlines coming into Benghazi.

Q So in terms of the process, you would make a recommendation

out of the EAC meeting in Benghazi. That would then -- that

recommendation would then be forwarded to Tripoli?

A Tripoli, yes.

Q Would Tripoli then hold its own EAC?

A Yes.

Q And then make recommendations based on your input. Is that

right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And at times you had earlier said that you reported

also to D.C. directly through . I guess in what

circumstances would you report to versus reporting through

Tripoli?

A On a -- on a daily basis I would -- I would -- would

communicate with in terms of sending agents, you know,

whenever, you know, we were nearing, you know, an agent's -- the end

of his TDY, whenever, you know, I went down in numbers, because

not -- throughout my time in Benghazi it fluctuated, the number of

agents that were there, and those are the things that I discussed with

.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q But in terms of security issues like an EAC meeting, those
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kinds of issues flowed through Tripoli?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So if there had been a security incident, would that

have flowed through Tripoli, a security incident that required an EAC,

and then a decision about what to do next, would that have flowed through

Tripoli?

A Yes.

Q And not through D.C.?

A D.C. would have been informed.

Q Okay. But the decision would have been made in Tripoli?

A Yes.

Q And who would have made the decision in Tripoli?

A The Ambassador.

Q Okay. Oh, because at the time there was an Ambassador in

Tripoli?

A Yes.

Mr. Woolfork. At that time would have been Ambassador Cretz?

Mr. . Or the Ambassador -- or the Emergency Action

Committee, which is, you know, comprised of different agencies within

the -- within the Embassy.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But somebody on the ground in Libya would

make a decision about security changes?

Mr. . Yes.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q From the Accountability Review Board and from other
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investigations, we know that the lack of police presence, host nation

support became an issue over time in Benghazi. We had talked about

this in the past hour, in terms of the host nation support. Who

comprised the end force, to refresh our memories, of the TNC?

A I'm sorry, the --

Q Who did the TNC provide as the local security at the Special

Mission Compound? That would be the Transitional National Council.

A To help support with the security?

Q That's right.

A The 17th February Brigade.

Q Okay. And at the time, were they the only local force that

you worked with? Were there other options for you to work with, other

groups within Benghazi?

A That was the only -- the only group that we worked with.

Q Okay. On November 11, 2011, there was an incident that

occurred, and I want to enter as an Exhibit No. 3 a Diplomatic Security

spot report which you sent on November 12 with the subject, quote,

"Shooting Incident Near Annex Compound." It is marked "sensitive but

unclassified."

[ Exhibit No. 3

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So I'm looking at this again, and it does

appear to have a "Classnet" thing on the bottom. So just review it

and tell us if it's okay to discuss in an unclassified setting. It

has no classification marked at the bottom of document number -- State
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Department document number C05394484.

Mr. Evers. I'm seeing it without the page break. This may just

have been the footer in your email, Mr. . So just review it,

and if you can talk about it in an unclassified setting, then do so.

Mr. . Okay.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Sir, do you recall this incident in this particular report?

A Yes, I do.

Q Okay. Generally speaking, could you just tell us what

happened in that particular incident?

A There was a shooting incident that dealt with Americans.

But in order to elaborate, we have to do it in another setting.

Q Understood. And once you heard of this incident, who did

you report it to?

A The 17th Brigade -- 17th February Brigade.

Q Okay.

A Which immediately dispatched a group of soldiers.

Q And is it correct -- I guess, who wrote the report, this

spot report?

A This spot report, I did.

Q Okay. The report also says, towards the bottom of the page

of the TNC force, quote, "They did an outstanding job providing

support," end quote. And in your particular view, why did they do an

outstanding job?

A Because they were able to immediately call for support from

1227



56

their brigade, and they were there in less than, I'd say, 15 minutes.

Q And overall, how would you rate the February 17th

responsiveness if there were other incidents?

A During the time that I was there, it was outstanding.

Q And there's any sense of perhaps how many incidents they

responded to that you thought they were outstanding?

A I recall three different incidents --

Q Okay.

A -- during the time that I was there.

Q In all three incidents they responded quickly, in your

opinion?

A Yes.

Q Okay. I wanted to ask you about Diplomatic Security

staffing at the missions. We touched on this a little bit previously

in terms of the reduction in staff. And the reason I wanted to talk

about it, you talked about the ebbs and flows of the TDY agents that

were there in terms of having sufficient numbers.

Sir, I'm going to ask you to go back quickly to the incident on

November 11.

A Yes.

Q And so following this, was there any sort of EAC held,

following this particular incident?

A No.

Q And then in terms of this incident, and you said you reported

it to -- you contacted February 17th. Were there other discussions
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with the principal officer at the time regarding this incident?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And who was the principal officer at the time?

A I believe it was John Christopher Stevens.

Q Okay. And instead of having an EAC, you had the discussion

with Ambassador Stevens. Was there any particular why you had --

A He wasn't Ambassador at the time.

Q Correct. With then Special Envoy Stevens. Was there any

particular reason you would have a discussion with him rather than hold

an EAC?

A We were a Special Mission in Benghazi. We didn't -- what

we did was we held, you know, small meetings.

Q Uh-huh.

A The EACs are held back at the Embassy, in Tripoli.

Q Okay.

A You could call it a mini-EAC.

Q Okay.

A But, yes, he was informed, and we talked about it, yes.

Q And what was your discussion regarding this particular

incident with Special Envoy Stevens regarding the November 11 incident?

A Can you be more specific?

Q Were there -- in terms of were there possibilities of

perhaps restricting movement that came as a result of your discussions

with the Special Envoy or restricting movements to certain areas? Was

there any action that was taken following your discussion with the
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Envoy?

A Yes, I did have a meeting with -- with the Special Envoy

about this particular incident.

We weren't the targets. So what I was instructed to do was I was

instructed to send the spot report up to Washington, D.C.

Q Okay.

A And we did not -- we did not restrict any movements because

of this incident. This was an isolated incident that didn't have

anything to do with us.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q Did you agree with the analysis of the Special Envoy that

this was an isolated incident that had nothing to do with you?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And that's why you didn't take any next steps to

change your security profile?

A Right. I did discuss, you know, this in detail, but in a

different setting.

Q Understood.

A Okay.

Q You had explained that there were, it sounds like, three

different incidents that happened when you were in Benghazi before.

Is that right?

A Yes.
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Q And you had also explained, I think in your previous

discussion, that you thought that the security was, and I believe you

said, pretty quiet?

A Yes.

Q So can you explain how there were sort of three different

incidents but you still considered the security to be pretty quiet,

can you just explain that for us?

A Sure.

Q Sorry. You can just wait.

Ms. Jackson. We don't need to evacuate.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q For the record, those were just bells from

the -- congressional bells.

A During my short TDY to Benghazi, I talked to the RSO in

Tripoli, and they were having a lot of issues with -- with the militias.

They were having internal fights or, you know, fights between militias

to, you know. And we didn't have any of that in Benghazi. These were

three separate and isolated events that happened.

Q Okay. So it was your analysis from your experience that

the three separate events which -- without going into detail about what

they are in an unclassified setting --

A Yes.

Q -- but that they were separate and isolated. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And is it fair to say that they were separate, isolated,
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and not designed, in your view, to show animosity towards the American

Special Mission Compound?

A Yes.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q So, Mr. , I wanted to discuss again on the issue

of the Diplomatic Security agents and the ebbs and flows of the TDY

agents. Was that an issue while you were RSO, for DS agents to be on

short TDYs?

A Can you be more specific?

Q Sure.

A I mean, are you referring to -- I mean, did I have any

shortages? Did I have, you know, the numbers were less than, you know,

I originally had when I arrived? Yes. A couple of times during my

50-some days in Benghazi the numbers dropped down below 6, and I was

concerned about that, and I, of course, reached out to the desk officer

several times to see what was going on and when can we get, you know,

other agents to go to Benghazi.

Q So when you -- so when you reached out to , who

was the desk officer -- is that right?

A Yes, uh-huh.

Q What was the response to your request?

A He was having problems getting TDYers to come out.

Q Is it correct that earlier you had said that you had extended

your time in Benghazi by about a week due to the difficulty of finding

someone senior enough to replace you? Is that right?
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A Yes, because it was -- it was close to Christmas.

Q Okay. Let me enter as Exhibit No. 4 the report of the

Accountability Review Board for Benghazi, which leads this report

on -- in December 2012.

[ Exhibit No. 4

Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Evers. Is this the entire unclassified report?

Mr. Woolfork. No. It's a portion of the unclassified report.

Mr. Evers. Okay.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Looks like somebody marked it, hopefully,

for you, two paragraphs, is that correct, that he is going to ask you

about.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Please take a few moments to look through those.

A On page 30, there's an acronym there. Can you tell me what

"SMC" means?

Q Yes. I believe that's referring to the Special Mission

Compound.

A Okay. Got it.

Q So before we talk about the specifics, have you previously

looked at that Benghazi ARB report?

A Negative.

Q Okay.

Ms. Jackson. I'm sorry, was that answer "never"?

Mr. . Negative.
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Ms. Jackson. Negative.

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Mr. . I have never looked at it before today.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Okay. I just wanted to ask you about on the section

starting on page 29 in the middle of the last paragraph. Quote, "Key

decisions, such as the extension of the State Department presence in

Benghazi until December 2012, or nondecisions in Washington, such as

the failure to establish standards for Benghazi and to meet them, or

the lack of a cohesive staffing plan, essentially set up Benghazi as

a floating TDY platform," end quote.

Do you agree with the ARB that Benghazi was a, quote, "floating

TDY platform"?

A Yes.

Q You touched on this earlier, but can you just walk us through

what you saw some of the impact of the series of TDY staffers on the

ability of DS to carry out its work in terms of whether the durations

were too short? We're just trying to get a sense of the challenges

faced by having agents in place for shorter periods of time.

A My biggest problem with the agents was that, you know, they

were arriving in Benghazi at different times. Therefore, you know,

they were either asked to extend because they couldn't find any suitable

replacements to send. Remember that Benghazi was considered a

high-threat post and everybody that was sent to Benghazi had to have
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high-threat training.

So I -- there was -- there was a big problem with, you know, trying

to locate suitable agents to replace the agents that were already in

Benghazi and that had to leave, you know, because they had been there,

you know, for what they were asked to -- to be. So that created a

problem and the desk officer was having problems finding replacements

throughout my TDY.

Q Okay. And addressing this issue, I wanted to point you to

page 10, which is right before that.

A Okay.

Q It's recommendation number 13.

A Okay.

Q I'll let you take a look at that.

Mr. Evers. Have you had a chance to read it?

Mr. . Yes.

Mr. Evers. We are ready to go.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q The recommendation reads, number 13, "The Department should

assign key policy, program, and security personnel at high risk, high

threat posts for a minimum of one year. For less critical personnel,

the temporary duty length should be no less than 120 days."

In your experience, is it beneficial to have agents at a post for

a longer duration?

A Are you asking my opinion?

Q Yes, sir.
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Mr. Evers. If you have one.

Mr. . This was one of the findings from the ARB, am I

correct?

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Yes, sir, one of the recommendations.

A One of the recommendations.

Q Yes, sir.

A And I -- I already specified that I was having problems with

the number of agents throughout my TDY in Benghazi. So this looks

like -- like a good recommendation, yes.

Q Okay. Then I wanted to actually go back to the -- what we

marked as Exhibit 2, which was the email from November 1 from you to

.

A Yes.

Q And in this, you know, obviously right now, unclassified

setting, is there anything you can discuss about the eventual

resolution to this issue as far as you know from your time in Benghazi?

A What exactly, what -- what issue are we talking about?

Q This is in terms of the various options that were presented

for the location and the size of the Special Mission Compound?

A Okay. During the time in Benghazi, I was -- and it -- it

followed this email. I was told that I needed to look at several

properties, and we were looking at different options just in case, you

know, the Special Mission drew down to minimal numbers.

Q And can you discuss what those different properties were?

1236



65

A Not in this setting.

Q Okay. Without talking about the classified part in terms

of which properties were examined, do you know just generally whether

or not the issue was resolved? Was there a conclusion or a decision

made on the facility?

A Yes. There were three options, and we -- we looked at the

different options, and I -- I was able to look at the security issues

that every property had. And my conclusion, based on the best

property, which afforded the best security, was to stay where we

currently were, with the exception of giving up or getting rid of Villa

A.

Q And is it correct, when you first came to Benghazi, there

were three different villas. Is that right?

A Yes, A, B, and C.

Q Okay. And your recommendation was to keep Villas --

A B and C.

Q B and C, okay.

A And because they -- they had sufficient setback, that the

buildings themselves had sufficient setbacks. I had a problem with

Villa A where the building, the house -- the house itself was too close

to one of the walls, the external walls.

Q And is it your understanding, based on the recommendation

that you made, that the State Department follow that recommendation

to maintain Villas C and B and drop Villa A?

A Yes.
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BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q That was the safest of the options?

A Out of the three options that we looked at.

Q And at the time, were you comfortable with that decision?

A Yes.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So we are running close to out of time for

our hour. We have got a couple of minutes left. I just want to note

on the record some discussions that have occurred off the record.

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I understand that you have expressed

willingness repeatedly during the interview to discuss things more

fully in a classified setting.

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And that the State Department has

previously made a request that this interview and other interviews be

conducted in a classified setting. The Democrats, that's our side,

the minority, have been supportive of that request.

From our opinion, it would be most productive to conduct these

interviews in a classified setting, starting in a classified setting.

As I understand it, it's easier on the witness, they don't have to make

decisions about classification on the fly, and it would allow the

committee to receive more fulsome answers to our questions in real time

and would also prevent us from having to sort of close up shop here

and go to another room or to bring witnesses back multiple times, which

we would like to avoid because that's extremely inconvenient to the
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witnesses.

During our break, before we started today, Congressman

Westmoreland expressed his interest --

Ms. Jackson. I'm going to ask if the minority is affirmatively

requesting that we go into classified session this afternoon. If

that's what your request is -- I mean, we're here for an interview.

We're here to ask this witness questions as opposed to making statements

on the record.

So if your request is -- if you are making an affirmative request

that we conduct a classified session this afternoon or when we break

for lunch, we'll make those arrangements.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I appreciate that. I'm going to continue

making my statement during my hour.

During -- before the meeting started and our interview started,

these concerns were once again raised by the State Department.

Congressman Westmoreland expressed his interest in starting these

interviews and conducting these interviews in a classified setting and

asked why we were not doing that. I can let the Republican staff

explain why they explained to him that we were not doing that.

I'm going to note -- I'm noting this on the record because I think

that it's important that we all understand, as we're looking back at

this transcript, that you were entirely willing this entire time to

go into a classified setting and that we have previously requested that

we, in fact, conduct the interview in a classified setting, as had the

State Department, and so that nobody looks back and thinks that you
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weren't willing to answer any questions.

I will at this time say that, yes, I think that we should move

to a classified setting for this interview. We had made this request

before, so I didn't think that that would be a new request for you.

But, yes, if you want us to make a formal request, my formal request

is that we conduct this interview in a classified setting for the rest

of the interview -- as you could see, he could not answer some of our

questions in an unclassified setting -- and that we conduct all of the

other interviews, when the witness requests to conduct it in a

classified setting, that we do so in a classified setting.

Mrs. Brooks. And for the record before I leave, I would like

to -- I have now been here about 2 hours, and there have been maybe

three questions that the agent has requested speaking in a classified

manner. The other 2 hours of question and answer have been in an open,

unclassified setting, and I appreciate and look forward to those

questions that you were uncomfortable with answering in a

classified -- in an unclassified setting moving to a classified

setting. But I thank you for your candor and your willingness to answer

so many questions in an unclassified setting.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I would note for the record that, while I

thank the Congresswoman for her analysis, that you weren't here for

the entire time and that we can go through the different things that

he was unable to answer. But they were a substantial amount of things

that are extremely relevant to the time period that he was -- that he

was in Benghazi. Okay. At this -- I'm sorry.
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Mr. Evers. And for the record, I will -- I will only add that

the State Department's commitment is to cooperate with this committee,

to give it the information that it needs. The witness is here

voluntarily. And as we have made clear in correspondence, on the

phone, the preference for a classified setting is for a free exchange

of information. It is the committee's prerogative to start in an

unclassified setting, but we do appreciate the ability to move to a

classified setting if the committee wishes to get access to the

information that the witness has. That's all.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Okay. We'll go off the record now.

[Whereupon, the interview proceeded in classified session.]
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[The interview resumed in unclassified session.]

Ms. Jackson. We will go back on the record. We have returned

to HVC-205, where we're continuing the interview of .

And the time now is 2:50.

Again, it is Sharon Jackson. And I am going to take up to the

next hour, and hopefully not near that amount of time, for the next

round of questioning.

[ Exhibit No. 5

Was marked for identification.]

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Agent , you have before you what has been marked

as Exhibit 5, an email that bears document number C05456024.

At the top, it is said it is from you, . The date

is November 26, 2011, at 5:13 in the a.m., and the subject line is

"Mission Benghazi Relocation Options."

Do you have that document in front of you?

A Yes.

Q And have you had an opportunity to review that document?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And do you recall the contents of that document?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And it discusses the pros and cons of various
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relocation sites for the Special Mission in Benghazi?

A Yes. But something that doesn't reflect on this email is

the security portion --

Q Okay.

A -- of the pros and cons.

Q Okay.

In the discussions that were had about the various locations apart

from security, is this document, Exhibit 5, an accurate reflection of

the pros and cons other than security?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then you've previously talked to us about the

security concerns of various locations; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So that's yet another factor to be added to this

document; is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Given what you've told us before about the security concerns

of the various locations, plus this document, would that then be an

accurate synopsis of the pros and cons of each of the locations?

A Yes.

Q Okay. That's all the questions I have regarding this

document.

I want to return to a topic that we've touched on a few times

earlier, and that is the number of Diplomatic Security agents that were

assigned in Benghazi. Okay?
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Let me first ask, were all six of you Diplomatic Security agents,

or were there some individuals who were known as SPS, or Special

Protective Service I believe that stands for?

A Yes. Those are limited career appointees. There was one.

He wasn't a special agent.

Q Okay. So, of the six of you, one was not a special agent.

A Yes.

Q Okay. And does that person have the same training that a

Diplomatic Security agent has? If you know.

A I don't know.

Q Okay.

All right, then let me ask this question. Was it ever brought

to your attention that the Diplomatic Security section wanted to

decrease the number of allotted agents in Benghazi from eight to a

permanent six?

A To the best of my recollection, I believe so.

Q Okay.

A Yes. And that was even before I arrived in Benghazi.

Q Okay.

Let me back up and maybe ask a threshold question first.

A Okay.

Q Was it your understanding that there should have been eight

agents in Benghazi when you arrived?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. There were six of you when you were there.
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A Yes.

Q And you were supporting first the Envoy and then a principal

officer; is that correct? I'll get to others, but at least either one

envoy or a principal officer?

A Okay, it was six agents at the time that I was there at the

beginning. It was a principal officer and then a special envoy. We

had a political officer, and we had the acting management officer.

Q Was that the ?

A Yes.

Q And that is ?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then you had a USAID person?

A Yes. One USAID officer, yes.

Q Okay.

And you stated before that there were times when the political

officer or the USAID person could not travel because the Envoy was

traveling. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. How many agents did you need if everybody wanted to

travel at once? What was the movement, footprint, or security profile

that you used when you were in Benghazi?

A We were using two vehicles at the time, one being used as

an advance and one for the limo where the U.S. Special Envoy traveled

with two special agents.

Q Two special agents with him?
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A Yes.

Q Is that in addition to a driver, or was one of them the

driver?

A One of them was the driver.

Q Okay. And then in the advance vehicle, how many agents

would be in that vehicle?

A I'm trying to recall. I think it was one agent and one of

the armed guards.

Q One of the February 17th Brigade members?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So it would take four security personnel, three of

which were Diplomatic Security agents, to do a movement with the Envoy.

Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And then you required certain protection forces back at the

compound?

A Yes.

Q What was the minimum number you needed for that, whether

you had it or not?

A Three.

Q And where would they be located?

A Two of them in the Tactical Operations Center and then one

moving around.

Q Okay. And I believe you said you had five members of the
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17 Brigade at any given time?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And they lived on the compound?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So if one was moving with the Envoy, that left four

behind?

A Right.

Q Okay. And what were their duties and responsibilities? I

mean, did they rove around? Were they manning guard shacks? What were

they to do?

A They roved around, especially on the outside of the

compound, while the local guard force roved and had positions on the

inside of the compound.

Q If you were to have supported both movements of more than

just the Envoy at the time, so, say, if the USAID officer wanted to

go out, if he or she wanted to go out at the same time, how many

additional personnel would you have needed to support two movements

at once?

A I don't know because I never did that.

Q Let me ask this. When the USAID officer or employee went

out, did he or she have the same number of people moving with them?

Such as, did that individual have an advance car? Did it have a driver

and an agent in the limo?

A It's been so long. I don't recall.

Q Okay. At a minimum, would they have had a driver and one
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other person with them?

A Yes.

Q Okay. That would be the minimum number?

A Right.

Q Okay. So I don't want to put words in your mouth, but are

you saying what you don't recall is whether they had an advance car?

A Right.

Q Okay. I just wanted to make sure I have accurately captured

what you're telling me. Okay.

Was there anyone else who would have someone with them when they

went out? I mean, did agents go out by themselves? Did they go

off-compound by themselves?

A Yes, but never only one agent. He was accompanied by

another agent.

Q So agents had to go in pairs.

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did they have to take a member of the February 17th

Brigade with them?

A I believe so, because, you know, we needed them as

translators. So, yes.

Q It was at least prudent to do.

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did you have any other type of translator

on-compound?

A Not that I remember.
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Q Okay.

Something you said earlier about Benghazi being an atypical

location and different than what you experienced in and

, can you expand upon those differences that you experienced

while you were in Benghazi from especially , where you said they

had some infrastructure problems and things like that? What was

different about Benghazi?

A The security apparatus as a whole. I had a concrete wall

where --

Q Concrete wall where?

A The external concrete wall.

Q In Benghazi or ?

A In .

Q Okay.

A Concrete wall with anti-ram gates and also Delta barriers.

Q And what's a Delta barrier?

A A Delta barrier is a barrier -- okay, you have the anti-ram

gate that opens, and then on the inside, about a car length, you would

have a Delta barrier. This is a metal barrier that comes up just in

case somebody tries to drive in while the external gate is open. Once

they hit that Delta barrier, they come to a complete stop. And it was

anti-ram. You know, it could withstand big trucks.

Q Like a Suburban or a Tahoe or something like that?

A Bigger than that.

Q Bigger than that.
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A Yes.

Q Okay.

Any other -- so you had those security measures in , but

you did not have those in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Were there other security measures that you had in

that you did not have in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q What would those be?

A The concertina wire on top of the concrete wall.

Q Is that what I would know as razor wire?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A Triple-strength concertina wire on top of the wall. We

would have the proper setback for the buildings away from the external

wall. And --

Q Now, you've talked about setback. It's just you would have

had a greater setback?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A And then, of course, the hardened buildings. We would

have, you know, ballistic-resistant windows and doors.

Q And you didn't have those in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Anything else that comes to mind?

1250



79

A The anti-ram planters on the outside of the concrete wall.

Q The big concrete things --

A Yes.

Q -- that you see all over the District of Columbia?

A Yes. That's exactly right.

Q Okay. What about security cameras or other types of

monitoring devices or apparatus?

A We did have security cameras in Benghazi and also in my

previous posts -- for example, .

Q Were they of the same quality, such as, you know,

night-vision-capable and things like that?

A We don't have any cameras with night-vision capability.

Q Okay. In any post?

A In any post that I know of.

Q Was there any type of perimeter security lighting? I'm

thinking, sort of, football fields, you know, you hit a switch,

everything lights up, and you can see what's going on. Was there

anything like that?

A Yes, mainly pointing outward, not --

Q Not inward?

A Not inward. Yeah.

Mr. Evers. Which facility are you talking about?

Mr. . . .

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Did you have that in Benghazi?
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A No.

Q Any other differences from what you found in Benghazi to

what you experienced in or ?

A Yes. The walls weren't solid concrete. Some walls had

ornamental blocks with a nice little -- it had holes.

Q Decorative cutouts?

A Decorative cutouts, yes. So --

Q Uh-huh.

I believe you said Benghazi was your first high-threat post. Was

a high-threat post or not?

A No.

Q No?

A I wasn't required to take the high-threat training.

Q Before you went there?

A Right.

Q Okay. Is it possible it was a high-threat post, they were

just sending you there without the high-threat training?

A No.

Q Okay.

There's something that's also called FACT training, Foreign

Affairs Counter-Terrorism training. Are you aware of that?

A No.

Q Okay.

Do you know whether the Envoy or any of the other Foreign Service

officers who were assigned to Benghazi had any type of specialized
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counterterrorism training or high-threat training prior to going

there?

A No.

Q Okay. Did you conduct any training of them while you were

there?

A No.

Q Okay. To your knowledge, had any other of the acting RSOs

conducted any type of high-threat training with the Foreign Service

officers who were serving there?

A I don't know.

Q Okay.

As I understand it, while you were there, Ambassador Susan Rice

visited Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Do you remember when that was?

A Yes. During the time that I was there. Exactly? I don't

know.

Q Had the Envoy left?

A I am not sure, but if you give me dates, I could tell you

for sure.

Q I believe that Ambassador Rice came on November 22.

A Okay. That was well after the Special Envoy, Chris

Stevens, left. He left November 17.

Q And I actually believe the principal officer, ,

arrived on the 21st.
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A Yes.

Q Okay. And I believe Ambassador Rice then arrived the next

day.

If you don't recall, that's fine.

A I don't recall, but it sounds about right.

Q Okay.

I anticipate that that caused some extra security work for you

and your team.

A Yes.

Q Can you describe what advance work you had to do and what,

if any, assistance you were provided for her visit?

A First of all, I was short agents. We were waiting for

replacements to arrive. To the best of my knowledge, I only had three

agents in Benghazi.

Q Is that three including yourself or three in addition to

yourself?

A Three including myself.

Q Okay.

A And when I got word that we were going to have a special

visitor, I said, "No way can I support this visit."

Q And who did you communicate that to?

A Both and also --

Q ?

A -- , the RSO in Tripoli.

Q Okay. What else?
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A That I needed help if this was to take place.

Q How many were accompanying Ambassador Rice for her trip?

A How many staffers?

Q Yes.

A I believe that it was -- they wanted a total of 10 people,

to include the U.S. Ambassador in Tripoli.

Q Were any of those 10 security personnel?

A Two of them.

Q Two of them?

A Yes.

Q Did you get any assistance from Tripoli or any other post?

A Yes, I did.

Q And what did you get?

A I got nine -- it was an MSD team, not a full MSD team, but

I got a total of nine armed folks to go to Benghazi to support this

trip. It was a combination between agents from the Mobile Security

Deployments, one of the teams in Tripoli, and the military.

Q The SST?

A Yes.

Q Okay. But nine total from Tripoli came over.

A Nine total from Tripoli.

Q Okay. And did they come before Ambassador Rice came?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

Was there any other VIP person other than Ambassador Rice?
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A The U.S. Ambassador, Ambassador Cretz.

Q He came from Tripoli?

A No. He actually flew to Malta, and that's where, you know,

they flew -- Ambassador Rice flew in from Malta to Benghazi.

Q Okay. So Ambassador Cretz had met up with Ambassador Rice

in Malta.

A Right. And they flew together into Benghazi.

Q Okay. And then left together?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

A Went back together to Malta.

Q Okay. And how long was Ambassador Rice in Benghazi?

A Seven hours.

Q A very long 7 hours?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Describe for us what you and your team had to put

together for the security for both Ambassadors Rice and Cretz.

A At the time, I had -- one, two, three, four, five, six,

seven -- seven, a combination between seven fully armored and

light-armored SUVs, mainly Toyota Land Cruisers. So we had to use all

of them in order to support the visit, in order to sit all of the party

that came with Ambassador Rice and the Ambassador.

And, of course, you know, I had to dedicate my three agents plus

everybody else that came from Tripoli to that trip.

Q Did you ask February 17th to augment their staff in any way?
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A Yes.

Q What did you request?

A I requested -- actually, the MSD team that came from Tripoli

was the one that requested the additional help from the Brigade. And

they put a package together comprised of Brigade 17 folks, local police.

We had an ambulance as part of the motorcade.

Q Any other security steps that you had to take prior to the

arrival of the two Ambassadors?

A No. We just had to get the team into Benghazi and formulate

a plan. And I believe they got in 1 or 2 days before the actual visit.

Q Okay.

A So we had several meetings to plan the visit.

Q Did come from Tripoli?

A No.

Q Okay. He stayed behind to hold down the fort?

A Yes.

Q And how long were the two Ambassadors in Benghazi, from

wheels down to wheels up?

A Wheels down was around 9 o'clock in the morning, and wheels

up -- I know that it took longer for them to get back to the airport,

but I believe it was between 3:30 and 3:45 they were wheels up.

Q Okay. And how many sites did they visit while they were

in Benghazi?

A That I don't remember, but I know there were a few.

Q Okay. And did you and your team do site surveys ahead of
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time?

A MSD did.

Q MSD did?

A Yes.

Q Okay.

And, to your knowledge, were there any type of briefing books,

either security and political, prepared for their visit?

A I don't recall if we had any briefing books, but we did have

countdown meetings every day.

Q Tell me what a countdown meeting is.

A It is just, you know, a planning meeting with all of the

people that were going to take part in the visit. So we had the

principal officer, . We had the political officer attend,

you know, and then mainly, you know, the military and Diplomatic

Security.

Q Do you know why the Envoy didn't stay for this visit?

A No, I don't.

Q Okay.

A I don't want to speculate either.

Q Not asking you to.

During your stay in Benghazi, was this the first time that any

MSD or SST assets had come into Benghazi?

A That was the only time while I was in Benghazi.

Q Okay. And that was for this specific trip?

A Yes.
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Q Okay. Had you ever requested MSD or SST assets before?

A No.

Q Okay.

Let me ask you just a couple of questions about the communications

capabilities in Benghazi. I believe you stated earlier that in your

Tactical Operations Center you had computers. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. I'm assuming you had classified and unclassified --

A Yes.

Q -- systems. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. How was the Internet connectivity in Benghazi?

A It was awful.

Q Were you able to utilize your State Department email address

to communicate with main State? On a regular and recurring basis? Let

me add that.

A In the beginning, yes, but then we had total communication

failure for several weeks. So we were relying on telephones, MSAT

phones.

Q Okay.

A My State Department classified account did not work after

the first week that I was there.

Q Okay. Did your unclassified email address work?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Did you or other agents make use of any Gmail
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accounts to communicate either internally or with other members of the

Diplomatic Security Service?

A I believe that Tripoli was using Gmail. And I don't know

the reason why.

Q Okay. Do you recall an email address of

@gmail.com?

A Yes.

Q And was that an email address that was being used?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Was there an @gmail.com email address?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. Do you recall a Gmail address of @gmail.com?

, for " "?

A There might have been one, yes.

Q Okay. Other than the Tripoli one, did you use or check the

Gmail account?

A Every day, yes.

Q Okay. And who would communicate with that email address?

A I don't recall, but I don't think I was using that address.

Q So you were monitoring it but not using it?

A Right. Yes. Yeah, we didn't have the problems that

Tripoli was having with unclassified. I believe that all my emails

are state.gov, right?

Q One final area.

A Yes.
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Q Well, maybe second-to-the-last area, but we're getting

close to the end.

A Okay.

Q Do you recall any additional equipment coming in or

authorization to acquire physical security equipment being made while

you were there?

A Am I understanding this correctly? Are you asking if we

made any --

Q Well, let me just ask it a little more simply.

A Okay.

Q Were you aware that right before you arrived that

had made a request to be able to purchase additional equipment

for the vehicles?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And tell us about that.

A For the vehicles?

Q Yes.

A What exactly? What are we talking about? I knew that he

had requested $26,000 worth of security upgrades.

Q Tell us about that first.

A Okay.

Q What kind of security upgrades was he requesting?

A Okay. Drop-arms, because we were using our armored fleet

as, you know, barriers right on the inside of every car gate and

pedestrian gate.
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He was requesting to local purchase or have, you know, several

platforms built so that the local guard force could see over the walls

of the Special Mission.

And also some anti-ram barriers. These are HESCOs that

are -- they're like planters, if you will, but they're made out of wire

and canvas, and you pile either sand inside or rocks. And that's an

additional security measure. You would place those on the outside of

the external wall, and if anybody tried to ram, it would be harder for

them to penetrate the external wall.

Q Okay. So he had made these requests before he left and then

handed it off to you for followthrough?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And what state was it in when you arrived? I mean,

had they just been requested? Was it in the approval process? Had

they been approved? Where were you along the request fulfillment

continuum?

A If I recall correctly, , that was one of the

documents that he sent before I even left . And he told

me that this is what he had requested but there hadn't been any movement

from Washington, D.C., or any decision.

Q So there had been no approval for you to acquire those items

yet?

A Right.

Q Okay. So no funding for those items yet?

A No.
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Q Okay. Did that change while you were there?

A No.

Q Did you ping or ask anyone in Washington regarding those?

A Yes. I believe I pinged the -- or asked the desk officer

several times.

Q And what response, if any, would you get?

A Nothing, really. The big thing that they were mentioning

is that the Special Mission was going to go away after a while so they

weren't going to spend the money on security upgrades.

Q Okay. But yet, at the same time, you're looking at various

locations to have a continued presence in Benghazi. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q And your recommendation was to stay exactly where you were.

A Yes.

Q Did you concur with request?

A Oh, yes, I did.

Q Okay. Were there additional requests that you thought

ought to have been made?

A No.

Q Okay. And during your tenure there, you were never given

authorization or approval to institute any of those security upgrades?

A I was never given the funds to institute security upgrades.

[ Exhibit No. 6

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Jackson. I want to have you look at what I've marked as
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Exhibit 6, which, at the top --

Mr. Evers. Can I ask a question real quick?

Ms. Jackson. Yes.

Mr. Evers. Can we take a 5-minute break?

Ms. Jackson. Sure. Absolutely. We will go off the record at

3:22.

[Recess.]

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Let's go back on the record. It is 3:29.

Again, it is Sharon Jackson, resuming questions with Agent .

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q You have before you what is marked as Exhibit 6. It is an

email chain at the top from a , dated November 3, 2011,

at 2:12 a.m., subject line, "Re: Vehicle Kits/Equipment." It bears

document number C05397345.

Agent , have you had an opportunity to review Exhibit 6?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And although you are not an author of any part of

this email chain, are you familiar with its contents?

A Yes.

Q Okay. I stated that it was from a -- several of the parts

of the email are from a . Again, who was he?

A was a TDY from Frankfurt, and he was wearing

two hats at the time. He was the acting admin officer and, also, his

job back in Frankfurt, where he was the information management officer.

Q So he kind of kept the computer systems running? He was
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your tech guy?

A He was our tech guy, and he was our money guy.

Q Very important hats for him. I bet he was your friend while

you were there, wasn't he?

A Yes, he was.

Q Okay.

And this email chain involves a , who I believe

you've described as your predecessor agent in charge in Benghazi. Is

that correct?

A Yes, that is correct.

Q And Agent has made a request to purchase various

things, various pieces of equipment for your vehicles. Is that

correct?

A That is correct.

Q Okay. And what's the general nature of the items that Agent

is asking to purchase?

A Tools for the vehicles. For example, first-aid kits, which

we didn't have in any of the seven vehicles. Jumper cables.

Q You didn't have jumper cables?

A No.

Q Okay. Go on.

A Tow straps so we could do self-recovery.

Q And what does that entail?

A Tow straps are thick nylon straps that we would tie to either

the front or rear bumpers of the vehicles. If we had a breakdown around
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the city or if we were outside the city, we could self-recover by pulling

this broken-down vehicle with the other vehicle.

Q And why was it that Agent thought that these items

were necessary?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. . I don't know.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I would like to direct your attention to the top of page

2 of this document. It's in the part from to four

different people at the top of this page.

Does express a belief that he thinks that Benghazi

is going to get more dangerous in the coming months or has the potential

to become more dangerous in the coming months?

A Are you asking my opinion or --

Q I'm asking you if that's what he reports in this email chain.

Mr. Evers. She's on page 2 of the document, I believe.

But if there's a sentence you wanted to draw his attention to,

that might help.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q All right. Let me draw your attention to the second

sentence in the top paragraph of page 2, where Mr. writes,

"Though Libya has declared their liberation, as you all may be aware,

the next few months could be even more dangerous than during active

fighting due to the diverse nature of the rebel forces. At least they

had a common enemy prior to last week. The next few weeks to months,
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situations could arise and arise quickly for us to 'bug out.'"

Were you aware of this sentiment when you were in Benghazi?

A I was aware that our egress out of Benghazi was to, you know,

drive overland east towards Egypt.

Q By "egress," do you mean your evacuation plan?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And what was your evacuation plan? You drive east

to Egypt, and then what?

A Cross the border. Get to safety.

Q Were you going to be allowed to cross the border into Egypt?

A We don't know that.

Q Okay. Was there any concern that you wouldn't be allowed

to?

A No.

Q Was the Libya-Egyptian border open?

A I don't know. I never drove that far east.

Q Okay.

Ms. Jackson. I'm going to turn it over to my colleague Sara

Barrineau. She had a couple of followup questions regarding

protection details.

Ms. Barrineau. Just a couple. And then I think we're almost

finished.

BY MS. BARRINEAU:

Q Okay. You said early this morning, many, many hours ago,

that Benghazi was a high-threat post when you were there and that you
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were required to attend high-threat training, right?

A Yes.

Q Did part of your high-threat training include how to run

a protection detail in a high-threat environment?

A Yes.

Q During that training, how many cars and agents were you

taught would be used, that DS would use, in a high-threat environment?

A We used --

Q Do you remember?

A Yeah. .

Q And how many agents?

So let's go with that. Okay, so you have . What

do you have?

A .

Q Okay. So, under DS training standards on high-threat

training, how many agents would have been in your ?

A .

Q

?

A This is based on --

Q On training.

A -- our high-threat training?

Q Right, right. On your training. Right.

A .

Q And then how many would have been --
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A I'm sorry. .

Q

?

A .

Q

. And you were in Benghazi

with six agents.

A Correct.

Q Got it.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Following your return from Benghazi back to the good ol'

USA, did anyone ask you to write any type of report or interview you

or debrief you about your experience in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Okay. Did they ask for your travel voucher?

That was -- yeah. Never mind. I'll withdraw that question.

A I submitted a travel voucher after the trip.

Q Yeah.

After the attack in Benghazi, did anyone ask to interview you or

debrief you in any way regarding your experience in Benghazi?

A No, but I was requested to send all my emails.

Mr. Evers. I'm sorry, I may have heard a knock.

Ms. Jackson. Yeah. Sorry.

Mr. Evers. Not sure if I did.
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Ms. Jackson. Okay.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And when did you get that request?

A I don't recall. But --

Q Shortly after the attack or many months after the attack?

A I think it was during the time that -- around the same time

that they started the hearings, congressional hearings.

Q Okay. Was it a request for the ARB? Was any request made

of you to pull your emails for the Accountability Review Board?

Mr. Evers. If you remember.

Ms. Jackson. Yeah, if you remember.

Mr. . I don't remember.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. Do you think when the congressional -- to the best

of your recollection, when the congressional interviews started, you

were requested to pull your email? Is that correct? I just want to --

A I don't know if it dealt with the ARB, but at some point

after the attack I was told that I needed to get all of my emails together

and send them forward to --

Q And how was that communicated to you? Did you get a written

memo? Did you get an email? Did, you know, a boss come in and tell

you?

A To the best of my recollection, I think there was an email.

Q Okay. And what steps did you take then?

A I had to go and look for all my emails while I was in
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Benghazi.

Q Okay. And how did you do that search?

A I had them all saved at the time.

Q Did you, like, create a folder or something that you called

"Benghazi" or a folder that was called "I'll never do this again" or --

A No. Actually, I pulled hard copies of all my emails during

the time that I was in Benghazi, and I forwarded all those.

Q Okay. As hard copies, packaged them up? Or did you send

them electronically?

A I don't recall if I sent them electronically or hard copies.

Q Okay.

Were you requested to meet with any member of the Accountability

Review Board?

A No.

Q Did you ask to speak to any members of the Accountability

Review Board?

A No.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Before I end, I have two final questions. Is there any area

that you thought we would ask about but we haven't?

A No.

Q Okay. Is there any answer that as you sit here now you think

needs further elaboration or clarification in any way?

A No.

Q Okay. Then with that, I will note that it is 3:40 in the

afternoon, and I will turn it over to the minority for questions. Take

another 5-minute break or anything?

A I'm good.

Q Okay. We'll go off the record for just a second while we

reconfigure ourselves.

[Recess.]

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q Okay. So we are close to the end. I am going to run through

some followup stuff from the last round and earlier, and then turn it

over to Brent, who I think is just going to follow up with sort of our

longer list of allegations.

So just now, in the last round, you were asked about the

high-threat training that involved, I guess,

. Is that accurate?
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A Yes.

Q And was that the -- that the standard training for a

high-threat situation?

A That's what we were trained on when I went through high

threat.

Q And in Benghazi you were using two vehicles and six agents

for movements, right?

A No.

Q No? I'm sorry.

A No, I wasn't.

Q What were you using in Benghazi?

A We had a total of six agents in Benghazi. I couldn't send

all six agents on a move.

Q Uh-huh.

A It was just impossible. I had to keep agents behind so that

we could -- we could do our job of protecting, you know, the U.S. Special

Mission.

Q Uh-huh. So the moves had -- and I'm sure I have this earlier

from my notes -- but had two vehicles and how many agents? I'm sorry,

the moves had two vehicles, right, in Benghazi?

A Most of the moves, yes. The first vehicle was an advance

vehicle, and then we had the limo. The advance vehicle would arrive

first, you know, like 5 minutes before the arrival of the limo.

Q And I think you said before there were two special agents

in the limo. Is that right?
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A That's what I recall.

Q And then in the advance vehicle, there was a February 17th

individual and how many special agents?

A To the best of my recollection, one DS agent or the SPS that

was there at the time and one of the armed guards.

Q So you were moving with four security individuals and two

cars. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And did you raise up concerns that that wasn't enough agents

or enough cars to do a movement?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. If you had, do you recall who you would have raised

them to?

A Probably the desk officer back in Washington, D.C.

Q Were you -- you also discussed in the last round that you

all had an evacuation plan, is that accurate, when you were in Benghazi?

A I believe so, yes.

Q And did you have a reaction plan in case there was an

incident or something occurred?

A Can you be more specific? What are you talking about?

Q Sure. So did you and the agents on the ground have a common

understanding or a plan about what you would do if an incident occurred,

a security incident?

A Such as what type of incident?

Q I don't know. Any -- any type of incident, a security
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incident.

A Can you give me an example?

Q Well, I don't -- I don't want to go into hypotheticals. I'm

just asking if you had a plan for a security incident?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. To have an evacuation plan, one presumes that means

that you all had discussed or had some concept that if something

occurred you would use that evacuation plan. Is that right?

A That was one of the scenarios, but the thing is that, you

know, we had several. talked about several, I recall.

Q Okay. So discussed with you several scenarios

to deal with if there was a security incident?

A If we had to evacuate quickly.

Q If you had to evacuate. I see. And did you and

or you and others in Benghazi discuss what types of things would

cause you to evacuate?

A You mean tripwires?

Q Yeah.

A I never did.

Q So while you were there, what was your understanding of what

would cause you to evacuate?

A Civil unrest to the point where, you know, we were -- we

were starting to get targeted.

Q And where did that understanding come from?

A I don't recall.
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Q Okay. But you had some understanding in your head, at

least, about what would cause you to make a recommendation to evacuate?

A Yes.

Q And who would have made the decision about evacuation?

A I believe that the person in charge of the U.S. Special

Mission.

Q Okay. So that would have been the Special Envoy when he

was on the ground?

A Yes.

Q And then when he left, it would have been the principal

officer?

A Yes.

Q And you never made a recommendation to evacuate from the

time you were in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Because there was no need to?

A There was no need to.

Q Also in the last round you talked about some security

upgrades. I think they were -- yeah. Okay. Sorry. I think it was

like $26,000 of security upgrades, physical security upgrades. Is

that right?

A Yes.

Q Okay. That had recommended?

A Yes, and I concurred.

Q And you concurred. And none of those occurred when you were
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there. Is that accurate?

A Right.

Q Do you know whether those occurred after you left?

A I don't know.

Q And is that -- after you left Benghazi, did you continue

to follow what upgrades were made physical securitywise in Benghazi?

A No.

Q And after you left, did you continue to follow or be aware

of what number of personnel they had on the ground in Benghazi?

A No.

Q You also were asked earlier in the day about concerns that

were had with the local guard force. Do you recall that?

A Yes.

Q Were you aware that the local guard force contractor was

fired?

A Can you specify who you're talking about? Are you talking

about the guard force commander? Are you talking about the actual

contractor that supplied the --

Q Yes. So concerns were raised up to main State about the

contract with the local guard force. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And my question is, were you aware that the contract with

that company was canceled?

A Was it canceled during the time that I was there?

Q I don't know. That's what I'm asking you.
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A It wasn't canceled during the time that I was there.

Q Okay. So that didn't occur when you were there?

A Right.

Q Okay. And if it happened after you left, you wouldn't know

about it?

A No.

Q Okay. Do you recall whether main State or told

you what their plan was to do with the local guard force while you were

there?

A No.

Q Do you recall any response that you had gotten from him on

that topic?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. You were asked in the last round about the Benghazi

Accountability Review Board. Do you recall that?

A Yes.

Q When the Benghazi Accountability Review Board was convened,

did you think that you had information that would help it with its

investigation into the attacks?

A Can you be more specific? I mean, like what type of

information?

Q Yes. So my question is the Accountability Review Board

starts up, they start talking to people. Did you personally feel that

when you heard it was going on that you had information that would help

them figure out what happened in the Benghazi attacks?
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A Apparently not because they didn't call me to interview me.

Q Okay. I understand that they didn't call you. My question

is, did you feel personally that you had information that you thought

that you should provide to the Accountability Review Board?

A I don't know.

Q Did you know -- did you know anything about -- you had left

Benghazi in --

A December 2011.

Q Okay. And the -- which was a fair amount of time before

the attacks. Is that accurate?

A Yes.

Q And you hadn't stayed current on what was going on in

Benghazi after you left. Is that accurate?

A No.

Q So did you think you had any specific information that would

assist them with knowing what happened on the night of the attacks?

A No, because I didn't know.

Q Did anyone ask you or order you not to provide information

to the ARB?

A No.

Q And were you ever asked or ordered to conceal or destroy

information from the ARB?

A No.

Q I think that was all of my followup. I'm going to turn it

over to Brent who has a series of what are our standard questions.
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A Okay.

Q Ask that you bear with us on this.
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BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q So, sir, I have a series of questions regarding public

allegations that have been made regarding the attacks in Benghazi.

Just to be clear that I, nor the members of the minority side, think

these questions necessarily have any merit, but we are asking this as

part of the investigation. So I'm going to go quickly through this

list of allegations, so please bear with me as this will take --

A Allegations?

Q Regarding the attacks in Benghazi.

A Okay.

Q It's been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One

Congressman has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon

Panetta to stand down," end quote, and this resulted in the Defense

Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. Do you have

any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered Secretary of

Defense Panetta to, quote, "stand down" on the night of the attacks?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night

of the attacks?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington

Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it, quote, "four
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Pinocchios," end quote, its highest award for false claims.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed

an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day

security resources in Benghazi?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own

people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in

spring 2011.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton misrepresented

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own

people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in

spring 2011?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries.

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on

Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and

shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that they found,

quote, "no support for this allegation," end quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence

Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping
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arms from Libya to Syria?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya

to Syria or to any other foreign country?

A No.

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed

from departing the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and

there have been a number of allegations about the cause and the

appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee

issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered

to, quote, "stand down," but that instead there were tactical

disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order

to CIA personnel?

A No.

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do

you have any evidence that there was a, quote, "bad or improper reason"

behind the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed

the annex to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A No.

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the

course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board
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damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that

production. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State

Department removed or, quote, "scrubbed" damaging documents from the

materials that were provided to the ARB?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB?

A No.

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were

provided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State

Department removed or, quote, "scrubbed" damaging documents from the

materials provided that were to Congress?

A No.

Q The last one. It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director

Michael Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi

attacks for political reasons and that he then misrepresented his

actions when he told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully

performed our duties in accordance with the highest standards of

objectivity and nonpartisanship," end quote.

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave

false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the

Benghazi talking points?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell
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altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made, quote,

"intentional misrepresentation" when she spoke on the Sunday talk shows

about the Benghazi attacks.

Do you have any evidence Ambassador Rice intentionally

misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk

shows?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States

was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end quote, on the

night of the attacks, that he was, quote, "missing in action," end

quote.

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end

quote, or, quote, "missing in action on the night of the attacks"?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering

flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors

to, quote, "stand down," meaning to cease all operations. Military

officials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered

to, quote, "remain in place," end quote, in Tripoli to provide security

and medical assistance at their current location.

The Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services
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Committee found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued to

U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in

Benghazi," end quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House

Armed Services Committee that, quote, "There was no stand down-order

issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the

fight in Benghazi," end quote?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. However,

former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former

chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of

the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were,

how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we

probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's

conclusion?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have

saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not

to deploy?

A No.

Q Okay. Thank you.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Sir, just before we go off the record, I
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just want to thank you for your service.

Mr. . Thank you.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And wish you the best of the luck in your

next position.

Mr. . Thank you.

Ms. Jackson. And we have no further questions. So we too thank

you for your service and wish you good luck.

Mr. . Thank you.

Mr. Evers. Thanks, everybody.

[Whereupon, at 4:02 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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“Those who cannot remember the past are condemned to repeat it.”
-- George Santayana, Reason in Common Sense (1905)

INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Title III of the Omnibus Diplomatic and Antiterrorism Act of
1986, 22 U.S.C. § 4831 et seq., (the “Act”), Secretary of State Hillary Rodham
Clinton convened an Accountability Review Board (ARB) for Benghazi to
examine the facts and circumstances surrounding the September 11-12, 2012,
killings of four U.S. government personnel, including the U.S. Ambassador to
Libya, John Christopher Stevens, in Benghazi, Libya. A series of attacks on
September 11-12, 2012 involving arson, small-arms and machine-gun fire, and use
of rocket-propelled grenades (RPGs), grenades and mortars, focused on two U.S.
facilities in Benghazi, as well as U.S. personnel en route between the two facilities.
In addition, the attacks severely wounded two U.S. personnel, injured three Libyan
contract guards and resulted in the destruction and abandonment of both facilities –
the U.S. Special Mission compound (SMC) and Annex.

Four Board members were selected by the Secretary of State and one
member from the intelligence community (IC) was selected by the Director for
National Intelligence. Ambassador Thomas R. Pickering served as Chairman, with
Admiral Michael Mullen as Vice Chairman. Additional members were Catherine
Bertini, Richard Shinnick, and Hugh Turner, who represented the IC.

The criminal investigation of the September 11-12, 2012, Benghazi attacks,
for which the statutory responsibility rests with the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI), was still underway at the time of this report. The Board enjoyed excellent
cooperation with the Department of Justice and FBI throughout preparation of this
report. The key questions surrounding the identity, actions and motivations of the
perpetrators remain to be determined by the ongoing criminal investigation.

As called for by the Act, this report examines: whether the attacks were
security related; whether security systems and procedures were adequate and
implemented properly; the impact of intelligence and information availability;
whether any other facts or circumstances in these cases may be relevant to
appropriate security management of U.S. missions worldwide; and, finally,
whether any U.S. government employee or contractor, as defined by the Act,
breached her or his duty.

EXHIBIT 4
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The Benghazi attacks represented the first murder of a U.S. ambassador
since 1988, and took place 11 years to the day after the terrorist attacks of
September 11, 2001. Ambassador Stevens personified the U.S. commitment to a
free and democratic Libya. His knowledge of Arabic, his ability to move in all
sectors of the population, and his wide circle of friends, particularly in Benghazi,
marked him as an exceptional practitioner of modern diplomacy. The U.S. Special
Mission in Benghazi, established in November 2011, was the successor to his
highly successful endeavor as Special Envoy to the rebel-led government that
eventually toppled Muammar Qaddafi in fall 2011. The Special Mission bolstered
U.S. support for Libya’s democratic transition through engagement with eastern
Libya, the birthplace of the revolt against Qaddafi and a regional power center.

The Benghazi attacks took place against a backdrop of significantly
increased demands on U.S. diplomats to be present in the world’s most dangerous
places to advance American interests and connect with populations beyond
capitals, and beyond host governments’ reach. With State Department civilians at
the forefront of U.S. efforts to stabilize and build capacity in Iraq, as the U.S.
military draws down in Afghanistan, and with security threats growing in volatile
environments where the U.S. military is not present – from Peshawar to Bamako –
the Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) is being stretched to the limit as never
before. DS overall has done a fine job protecting thousands of employees in some
273 U.S. diplomatic missions around the world. No diplomatic presence is without
risk, given past attempts by terrorists to pursue U.S. targets worldwide. And the
total elimination of risk is a non-starter for U.S. diplomacy, given the need for the
U.S. government to be present in places where stability and security are often most
profoundly lacking and host government support is sometimes minimal to non-
existent.

The Benghazi attacks also took place in a context in which the global
terrorism threat as most often represented by al Qaeda (AQ) is fragmenting and
increasingly devolving to local affiliates and other actors who share many of AQ’s
aims, including violent anti-Americanism, without necessarily being organized or
operated under direct AQ command and control. This growing, diffuse range of
terrorist and hostile actors poses an additional challenge to American security
officers, diplomats, development professionals and decision-makers seeking to
mitigate risk and remain active in high threat environments without resorting to an
unacceptable total fortress and stay-at-home approach to U.S. diplomacy.
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For many years the State Department has been engaged in a struggle to
obtain the resources necessary to carry out its work, with varying degrees of
success. This has brought about a deep sense of the importance of husbanding
resources to meet the highest priorities, laudable in the extreme in any government
department. But it has also had the effect of conditioning a few State Department
managers to favor restricting the use of resources as a general orientation. There is
no easy way to cut through this Gordian knot, all the more so as budgetary
austerity looms large ahead. At the same time, it is imperative for the State
Department to be mission-driven, rather than resource-constrained – particularly
when being present in increasingly risky areas of the world is integral to U.S.
national security. The recommendations in this report attempt to grapple with
these issues and err on the side of increased attention to prioritization and to fuller
support for people and facilities engaged in working in high risk, high threat areas.
The solution requires a more serious and sustained commitment from Congress to
support State Department needs, which, in total, constitute a small percentage both
of the full national budget and that spent for national security. One overall
conclusion in this report is that Congress must do its part to meet this challenge
and provide necessary resources to the State Department to address security risks
and meet mission imperatives.

Mindful of these considerations, the ARB has examined the terrorist attacks
in Benghazi with an eye towards how we can better advance American interests
and protect our personnel in an increasingly complex and dangerous world. This
Board presents its findings and recommendations with the unanimous conclusion
that while the United States cannot retreat in the face of such challenges, we must
work more rigorously and adeptly to address them, and that American diplomats
and security professionals, like their military colleagues, serve the nation in an
inherently risky profession. Risk mitigation involves two imperatives –
engagement and security – which require wise leadership, good intelligence and
evaluation, proper defense and strong preparedness and, at times, downsizing,
indirect access and even withdrawal. There is no one paradigm. Experienced
leadership, close coordination and agility, timely informed decision making, and
adequate funding and personnel resources are essential. The selfless courage of the
four Americans who died in the line of duty in Benghazi on September 11-12,
2012, as well as those who were injured and all those who valiantly fought to save
their colleagues, inspires all of us as we seek to draw the right lessons from that
tragic night.
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EXECUTIVE OVERVIEW

A series of terrorist attacks in Benghazi, Libya, on September 11-12, 2012,
resulted in the deaths of four U.S. government personnel, Ambassador Chris
Stevens, Sean Smith, Tyrone Woods, and Glen Doherty; seriously wounded two
other U.S. personnel and injured three Libyan contract guards; and resulted in the
destruction and abandonment of the U.S. Special Mission compound and Annex.

FINDINGS

In examining the circumstances of these attacks, the Accountability Review Board
for Benghazi determined that:

1. The attacks were security related, involving arson, small arms and machine gun
fire, and the use of RPGs, grenades, and mortars against U.S. personnel at two
separate facilities – the SMC and the Annex – and en route between them.
Responsibility for the tragic loss of life, injuries, and damage to U.S. facilities
and property rests solely and completely with the terrorists who perpetrated the
attacks. The Board concluded that there was no protest prior to the attacks,
which were unanticipated in their scale and intensity.

2. Systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies at senior levels
within two bureaus of the State Department (the “Department”) resulted in a
Special Mission security posture that was inadequate for Benghazi and grossly
inadequate to deal with the attack that took place.

Security in Benghazi was not recognized and implemented as a “shared
responsibility” by the bureaus in Washington charged with supporting the post,
resulting in stove-piped discussions and decisions on policy and security. That
said, Embassy Tripoli did not demonstrate strong and sustained advocacy with
Washington for increased security for Special Mission Benghazi.

The short-term, transitory nature of Special Mission Benghazi’s staffing, with
talented and committed, but relatively inexperienced, American personnel often
on temporary assignments of 40 days or less, resulted in diminished
institutional knowledge, continuity, and mission capacity.
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Overall, the number of Bureau of Diplomatic Security (DS) security staff in
Benghazi on the day of the attack and in the months and weeks leading up to it
was inadequate, despite repeated requests from Special Mission Benghazi and
Embassy Tripoli for additional staffing. Board members found a pervasive
realization among personnel who served in Benghazi that the Special Mission
was not a high priority for Washington when it came to security-related
requests, especially those relating to staffing.

The insufficient Special Mission security platform was at variance with the
appropriate Overseas Security Policy Board (OSPB) standards with respect to
perimeter and interior security. Benghazi was also severely under-resourced
with regard to certain needed security equipment, although DS funded and
installed in 2012 a number of physical security upgrades. These included
heightening the outer perimeter wall, safety grills on safe area egress windows,
concrete jersey barriers, manual drop-arm vehicle barriers, a steel gate for the
Villa C safe area, some locally manufactured steel doors, sandbag fortifications,
security cameras, some additional security lighting, guard booths, and an
Internal Defense Notification System.

Special Mission Benghazi’s uncertain future after 2012 and its “non-status” as a
temporary, residential facility made allocation of resources for security and
personnel more difficult, and left responsibility to meet security standards to the
working-level in the field, with very limited resources.

In the weeks and months leading up to the attacks, the response from post,
Embassy Tripoli, and Washington to a deteriorating security situation was
inadequate. At the same time, the SMC’s dependence on the armed but poorly
skilled Libyan February 17 Martyrs’ Brigade (February 17) militia members
and unarmed, locally contracted Blue Mountain Libya (BML) guards for
security support was misplaced.

Although the February 17 militia had proven effective in responding to
improvised explosive device (IED) attacks on the Special Mission in April and
June 2012, there were some troubling indicators of its reliability in the months
and weeks preceding the September attacks. At the time of Ambassador
Stevens’ visit, February 17 militia members had stopped accompanying Special
Mission vehicle movements in protest over salary and working hours.
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Post and the Department were well aware of the anniversary of the September
11, 2001 terrorist attacks but at no time were there ever any specific, credible
threats against the mission in Benghazi related to the September 11 anniversary.
Ambassador Stevens and Benghazi-based DS agents had taken the anniversary
into account and decided to hold all meetings on-compound on September 11.

The Board found that Ambassador Stevens made the decision to travel to
Benghazi independently of Washington, per standard practice. Timing for his
trip was driven in part by commitments in Tripoli, as well as a staffing gap
between principal officers in Benghazi. Plans for the Ambassador’s trip
provided for minimal close protection security support and were not shared
thoroughly with the Embassy’s country team, who were not fully aware of
planned movements off compound. The Ambassador did not see a direct threat
of an attack of this nature and scale on the U.S. Mission in the overall negative
trendline of security incidents from spring to summer 2012. His status as the
leading U.S. government advocate on Libya policy, and his expertise on
Benghazi in particular, caused Washington to give unusual deference to his
judgments.

Communication, cooperation, and coordination among Washington, Tripoli,
and Benghazi functioned collegially at the working-level but were constrained
by a lack of transparency, responsiveness, and leadership at the senior levels.
Among various Department bureaus and personnel in the field, there appeared
to be very real confusion over who, ultimately, was responsible and empowered
to make decisions based on both policy and security considerations.

3. Notwithstanding the proper implementation of security systems and procedures
and remarkable heroism shown by American personnel, those systems and the
Libyan response fell short in the face of a series of attacks that began with the
sudden penetration of the Special Mission compound by dozens of armed
attackers.

The Board found the responses by both the BML guards and February 17 to be
inadequate. The Board’s inquiry found little evidence that the armed February
17 guards offered any meaningful defense of the SMC, or succeeded in
summoning a February 17 militia presence to assist expeditiously.

The Board found the Libyan government’s response to be profoundly lacking
on the night of the attacks, reflecting both weak capacity and near absence of
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central government influence and control in Benghazi. The Libyan government
did facilitate assistance from a quasi-governmental militia that supported the
evacuation of U.S. government personnel to Benghazi airport. The Libyan
government also provided a military C-130 aircraft which was used to evacuate
remaining U.S. personnel and the bodies of the deceased from Benghazi to
Tripoli on September 12.

The Board determined that U.S. personnel on the ground in Benghazi
performed with courage and readiness to risk their lives to protect their
colleagues, in a near impossible situation. The Board members believe every
possible effort was made to rescue and recover Ambassador Stevens and Sean
Smith.

The interagency response was timely and appropriate, but there simply was not
enough time for armed U.S. military assets to have made a difference.

4. The Board found that intelligence provided no immediate, specific tactical
warning of the September 11 attacks. Known gaps existed in the intelligence
community’s understanding of extremist militias in Libya and the potential
threat they posed to U.S. interests, although some threats were known to exist.

5. The Board found that certain senior State Department officials within two
bureaus demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and management ability in
their responses to security concerns posed by Special Mission Benghazi, given
the deteriorating threat environment and the lack of reliable host government
protection. However, the Board did not find reasonable cause to determine that
any individual U.S. government employee breached his or her duty.

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS

With the lessons of the past and the challenges of the future in mind, the Board
puts forward recommendations in six core areas: Overarching Security
Considerations; Staffing High Risk, High Threat Posts; Training and Awareness;
Security and Fire Safety Equipment; Intelligence and Threat Analysis; and
Personnel Accountability.

OVERARCHING SECURITY CONSIDERATIONS
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1. The Department must strengthen security for personnel and platforms beyond
traditional reliance on host government security support in high risk, high
threat1 posts. The Department should urgently review the proper balance
between acceptable risk and expected outcomes in high risk, high threat areas.
While the answer cannot be to refrain from operating in such environments, the
Department must do so on the basis of having: 1) a defined, attainable, and
prioritized mission; 2) a clear-eyed assessment of the risk and costs involved; 3)
a commitment of sufficient resources to mitigate these costs and risks; 4) an
explicit acceptance of those costs and risks that cannot be mitigated; and 5)
constant attention to changes in the situation, including when to leave and
perform the mission from a distance. The United States must be self-reliant and
enterprising in developing alternate security platforms, profiles, and staffing
footprints to address such realities. Assessments must be made on a case-by-
case basis and repeated as circumstances change.

2. The Board recommends that the Department re-examine DS organization and
management, with a particular emphasis on span of control for security policy
planning for all overseas U.S. diplomatic facilities. In this context, the recent
creation of a new Diplomatic Security Deputy Assistant Secretary for High
Threat Posts could be a positive first step if integrated into a sound strategy for
DS reorganization.

3. As the President’s personal representative, the Chief of Mission bears “direct
and full responsibility for the security of [his or her] mission and all the
personnel for whom [he or she is] responsible,” and thus for risk management
in the country to which he or she is accredited. In Washington, each regional
Assistant Secretary has a corresponding responsibility to support the Chief of
Mission in executing this duty. Regional bureaus should have augmented
support within the bureau on security matters, to include a senior DS officer to
report to the regional Assistant Secretary.

4. The Department should establish a panel of outside independent experts
(military, security, humanitarian) with experience in high risk, high threat areas
to support DS, identify best practices (from other agencies and other countries),
and regularly evaluate U.S. security platforms in high risk, high threat posts.

1 The Board defines “high risk, high threat” posts as those in countries with high to critical levels of political
violence and terrorism, governments of weak capacity, and security platforms that fall well below established
standards.
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5. The Department should develop minimum security standards for occupancy of
temporary facilities in high risk, high threat environments, and seek greater
flexibility for the use of Bureau of Overseas Buildings Operations (OBO)
sources of funding so that they can be rapidly made available for security
upgrades at such facilities.

6. Before opening or re-opening critical threat or high risk, high threat posts, the
Department should establish a multi-bureau support cell, residing in the
regional bureau. The support cell should work to expedite the approval and
funding for establishing and operating the post, implementing physical security
measures, staffing of security and management personnel, and providing
equipment, continuing as conditions at the post require.

7. The Nairobi and Dar es Salaam ARBs’ report of January 1999 called for
collocation of newly constructed State Department and other government
agencies’ facilities. All State Department and other government agencies’
facilities should be collocated when they are in the same metropolitan area,
unless a waiver has been approved.

8. The Secretary should require an action plan from DS, OBO and other relevant
offices on the use of fire as a weapon against diplomatic facilities, including
immediate steps to deal with urgent issues. The report should also include
reviews of fire safety and crisis management training for all employees and
dependents, safehaven standards and fire safety equipment, and
recommendations to facilitate survival in smoke and fire situations.

9. Tripwires are too often treated only as indicators of threat rather than an
essential trigger mechanism for serious risk management decisions and actions.
The Department should revise its guidance to posts and require key offices to
perform in-depth status checks of post tripwires.

10.Recalling the recommendations of the Nairobi and Dar es Salaam ARBs, the
State Department must work with Congress to restore the Capital Security Cost
Sharing Program at its full capacity, adjusted for inflation to approximately $2.2
billion in fiscal year 2015, including an up to ten-year program addressing that
need, prioritized for construction of new facilities in high risk, high threat areas.
It should also work with Congress to expand utilization of Overseas

1328



UNCLASSIFIED
- 10 -

UNCLASSIFIED

Contingency Operations funding to respond to emerging security threats and
vulnerabilities and operational requirements in high risk, high threat posts.

11.The Board supports the State Department’s initiative to request additional
Marines and expand the Marine Security Guard (MSG) Program – as well as
corresponding requirements for staffing and funding. The Board also
recommends that the State Department and DoD identify additional flexible
MSG structures and request further resources for the Department and DoD to
provide more capabilities and capacities at higher risk posts.

STAFFING HIGH RISK, HIGH THREAT POSTS

12.The Board strongly endorses the Department’s request for increased DS
personnel for high- and critical-threat posts and for additional Mobile Security
Deployment teams, as well as an increase in DS domestic staffing in support of
such action.

13.The Department should assign key policy, program, and security personnel at
high risk, high threat posts for a minimum of one year. For less critical
personnel, the temporary duty length (TDY) length should be no less than 120
days. The ARB suggests a comprehensive review of human resources
authorities with an eye to using those authorities to promote sending more
experienced officers, including “When Actually Employed” (WAE) personnel,
to these high risk, high threat locations, particularly in security and management
positions for longer periods of time.

14.The Department needs to review the staffing footprints at high risk, high threat
posts, with particular attention to ensuring adequate Locally Employed Staff
(LES) and management support. High risk, high threat posts must be funded
and the human resources process prioritized to hire LES interpreters and
translators.

15.With increased and more complex diplomatic activities in the Middle East, the
Department should enhance its ongoing efforts to significantly upgrade its
language capacity, especially Arabic, among American employees, including
DS, and receive greater resources to do so.

TRAINING AND AWARENESS
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16.A panel of Senior Special Agents and Supervisory Special Agents should revisit
DS high-threat training with respect to active internal defense and fire survival
as well as Chief of Mission protective detail training.

17.The Diplomatic Security Training Center and Foreign Service Institute should
collaborate in designing joint courses that integrate high threat training and risk
management decision processes for senior and mid-level DS agents and Foreign
Service Officers and better prepare them for leadership positions in high risk,
high threat posts. They should consult throughout the U.S. government for best
practices and lessons learned. Foreign Affairs Counter Threat training should
be mandatory for high risk, high threat posts, whether an individual is assigned
permanently or in longer-term temporary duty status.

SECURITY AND FIRE SAFETY EQUIPMENT

18.The Department should ensure provision of adequate fire safety and security
equipment for safehavens and safe areas in non-Inman/SECCA2 facilities, as
well as high threat Inman facilities.

19.There have been technological advancements in non-lethal deterrents, and the
State Department should ensure it rapidly and routinely identifies and procures
additional options for non-lethal deterrents in high risk, high threat posts and
trains personnel on their use.

20.DS should upgrade surveillance cameras at high risk, high threat posts for
greater resolution, nighttime visibility, and monitoring capability beyond post.

INTELLIGENCE AND THREAT ANALYSIS

21.Post-2001, intelligence collection has expanded exponentially, but the Benghazi
attacks are a stark reminder that we cannot over-rely on the certainty or even
likelihood of warning intelligence. Careful attention should be given to factors
showing a deteriorating threat situation in general as a basis for improving

2 “Inman buildings” are diplomatic facilities that meet the mandatory minimum physical security
standards established after the 1985 Inman Report about the 1983 Embassy and Marine barracks
bombings in Lebanon. “SECCA” refers to the Secure Embassy Construction and
Counterterrorism Act of 1999, passed by Congress after the 1998 Nairobi and Dar es Salaam
Embassy bombings. SECCA mandated setback and other standards for newly acquired
diplomatic facilities.

1330



UNCLASSIFIED
- 12 -

UNCLASSIFIED

security posture. Key trends must be quickly identified and used to sharpen risk
calculations.

22.The DS Office of Intelligence and Threat Analysis should report directly to the
DS Assistant Secretary and directly supply threat analysis to all DS
components, regional Assistant Secretaries and Chiefs of Mission in order to
get key security-related threat information into the right hands more rapidly.

PERSONNEL ACCOUNTABILITY

23.The Board recognizes that poor performance does not ordinarily constitute a
breach of duty that would serve as a basis for disciplinary action but is instead
addressed through the performance management system. However, the Board
is of the view that findings of unsatisfactory leadership performance by senior
officials in relation to the security incident under review should be a potential
basis for discipline recommendations by future ARBs, and would recommend a
revision of Department regulations or amendment to the relevant statute to this
end.

24. The Board was humbled by the courage and integrity shown by those on the
ground in Benghazi and Tripoli, in particular the DS agents and Annex team
who defended their colleagues; the Tripoli response team which mobilized
without hesitation; those in Benghazi and Tripoli who cared for the wounded;
and the many U.S. government employees who served in Benghazi under
difficult conditions in the months leading up to the September 11-12 attacks.
We trust that the Department and relevant agencies will take the opportunity to
recognize their exceptional valor and performance, which epitomized the
highest ideals of government service.
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POLITICAL AND SECURITY CONTEXT PRIOR TO THE ATTACKS

On April 5, 2011, then-Special Envoy to the Libyan Transitional National
Council (TNC) Chris Stevens arrived via a Greek cargo ship at the rebel-held city
of Benghazi to re-establish a U.S. presence in Libya. The State Department had
been absent from Libya since the Embassy in Tripoli suspended operations and
evacuated its American personnel on February 25, 2011, amidst an escalating
campaign by Muammar Qaddafi to suppress violently a popular uprising against
his rule.

Benghazi, the largest city and historical power center in eastern Libya, was
the launching point for the uprising against Qaddafi and a long time nexus of anti-
regime activism. It also served as the rebel-led Transitional National Council’s
base of operations. Eastern Libya (Cyrenaica) had long felt neglected and
oppressed by Qaddafi, and there had been historic tensions between it and the rest
of the country. Throughout Qaddafi’s decades-long rule, eastern Libya
consistently lagged behind Tripoli in terms of infrastructure and standard of living
even as it was responsible for the vast majority of Libya’s oil production. Stevens’
presence in the city was seen as a significant sign of U.S. support for the TNC and
a recognition of the resurgence of eastern Libya’s political influence.

Benghazi was the seat of the Senussi monarchy until 1954, the site of a U.S.
consulate, which was overrun by a mob and burned in 1967, and the place where
Qaddafi began his 1969 revolution against the monarchy. Qaddafi’s subsequent
combination of oppression and neglect enhanced the city’s sense of
marginalization, and its after-effects were felt more widely in the eastern region
where a Salafist jihadist movement took root. Jihadis from Benghazi engaged in
Afghanistan against the Soviets and took up arms against U.S. forces in the post-
2003 Iraq insurgency. Many of them reemerged in 2011 as leaders of anti-Qaddafi
militias in eastern Libya.

Stevens initially operated from the Tibesti Hotel in downtown Benghazi. He
was accompanied by a security contingent of 10 Diplomatic Security agents whose
primary responsibilities were to provide personal protective services. Stevens’
mission was to serve as the liaison with the TNC in preparation for a post-Qaddafi
democratic government in Libya. By all accounts, he was extremely effective,
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earned the admiration of countless numbers of Libyans, and personified the U.S.
government commitment to a free and democratic Libya.

Benghazi, however, was still very much a conflict zone. On June 1, 2011, a
car bomb exploded outside the Tibesti Hotel, and shortly thereafter a credible
threat against the Special Envoy mission prompted Stevens to move to the Annex.
On June 21, 2011, he and his security contingent moved to what would become the
Special Mission Benghazi compound (SMC). By the end of August 2011, the
walled compound consisted of three sections (Villas A, B, and C) on 13 acres.
(Use of Villa A was discontinued in January 2012, when the SMC footprint was
consolidated into the Villas B and C compounds, some eight-acres total.)

On July 15, 2011, the United States officially recognized the TNC as
Libya’s legitimate governing authority although Qaddafi and his forces still
retained control over significant portions of the country, including Tripoli. The
TNC continued attacking the remaining Qaddafi strongholds, and Tripoli fell
earlier than expected at the end of August. The TNC immediately began moving
the government from Benghazi to Tripoli. By early September, 21 members of
State Department Mobile Security Deployment teams were in Tripoli with the
Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM) in preparation for the resumption of operations of
the U.S. Embassy, which Ambassador Gene Cretz officially re-opened on
September 22, 2011. From September 2011 onwards, Embassy Tripoli was open
with a skeleton staff built on temporary duty (TDY) assignments, to include the
DCM and Regional Security Officer (RSO). (The fall of Tripoli took place shortly
after Embassy Tripoli lost its assigned staff and bureaucratically ceased to exist,
pursuant to Department regulations regarding the length of time a post can remain
open in evacuation status.)

Although the TNC declared that Tripoli would continue to be the capital of a
post-Qaddafi Libya, many of the influential players in the TNC remained based in
Benghazi. Stevens continued as Special Envoy to the TNC in Benghazi until he
departed Libya on November 17, 2011, after which the Special Envoy position was
not filled. Stevens was replaced by an experienced Civil Service employee who
served for 73 days in what came to be called the “principal officer” position in
Benghazi. After November 2011, the principal officer slot became a TDY
assignment for officers with varying levels of experience who served in Benghazi
anywhere from 10 days to over two months, usually without transiting Tripoli. In
December 2011, the Under Secretary for Management approved a one-year
continuation of the U.S. Special Mission in Benghazi, which was never a consulate
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and never formally notified to the Libyan government. Stevens arrived in Tripoli
on May 26, 2012, to replace Cretz as Ambassador.

Throughout Libya, the security vacuum left by Qaddafi’s departure, the
continued presence of pro-Qaddafi supporters, the prevalence of and easy access to
weapons, the inability of the interim government to reestablish a strong security
apparatus, and the resulting weakness of those security forces that remained led to
a volatile situation in which militias previously united in opposition to Qaddafi
were now jockeying for position in the new Libya. Frequent clashes, including
assassinations, took place between contesting militias. Fundamentalist influence
with Salafi and al Qaeda connections was also growing, including notably in the
eastern region. Public attitudes in Benghazi continued to be positive toward
Americans, and it was generally seen as safer for Americans given U.S support of
the TNC during the war. However, 2012 saw an overall deterioration of the
security environment in Benghazi, as highlighted by a series of security incidents
involving the Special Mission, international organizations, non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), and third-country nationals and diplomats:

• March 18, 2012 – Armed robbery occurs at the British School in Benghazi.
• March 22, 2012 – Members of a militia searching for a suspect fire their
weapons near the SMC and attempt to enter.

• April 2, 2012 – A UK armored diplomatic vehicle is attacked after driving
into a local protest. The vehicle was damaged but occupants uninjured.

• April 6, 2012 – A gelatina bomb (traditional homemade explosive device
used for fishing) is thrown over the SMC north wall.

• April 10, 2012 – An IED (gelatina or dynamite stick) is thrown at the
motorcade of the UN Special Envoy to Libya in Benghazi.

• April 26, 2012 – Special Mission Benghazi principal officer is evacuated
from International Medical University (IMU) after a fistfight escalated to
gunfire between Tripoli-based trade delegation security personnel and IMU
security.

• April 27, 2012 – Two South African nationals in Libya as part of U.S.-
funded weapons abatement, unexploded ordnance removal and demining
project are detained at gunpoint by militia, questioned and released.

• May 22, 2012 – Benghazi International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)
building struck by rocket propelled grenades (RPGs).

• May 28, 2012 – A previously unknown organization, Omar Abdurrahman
group, claims responsibility for the ICRC attack and issues a threat against
the United States on social media sites.
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• June 6, 2012 – IED attack on the SMC. The IED detonates with no injuries
but blows a large hole in the compound’s exterior wall. Omar Abdurrahman
group makes an unsubstantiated claim of responsibility.

• June 8, 2012 – Two hand grenades target a parked UK diplomatic vehicle in
Sabha (800 km south of Benghazi).

• June 11, 2012 – While in Benghazi, the British Ambassador’s convoy is
attacked with an RPG and possible AK-47s. Two UK security officers are
injured; the UK closes its mission in Benghazi the following day.

• June 12, 2012 – An RPG attack is made on the ICRC compound in Misrata
(400 km west of Benghazi).

• June 18, 2012 – Protestors storm the Tunisian consulate in Benghazi.
• July 29, 2012 – An IED is found on grounds of the Tibesti Hotel.
• July 30, 2012 – Sudanese Consul in Benghazi is carjacked and driver beaten.
• July 31, 2012 – Seven Iranian-citizen ICRC workers abducted in Benghazi.
• August 5, 2012 – ICRC Misrata office is attacked with RPGs. ICRC
withdraws its representatives from Misrata and Benghazi.

• August 9, 2012 – A Spanish-American dual national NGO worker is
abducted from the Islamic Cultural Center in Benghazi and released the
same day.

• August 20, 2012 – A small bomb is thrown at an Egyptian diplomat’s
vehicle parked outside of the Egyptian consulate in Benghazi.

It is worth noting that the events above took place against a general
backdrop of political violence, assassinations targeting former regime officials,
lawlessness, and an overarching absence of central government authority in eastern
Libya. While the June 6 IED at the SMC and the May ICRC attack were claimed
by the same group, none of the remaining attacks were viewed in Tripoli and
Benghazi as linked or having common perpetrators, which were not viewed as
linked or having common perpetrators. This also tempered reactions in
Washington. Furthermore, the Board believes that the longer a post is exposed to
continuing high levels of violence the more it comes to consider security incidents
which might otherwise provoke a reaction as normal, thus raising the threshold for
an incident to cause a reassessment of risk and mission continuation. This was true
for both people on the ground serving in Libya and in Washington.

While the June IED attack and the RPG attack targeting the UK convoy in
Benghazi prompted the Special Mission to reduce movements off compound and
have a one-week pause between principal officers, the successful nature of Libya’s
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July 7, 2012, national elections – which exceeded expectations – renewed
Washington’s optimism in Libya’s future. Nevertheless, the immediate period
after the elections did not see the central government increase its capacity to
consolidate control or provide security in eastern Libya, as efforts to form a
government floundered and extremist militias in and outside Benghazi continued to
work to strengthen their grip. At the time of the September attacks, Benghazi
remained a lawless town nominally controlled by the Supreme Security Council
(SSC) – a coalition of militia elements loosely cobbled into a single force to
provide interim security – but in reality run by a diverse group of local Islamist
militias, each of whose strength ebbed and flowed depending on the ever-shifting
alliances and loyalties of various members. There was a notional national police
presence, but it was ineffectual. By August 2012, Special Mission Benghazi would
evaluate the worsening security situation and its implications.
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“I was at the foot of the wide marble staircase when the breakthrough occurred.
Fanatical knife-carrying intruders, bleeding from cuts received as they were
pushed through broken windows, ran down the hall. Putting on gas masks and
dropping tear gas grenades, we engaged them on the stairs with rifle butts. In
seconds tear gas saturated the area. We then moved into the vault, securing the
steel combination door, locking in ten persons…. My greatest fear, which I kept
to myself, was that gasoline for the generator would be found, sloshed under the
vault door and ignited. When after minutes this did not happen, our hearts sank,
nonetheless, as outside smoke wafted in and we knew the building had been set
afire.”

-- First-person account of the June 5, 1967 mob siege of the then-U.S.
Consulate in Benghazi

TIMELINE OF THE ATTACKS
September 11-12, 2012

(All times are best estimates based on existing data
and should be considered approximate.)

The Prelude – the Ambassador’s Arrival

Ambassador Chris Stevens arrived in Benghazi, Libya on September 10,
2012, accompanied by two temporary duty (TDY) Assistant Regional Security
Officers (ARSOs) from Tripoli. It was the Ambassador’s first visit to Benghazi
since he departed as then-Special Envoy in November 2011. With the
Ambassador’s arrival, there were eight Americans at the Special Mission
compound (SMC) on September 10-11, 2012, including the Ambassador;
Information Management Officer (IMO) Sean Smith, who arrived in Benghazi one
week earlier to provide TDY communications and management support; and five
Diplomatic Security (DS) agents (three assigned on short-term TDY to Benghazi –
“TDY RSO”, “ARSO 1” and “ARSO 2” – and the two who traveled from Tripoli
to provide protection for the Ambassador during his visit – “ARSO 3” and “ARSO
4”). The eighth American, the TDY Benghazi principal officer, completed his 13-
day assignment and returned to his full-time job in Tripoli the morning of
September 11, leaving seven Americans at the compound. Ambassador Stevens
was scheduled to remain in Benghazi until September 14, and his visit was timed
in part to fill the staffing gaps between TDY principal officers as well as to open
an American Corner at a local school and to reconnect with local contacts.
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In the absence of an effective central government security presence, the
Special Mission’s Libyan security contingent was composed of four armed
members of the February 17 Martyrs’ Brigade (February 17) – a local umbrella
organization of militias dominant in Benghazi (some of which were Islamist) and
loosely affiliated with the Libyan government, but not under its control. They
resided in a guest house building on compound. Normally four members resided
on the Special Mission compound near the front gate, but on September 11 one had
been absent for several days, reportedly due to a family illness. The Special
Mission also had an unarmed, contract local guard force (LGF), Blue Mountain
Libya (BML), which provided five guards per eight-hour shift, 24/7, to open and
close the gates, patrol the compound, and give warning in case of an attack.

After the Ambassador’s arrival at the Special Mission on September 10,
ARSO 1 gave the Ambassador a tour of the SMC and pointed out the safe area and
escape hatch windows in the Ambassador’s room in Villa C. Later that afternoon,
the Ambassador visited the Annex for a briefing. He then met with the City
Council at a local hotel for dinner, an event at which local media invited by the
Council showed up unexpectedly, despite U.S. efforts to keep the Ambassador’s
program and movements from being publicized.

Security Environment on September 11, Preceding Attacks

In consultation with the TDY RSO and mindful of the threat environment
and the September 11 anniversary, Ambassador Stevens did not leave the SMC on
September 11, but rather held meetings there. At approximately 0645 local that
morning, a BML contract guard saw an unknown individual in a Libyan Supreme
Security Council (SSC) police uniform apparently taking photos of the compound
villas with a cell phone from the second floor of a building under construction
across the street to the north of the SMC. The individual was reportedly stopped
by BML guards, denied any wrongdoing, and departed in a police car with two
others. This was reported to ARSOs 1 and 2. Later that morning they inspected
the area where the individual was seen standing and informed the Annex of the
incident. There had not been any related threat reporting. The local February 17
militia headquarters was informed of the incident and reportedly complained to the
local SSC on the Special Mission’s behalf. The Ambassador reviewed a Special
Mission-drafted complaint to local authorities on the surveillance incident;
however, it was not submitted due to the typically early closure of Libyan
government offices. Later on September 11, the Ambassador was informed by his
Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM) in Tripoli of the breach of the Embassy Cairo
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compound that had occurred that day and briefly discussed the news with ARSO 3.
The TDY RSO was also informed of the Cairo compound breach by his Regional
Security Officer counterpart in Tripoli and shared the information with colleagues
at the Annex.

At approximately 1940 local, Ambassador Stevens and an accompanying
ARSO escorted a Turkish diplomat to the SMC’s main exit at the north C1 gate,
where nothing out of the ordinary was noted. Some 30 minutes later, between
2010 and 2030 local, a UK security team supporting a day visit by British
diplomats dropped off vehicles and equipment at the SMC (per arrangements made
after the UK diplomatic office in Benghazi suspended operations in June 2012).
When the UK security team departed via the C1 gate at about 2030 local, there
were no signs of anything unusual, including no roadblocks outside of the
compound, and traffic flowed normally.

Ambassador Stevens and IMO Sean Smith retired for the night to Villa C at
about 2100 local, while ARSO 4 watched a video in the Villa C common space.
ARSOs 1, 2, and 3 were sitting together outside and behind Villa C; the TDY RSO
was working in the workspace building referred to as the “Office” or “TOC”
(Tactical Operations Center), near the Villa B compound, which was connected to
the Villa C compound by an alleyway. From the TOC, the TDY RSO could
monitor a series of security cameras placed in and around the perimeter of the
SMC. The ARSOs were each armed with their standard issue sidearm pistol; their
“kits,” generally consisting of body armor, radio and an M4 rifle, were in their
bedroom/sleeping areas, in accord with Special Mission practice.

The Attack on the Special Mission Compound

An SSC police vehicle, which had arrived at the main compound gate (C1)
at 2102 local, departed at 2142. The Special Mission had requested that a marked
SSC police car be posted outside of the compound 24/7, but in practice a car was
there only intermittently. The Special Mission had requested this presence again,
specifically for the duration of the Ambassador’s visit. A subsequent local press
report quotes an SSC official as saying that he ordered the removal of the car “to
prevent civilian casualties.”

Around the same time, the TDY RSO working in the TOC heard shots and
an explosion. He then saw via security camera dozens of individuals, many armed,
begin to enter the compound through the main entrance at the C1 gate. He hit the
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duck and cover alarm and yelled a warning over the radio, and recalled no such
warning from the February 17 or BML guards, who had already begun to flee to
points south and east in the compound, towards the Villa B area. ARSOs 1 and 2
heard an attack warning from the BML guards passed on over the radio. The TDY
RSO also alerted the Annex and Embassy Tripoli by cell phone.

The other three ARSOs behind Villa C also heard gunfire and explosions, as
well as chanting, and responded immediately along with ARSO 4, who was inside
Villa C. Following the SMC’s emergency plan, ARSO 1 entered Villa C to secure
the Ambassador and IMO in the safe area and to retrieve his kit; ARSOs 2, 3, and 4
moved to retrieve their kits, which were located in Villa B and the TOC. ARSO 1
in Villa C swiftly located the Ambassador and IMO Smith, asked them to don body
armor, and led them into the safe area in Villa C, which ARSO 1 secured. He then
reported their whereabouts by radio to the TDY RSO in the TOC. ARSO 1, armed
with an M4 rifle, shotgun and pistol, took up a defensive position inside the Villa C
safe area, with line of sight to the safe area gate and out of view of potential
intruders. ARSO 1 gave his cell phone to the Ambassador, who began making
calls to local contacts and Embassy Tripoli requesting assistance.

From Villa C, ARSO 4 ran to his sleeping quarters in Villa B to retrieve his
kit, while ARSOs 2 and 3 ran to the TOC, where ARSO 3 had last seen the
Ambassador, and where ARSO 2’s kit was located. (ARSO 2’s sleeping quarters
were in the TOC, making him the designated “TOC Officer” in their emergency
react plan.) ARSO 3, upon not finding the Ambassador in the TOC, ran to Villa B
to get his kit; ARSO 2 remained in the TOC with the TDY RSO and shared
notification and communication duties with him. At Villa B, ARSO 3 encountered
ARSO 4, who was also arming and equipping himself, and the two then attempted
to return to Villa C. They turned back, however, after seeing many armed
intruders blocking the alley between Villas B and C. ARSOs 3 and 4,
outnumbered and outgunned by the armed intruders in the alley, returned to Villa
B and barricaded themselves in a back room, along with one LGF member whom
they had encountered outside Villa B.

Attack Continues, Use of Fire as a Weapon

Sometime between 2145 and 2200 local, armed intruders appear to have
used filled fuel cans that were stored next to new, uninstalled generators at the
February 17 living quarters near the C1 entrance to burn that building. The crowd
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also lit on fire vehicles that were parked nearby. Members of the crowd then
moved to Villa C.

In Villa C, ARSO 1, who was protecting Ambassador Stevens and IMO
Smith in the safe area, heard intruders breaking through the Villa C front door.
Men armed with AK rifles started to destroy the living room contents and then
approached the safe area gate and started banging on it. ARSO 1 did not want to
compromise their location in the safe area by engaging the intruders, and he
warned the Ambassador and IMO Smith to prepare for the intruders to try to blast
the safe area gate locks open. Instead the intruders departed, and the lights in Villa
C appeared to dim. ARSO 1 realized that smoke from fires set inside the villa,
away from his vantage point, was reducing the light and visibility. (There was no
line of sight to Villa C from the Villa B/TOC compound where the TDY RSO and
three ARSOs were barricaded. The TDY RSO in the TOC did not see smoke
emerge on the view from the camera near Villa C until shortly after 2200 local.)

As smoke engulfed the Villa C safe area, ARSO 1 led Ambassador Stevens
and IMO Smith into a bathroom with an exterior window. All three crawled into
the bathroom, while the thick, black smoke made breathing difficult and reduced
visibility to zero. ARSO 1 tried to seal the door with towels and provide some
ventilation by opening the window. Instead, opening the window worsened
conditions and drew more smoke into the bathroom, making it even more difficult
to breathe. ARSO 1 determined that they could no longer stay in the safe area and
yelled to the others, whom he could no longer see, to follow him to an adjacent
bedroom, where there was an egress window. ARSO 1 crawled on his hands and
knees through a hallway to the bedroom, unable to see, while yelling and banging
on the floor to guide the Ambassador and IMO Smith to safety. ARSO 1 opened
the window grill and exited the building, collapsing onto a small, partly enclosed
patio, at which point he believed he was being fired upon. Immediately following
his exit, ARSO 1 realized the Ambassador and IMO had not followed him out the
window. He then re-entered Villa C through the egress window several times to
search for his colleagues while under fire by the intruders outside. He was unable
to locate the Ambassador or IMO Smith, and severe heat and smoke forced him to
exit the building to recover between each attempt. After several attempts, he
climbed a ladder to the roof where he radioed the TOC for assistance and
attempted unsuccessfully to ventilate the building by breaking a skylight. Due to
severe smoke inhalation, however, ARSO 1 was almost unintelligible, but the TDY
RSO and ARSO 2 in the TOC finally understood him to be saying that he did not
have the Ambassador or IMO Smith with him.
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While Villa C was under attack, armed individuals looted Villa B’s interior
and attempted to enter the area where ARSOs 3 and 4 were barricaded. The
intruders carried jerry cans and were seen on security cameras trying to dump them
on vehicles outside the TOC, but they were apparently empty. A group of
intruders also attempted unsuccessfully to break down the TOC entrance.

Annex Responds, DS Agents Rally for Further Rescue Efforts

Just prior to receiving the TDY RSO’s distress call shortly after 2142 local,
the head of Annex security heard multiple explosions coming from the north in the
direction of the SMC. The Annex security head immediately began to organize his
team’s departure and notified his superiors, who began to contact local security
elements to request support. The Annex response team departed its compound in
two vehicles at approximately 2205 local. The departure of the Annex team was
not delayed by orders from superiors; the team leader decided on his own to depart
the Annex compound once it was apparent, despite a brief delay to permit their
continuing efforts, that rapid support from local security elements was not
forthcoming.

While the TDY RSO continued to man the TOC and communicate with
Tripoli, the Annex, and Washington, ARSO 2 used a smoke grenade to obscure his
movements from the TOC to Villa B, where he joined ARSOs 3 and 4 who were
barricaded inside. By this point, the first group of attackers appeared to have
receded. The three ARSOs then drove an armored vehicle parked outside of the
TOC to Villa C, where they assisted ARSO 1, who was in distress on the roof,
vomiting from severe smoke inhalation and losing consciousness. ARSOs 2, 3,
and 4 repeatedly entered Villa C through the egress window, at times crawling on
their hands and knees through the safe area due to heavy smoke and the lack of air
and visibility.

Near the SMC, the Annex team hoped to bring along friendly forces from
militia compounds located along their route. The Annex team stopped at the
intersection to the west of the C1 entrance and attempted to convince militia
members there to assist. There was periodic, ineffective small arms fire in the
team’s location from the direction of the Special Mission.

Unable to secure additional assistance, the team moved on to the SMC. The
February 17 living quarters and adjacent vehicles were burned, and heavy smoke
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was pouring out of the still smoldering Villa C. The Annex team made contact
with the four ARSOs at Villa C. Some Annex team members went to retrieve the
TDY RSO from the TOC, while other Annex team members joined the ARSOs in
their search for the Ambassador.

During their searches of the Villa C safe area, the ARSOs found and
removed the body of IMO Smith with Annex security team assistance. The team
checked for vital signs and verified that IMO Smith was already deceased,
apparently due to smoke inhalation. Other Annex security team members and the
TDY RSO joined up with the ARSOs again to enter Villa C via the egress window
but were unable to locate Ambassador Stevens despite multiple attempts. Heat and
smoke continued to be limiting factors in their ability to move farther into the safe
area. When the TDY RSO attempted to enter Villa C through the front door, the
ceiling collapsed. During these rescue attempts, an ARSO received a severe
laceration to his arm.

Second Phase Attack on the Compound, Evacuation to the Annex

At the urging of the Annex security team and friendly militia members, who
warned that the compound was at risk of being overrun, the TDY RSO and four
ARSOs departed for the Annex without having found Ambassador Stevens. As the
Annex team provided cover fire, the five DS agents’ fully armored vehicle
departed and took hostile fire as they left the SMC and turned right out of the C1
entrance. The driver, ARSO 1, reversed direction to avoid a crowd farther down
the street, then reverted back to the original easterly route towards the crowd after
a man whom the DS agents believed to be with February 17 signaled them to do
so. Farther ahead, another man in a small group of individuals then motioned to
them to enter a neighboring compound, some 300 meters to the east of the C1
entrance of the Special Mission compound. The DS agents suspected a trap,
ignored this signal, and continued past. The group along the route then opened fire
at the vehicle’s side, shattering and almost penetrating the armored glass and
blowing out two tires. While the identities of the individuals who fired upon the
DS agents is unknown, they may have been part of the initial wave of attackers
who swarmed the SMC earlier that night. A roadblock was present outside this
compound and groups of attackers were seen entering it at about the time this
vehicle movement was taking place.

ARSO 1 accelerated past the armed crowd and navigated around another
crowd and roadblock near the end of the road, driving down the center median and
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into the oncoming lane at one point to bypass stopped traffic. Two cars followed,
with one turning off and the other following them with its lights off until it turned
into a warehouse area not far from the Annex. The DS vehicle then proceeded to
the Annex, arriving around 2330 local. There the ARSOs joined Annex personnel
and took up defensive positions, to await the Annex security and Tripoli response
team. The situation was relatively quiet. Wounded personnel received medical
support.

Back at the SMC, the Annex security team at Villa C used small arms fire
and took defensive positions to respond to an apparent second phase attack, which
lasted about 15 minutes and included small arms fire and at least three rocket-
propelled grenades (RPGs) launched from outside the C3 gate. With their many
and repeated attempts to retrieve the Ambassador having proven fruitless and
militia members warning them the SMC could not be held much longer, the Annex
team departed the SMC, carrying with them the body of IMO Smith. They arrived
back at the Annex and moved to take up additional defensive positions.

Embassy Tripoli Response

Upon notification of the attack from the TDY RSO around 2145 local,
Embassy Tripoli set up a command center and notified Washington. About 2150
local, the DCM was able to reach Ambassador Stevens, who briefly reported that
the SMC was under attack before the call cut off. The Embassy notified Benina
Airbase in Benghazi of a potential need for logistic support and aircraft for
extraction and received full cooperation. The DCM contacted the Libyan President
and Prime Minister’s offices to urge them to mobilize a rescue effort, and kept
Washington apprised of post’s efforts. The Embassy also reached out to Libyan
Air Force and Armed Forces contacts, February 17 leadership, and UN and third
country embassies, among others. Within hours, Embassy Tripoli chartered a
private airplane and deployed a seven-person security team, which included two
U.S. military personnel, to Benghazi.

At the direction of the U.S. military’s Africa Command (AFRICOM), DoD
moved a remotely piloted, unarmed surveillance aircraft which arrived over the
SMC shortly before the DS team departed. A second remotely piloted, unarmed
surveillance aircraft relieved the first, and monitored the eventual evacuation of
personnel from the Annex to Benghazi airport later on the morning of September
12.
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Uncertainty on Ambassador Stevens’ Whereabouts

U.S. efforts to determine Ambassador Stevens’ whereabouts were
unsuccessful for several hours. At approximately 0200 local, Embassy Tripoli
received a phone call from ARSO 1’s cell phone, which he had given to the
Ambassador while they were sheltered in the safe area. A male, Arabic-speaking
caller said an unresponsive male who matched the physical description of the
Ambassador was at a hospital. There was confusion over which hospital this might
be, and the caller was unable to provide a picture of the Ambassador or give any
other proof that he was with him. There was some concern that the call might be a
ruse to lure American personnel into a trap. With the Benghazi Medical Center
(BMC) believed to be dangerous for American personnel due to the possibility
attackers were being treated there, a Libyan contact of the Special Mission was
dispatched to the BMC and later confirmed the Ambassador’s identity and that he
was deceased.

BMC personnel would later report that at approximately 0115 local on
September 12, an unidentified, unresponsive male foreigner – subsequently
identified as Ambassador Stevens – was brought to the emergency room by six
civilians. The identities of these civilians are unknown at the time of this report,
but to the best knowledge of the Board these were “good Samaritans” among the
hordes of looters and bystanders who descended upon the Special Mission after the
DS and Annex teams departed. With the clearing of smoke, Ambassador Stevens’
rescuers found him within a room in the safe area of Villa C, did not know his
identity, pulled him out through an egress window, and sought medical attention
for him. Although the Ambassador did not show signs of life upon arrival at the
BMC, doctors attempted to resuscitate him for some 45 minutes before declaring
him deceased, by apparent smoke inhalation.

Attacks on the Annex

Just before midnight, shortly after the DS and Annex security teams arrived
from the SMC, the Annex began to be targeted by gunfire and RPGs, which
continued intermittently for an hour. Annex security personnel engaged from their
defensive positions, which were reinforced by DS agents. Other personnel
remained in contact with Embassy Tripoli from the Annex.
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The seven-person response team from Embassy Tripoli arrived in Benghazi
to lend support. It arrived at the Annex about 0500 local. Less than fifteen
minutes later, the Annex came under mortar and RPG attack, with five mortar
rounds impacting close together in under 90 seconds. Three rounds hit the roof of
an Annex building, killing security officers Tyrone Woods and Glen Doherty. The
attack also severely injured one ARSO and one Annex security team member.
Annex, Tripoli, and ARSO security team members at other locations moved
rapidly to provide combat first aid to the injured.

At approximately 0630 local, all U.S. government personnel evacuated with
support from a quasi-governmental Libyan militia. They arrived at the airport
without incident. The DoD unarmed surveillance aircraft provided visual oversight
during the evacuation. Embassy Tripoli lost communication with the convoy at
one point during transit, but quickly regained it.

Evacuees, including all wounded personnel, departed Benghazi on the
chartered jet at approximately 0730 local. Embassy Tripoli staff, including the
Embassy nurse, met the first evacuation flight at Tripoli International Airport.
Wounded personnel were transferred to a local hospital, in exemplary coordination
that helped save the lives of two severely injured Americans.

Embassy Tripoli worked with the Libyan government to have a Libyan Air
Force C-130 take the remaining U.S. government personnel from Benghazi to
Tripoli. Two American citizen State Department contractors traveled to the airport
and linked up with the remaining U.S. government personnel. While awaiting
transport, the TDY RSO and Annex personnel continued to reach out to Libyan
contacts to coordinate the transport of the presumed remains of Ambassador
Stevens to the airport. The body was brought to the airport in what appeared to be
a local ambulance at 0825 local, and the TDY RSO verified Ambassador Stevens’
identity.

At 1130 local, September 12, 2012, the Libyan government-provided C-130
evacuation flight landed in Tripoli with the last U.S. government personnel from
Benghazi and the remains of the four Americans killed, who were transported to a
local hospital.

In coordination with the State Department and Embassy Tripoli, the
Department of Defense sent two U.S. Air Force planes (a C-17 and a C-130) from
Germany to Tripoli to provide medical evacuation support for the wounded. At
1915 local on September 12, Embassy Tripoli evacuees, Benghazi personnel, and

1346



UNCLASSIFIED
- 28 -

UNCLASSIFIED

those wounded in the attacks departed Tripoli on the C-17 aircraft, with military
doctors and nurses aboard providing en route medical care to the injured. The
aircraft arrived at Ramstein Air Force Base at approximately 2230 (Tripoli time)
on September 12, just over 24 hours after the attacks in Benghazi had commenced.
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

1. The attacks in Benghazi were security-related, resulting in the deaths of
four U.S. personnel after terrorists attacked two separate U.S. government
facilities – the Special Mission compound (SMC) and the Annex.

Identification of the perpetrators and their motivations are the subject of an
ongoing FBI criminal investigation. The Board concluded that no protest took
place before the Special Mission and Annex attacks, which were unanticipated in
their scale and intensity.

ADEQUACY OF SECURITY SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES PRIOR TO SEPTEMBER 11, 2012

2. Systemic failures and leadership and management deficiencies at senior
levels within two bureaus of the State Department resulted in a Special
Mission security posture that was inadequate for Benghazi and grossly
inadequate to deal with the attack that took place.

Through the course of its inquiry, the Board interviewed over 100
individuals, reviewed thousands of pages of documents, and viewed hours of video
footage. On the basis of its comprehensive review of this information, the Board
remains fully convinced that responsibility for the tragic loss of life, injuries, and
damage to U.S. facilities and property rests solely and completely with the
terrorists who perpetrated the attack.

Overriding Factors

This is not to say, however, that there are no lessons to be learned. A
recurring theme throughout the Board’s work was one also touched upon by the
Nairobi and Dar es Salaam ARBs in 1999. Simply put, in the months leading up to
September 11, 2012, security in Benghazi was not recognized and implemented as
a “shared responsibility” in Washington, resulting in stove-piped discussions and
decisions on policy and security. Key decisions, such as the extension of the State
Department presence in Benghazi until December 2012, or non-decisions in
Washington, such as the failure to establish standards for Benghazi and to meet
them, or the lack of a cohesive staffing plan, essentially set up Benghazi as a
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floating TDY platform with successive principal officers often confined to the
SMC due to threats and inadequate resources, and RSOs resorting to field-
expedient solutions to correct security shortfalls.

Communication, cooperation, and coordination between Washington,
Tripoli, and Benghazi occurred collegially at the working-level but were
constrained by a lack of transparency, responsiveness, and leadership at senior
bureau levels. The DS Bureau’s action officers who worked on Libya are to be
commended for their efforts within DS and across the Department to provide
additional security resources to Benghazi. Action officers in the Bureau of Near
Eastern Affairs’ (NEA) Office of Maghreb Affairs and Executive Office showed
similar dedication in collaborating on solutions with their DS counterparts and
responding to TDY staffing demands. However, in DS, NEA, and at post, there
appeared to be very real confusion over who, ultimately, was responsible and
empowered to make decisions based on both policy and security considerations.

The DS Bureau showed a lack of proactive senior leadership with respect to
Benghazi, failing to ensure that the priority security needs of a high risk, high
threat post were met. At the same time, with attention in late 2011 shifting to
growing crises in Egypt and Syria, the NEA Bureau’s front office showed a lack of
ownership of Benghazi’s security issues, and a tendency to rely totally on DS for
the latter. The Board also found that Embassy Tripoli leadership, saddled with
their own staffing and security challenges, did not single out a special need for
increased security for Benghazi.

Further shortfalls in Washington coordination were manifested by the flawed
process by which Special Mission Benghazi’s extension until the end of December
2012 was approved, a decision that did not take security considerations adequately
into account. The result was the continuation of Special Mission Benghazi with an
uncertain future and a one-year expiration date that made allocations of resources
for security upgrades and personnel assignments difficult.

Another key driver behind the weak security platform in Benghazi was the
decision to treat Benghazi as a temporary, residential facility, not officially notified
to the host government, even though it was also a full time office facility. This
resulted in the Special Mission compound being excepted from office facility
standards and accountability under the Secure Embassy Construction and
Counterterrorism Act of 1999 (SECCA) and the Overseas Security Policy Board
(OSPB). Benghazi’s initial platform in November 2011 was far short of OSPB

1349



UNCLASSIFIED
- 31 -

UNCLASSIFIED

standards and remained so even in September 2012, despite multiple field-
expedient upgrades funded by DS. (As a temporary, residential facility, SMC was
not eligible for OBO-funded security upgrades.) A comprehensive upgrade and
risk-mitigation plan did not exist, nor was a comprehensive security review
conducted by Washington for Benghazi in 2012. The unique circumstances
surrounding the creation of the mission in Benghazi as a temporary mission outside
the realm of permanent diplomatic posts resulted in significant disconnects and
support gaps.

Personnel

The Board found the short-term, transitory nature of Benghazi’s staffing to
be another primary driver behind the inadequate security platform in Benghazi.
Staffing was at times woefully insufficient considering post’s security posture and
high risk, high threat environment. The end result was a lack of institutional
knowledge and mission capacity which could not be overcome by talent and hard
work alone, although the Board found ample evidence of both in those who served
there. The situation was exacerbated by the lack of Locally Employed Staff (LES)
who would normally provide a backstop of continuity, local knowledge, and
language ability. This staffing “churn” had significant detrimental effects on the
post’s ability to assess adequately both the political and security environment, as
well as to provide the necessary advocacy and follow-through on major, essential
security upgrades.

The Board determined that DS staffing levels in Benghazi after Embassy
Tripoli re-opened were inadequate, decreasing significantly after then-Special
Envoy Stevens’ departure in November 2011. Although a full complement of five
DS agents for Benghazi was initially projected, and later requested multiple times,
Special Mission Benghazi achieved a level of five DS agents (not counting DoD-
provided TDY Site Security Team personnel sent by Embassy Tripoli) for only 23
days between January 1-September 9, 2012.

As it became clear that DS would not provide a steady complement of five
TDY DS agents to Benghazi, expectations on the ground were lowered by the
daunting task of gaining approvals and the reality of an ever-shifting DS personnel
platform. From discussions with former Benghazi-based staff, Board members
concluded that the persistence of DS leadership in Washington in refusing to
provide a steady platform of four to five DS agents created a resignation on the
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part of post about asking for more. The TDY DS agents resorted to doing the best
they could with the limited resources provided.

Furthermore, DS’s reliance on volunteers for TDY positions meant that the
ARSOs in Benghazi often had relatively little or no prior DS program management
or overseas experience. For a time, more experienced RSOs were sent out on
longer term TDYs, but even that appeared to diminish after June 2012, exactly at
the time the security environment in Benghazi was deteriorating further. It bears
emphasizing, however, that the Board found the work done by these often junior
DS agents to be exemplary. But given the threat environment and with very little
operational oversight from more experienced, senior colleagues, combined with an
under-resourced security platform, these agents were not well served by their
leadership in Washington. The lack of Arabic-language skills among most
American personnel assigned to Benghazi and the lack of a dedicated LES
interpreter and sufficient local staff also served as a barrier to effective
communication and situational awareness at the Special Mission.

Required security training for DS agents prior to service in Benghazi
consisted of the High Threat Training Course (HTTC). However, domestically-
based DS agents who had not served abroad did not have the opportunity to receive
RSO training before serving in Benghazi. In addition, after April 2012 all
personnel scheduled to serve in Libya for over 30 days were required to take the
Foreign Affairs Counter Threat (FACT) training. IMOs, who also served as the
“management officer” at post, did not, as a prerequisite, receive any basic
management or General Services Officer (GSO) training to prepare them for their
duties.

The Board determined that reliance on February 17 for security in the event
of an attack was misplaced, even though February 17 had been considered to have
responded satisfactorily to previous, albeit less threatening, incidents. The four
assigned February 17 guards were insufficient and did not have the requisite skills
and reliability to provide a reasonable level of security on a 24/7 basis for an eight-
acre compound with an extended perimeter wall. In the days prior to the attack
and on September 11, 2012, one was absent. Over the course of its inquiry, the
Board also learned of troubling indicators of February 17’s loyalties and its
readiness to assist U.S. personnel. In the weeks preceding the Ambassador’s
arrival, February 17 had complained about salaries and the lack of a contract for its
personnel. At the time of the attacks, February 17 had ceased accompanying
Special Mission vehicle movements in protest. The Blue Mountain Libya (BML)
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unarmed guards, whose primary responsibilities were to provide early warning and
control access to the SMC, were also poorly skilled.

Physical Security

Given the threat environment, the physical security platform in Benghazi
was inadequate. It is incumbent upon the Board, however, to acknowledge that
several upgrades and repairs took place over 2012. DS provided additional
funding for the Local Guard Force (LGF), February 17, and residential security
upgrades, including heightening the outer perimeter wall, safety grills on safe area
egress windows that helped save the life of ARSO 1 on the night of September 11,
concrete jersey barriers, manual drop-arm vehicle barriers, a steel gate for the Villa
C safe area, some locally manufactured steel doors, sandbag fortifications, security
cameras, some additional security lighting, guard booths, and an Internal Defense
Notification System. Because OBO does not fund security upgrades for
“temporary” facilities, DS also identified non-traditional funding streams to fund
physical security upgrades and worked with the IMOs, NEA and Embassy Tripoli
to move funds and supplies to Benghazi. The Engineering Security Office (ESO)
in Cairo provided strong technical support and regularly visited. Following the
June 2012 IED incident, which blew a large hole in the compound wall, DS, OBO,
Tripoli, NEA and ESO Cairo immediately responded to Benghazi’s request for
assistance. Tripoli identified OBO funds that could be used to fix the wall, and
ESO Cairo traveled to Benghazi on June 8 to provide technical support. The TDY
IMOs worked tirelessly with the RSOs, Tripoli procurement and financial
management staff, and Libyan professionals on statements of work, contracts and
funding for the emergency repair of the SMC wall and for the other physical
security upgrades, as well as ongoing electrical repairs. New upgrades remained a
challenge, however, due to a lack of cash reserves and contract and procurement
expertise, which meant Benghazi had to rely on Tripoli for further processing.

The Board found, however, that Washington showed a tendency to
overemphasize the positive impact of physical security upgrades, which were often
field-expedient improvements to a profoundly weak platform, while generally
failing to meet Benghazi’s repeated requests to augment the numbers of TDY DS
personnel. The insufficient Special Mission compound security platform was at
variance with the appropriate Overseas Security Policy Board (OSPB) standards
with respect to perimeter, interior security, and safe areas. Benghazi was also
under-resourced with regard to certain needed security equipment.
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Security Planning

Post and the Department were well aware of the anniversary of the
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks, although DS did not issue a worldwide
caution cable to posts related to the anniversary. Ambassador Stevens and his DS
agents had taken the anniversary into account by deciding to hold all meetings at
the SMC that day rather than making any moves outside.

The Ambassador chose to travel to Benghazi that week, independent of
Washington, as per standard practice. Timing for his trip was driven in part by
commitments in Tripoli, as well as a staffing gap between principal officers in
Benghazi. His trip had been put off earlier in the summer, and the September 10-
14 dates were not decided upon well in advance. The Board found that plans for
the Ambassador’s trip provided for minimal close protection security support, and
that Embassy country team members were not fully aware of planned movements
off compound. The Ambassador did not see a direct threat of an attack of this
nature and scale on the U.S. Mission in the overall negative trendline of security
incidents from spring to summer 2012. His status as the leading U.S. government
advocate on Libya policy, and his expertise on Benghazi in particular, caused
Washington to give unusual deference to his judgments.

IMPLEMENTATION OF SECURITY SYSTEMS AND PROCEDURES ON SEPTEMBER 11-12, 2012

3. Notwithstanding the proper implementation of security systems and
procedures and remarkable heroism shown by American personnel, those
systems themselves and the Libyan response fell short in the face of a series
of attacks that began with the sudden penetration of the Special Mission
compound by dozens of armed attackers. In short, Americans in Benghazi
and their Tripoli colleagues did their best with what they had, which, in the end,
was not enough to prevent the loss of lives of Ambassador Stevens, Sean Smith,
Tyrone Woods, and Glen Doherty. At the same time, U.S. security
professionals prevented a further loss of life and helped ensure the safe
evacuation of remaining American personnel in Benghazi 12 hours after the
attacks began.

As noted in the preceding section, physical security at the Special Mission
was insufficient. The SMC perimeter was breached immediately, providing no
reaction time to the five DS agents on compound. There was no advance warning
regarding the group of attackers approaching outside the SMC prior to the attack,
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and no sign of them on surveillance cameras outside the C1 gate until the attack
was underway. The Board learned that, as of the time of the attacks, the Special
Mission compound had received additional surveillance cameras, which remained
in boxes uninstalled, as technical support to install them had not yet visited post.
In addition, the camera monitor in the local guard force booth next to the C1 gate
was inoperable on the day of the attacks, a repair which also awaited the arrival of
a technical team.

Some aspects of physical security upgrades did perform as intended – in
particular, the safe area in Villa C, which prevented intruders from entering and the
TOC door, which protected the DS agents from attackers trying to enter. Also, the
installation of exits in the window grates of the Villa C safe area allowed ARSO 1
to escape the fire, and those exits were the entry point for him and other DS agents
and Annex personnel to make multiple attempts to rescue and recover Sean Smith
and Ambassador Stevens.

The Board found the responses by both BML and February 17 to be
inadequate. No BML guards were present outside the compound immediately
before the attack ensued, although perimeter security was one of their
responsibilities, and there is conflicting information as to whether they sounded
any alarms prior to fleeing the C1 gate area to other areas of the SMC. Although
the unarmed BML guards could not be expected to repel an attack, they had core
responsibility for providing early warning and controlling access to the compound,
which they had not always performed well in the past. In the final analysis, the
Board could not determine exactly how the C1 gate at the Special Mission
compound was breached, but the speed with which attackers entered raised the
possibility that BML guards left the C1 pedestrian gate open after initially seeing
the attackers and fleeing the vicinity. They had left the gate unlatched before.

The Board’s inquiry found little evidence that the armed February 17 guards
alerted Americans at the SMC to the attack or summoned a February 17 militia
presence to assist expeditiously once the attack was in progress – despite the fact
that February 17 members were paid to provide interior security and a quick
reaction force for the SMC and the fact that February 17 barracks were in the close
vicinity, less than 2 km away from the SMC. A small number of February 17
militia members arrived at Villa C nearly an hour after the attack began. Although
some February 17 members assisted in efforts to search for Ambassador Stevens in
the smoke-filled Villa C building, the Board found little evidence that February 17
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contributed meaningfully to the defense of the Special Mission compound, or to
the evacuation to the airport that took place on the morning of September 12.

In contrast, DS and Annex personnel on the ground in Benghazi performed
with courage and an overriding desire to protect and rescue their colleagues, in a
near impossible situation. The multiple trips that the DS agents and Annex
security team members made into a burning, smoke-filled building in attempts to
rescue Sean Smith and Ambassador Stevens showed readiness to risk life and limb
to save others. They ultimately were unable to save Sean Smith and Ambassador
Stevens, due to the intensity of the heat and smoke and a lack of resources,
including breathing apparatus. The DS agents’ decision to depart the SMC without
the Ambassador came after they had all suffered smoke inhalation due to multiple
rescue attempts, and amidst a renewed attack that continued as they departed the
compound. The Board members believe every possible effort was made to protect,
rescue, and recover Ambassador Stevens and Sean Smith, and that the bravery of
the DS agents present in Benghazi helped prevent a further loss of life, particularly
given their assistance in defending the Annex.

The Board found that the lack of non-lethal crowd control options also
precluded a more vigorous defense of the SMC. The Board also determined that
the lack of fire safety equipment severely impacted the Ambassador’s and Sean
Smith’s ability to escape the deadly smoke conditions. On the other hand, the DS
agents’ tactical driving training, as well as their fully-armored vehicle, saved their
lives when they were attacked by weapons fire en route from the SMC to the
Annex. In addition, the DS emergency medical training and the DS-issued
personal medical kit saved an ARSO’s life after he was severely injured by a
mortar attack at the Annex.

The Board found the Libyan government’s response to be profoundly
lacking on the night of the attacks, reflecting both weak capacity and a near total
absence of central government influence in Benghazi. The Libyan government did
facilitate assistance from a quasi-governmental militia that supported the
evacuation of U.S. government personnel to Benghazi airport. It also facilitated
the departure of the charter plane carrying the Tripoli rescue team to Benghazi, and
provided a Libyan Air Force C-130 that was used to evacuate remaining personnel
and the bodies of the deceased from Benghazi on the morning of September 12.

Washington-Tripoli-Benghazi communication, cooperation, and
coordination on the night of the attacks were effective, despite multiple channels of
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communication among Washington, Tripoli, Benghazi, and AFRICOM
headquarters in Stuttgart, as well as multiple channels of communication within
Washington itself. Embassy Tripoli served as a lifeline to Benghazi throughout the
attacks, marshalling support from Washington, Stuttgart and elsewhere, including
quickly organizing the charter plane that sent the seven-person reinforcement team
to Benghazi. At the direction of AFRICOM, DoD moved a remotely piloted,
unarmed surveillance aircraft to Benghazi, which arrived over the SMC shortly
before the DS team departed. A second remotely piloted, unarmed surveillance
aircraft relieved the first, and monitored the eventual evacuation of personnel from
the Annex to Benghazi airport later on the morning of September 12.

Embassy Tripoli staff showed absolute dedication and teamwork in
mobilizing to respond to the crisis, with the DCM, DATT, Political, and other
country team sections reaching out to a wide range of contacts in Tripoli and
Benghazi to secure support; the Public Affairs team monitoring social media sites
and recording a log of Mission calls; the Embassy nurse providing invaluable
guidance on caring for the wounded evacuated from Benghazi; and a Consular
officer donating blood that helped save the life of a wounded colleague.
Throughout the crisis, the Acting NEA Assistant Secretary provided crucial
leadership guidance to Embassy Tripoli’s DCM, and Embassy Tripoli’s RSO
offered valuable counsel to the DS agents in Benghazi.

The interagency response was timely and appropriate, but there simply was
not enough time given the speed of the attacks for armed U.S. military assets to
have made a difference. Senior-level interagency discussions were underway soon
after Washington received initial word of the attacks and continued through the
night. The Board found no evidence of any undue delays in decision making or
denial of support from Washington or from the military combatant commanders.
Quite the contrary: the safe evacuation of all U.S. government personnel from
Benghazi twelve hours after the initial attack and subsequently to Ramstein Air
Force Base was the result of exceptional U.S. government coordination and
military response and helped save the lives of two severely wounded Americans. In
addition, at the State Department’s request, the Department of Defense also
provided a Marine FAST (Fleet Antiterrorism Security Team) as additional
security support for Embassy Tripoli on September 12.

Overall, communication systems on the night of the attacks worked, with a
near-constant information flow among Benghazi, Tripoli, and Washington. Cell
phones were the main method of contact, but lacked redundancy. Radio
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communications between the Annex and the SMC also worked well, thanks to
prior coordination between the two.

Shortly after receiving the initial notification from Embassy Tripoli at
approximately 1545 EST, the State Department Operations Center notified the
interagency, including the White House, of the Special Mission attack by secure
conference call and email alerts. The Operations Center and the Diplomatic
Security Command Center (DSCC) were exemplary in eliciting information from
Tripoli- and Benghazi-based colleagues without overloading them.

IMPACT OF INTELLIGENCE AND INFORMATION AVAILABILITY

4. The Board found that intelligence provided no immediate, specific tactical
warning of the September 11 attacks. Known gaps existed in the
intelligence community’s understanding of extremist militias in Libya and
the potential threat they posed to U.S. interests, although some threats
were known to exist.

Terrorist networks are difficult to monitor, and the Board emphasizes the
conclusion of previous accountability review boards that vulnerable missions
cannot rely on receiving specific warning intelligence. Similarly, the lack of
specific threat intelligence does not imply a lessening of probability of a terrorist
attack. The Board found that there was a tendency on the part of policy, security
and other U.S. government officials to rely heavily on the probability of warning
intelligence and on the absence of specific threat information. The result was
possibly to overlook the usefulness of taking a hard look at accumulated,
sometimes circumstantial information, and instead to fail to appreciate threats and
understand trends, particularly based on increased violence and the targeting of
foreign diplomats and international organizations in Benghazi. The latter
information failed to come into clear relief against a backdrop of the lack of
effective governance, widespread and growing political violence and instability
and the ready availability of weapons in eastern Libya. There were U.S.
assessments that provided situational awareness on the persistent, general threat to
U.S. and Western interests in eastern Libya, including Benghazi. Board members,
however, were struck by the lack of discussion focused specifically on Benghazi.

Benghazi’s threat environment had been generally deteriorating since the
“gelatina” bomb was thrown over the SMC fence on April 6, but was not judged to
have reached a critical point before September 11. The July 7 elections, about
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which there had been some trepidation regarding the security situation, passed with
less violence than expected and were followed by Ramadan, when incidents are
usually lower. Before September 11, a patchwork of militias in Benghazi had
assumed many, if not all, of the security functions normally associated with central
government organs, as the government had little authority or reach in Benghazi.
There seemed to be no attempt, however, to link formally the many anti-Western
incidents in Benghazi, the general declarations of threat in U.S. assessments and a
proliferation of violence-prone and little understood militias, the lack of any
central authority and a general perception of a deteriorating security environment
to any more specific and timely analysis of the threat to U.S. government facilities.

Board members found that there was little understanding of militias in
Benghazi and the threat they posed to U.S. interests. One prime factor behind this
knowledge gap was that eastern Libya is home to many militias, which are
constantly dissolving, splitting apart and reforming. Furthermore, many
individuals are associated with more than one militia. Understanding of February
17, in particular, was further limited by the fact that it is an umbrella organization,
made up of many different militias with differing ideologies, some of which are
extremist in nature.

The Board determined there were no warnings from Libyan interlocutors.

ACCOUNTABILITY OF PERSONNEL

5. The Board found that certain senior State Department officials within two
bureaus in critical positions of authority and responsibility in Washington
demonstrated a lack of proactive leadership and management ability
appropriate for the State Department’s senior ranks in their responses to
security concerns posed by Special Mission Benghazi, given the deteriorating
threat environment and the lack of reliable host government protection.
However, the Board did not find that any individual U.S. Government
employee engaged in misconduct or willfully ignored his or her responsibilities,
and, therefore did not find reasonable cause to believe that an individual
breached his or her duty so as to be the subject of a recommendation for
disciplinary action.

1358



(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

EXHIBIT 5

1359



(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

1360



(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

1361



(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

(STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.)

1362



STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

EXHIBIT 6

1363



STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

1364



STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

STATE DEPT. - REPRODUCED TO HOUSE SELECT BENGHAZI COMMITTEE.
REVIEWED FOR SENSITIVE AND CLASSIFIED INFORMATION PURSUANT TO MOU. NO FOIA WAIVER.

1365





INTERVIEW OF
DIPLOMATIC SECURITY AGENT #7

BEFORE THE

SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

ONE HUNDRED FOURTEENTH CONGRESS

FIRST SESSION

HELD IN WASHINGTON, DC, FEBRUARY 26, 2015



1368

APPEARANCES

FOR THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI

DANA CHIPMAN, Chief Counsel
SHARON JACKSON, Deputy Chief Counsel

MAC TOLAR, Senior Counsel
CARLTON DAVIS, Counsel

SARA BARRINEAU, Investigator
SHERIA CLARKE, Counsel

SUSANNE SACHSMAN GROOMS, Minority Staff Director/General Counsel
PETER KENNY, Minority Senior Counsel

FOR THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

AUSTIN EVERS, Senior Advisor



4

Ms. Jackson. All right, let's get started.

This is a transcribed interview of being

conducted by the House Select Committee on Benghazi. This interview

is being conducted voluntarily as part of the committee's investigation

into the attacks at the U.S. diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya,

and matters related to it, pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th

Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress.

Agent could you state your full name for the record,

please?

Mr. . .

Ms. Jackson. And you go by ?

Mr. . Yes, ma'am.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Let me tell you on behalf of the entire

committee, but in particular the majority staff, thank you very much

for agreeing to be here today and participating in this interview. We

appreciate your being here today, and we appreciate your service to

the State Department.

Mr. . Thank you.

Ms. Jackson. We have introduced ourselves before, but again, my

name is Sharon Jackson. I'm one of the counsels that is assigned to

the majority staff of this committee. So that we have everyone's name

for the record, we are just going to go around the room and have everyone

introduce themselves. I'm going to start to my right with Congressman

Westmoreland.

Mr. Westmoreland. Lynn Westmoreland, from Georgia,
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representing the Third Congressional District.

Mrs. Roby. Martha Roby from Alabama's Second Congressional

District.

Ms. Jackson. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Gowdy. Trey Gowdy from South Carolina.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms with the

minority staff.

Ms. Barrineau. Sara Barrineau with the majority staff.

Mr. Davis. I'm Carlton Davis. I work for Mr. Gowdy.

Mr. Chipman. I'm David Chipman. I work for Mr. Gowdy.

Ms. Clarke. I'm Sheria Clarke with the majority staff.

Mr. Evers. Austin Evers from the State Department.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. We begin every interview with just a review

of sort of the ground rules, the procedural issues that we are going

to follow in this and every other interview that we do. So I'm going

to take a couple of minutes and go over those with you today.

The way the questioning proceeds, and Mr. Evers may have already

told you this, is that members of the majority committee, any of our

members, or a member of the majority staff can ask questions for up

to 1 hour. And then we turn it over to the minority staff for an equal

period of time. And we will go back and forth in that effort until

everyone has exhausted the questions that they have for you.

Questions may only be asked by a member or a member of the staff.

And so you will probably get questions from many people in this room
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today.

I'm going to be starting your questioning this morning, but I'm

sure that the members will jump in on occasion, as they have done in

the past.

Unlike testimony or deposition that you may have given in federal

court, the committee format is not bound by the rules of evidence. So

hearsay, speculation, opinions, and that, can be asked of you during

this interview. You and the counsel that you have present today can

raise an objection for privilege, and that would be considered by the

chairman. He would review that and determine whether to recognize that

particular privilege. Again, only you and the counsel present here

today can raise that objection. No member or staff member can raise

any objections to the questions that are asked today. It's not been

an issue, but it is one that I just wanted to point out to you.

We touched on this briefly before we got started, but we are in

an unclassified setting as we sit here right now. So if any question

calls for an answer that you believe should be -- that would require

you to give classified information, please just let us know, and then

we will either decide to withdraw the question, or we have made

arrangements to move to a classified setting this afternoon and we can

explore those areas more in-depth in an appropriate setting. But

again, just alert us to the fact that you believe the answer would

require the disclosure of classified information, and we will handle

it appropriately at that time.

You are here with Mr. Evers today. He is a counsel from the State

1371



7

Department. And he is here representing the State Department and with

you today, but not as your personal counsel. But you are free to

consult with him as often as you would like. If you need a private

consultation with him, we will have you step outside or find you a quiet

area so that you can confer with him to make sure that you're comfortable

with the questions that are being asked of you today.

We will also take a break periodically, but if at any time you

need a break just let us know. Generally, we will go for the first

hour, we will take a comfort break, resume for the second hour, and

then usually take a lunch break of about 45 minutes at that time.

We are getting started a little late because Mother Nature gave

us a little dose of snow this morning, so it might be a little later

lunch break than we are used to. But again, we have water here, we

have coffee available, but if you need a break, water or coffee, just

let us know. We want you to be as comfortable as possible during this.

As you see, we have an official reporter here transcribing these

proceedings. So like in any court of law, we need to make sure that

your answers are verbal. We tend to, when we have a conversation, nod

and shake our head, but we need to make sure that the reporter can get

down all answers to that.

Along the same lines, and I am guilty of this as any other person

on the face of the earth, is starting to talk before someone has

finished. So it really helps the reporter, and I try and stay in their

good graces, that all questions end before answers are given and the

same time I don't start any questions until your answer is complete.
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And I'm sure that she will let us know if we violate that, as official

reporters are allowed to do.

If at any time you didn't catch all of the question or you are

not sure exactly what we are getting at in any of our questions, please

ask that it be repeated or clarified or asked in a different way, because

we want to make sure that you understand the questions that are being

posed to you so that we are getting the most complete answer that we

can. Okay?

Along those same lines, we understand that we are going to be

talking about events that happened nearly 4 years ago, and memories

fade over time. We have some documents that we may show you to refresh

your recollection. But we do ask that you give us your best and fullest

recollection possible. And tell us if it's your best recollection at

the time and give us as complete a recollection as you can. And if

you don't have a clear recollection, if you are aware that someone else

was there, please let us know that so that we can put somebody else

in that chair. We won't tell them that you were the person that gave

up their name.

Mr. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. But we are here to investigate the events that

occurred in Benghazi, and we are trying to get as complete and accurate

a record as possible. And again, we are asking for your best

recollection, but if you honestly do not remember something, even

though you know you knew it at the time, just tell us, because that's

all we're asking for, is a good and complete record.
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Just a couple more things that I'm sure you are well aware of in

your long career as a law enforcement agent, but you are required to

answer truthfully today. Do you understand that?

Mr. . I do.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Do you understand that providing material

false statements to Congress, or a committee of Congress, and even to

us as staff, would potentially lend you to prosecution for making a

false statement or perjury?

Mr. . I do.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Can you think of any reason why you would

not be able to give truthful testimony today to the questions?

Mr. None.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. All right. That's the end of my preamble.

It was long enough.

Does the minority staff have anything that they would like to add?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No. We just wanted to thank you for coming

today and thank you for your service.

EXAMINATION

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I see that the clock reads now 11:12, so we'll begin the

first hour of questioning.

Agent , how long have you been a federal law enforcement

agent with the State Department?

A Twenty-seven years.

Q Okay. And would you do the math for me and tell me what
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year you started?

A I started in 1986.

Q Okay. And did you have any prior law enforcement or

military background prior to joining the State Department?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Would you give us a summary of that?

A I was an infantry officer in the U.S. Marines.

Q And how long were you a marine?

A Three years.

Q And you're always a marine?

A Correct.

Q Could you give us a summary of your various assignments with

the Diplomatic Security Service?

A My overseas assignments, PCS assignments, included as an

assistant regional security officer in Then, in the late

1990s, I was the regional security officer in .

After that, a couple years later, I was the chief security officer,

the regional security officer at our Embassy in . After that,

I was a deputy regional security officer in . And my last

overseas PCS assignment that was truncated in order to take this

assignment that I'm in now was, again, as the deputy regional security

officer in .

Q Okay. You used the term PCS. Can you tell us what that

means?

A Permanently assigned, permanently assigned to that post.
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Q Okay.

A I also have experienced TDY in other countries throughout

the world.

Q Would they be considered high-risk countries?

A Some of them, yes.

Q Okay. And what were some of those countries?

A Haiti, Burundi were probably the ones that I was sent

because there was some unrest. I also served TDY in Nepal, Niger. And

those were the main where I was sent for a TDY similar to what I was

sent to Benghazi for.

Q And TDY means like a temporary duty assignment?

A Correct. I wasn't assigned to that mission. I was sent

there on temporary duty.

Q Okay. And approximately how long would those temporary

duty assignments last?

A Yeah, generally they last anywhere from 30 to 45 days, or

upwards to 60.

Q Okay. You said that was your overseas experience. Have

you had domestic assignments?

A I have. I spent four tours in our field office

doing criminal investigations. I served in our training center, I have

done two tours in our training center. The first one was an instructor

for new agents, and then I was the branch chief for all domestic training

for DS agents. And I also served in an office called Special Plans

and Programs where we reviewed evacuation plans for our posts overseas.
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And in between there, I was assigned to the National War College and

graduated

Q When you had a role as a training officer, and when you were

training new agents, did you train them on the whole gamut of topics

or did you specialize in any area?

A My first tour was in protection and defensive tactics.

Q And would you explain generally what the protection

training would entail?

A Essentially it was focused specifically on running

protective details. It was designed to prepare our agents to conduct

protection both domestically, as well as abroad.

Q Okay. And I think you said it was defensive tactics?

A Defensive tactics, which was a skill set that we provided

to the agents to help them protect themselves and others.

Q Okay. And then your second tour at the training you were

the branch chief?

A I was the branch chief for all domestic training, which

included not only the protection piece, but also criminal

investigations.

Q Okay. So were you involved in the development of training

courses and curricula --

A Yes.

Q -- and other topics that it would cover?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So would you consider yourself very familiar with
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the security requirements both for protection and what posts overseas

are required to have?

A Yes.

Q Okay. You stated that you taught protection and defensive

tactics. Have you ever been assigned to a protection detail unit?

A Yes. Early on in my career I was assigned to the Secretary

of State's protective detail.

Q And when was that?

A That was .

Q Okay. And any other time?

A And now I'm the head of the

Q Okay. It is called agent in charge, special agent in

charge?

A Special agent in charge.

Q Okay. And how long have you been in that position?

A Since Inauguration Day 2013. Right? Yeah.

Q So January of 2013?

A Yes.

Q Were you assigned to the

prior to becoming a special agent?

A Only in that tour that I did as a new agent from .

Q Okay.

A I was brought out of to take over

.
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Q All right. When the State Department decided to send

Special Envoy Stevens into Benghazi, did you play any role in the

planning or development of that mission?

A No. I was not involved in the planning or development of

it. After 30 days of him being in country, I was assigned as the agent

in charge of his protective detail.

Q Okay. But I wanted to go to just a little bit before that

and was asking if there was sort of a team of security experts that

were brought together to develop any type of operational plan or

planning to go into a country that was under rebellion at that time.

A There was a process that was undertaken, but I have to kind

of separate the two. In my role at that time as the head of mobile

security deployments we were tasked with a mission to provide

protection for the DART team that was anticipated of going into the

country. Separate from that, our Office of Dignitary Protection was

given the Envoy Stevens mission, and they were responsible for the

planning and initial deployment.

Ms. Jackson. Okay.

Congressman Westmoreland.

Mr. Westmoreland. I'm sorry to interrupt you.

Ms. Jackson. No, that's absolutely all right.

Mr. Westmoreland. You were on a roll.

On the protection that you trained these DS agents, and I don't

want to get into any methods, but does an envoy have a different

protection level than an ambassador or a secretary of state, or is there
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different protection levels as far as the number of people? I mean,

how would you train somebody if they were going to protect a Member

of Congress that goes over versus somebody else.

Mr. If I understand your question correctly, sir, first

and foremost is it's based off a threat, the number of resources that

would be dedicated to that particular mission. Obviously, the higher

the profile, that comes into play, but what it first and foremost is,

it is based on --

Mr. Westmoreland. So if it is a high-threat -- I'm sorry, I

talked over you -- but if it is a high-threat location it would be more

secure.

Mr. Generally, yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. And would you say that the temporary

facility in Benghazi was a high-threat facility?

Mr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. And so if you have recommended a security

detail, what would that have been with the Ambassador being there?

Mr. Evers. If you can say.

Mr. . Yeah, are you talking about during the time that

I was there?

Mr. Westmoreland. No.

Mr. Oh, okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. I'm talking about -- well, yeah, the time you

were there or any time you have got an ambassador in a high-threat

situation, is that two agents, five agents, eight agents, or --
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Mr. It can vary, sir. It's based off of the

environment that we are operating in, the threats that we're facing.

I don't know that I could attach a particular number to a particular

mission.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. How about the defensive, I mean, when

you are teaching people defensive tactics.

Mr. Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Does that vary with the number of agents? I

mean, if you only got 2 DS guys there, evidently their defensive

strategy might be different than if there were 10 of them.

Mr. I understand, sir. Defensive tactics are based

off of what threat you are going up against or facing and it's scaled

to that. It's more what we would call hard skills, something to put

in your toolbox should you face a particular threat. And then it's

graduated from there.

Mr. Westmoreland. Would all agents have that --

Mr. All agents, yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So the agents that were in Benghazi

that night at the temporary mission facility should have had that

training, correct?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. Westmoreland. If you know.

Mr. I can tell you that in basic, as you are asking about

my time when I was a defensive tactics instructor, all agents received

that going through basic training. And just for clarity, what we're
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basically talking about is physical use of force, use of a baton, pepper

spray, things of that nature, defensive tactics, in that realm --

Mr. Westmoreland. Personal defensive tactics?

Mr. . Personal defensive tactics for yourself or in the

defense of another, separate from, say, firearms.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Following up on the Congressman's questions, when you were

teaching protection and defensive tactics was there a protocol, for

lack of a better word, that you taught about what was needed when you

did a movement of an ambassador or an envoy, some other VIP in a

high-threat area? Was there a standard that you taught at the agency

to employ if you were moving them by vehicle from point A to point B?

A Each mission is assessed separately based off of what the

requirement is. And then our tactics are then adjusted to meet that

particular requirement. So you could actually have a one-person

protective detail, all the way up to a larger detail, which included

more vehicles and more people.

Q But was there a sort of standard or recommended process of

two vehicles, an advance vehicle, and then have the protectee in a

second vehicle, the number of people in any vehicle? Was there any

type of recommended standard that you should follow?

A I don't know that there was a particular standard that said

for a particular mission you will use this many people, this many cars,

you know.

Q But let me limit it to a post that was considered high
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threat, in a high-threat post.

A I guess what I would say is, is that, depending on what the

assets are available to us, we are constantly assessing how to make

a particular move to safely accomplish the mission.

Mr. Westmoreland. Can I ask one more?

Ms. Jackson. Yes, absolutely.

Mr. Westmoreland. When you were TDY in Benghazi --

Mr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. -- did the Ambassador ever -- was there any

movement for him from Tripoli to Benghazi while you were there?

Mr. No, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

Mr. When I was there with Special Envoy Stevens in

Benghazi we stayed in Benghazi.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. So there was no embassy in Tripoli at

the time.

Mr. Not at the time.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay. And how many agents did you have at

that time.

Mr. I believe it was 13.

Mr. Westmoreland. Thirteen.

Mr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. All DS agents?

Mr. In Benghazi, yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.
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Ms. Jackson. Did you have a question?

Mr. Westmoreland. No.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I want to step back for a moment to what we had touched on

a little bit earlier, and that was the planning for the Envoy's mission

into Benghazi. I believe you made reference to the fact that you were

head of the MSD or Mobile Security Detachment. Is that correct?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And how long had you been in that position?

A I think I had been in there about 9 months, somewhere around

there, yeah.

Q Okay. This mission started in March, April of 2011, does

that sound about right to you?

A That sounds about right, yes, ma'am.

Q So you at some point in 2010 had become the head of the MSD?

A Yes. Yes, ma'am, in April, about April of 2010.

Q Okay. And then how long were you the head of MSD?

A Until July of '12. It was a 2-year assignment.

Q Okay. And then what did you do after that?

A I went to as a deputy regional security officer.

Q Until January of '13?

A Until December of '12.

Q Okay. Tell us what MSD does.

A MSD is the Bureau of Diplomatic Security's on-call

capability that is designed to respond to embassies in need of
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additional security.

Q Like the rapid response team?

A No, ma'am, it's a group of agents that are assigned

permanently to MSD, and our mission is, is to be able to move quickly

should a call come in. So, generally speaking, within 48 hours of

getting a mission we hope to be boarding a plane to get to the post

that needs our help.

Q And what kind of help are you trying to alleviate? I mean,

what would necessitate the MSD being deployed?

A Generally there is a specific threat or incident that has

happened at that particular post and they need supplemental security

support.

Q Do the agents who are assigned to MSD have to undergo any

additional or specialized training to be part of that unit?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. Could you describe that additional supplemental

training, enhanced training that they would have to undergo?

A The training that they go through is designed to enhance

their skill sets, their survivability, and that includes training in

tactics, training in the use of firearms, radios, some enhanced medical

capability. And also a good portion of that is, is that they are

trained to be instructors in protection, providing briefings, security

update briefings for people. So they not only have an advanced skill

set for kind of the hard skills that we are talking about, but they

also are rated as instructors in a lot of those skill sets.
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Q And would they do some of that training in country to host

nation forces or things like that?

A Not to the host nation forces, but to anyone that has a nexus

to the security of the U.S. Embassy. So it could be to foreign

nationals. It could be to our employees. It could be to the local

police that may be assigned to the embassy.

Q So what we have come to know as locally employed staff?

A Yeah, yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. Okay. So then going back to Special Envoy Stevens'

mission, I believe that you had stated that the State Department's

protection detail was responsible for the Envoy's protection and MSD

was responsible for the security of the DART team members?

A Yes, ma'am. And just for clarity, it was the Office of

Dignitary Protection was given that mission for Envoy Stevens prior

to deployment.

Q Okay. And DART, again, is Disaster Assistance Response

Team?

A I believe so, yes, ma'am.

Q And what was the mission of those individuals?

A At the time the DART team was going to go into one of the

areas that was in need of humanitarian assistance. It wasn't Benghazi.

I believe at the time it might have been Agedabia. I don't know how

to spell it. But that was where MSD was given that mission to provide

security for the DART team for that particular role.

Q Okay. And did you have any role in the planning for the
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number of MSD agents who would be going in with the DART team?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And then did you coordinate with Dignitary

Protection as to the resources that they were going to have for the

Envoy?

A Generally, ma'am, they were separate, yeah.

Q Okay. Okay. And how many DART team members went in

initially?

A Due to fighting in the area that they were going to deploy

to, the mission never was launched.

Q Oh. So your MSD agents never went to accompany them --

A No, they went to a staging location in Italy, I believe,

or Malta, and they were going to go from that position into, I believe,

in the area of Agedabia. But that mission never got launched or

approved.

Q Did any smaller group of DART team members actually go into

Benghazi then with the Envoy?

A And again, ma'am, my recollection, it has been quite a few

years, but I believe that maybe one of them, because they didn't make

that mission, did later come into Benghazi. We did have USAID

personnel come into Benghazi with us.

Q Now, as I understand from what you said before, that after

Envoy Stevens arrived in Benghazi, that you went over there about

30 days later?

A Yes, ma'am.
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Q Do you recall when you went in?

A It would have been -- I'm not completely sure of the date.

Q Okay. Would it have been early May?

A Early May sounds about right, yes.

Q And do you recall how long you were there?

A I was there about, if I recall correctly, about 42, 45 days,

somewhere in there.

Q So the middle to latter half of June is when you returned

to the United States?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And what was your role to be when you went into

Benghazi?

A Agent in charge of the Envoy's protective detail.

Q We have heard the term both agent in charge and RSO, regional

security officer. What's the difference between those two terms?

A My primary mission as the agent in charge was to provide

the protective details to the Envoy and the staff that was in Benghazi.

That was the focus of it under the auspice of Dignitary Protection.

Q So you were on loan to --

A Yes, ma'am.

Q -- Dignitary Protection?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And an RSO would then have broader responsibility for the

physical security and local staffing at a post?

A Yes, ma'am. Essentially, the physical security, the
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personal security, as well as information security, the whole gamut

of security programs for a particular mission.

Q So were you recruited or volunteered, or did you volunteer?

A I volunteered.

Q Okay. And how is it that you learned about this mission?

A The first team that went in, the Dignitary Protection team

that went in, it was a 30-day mission, and they were in need of an agent

in charge to go in and take over from that agent in charge and to continue

on the mission.

Q Okay. And let me just make sure that I understand. Was

it initially planned as just a 30-day mission and then got extended

or was the plan from the outset that it was going to be longer than

30 days?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. I'm not completely sure of what the thinking was.

What I do know is, is that the mission, when it went in, had reached

that 30-day mark. And it was decided to continue on with the mission,

and they needed somebody to come in to be the agent in charge of that

particular mission.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I guess what I'm getting at is, from your perspective, did

it appear that the State Department was like scrambling to get people

because it was going to be extended, or did you know in March, before

the initial group went in, that you were going to be the agent in charge

to replace the first one?
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A I would say that when they recognized that the mission was

viable and that they were going to continue it, they started to look

for a replacement knowing that the agreement was that the agent in

charge was going to do 30 days. So then they thought, okay, now we

need to find somebody to continue on.

Q And you were in their line of fire?

A Right.

Q Yes. So you volunteered to go into -- I believe, the first

agent in charge was ?

A Yes. Yes, ma'am.

Q So you volunteered to go in and replace him?

A Uh-huh.

Q Okay. Did you have to go in early or was it delayed in any

way, or did you go in as scheduled?

A I believe as scheduled, ma'am.

Q Okay. Had you met the Envoy before you went into Benghazi?

A No, ma'am.

Q What type of preparation or briefings did you receive before

going into Benghazi?

A I received briefings from the Office of Dignitary

Protection, and I had also talked to some folks that were part of that

mission on the ground that gave me an indication of what to expect.

Q Okay. So you were communicating with team

that was in Benghazi?

A Yeah. Specifically, I had two people from MSD that were
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assigned to that mission early on during the initial phase.

Q Okay. So MSD as a unit was being tapped for resources to

go and support the Envoy's mission?

A With specific capability, enhanced medical, and

communications, if that makes sense. So from MSD we detailed two

agents after the DART mission got canceled, we were able to detail two

agents over to the Dignitary Protection mission who had experience in

enhanced medical and tactical communications.

Q Okay. We have heard about something called a high-threat

tactical course, or high-threat training to agents. Am I correct in

assuming, which I should not do, but am I correct in assuming that an

MSD agent would receive far more extensive training in areas than a

high-threat trained agent?

A I wouldn't say far more. I would say that we did have the

ability to put all of our training before they actually are assigned

to a team. We had I believe it was a 6-month training program that

agents at MSD received. High-threat trained agents get most of the

same kind of training, but it's, you know, it's within the timeline

that they have, you know, for --

Q And to the best of your recollection, how long was the

high-threat course back in 2010, 2011?

A I'm not completely sure. I want to say 10 weeks.

Q Okay.

A I'm not completely sure.

Q Okay. But MSD training at the time was 6 months?
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A Yeah. Roughly 6 months, yes.

Q All right. Prior to your going over to Benghazi to take

over, were you aware that there had been any discussion of the Envoy's

mission being stopped, curtailed, and that they were going to depart

Benghazi?

A No, ma'am.

Q Okay. So you had not received any of that information or

briefings?

A No.

Q Okay.

A Could you clarify, ma'am, the question a little bit?

Q Absolutely. We understand that within the first week of

their being there, there was a consideration that the team would be

pulled out of Benghazi because of the security situation. And I'm just

asking if you received any information regarding that?

A No, ma'am.

Q Okay. Without going into what you were provided, were you

given or did you have access to any intelligence briefings prior to

going into Benghazi?

A Yes, I had access to them.

Q Okay. And did you review them?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Was that something that was provided to you or

something that you personally sought out?

A It was provided to me.
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Q Okay. And what agency or organization provided those to

you?

A I believe it was out of Dignitary Protection.

Q Okay. And were they all State Department products or were

there products from other government agencies?

A I can't recall.

Q Okay. Can you give us an estimate of the volume of

information that you reviewed?

A In terms of -- I'm sorry, could you --

Q Was there, like, one intelligence product a day that you

reviewed or did you review multiple products a day? And then how many

days did you review products before you departed for Benghazi?

A I'm trying to think. I would have been provided the

intelligence that they had. Once it was determined that I was going

to be the agent in charge, when I met with Dignitary Protection we went

over the body of intelligence that they had available to them at that

time. Yeah.

Q Okay. All right. How did you physically travel into

Benghazi?

A I believe I came in on the State Department plane that was

available at that time.

Q Okay. You went to the U.S., to some other country, and then

into Benghazi?

A Right. If I recall correctly, it was from the U.S. to

Malta, and then from Malta we took the plane in.

1393



29

Q Okay. And how large was the U.S. State Department presence

in Benghazi when you arrived? There was the Envoy, there was you, who

else? How many agents were there?

A Yeah. I believe in total we had 13 agents, and then we had

the Envoy. I believe we had two USAID personnel, a political officer

and a communicator.

Q Okay. And what does a communicator do?

A He was responsible for setting up our computer links back

to the State Department, both unclass and classified.

Q So you had both systems when you arrived in Benghazi?

A Yes, I believe so, yeah.

Q Do you recall whether the classified system had come with

you when you arrived or was it already there?

A I don't recall, ma'am.

Q Okay. Do you recall the communications guy setting it up

or do you think -- do you recall that it was --

A Yeah. I know that that was an important component of what

we were doing, so I was definitely tied into our communicator on a daily

basis. And while I can't recall if we came in together and he started

setting it up, I do know that we were constantly seeking ways to better

our communications, whether that's through more bandwidth or whatever

the case may be. But I can't answer for sure, ma'am, that when I went

in the communicator went in.

Q Okay. Without going into what was discussed, I believe I

understood you to say that it was important that you had a classified
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system there?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Do you know why it was important to have a classified

system there?

A Because then we could get the body of intelligence that you

were referring to from our backstop here in the United States and send

it to us.

Mr. Westmoreland. Could I just ask one?

Ms. Jackson. Yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. This facility that you went to, was that the

second facility or the third facility?

Mr. Evers. Do you understand the question?

Mr. . I don't.

Ms. Jackson. He went to the hotel.

Mr. Westmoreland. He went to the hotel.

Mr. Yes, sir, I started in the hotel. Yes, sir.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And did you stay in the hotel during your whole time there?

A No.

Q Okay. We will come back to that in just a few minutes.

But going back to the communication system, one of the reasons

that it was important to have a classified system was that you and the

other agents could get intelligence regarding the security system in

Benghazi, correct?

A Correct.
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Q Was it used for any other purpose?

A Yeah, for political reporting and those things that needed

to be sent secure.

Q And who was doing that reporting?

A Generally it was the Envoy, and then his political officer.

Q Okay. Was that an individual by the name of ?

A Yes.

Q ?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And did they use the classified system?

A Yes.

Q Do you know who they were reporting to?

A They were reporting back to the NEA Bureau, specifically

what, you know, office or division I can't recall.

Q Okay. If you know, were they reporting to any other

government agency regarding the political situation in Benghazi?

A I can't say for sure.

Q Okay. To your knowledge, did the Envoy or Mr. or the

communications individual, had they undergone any specialized

counterterrorism training or high-threat training prior to going on

their mission, if you know?

A I don't recall, ma'am.

Q Okay. Did you or any other agent under your command provide

them any high-threat training while you were over there?

A No.
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Q Okay. Did you have to go into Benghazi with any specialized

equipment to go over there? Or is there a specialized cadre of

equipment that you would take to any high-threat post?

A In what capacity, in what role?

Q Like personal protection equipment, any particular

weapons? I'm out of my realm here, so I don't know the difference

between an M4 and an AK-47 or bulletproof vests?

A Yeah, could we discuss that in the classified setting?

Q Sure.

A Okay.

Q We can come back to that, yes.

Other than the team that you were going over to protect of the

Envoy, Mr. , the communications guy, were you aware of any other

U.S. personnel present in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Official, not just American citizens, but official U.S.

Government personnel. Yes?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Were there any DOD individuals in Benghazi that you

are aware of?

A That part I would like to talk about in the classified.

Q All right. Were you aware of other Western countries

having a presence in Benghazi?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And do you recall which countries those might be?
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A If I recall correctly, we had definitely the British, I

believe the French, the Italians were there, and the rest would kind

of come in and go.

Q More like day trips?

A More like day trips or overnight, yes.

Mr. Westmoreland. Were they located at the hotel also?

Mr. . Sir, I don't believe any of the Western countries

were in our hotel. I do know the Brits were down the street at the

El Fadeel Hotel. That's where they had set up.

Mr. Westmoreland. There were no compounds that you know of that

they had --

Mr. Not at that time, no, sir.
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BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Let's talk a little bit about the Tibesti Hotel. That's

where you arrived when you arrived in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q And they had been there for approximately 30 days?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Describe for us the security posture of the Tibesti Hotel?

A Yeah. The security posture there was they had 17th

February Brigade militia personnel that were assigned to the hotel.

They had rudimentary barriers to control access into the hotel. But

essentially it was a hotel, an operating hotel, so they struggled with

the access control as to who was going to go in the hotel and when.

But I would say that there was an attempt to provide perimeter

security, but it wasn't very robust, and looking at it, you could see

that they would have to make significant modifications in order to do

it. The hotel was willing to do it, but it also would require direction

and expertise and things from somebody that understood how to build

a good perimeter security.

Q Okay. And in your prior answer that you just gave me when

you say they had February 17th Brigade there and they had some barriers

up, are you referring to the hotel owners or are you referring to the

interim government in Libya or some combination thereof?

A It's some combination thereof, ma'am. It was essentially

the hotel owners that accepted kind of the concept of you have to secure

this better. But I believe that the 17th February people were assigned
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to the hotel by the TNC.

Q Okay. And TNC was the Transitional National Council?

A Council, yes, ma'am.

Q And were they operating in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And would you meet with either individuals from the

hotel ownership or the TNC to discuss your assessment of the security

situation at the hotel?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And who would you meet with?

A It was the general manager of the hotel as it pertained to

what we could accomplish with the hotel. As far as the security support

around the perimeter and the barriers that were in place and how they

were manned and employed, it was with the TNC and the hotel manager.

Q Okay. And what if any security upgrades did you advise them

were prudent?

A Well, some of the common things were to make sure that you're

checking IDs of anybody coming in, leave the gate down before you allow

them access into it. You know, how to properly, you know, secure the

barriers. They need to be sunken into the ground in order for it to

withstand a, you know, a significant hit on that barrier. Access

control. Those types of things are what we tried to push them to

improve their security at the hotel.

Q So when you arrived in early May after the Envoy had been

there for 30 days these were still issues and problems at the Tibesti
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Hotel?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And did those problems continue during the time that you

were there?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Did you see any improvement?

A You would see improvement after we would talk to them, but

it wasn't sustained, and that was the problem.

Q Okay. Were the February 17th Brigade members armed?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And what were they armed with?

A Generally, AK-47 rifles.

Q Okay. And approximately how many would be there on any

given day?

A It would fluctuate, particularly depending on who may have

been in the hotel at that particular time. That was one of the issues,

it would grow, if they had somebody in there that they had

responsibility for protecting as well as us. But generally I would

say they probably had about 10 to 15 in the area, you know, at any given

time.

Q In the time that you were at the hotel and were able to

observe their capabilities, what was your assessment of the quality

of security that the February 17th Brigade was providing to the hotel?

A To be quite honest, ma'am, I felt that they had the will,

but they just didn't have the expertise or the understanding on how

1401



37

to fully secure the hotel. So in other words, they had security, but

they didn't understand all of the things that need to be done and

integrated in order to make sure that the perimeter is fully secured.

So you would get an inconsistency from them on how they would handle,

you know, access onto the compound and things of that nature.

Q In your discussions with the TNC and the leadership of the

February 17th Brigade, was it your understanding that you were getting,

for lack of a better term, the best of the best, these were the best

militia members that they had to provide protection of the hotel? Or

did you get the sense that you were getting the castoffs?

A I got the sense, ma'am, based off of the way that they were

equipped and uniformed, that we were probably getting the higher end

of what they had available to them, if that makes sense.

Q How were you physically situated in your rooms in the hotel?

Did you have all your rooms in a row? Did you have a floor? Can you

describe the security setup for the personal rooms that you and the

others occupied?

A Yeah, early on, we had -- I'm trying to think. I know that

we had a section of the floor that we were on, and we had a post there

that would only allow our delegation into our section of the hotel -- of

the floor, I'm sorry.

Q Okay. And approximately how many rooms did you all take

up?

A I'm trying to think if people were doubled up. I can't

recall with any specificity right now.
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Q Okay. Can you describe for us a typical day or a typical

week while you were there, such as who did the Envoy and others meet

with, how many movements would you make during the day, what type of

security profile would you go through to make those movements, meetings

that would occur at the hotel? If there was a typical day or week,

give us a sense of what was going on in Benghazi.

A Most of our meetings that took place were with the Envoy,

and he was meeting with the people from the TNC. So it would be -- it

wouldn't be unusual for us to meet at least once or twice a day with

members of the TNC. The others would have been friendly Western

countries, such as the British. There were other -- the Greek. There

was a Scandinavian country that we met with often, and some of the

expatriate community that was in Benghazi at that time were also normal

contacts that we would have on a daily basis.

And so essentially, depending on what the movement was, you know,

we would take the Envoy, and if others had to stay back during that

period of time that's what we did, or task organize as we saw fit,

depending on the move that we were making.

Q Did you have a sufficient number of agents on ground in

Benghazi to have two people make a movement at the same time?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And describe for us when you would take the Envoy

from the Tibesti Hotel to a building to meet with the TNC, what was

the security profile that you would engage in, how many vehicles, how

many agents?
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A Yeah, generally, ma'am, it was an advance team of two that

would go out well ahead of us to make sure that the route was cleared

and we weren't going to face any unforeseen issues, and then two

vehicles. In that vehicle for the Envoy, it would have been myself

and a driver. And then in the follow car, we generally had four people

in the follow car. So that would be the profile.

Q Okay. So you generally took eight agents to do a movement?

A Generally, yes, ma'am.

Q Did you use any of the February 17th Brigade members?

A Only in extremis.

Q I'm sorry, what was that?

A Only in a case where we specifically needed their help.

Q And under what circumstances would you need their help?

A When the car bomb went off in the parking lot of the Tibesti

Hotel all of our people were directed to their in-town safe havens.

Once we dealt with the issue at hand at the hotel we needed to recover

our people, and so what we did was, it was getting late, it was getting

dark, we went down to the 17th February Brigade, told them that we needed

to get to a particular location to pick these folks up and we wanted

their help, because they had marked vehicles with lights, and we asked

for a lead and a tail. And that's when we used them, in that particular

case to help us go recover our people and bring them back.

Q Okay. Was that the only time you enlisted the help of the

17th Brigade?

A Except for at the hotel, because, again, at the hotel we
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are constantly trying to get them to, you know, improve their position

at the hotel. But to be quite honest, I think that was the only time

that I personally asked for the 17th February to help us.

Q Okay. And we will come back to the June 1 car bomb. But

at that time you had various people out, and so they essentially

sheltered in place until it was safe to come back?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. How many movements would the Envoy make in a day?

Would he typically go out every day, not every day, or more than one

time a day?

A Yeah, we would generally go out every day. I would say

maybe, as best I can recollect, maybe two, three moves, you know, over

the course of the day. He may spend a couple of hours at one meeting,

and then we'd come back, and then we'd go to another meeting. So I'd

say maybe two or three a day is my recollection.

Q And when your agents would go out and the Envoy would go

out, was there any way to track their movements?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And how would that occur?

A We had personal locating devices that we would be able to

monitor the movement of whoever was out away from the hotel.

Q Okay. And did that include the Envoy?

A Yes.

Q He had one too?

A Yeah.
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Q Even when he was with agents? I mean, the agents had the

tracking devices, correct?

A Right. Yes, ma'am.

Q But he personally would carry one too?

A I don't think there was ever a time that he left without

us with him,

Q Okay.

A No.
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A No.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Okay. Would you?

A No.

Q Would the other agents?

A The TOC would. Yes.

Q Okay. So whoever was manning the Tactical Operation Center

in your hotel?

A Yeah. And they were being recharged and things of that

nature. Yes, ma'am.

Q Before I move on to another subject, we talked before about

your ability to communicate back with main State -- well, let me ask

you this first question.

Of the personal tracking devices, could they be monitored back

at main State?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. And who would monitor them?

A DS command center.

Q Okay. So they could follow your movements as long as you

had the tracking device on?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Do you know, were they doing that while you were there?
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A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. How would you communicate back to main State? Could

you use your cell phone? Could you email in a State Department email

address?

A Yeah.

Q Can you describe whether you had any limitations with

communications.

A We had OpenNet, which is the State Department's

unclassified system, and then we had the class system that we talked

about. We also had the Internet, and we did have cell phones that we

could utilize to call back as well.

Q Okay. Did you have any trouble with using your State

Department emails or did you have to do any workarounds while you were

there?

A Yeah. The State Department email system, based off of the

bandwidth that we had available to us, was relatively slow. And the

same was true on the class side.

Q Okay. Did you or other agents have any type of workaround

that you used to communicate outside of the State Department's OpenNet?

A Yeah. As needed, we would use gmail or the Internet.

Q Was there like a collective email address that you used or

did you all create individual ones?

A If I recall correctly, there was some type of collective

that was established. I wasn't smart enough to do that. But I believe

that the TOC agents had come up with a collective type of thing or
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whether it was just simply putting all the members of the detail on

there and sending it.

Q Okay. And so that email address was used to communicate

back to main State. Is that correct?

A Yeah. As I think about it, yes. I think it was called

or something of that nature.

Q At gmail.com?

A I believe so.

Q And what type of information would you be sharing back and

forth with -- back to either DS or main State?

Mr. Evers. Can you just clarify whether you are still talking

about gmail or just generally.

Ms. Jackson. Just generally.

Mr. Evers. Okay. Thank you.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Did you do a daily situation report on security?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. Did you give anyone sort of what was the Envoy's

schedule for the next day or did you just keep that internally? I'm

just trying to see what kind of communications would have gone back

and forth on any email system.

A Yeah. My recollection of it is that the daily SitReps would

get sent back to give them an idea of our status and how we were doing

out there, was really the primary --

Q Purpose?
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A -- purpose. Yeah.

Q Was there any other type of daily communication that you

and/or the Envoy engaged in back with main State? I mean, did he have

a daily conversation, report in with anyone, if you know?

A I believe, ma'am, he had a daily. I know he would send back

information on a daily basis as well, no matter what the system was.

And I do believe that he did have regular phone conversations back to

State.

Q Was he -- if you know, was he in any regular conversation

with any other government agency, such as the military, the one that

is referred to as the other government agency, the White House, the

National Security Staff, if you know?

A I would prefer to talk about that in the classified session.

Q Okay. All right. Let's talk -- let's begin the

conversation about the car bomb at the Tibesti Hotel on June 1.

Well, first of all, do you recall that that was about the date

of --

A I believe so. Yes, ma'am.

Q So you had been there about a month?

A That would be about right.

Q About halfway into your time there?

A Right.

Q Okay. Had you had any security incidents either directed

against your contingent there or aware of any other security incidents

prior to this car bomb?
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A No.

Q Tell us about this incident.

A We were -- the Envoy, myself, and some of the other

staff were in the hotel at the time. And we had two other staff members

that were out in town having meetings.

And when the car bomb went off, I knew immediately that it was

a car bomb and not the use of dynamite that would be used for celebratory

purposes, for fishing, any number of things in Benghazi. Dynamite was

pretty prevalent.

It was clear --

Q What was different about it?

A The sound of it, in my opinion, was that -- the way you could

feel the wave and, also, the sound of the detonation reminded me of

what I would have experienced in Kabul and Iraq when car bombs would

go off. There is a distinct sound that comes as part of that.

So we immediately secured our personnel. I went to Chris. I

told him that's a car bomb. We then moved our people into a place where

they were away from the windows and things of that nature. And then

we prepared for a follow-on attack. Anytime there is one, you expect

two. If there's two, you expect three.

And so what we did is that we accounted for all our personnel.

We made sure that we had no injuries. And then we started to secure

our evacuation route out of the hotel.

At the same time, we did a check of our personnel and recognized

that we needed to get two different folks back safely. So we issued
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the radio call that we had had an incident at the hotel and they were

sheltered in place until we recovered them.

At that time, we checked our routes to make sure that, if we

decided to evacuate out of the hotel, that we could do it and do it

successfully.

And then one of the first things we did after we secured everyone,

got them away from the windows, is Chris and I both

called -- collectively, together, we called the State Operations

Center and let them know what was going on. And then we went about

the rest of our emergency procedures in a case like that.

Q So you were considering evacuating at that time?

A I wasn't sure, ma'am, what damage was done to the hotel

structurally as well as fire. My concern at that time was, if we had

a fire, would we be able to get out and move.

We had had established in cities safe havens that we could go to,

and that would have been a driver, if we had fire in the hotel, to get

out and then go to our in-town safe haven.

Q And regroup there?

A And regroup and recover all our folks. So once we were able

to secure our position at the hotel collectively, then we moved to start

recovering our folks back to the hotel.

Ms. Jackson. I see that my time is almost up. I have some more

questions regarding the evacuation plan and things like that, but I

am going to ask if the chairman or Congressman Westmoreland have any

questions in my last few minutes.
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Mr. Westmoreland. I've got just a couple.

The car bomb, is that what they call a tripwire? I mean, did that

initiate some type of a different meaning or conversation?

Mr. . It clearly was an issue that everybody was focused

on, sir. Once it went off and we were starting that conversation back

with State, the issue was -- to be quite honest with you, it was very

unclear as to who would have done this.

At the time, the thinking was that it was pro-Gaddafi loyalists

sending a message to -- it wasn't just us. We had the media in the

hotel. They were significant outlets. I want to say ABC, you know,

CNN. And there were other diplomatic presence that was in that hotel.

So it was very unclear initially who perpetrated that

particular --

Mr. Westmoreland. But if a wire is tripped, then that does

initiate some type of process?

Mr. A review. Yes, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. But you don't know if it --

Did you see any technicals -- what they call a technical that the

17th Brigade may have had? Did they have some of those on the site

or was it just --

Mr. Evers. Do you know what a technical is?

Mr. I do.

Yes, sir, I did.

Mr. Westmoreland. So you saw some?

Mr. Yes, sir.
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Mr. Westmoreland. And what type of rapid response, if you had

that, for lack of a better term, agreement did you have with the 17th

Brigade as far as something -- let's say the car bomb had gone off and

there had been some individuals that were around the hotel.

Did you have some type of agreement?

Mr. No, sir. These things were discussed. But to say

that there was an agreement that was a reliable agreement, I would say

no, sir. They may have had the will, but their capabilities were --

Mr. Westmoreland. So they didn't have a rapid response team

sitting somewhere in case something happened that they could send over,

that you know of?

Mr. Well, yeah. Not that I know of. They had assured

me that --

Mr. Westmoreland. So you didn't have anybody to call?

Mr. We could call them, but to expect a professional

kind of response would -- I think that would be --

Mr. Westmoreland. So you don't think they were capable of doing

that, from your observations?

Mr. I think, depending on the circumstances, what they

brought to the table was an understanding of the culture and the

populace and how to deal with them so that we, the U.S., didn't have

to engage ourselves in it.

How they went about that and how they would respond was always

the question. I don't know, sir, if I made that --

Mr. Westmoreland. Yeah. I understand.
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Mr. . Okay.

Mr. Westmoreland. And when you had to classify communications,

was that in a SCIF? Did you all --

Mr. I don't like to talk about that, sir.

Mr. Westmoreland. Okay.

Ms. Jackson. I see that it is about 13 minutes after 12:00. So

we are going to go off the record, take a short break, and then we are

going to turn the next hour of questioning over to the minority staff.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Sharon, before we go off the record, can

we jut put on the record that the ranking member arrived during the

last hour and I just wanted to introduce him?

Ms. Jackson. All right. We will take a short break.

[Recess.]

Mr. Kenny. We can go back on the record. The time is 12:27.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Agent , thank you again for being here. I will just

take a moment to reintroduce myself. My name is Peter Kenny. I am

counsel with the minority staff, joined here by Susanne Sachsman

Grooms, who is our staff director as well.

Just on behalf of the Select Committee minority staff, we want

to thank you again for being here and for your service to our country.

I understand that appearing before Congress can be a daunting

experience, to say the least. So we want to assure you we're going

to work with you to make this process as straightforward and as simple
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as possible.

We understand that you and your colleagues lost friends and fellow

patriots on the night of the attack. So, again, just thank you for

your service and thank you for being here today.

I would like to begin by talking about your time as the office

director for Mobile Security Deployments, or the MSDs.

A Yes.

Q Just so that we can have a better understanding of who the

MSD is, can you just walk us through some of the examples of the types

of missions that the MSD would perform around the world.

A There's three missions generally that we are asked to do.

One is what we call security support, which is designed to enhance the

RSO's -- or post capabilities in terms of security support at that

particular post.

The other is mobile training where we are going out and teaching

our employees about security and how to better secure themselves. And

the last is what they call a tactical security team, which is

essentially protection on a particular individual.

Q Thank you. That's helpful.

Can you give us a sense of perhaps the types of posts to which

MSD would make the deployments. Are these generally more austere and

challenging environments? Are they other types of posts? Or could

it be any of the above?

A It could be any post. But, generally, it's to posts that

are in need of additional security support, places like Pakistan,
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Yemen, Haiti. During the Arab Spring, we were deployed to Cairo,

Tunis. Those are the types of places we're asked to go to and enhance

security.

Q Thank you. That's very helpful.

Just, I guess, so we have a better sense of who you are and some

of your motivations, why did you decide to join the MSD?

A One, I was asked to take over that assignment. But it was

a great honor that they would specifically seek me out and ask me to

take over MSD.

Q Can you help flush out for us just what an MSD deployment

would look like. Are they compromised of teams? Can you just walk

us through what a typical deployment would look like.

A A deployment is based off of what is assessed as the need

for that particular mission. So it could be that we send one team of

six to a particular problem or up to as many as three teams, which would

be a third of our capability. We generally had nine teams when I was

the director of local security deployments.

Q Okay. So during that two-year period when you served as

the office director, nine teams, approximately six MSD agents per team.

Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And that remained unchanged throughout the time you were

the office director?

A Essentially.

Q We talked a little bit in the last hour about the difference

1417



53

between PCS and TDY. I was wondering, could you help maybe explain

to us the difference between an RSO at post and the MSD, what their

roles are.

A The RSO is overall responsible for the security of that

particular mission. MSD is provided to the RSO to help him accomplish

that mission. So the operational control of an MSD team when they

deploy is under the RSO.

Q Okay. That's helpful.

So the MSD then is intended to focus on a particular mission, but,

overall, to augment the capabilities of the RSO. Is that a fair --

A That is correct.

Q So it's not intended to substitute for the RSO?

A No.

Q Okay. And MSD teams, are they permanently assigned to

posts? Are they usually temporary in duration?

A Usually, it's 60 days for an initial deployment. There

have been times where we've been assigned to a particular post for close

to 2 years.

Q And where does the office for the MSD -- where does that

sit within the Department's bureaucracy?

A It sits under the Directorate for Training.

Q Okay. And can you explain perhaps a bit why that is.

A When it was first started, there was a need within the Bureau

of Diplomatic of Security to conduct training overseas, in other words,

to send small teams out to train our employees on how to better secure

1418



54

themselves. And that was the start of MSD years and years ago.

Q Thank you. That's helpful.

We talked a little bit about overall resources available to your

office. With nine teams, I believe you described, and six agents per

team, how many posts did you feel comfortable that you could support

as the office director in, let's say -- let's start with 2011?

A I'm sorry. Could you ask the question again.

Q Sure.

With nine teams, did you feel -- was there a set number of posts

or missions that you felt like you could support? Is it nine teams,

nine missions, or could the teams be chopped up and they could support

additional missions?

A Generally, the cycle that we had was 2 months deployed, 2

months in rest and refit, and then 2 months preparing for your next

deployment, the workups that need to be done before you deploy again.

Q Okay. So sorry.

Just to walk through that again, 2 months, the 60-day deployment

we talked about a little bit earlier. So they will return. There will

be a 2-month down period.

A Right.

Q And the last 2 months?

A The last 2 months were preparing for the next mission, doing

your workups, training, preparing.

Q So an average mission, then, would be about 6 months? If

you deployed a team, they are out for 60 days. They come back. That's
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about 4 months before they can be redeployed?

A Generally, yes. Though the operational tempo -- things

like the Arab Spring required us to modify that in order to meet the

needs at different posts now.

Q Okay. So I guess, during that period when you were

modifying the request, was it your sense that there were more requests

for deployments?

A Yes, there was.

Q And, just generally, how did you address those needs, those

requirements?

A We modified that concept that I described to you about the

cycle, and we made adjustments to keep up with the needs of the different

posts that were out there. So to be quite honest, maybe they were only

back for 30 days and then they would go out again.

Q Okay. So within --

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And that was during the Arab Spring?

Mr. . The Arab Spring was a particularly busy time for

MSD.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Beginning in 2011, thereabouts?

A Correct.

Q Can you maybe help put for us in context the number of

MSD -- number of MSD agents, relative to the Bureau overall, how many

special agents were available for assignments.

A That I don't really -- I can't give you a general
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understanding of that. There is roughly 1,800 special agents within

the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, but many of them are assigned

overseas. So it is hard for me to say.

Q But 1,800 special agents overall and the MSD is a very small

subset of that?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So just doing a little math on the fly here, about

54 MSD agents or possibly more?

A That would be about right.

Q Okay.

A We did have a command structure of about five additional.

Q Could we just talk a little bit about -- and I understand

that the processes may have changed as a result of increased demands

during the 2011 timeframe -- but just generally how a request for

deployment would be made. How would that come to your attention?

A Essentially, what would happen is that posts would request

MSD support through the Office of International Programs, who would

then make a decision whether or not that MSD should be deployed.

Q Okay.

A And then they would go laterally over to the Directorate

giving us the mission.

Q Okay. Because I know there are a lot of acronyms within

the Department, just so I understand, you say Office of International

Programs. So that would be DS/IP. Is that right?

A I'm sorry. Correction.
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That is Directorate of International Programs. So it was

International Programs, DS/IP.

Q DS/IP. Okay.

So just to make sure that I understand it, so the post would submit

a request first through DS/IP. DS/IP would then laterally reach out

to DST. Is that correct?

A Right. And request MDS support if they concurred.

Q And DST was where your office sat as well?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Were you involved then, as a general matter in the

regular course, with discussions about where deployments should take

place?

A Yes.

Q Can you just describe some of the factors that would go into

those discussions about whether to either --

A During the time that I was the director for MSD, I sat in

on the morning meetings within DS that all of the Directorates were

represented. And, at that time, we were tracking threats and incidents

at particular posts.

So we could somewhat anticipate a post that would request MSD

support. So that is how we had visibility of emerging missions. But

the ultimate decision whether or not to deploy MSD came from DS/IP in

collaboration with the RSO.

Q In collaboration with the RSO at that post.

A Yes.
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Q Okay. And in the 2011 timeframe, who was the head of DS/IP?

A Charlene Lamb.

Q Charlene Lamb. Okay.

And did that remain the same throughout 2012 as well?

A Yes.

Q So in these morning meetings where perhaps threats would

be discussed, incidents would be discussed, I think you mentioned maybe

you could anticipate these requests -- eventual requests coming in.

Were there actual discussions that would take place among the

participants of these meetings about MSD deployments? And, if so, who

would generally participate in those? From which segments or aspects

of DS?

A Well, you know, the director of DS was in on that morning

meeting and, in most cases, the assistant secretary. So the discussion

tended to be between IP and the director of DS when they explored how

to respond to the different needs of a particular post.

Q Okay. So we've seen various decision documents and

processes in the State Department where maybe there's a clearance line

when decisions are made.

Was the decision to deploy an MSD -- would that go through a

similar process? Was there a formal process by which DS/IP would

request from DST an MSD deployment?

A I don't know. I'm not sure I understand. So you're

talking about a document of some sort that gets sent over?

Q Well, maybe we can just take a step back.
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You were describing some discussions that would take place and,

ultimately, DS/IP would make a decision. I guess what we're trying

to understand is how formal is this process.

Are these just discussions that are taking place and emails that

are going back and forth or is it a process by which multiple components

participate and have to clear and sign off on those types of requests?

A Generally, it's more, you know, directed from IP over to

T, saying, "Hey, do you have MSD that can deploy?" And so really what

it was was a tasking that would come across.

Q Okay. Would DS/IP also be responsible for setting the

mission parameters?

A They would help to frame it. Yes.

Q Who else would participate?

A The RSO.

Q The RSO. Okay.

Just to give you a bit of an overview of how we would like to

proceed from here, so we've discussed kind of some of the general

processes. And I appreciate that. It's been very helpful and

illuminating for us.

What we'd like to do -- because I know in the last hour there was

considerable discussion about your initial time on the ground, the

early or mid-2011 time period -- I'd like to fast-forward a little bit

to when the temporary mission facility had been established -- so late

2011, going into 2012 -- and just give you the opportunity to maybe

help explain for us or understand the MSD deployments that were taking
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place.

So this would now be in Embassy Tripoli after they have stood up

operations. So maybe you could just walk us through a little bit of

that timeline, that sequence.

A Right.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So we are in 2012 in Tripoli?

Mr. . 2012 in Tripoli. Correct.

When it became apparent that it was time to go into Tripoli and

reestablish our Embassy, MSD was given some specific taskings that had

to be done before we brought the Ambassador in.

What that included was first to send in an element -- a small

element to assess the current operating environment and, also, the

existing facilities that we were expected to move back into. That team

consisted of two MSD agents, a facilities management specialist, and

a physical security specialist. It was a four-man team.

They were sent in to make that assessment and decide if we could

go ahead and move the rest of the Embassy into Tripoli and reestablish

operations there. The decision was made that, yes, we could.

At that time, MSD -- myself and two MSD teams departed and set

up security operations in Tripoli at an existing Embassy rental

facility, I believe, leased facility. And then we awaited for the rest

of the management team to arrive. That management team included a

management officer, communicator.

So when they traveled to Tripoli by ferry, we were there -- MSD

was there at the dock to receive them and the equipment and move those
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personnel to our temporary residential facility and begin setting up

operations in preparation for the Ambassador's arrival.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So that's very helpful. And I think we'll return to that

discussion at some point to talk about how Embassy Tripoli was stood

up and your time on the ground there.

Maybe starting in January 2012, looking forward, how many MSD

teams were on the ground at that point? Do you recall?

A January 2012.

Q Does three sound about right?

A Yes.

Q And at that point in time, do you recall the length of their

deployment for those three teams?

A The length of deployment for a particular team was 60 days.

And so what we did was, in order to sustain the mission, we would

continue to rotate teams through to accomplish the mission that we were

set out to do. And this was in Tripoli.

Q Okay. And I may be testing your memory here a little bit.

But do you recall for each of those three teams when those initial

deployments began and when they would be renewed?

A For Tripoli?

Q Yes.

A The deployments began in late August of 2012. We started

with two teams, and then shortly after that another team came in.

Q So those are the first two teams.
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And just to clarify, you said August of 2012 --

A August of, if I have my dates right -- let's

see -- yes -- 2012.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. The attack was in September of 2012. So

are you talking about right before the attack?

Mr. No. I'm talking about the year before. I'm

sorry, ma'am. You're right. So it's 2011.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay. No. I understand the passage of time --

A Right.

So our initial deployment was at that point. By mid-September,

we had three teams in Tripoli, and we sustained that on 60-day

rotations.

Q Okay. So three teams is about a quarter of your resources

at the office?

A A third.

Q A third. Sorry. Not a quarter. Okay.

So there are two teams that go in to help stand up the Embassy.

There's the team that comes in in mid-September.

Did all three of the teams have more or less the same mission?

Were they devoted to different tasks?

A They were interchangeable. But we had an emerging mission

of training that was ultimately going to take up one team while we

provided the two other teams to movement security.

Q Okay. And before that requirement came in, what was the
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mission for the three individual teams? Was it just --

A It was to provide protective security support to the

mission -- the emerging mission, the newly established mission.

Q Okay. And so a new requirement comes in to focus on

training, you said?

A Right.

Q For one of the teams?

A Right.

Q Okay. And that was to be a dedicated mission?

A That would be essentially dedicated. Yes.

Q And that requirement -- did that fit that process we

described earlier where DS/IP would submit a request?

A Yes.

Q Okay. So DS/IP requested that one team be dedicated to

training?

A We were recognizing that there was going to come a point

where we were going to have to provide training, and that's when that

team was deployed.

Q Okay. Did you have any understanding of the importance of

that mission to security overall at the post? Did you have any sense

why -- for instance, it sounded like posts would be consulted or

participate in these discussions as well -- why the training mission

was important? Were they building a local capability?

A Right. The intent was to build a local capability.

Q Is the MSD involved in those types of efforts in other --
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A Yes. Yemen is a good example where we had the same type

of mission where we took local nationals and trained them to provide

protection or Embassy security.

Q Okay. So in the 2012 time period, can you just walk us

through now -- so there's three teams. Two were devoted to protective

security -- supplementing protective security, and one is doing the

training?

A Correct.

Q Does that remain unchanged throughout 2012? Do the numbers

go up? Do they come down?

A Ultimately, MSD -- to give you a general sense of MSD, MSD

isn't designed to be a kind of a long-lasting or enduring security

solution to a problem. We're kind of like the Marines. We come in.

We establish a secure platform to operate from, and then we await for

the rest of the Bureau to catch up and to provide relief in place to

us.

So, initially, we thought that MSD would be required to provide

support for anywhere from 60 days -- recognizing that 120 may have been

a more realistic number of days that we would be asked to fulfill that

mission, with the expectation that, you know, as soon as we recover

our personnel, there's other emerging missions that are out there that

would need to be taken on as well.

Q Okay.

A So the idea was -- is that, once MSD -- those teams that

were providing that -- those two teams that were providing that
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movement security, they could be replaced by other Bureau assets. And

so, as you see in the spring of that time, we start discussing the relief

in place of MSD.

Q Okay. So, again, one team focused on training. Two teams

provided protective security.

So are those -- when you talk about waiting for the Bureau to catch

up, are those related in the sense that the team that's providing the

training to -- whether it's locally employed staff or a local guard

force, that that would catch up and that would be the --

A No. That was a separate mission. Once that mission was

completed, then that team would be free to be recovered.

Q Okay. So sorry.

Just to clarify, did you mention that, in spring of 2012, that

one of the teams departed? Did I hear that correctly?

A I'd have to be refreshed on that.

Q Do you recall if any teams left in spring of 2012?

A I can't recall the spring.

Q Okay. I would like to mark it as an exhibit. This will

be Exhibit 1.

Exhibit No. 1

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q This is an email from Charlene Lamb to you dated May 31,

2012. We will give you a minute to read it. This document is marked

unclassified. And the Bates number for this document is C05388884.
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A Okay.

Q Okay. I would just like to read a portion of this email.

So in an earlier email that is contained within this document,

you write to Charlene Lamb and others, "Charlene, here is MSD's

perspective relative to the question of HTTC for RSO personnel in Libya.

" - at the Team Leaders meeting I had the opportunity to get

input from , , , , and

-- all Team Leaders (and 1 ATL) and all have served in

Tripoli. None of us believe that the current 'threat environment' in

Tripoli mandates High Threat training, however we all agreed there is

validity in having at least PCS RSO staff attend high threat and the

following were all factored into consideration."

And that exchange took place on May 31.

The same day Charlene Lamb replies to you, "Thanks this is

very helpful."

First maybe we could tackle some of the acronyms in here.

A Sure.

Q I just want to make sure I understand.

So the PCS RSO, that's permanent change of station, RSO?

A Correct.

Q And HTTC, what is that?

A High-threat training course. High-threat training

course.

Q And is that some of the same training we were referring to

in the previous hour?
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A Yes.

Q Maybe -- could you just -- we'll start with, you know, can

you explain the basis of this email. Why did you write this to DAS

Lamb?

A Okay. What this email is referring to is TDY support that

would be provided to the RSO to perform a specific function. And if

you look down here, it talks about background investigations, local

guard force, things of that nature.

So the question was, to serve at all in Libya or, in this case,

Tripoli -- to serve at all, do you have to have high-threat training.

Because these folks that they're referring to would be going out

TDY and doing a programmic function like conducting background

investigations or helping to outfit and reconstitute the guard force,

what they are saying is that, in that circumstance, "You don't need

high-threat training. You are an agent from Diplomatic Security.

You've been trained through the DSAC program, and you may have special

experience that would make you suitable to take on those particular

tasks."

But what they are referring to is that doesn't apply to the RSOs.

The RSOs should all have high-threat training. The PCS RSOs, those

people assigned to Libya, should have that training as well as anyone

else that -- as you see is going to be required to do protection, that

they have that training as well.

Q Okay. That's helpful.

Were you requested to write this or did somebody come seek your --
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A If I recall correctly, Charlene asked, "Hey, what is your

assessment about having somebody that is going out to provide a specific

function? Do they need to have high-threat training?"

And, collectively, given the security environment at that time

and the fact that the vast majority of anything they were going to be

doing was going to be on the compound anyway, the assessment was that

it doesn't necessarily have to be required in order to do that.

Q Okay. And, at this time, did you have insight into whether

those RSOs were being assigned programmatic functions versus

protective security functions or this was more -- I guess, did you have

any insight into what the specific tasks were for the RSOs at Embassy

Tripoli?

A Well, as they indicate here, reconstituting the guard

force -- the Tripoli guard force, that type of program, any kind of

vetting of local national staff and any interviews that would have to

go on for that, again, taking place on the compound, you know, those

types of functions -- they are not out doing protective operations in

the city.

They are on the compound probably not -- not unlike that

communicator hasn't gone through high-threat training or, for that

matter, the management officer -- they were performing a specific

function on the compound and they are asking, because they are DS

agents, do they have to have that training.

Q And so did Charlene Lamb -- she made a phone call to you?

She sent an email to you?
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A I can't recall. But that's what generated the question.

Q Sure.

But did she frame for you or tell you what these RSOs would be

doing? Did she say, "These RSOs would be strictly doing programmatic

vice protective security" or did she ask just what are your thoughts

generally on the RSOs?

A She asked what are the thoughts generally on the need for

this relative to if they were only going to go and perform a specific

function. So I don't --

Q But just to be clear, you didn't know at this time whether

the TDY RSOs would or would not be performing protective security

functions at Embassy Tripoli. Is that --

A No. They would have been deployed. In this case, if they

did not have the training, they're going to be doing BIs, whatever.

I hope that helps.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Not protection.

Mr. Not protection.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q But if they were doing protection --

A They had to have high-threat training.

Q Okay. So in the second paragraph here, it says, "None of

us believe that the current 'threat environment' in Tripoli mandates

High Threat training."

And I believe you explained some of the reasons for that. But

maybe you could just flush out for us or explain further what you meant
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by -- when you are describing the threat environment at that time.

A Well, just for clarity, this is cut and paste out of there.

These are my guys coming back to me saying that this is the way that

they see the question. This is how they are responding to the question

that was asked of them.

So that's why it says " ," dash. And then they give us -- and

then they talk about collectively the guys from MSD that were out there

at the time. They discussed the matter.

Q So you reached out to your guys in the field to ask, "Hey,

what's your sense of the threat environment right now?"

A Yeah. I don't know for sure if I did that or if Charlene

did.

Q Okay. But, in any event, those DS agents who were deployed,

they write back and say it's their belief that the high-threat training

wasn't required based on the threat environment. Is that right?

A They're saying that the high-threat training, as I

understand this, is not required for somebody coming out TDY to perform

a specific function.

Q Okay. I think this is helpful.

So when it says "none of us believe," the "us," does that include

you or that refers only the guys --

A I concur with what they were saying.

Q Okay. Was that because you had yourself some sort of

personal understanding of what the threat environment --

A I had served there as well, and I understood that there was
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a need to perform certain functions to get the overall security program

up and running and that there were resources available, agents

available that had expertise, but they didn't have high-threat

training.

So the question became, you know, does that preclude them from

coming over here and working on that particular function. That is my

understanding of this email.

Q Okay.

A And they came back and said, "No. Not if they're going to

be doing" -- as it says down there, "Should the TDY be programmic in

nature (BI, LGF, et.) High Threat training may not be necessary."

Q Okay. But to be clear, this email is not stating that Libya

at this time was not a high-threat environment. Is that right?

A That is correct.

Q Okay. So for the five named individuals here, do you know

who they are?

A Yes.

Q And --

A They worked for me.

Q So they're MSD specialists who were deployed?

A Yes.

Q And were they deployed at different times or were they all

there --

A What he's referring to here is they all got together,

discussed it, and collectively they sent this response back.
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Q Okay. But you trusted their judgment?

A I do.

Q At this time, were you personally following the threat

environment at Libya?

A Yes. Because I had my assets that were there.

Q So to include regular reading of situation reports?

A Yes.

Q Cables, intelligence?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Once you passed this recommendation on to DAS Lamb,

do you know what happened with it?

A I don't. I don't know if they allowed anybody to go out

there TDY without the training.

Q Okay. Did you ever hear anything else about this issue?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. To move on now, I will enter into the record Exhibit

No. 2.

Exhibit No. 2

Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I will just identify the document. This is an email from

you to Ambassador Stevens and Deputy Chief of Mission ,

dated June 6, 2012, with the subject "Re: MSD/Tripoli." And I'll give

you a moment to refresh.
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BY MR. KENNY:

Q So I would like to quote from a portion of this document.

In an email contained within this document dated June 5, 2012,

Ambassador Stevens writes to you and stating, quote,

"I'm writing specifically to ask your advice on an MSD matter. My

understanding is that we are scheduled to reduce to one MSD team on

July 12, with the second team staying until August. The second team

has been doing the LGF training.

"The July-August period is going to be potentially tumultuous

with national elections in the late June-mid July timeframe followed

by appointment of a new government in the weeks thereafter. We will

likely have VIP observers, including possibly President Carter and

Senator McCain. There is much uncertainty about how the militias will

conduct themselves during this period of shifting political power.

"Our LGF are getting good training from one MSD team, but don't

yet have their weapons permits. We'd feel much safer if we could keep

two MSD teams with us through this period to provide QRF for our staff

and PD for me and the DCM and any VIP visitors.

"What do you think? I know you guys are stretched. Is there any

room for keeping two teams here through August (vice letting one go

in mid July? Appreciate your advice. Chris?"

On June 6 you responded to this email stating, "Hi, Chris/ .

1438



74

Sorry I didn't get back sooner. I wanted to crunch some numbers with

my staff before I responded. Unfortunately, MSD cannot support the

request. As an office we would gladly do it for both of you who have

been so good to us, but we have two emerging requirements similar to

Tripoli that requires the whole of our office essentially." Close

quote.

So I'd like to start first with the June 5 email here. And

perhaps you could just walk us through this email, what your

understanding was of what Ambassador Stevens was asking here.

A What was taking place before this was what I was referring

to as to the relief in place of MSD. We had been there since the

beginning in September. And, again, this is referring specifically

to Tripoli. There was always the idea that MSD would eventually be

replaced with high-threat trained agents. A relief in place would take

place where the MSD would hold the responsibilities for doing this until

the high-threat trained agents came in and replaced them. This was

part of the planning process. And so what you are seeing on the front

end is, you know, the concept of, you know, let's go ahead and start

replacing MSD.

Chris is essentially sending me an email because we knew each

other, we had served together, asking for a compass check, essentially,

you know, this is what we are looking at, could it be considered. And

I did consider it. I did realize that we had other emerging

requirements and that all along the position was, is that eventually

MSD would be relieved in place and that the rest of the high-threat
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trained agents would assume that mission.

Q So it seems just based on this email that you had a friendly

relationship with the Ambassador, is that fair to say?

A Yes.

Q So in him reaching out to you, how did you view this? Did

you view this as a formal request? Was it something else?

A No. I viewed it as somebody that I had served with and

worked with asking for the realm of possibility to help him frame his

decisions and his request relative to MSD.

Q Okay. And based on your response, your email, it sounds

like you were trying to work with him to come up with at least one

suggestion on how that would work.

A Right.

Q And what was that suggestion?

A Well, the idea was is to, you know, ensure that he got

high-threat trained agents to replace us. You have to understand,

high-threat trained agents, I have worked with them extensively. I

have served with them in Kabul, I have served with them in Iraq, and

they are, in fact, very, very capable and very, very good. They are

operating in countries that are under conflict in some of the most

dangerous places that DS operates in, Baghdad, you know, Iraq,

Afghanistan, the West Bank.

So that was always the intent, is to have MSD replaced with

high-threat trained agents. But given his request, as you indicate

there, I went back and looked at it again just to be doubly sure that
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we didn't have the margin or the capacity to meet that need, and that's

basically what my response is saying to him.

Q Okay. And it sounds like you had confidence in the

high-threat --

A Absolutely.

Q So you felt that they would satisfy any needs he might have.

A Absolutely.

Q You also state in this document that, with respect to

high-threat agents, that you could, you know, quote, "While not a

situation I can directly control, I can sensitize DS/IP to your

requirement," close quote.

First, can you help us understand again, within the Bureau, why

DS/IP would be involved in this discussion?

A Yeah. The staffing for Tripoli, the rotation of personnel

and things was actually under the auspices of DS/IP. MSD is a support

element. We are literally a support element. We get our taskings

generally from DS/IP and then we go from there. The management of it,

of this particular case, is out of DS/IP.

Q Okay. And did you then follow up with DS/IP on this

specific request?

A I'm sure I talked to Charlene about it, yes.

Q Did you talk to her before you wrote this email, about the

specific --

A I can't recall.

Q Okay. Did you consult with either the deputy chief of
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mission or the RSO about this proposal and get their views on whether

they would support the high-threat trained agents in lieu of the MSD?

A No. This was generated as a direct contact from Chris to

me.

Q Okay.

A Again, generally, we are a support element. We provide the

capability. The management of it comes through the DS/IP channel.

They are the ones that would have been discussing those aspects that

you raised.

Q Okay. And it sounds like, again, just based on here, that

you refer to two emerging requirements. It sounds like there were

pressing needs elsewhere for the MSD teams, is that right?

A Yes.

Q To the extent you can, can you discuss just generally those

requirements?

A I would like to do that in the classified setting.

Q Okay. That's fair enough. But at this time, there weren't

enough MSD teams to go around it seems?

A At this time we had emerging requirements that we thought

would, you know, would -- we believed that we had other missions that

we were going to need to be ready to perform.

Q Okay. And to be clear here, so Ambassador Stevens in his

email, he is requesting for a second team to stay through the elections,

is that right? Do you recall when those elections were held?

A I think he indicates it in here.
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Q I see in his question at the end, "Is there any room for

keeping two teams here through August?" So he is asking specifically

the time period through August.

A Yes.

Q Okay. And just to cover the security environment around

the election?

A During the elections, as he alludes to in here.

Q In Tripoli, is that right?

A In Tripoli.

Q The Ambassador refers here to the training MSD team --

A Yes.

Q -- and refers to the fact that that team was unable to get

its weapon -- or the LGF was unable to get its weapons permits. Was

that something your team had any responsibility over?

A No, it's an RSO function to get the weapons permits for the

local nationals that were being trained.

Q Okay. I would just like to ask real quickly with my

remaining time here, the timing of this exchange, your response. It

appears to coincide with the June 6 attack on the Special Mission

Compound in Benghazi. Were you aware of that attack at the time that

you wrote this response?

A I can't recall. I don't believe so.

Q Okay. Do you remember when you first learned of that June 6

attack?

A I can't recall.
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Q Okay. Do you recall if you later learned of it and it caused

you to reconsider the suggestion that you made in this email?

A No. What we are talking about here is Tripoli, the support

that's being provided to Tripoli. So no.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q So no because what?

A What he is asking here is specifically MSD in Tripoli.

Q And so an attack in Benghazi wouldn't have made a

difference, why?

A The request that he's asking for, the extension of MSD,

their function was to provide security at the mission in Tripoli.

Q Which is a different place than Benghazi?

A Correct.

Q So assistance in Tripoli would not have meant people on the

ground in Benghazi?

A He wasn't asking for Benghazi. He's asking for Tripoli.

I don't know if I answered your question.

Mr. Kenny. Okay.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q So in your email you refer to what sounds like just not

enough MSD resources to cover this request from Ambassador Stevens,

is that right?

A What I'm referring to is, is that the intent was for MSD

to be relieved in place, and that that process was going on, and that

they would be filled by high-threat trained agents. We had emerging
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requirements, so it was a matter of making sure that we balanced what

resources we did have to meet the needs of the Bureau.

Q And as Ambassador Stevens' personal friend, would you have

ever recommended that he pursue high-threat trained agents in lieu of

the MSD teams if you thought that those agents couldn't keep him safe?

A No.

Q Did you ever have a conversation with Ambassador Stevens

about this email exchange or this issue?

A You mean after the email was sent?

Q Yeah, like a speaking conversation. Sorry.

A I don't know.

Q You just don't recall?

A I don't recall, yeah.

Q Did you talk to him about other matters while he was in

Tripoli?

A Well, he and I had done lunch together at one point. I think

it might have been in the spring. I can't recall specifically when

that was. But that's one of the occasions where I saw Chris out of

Benghazi, where he was then involved as the Ambassador in Tripoli. The

first ambassador to go into Tripoli was Ambassador Cretz, and then Chris

was named as the Ambassador at a later date, came in. By that time

I had left Tripoli.

Q Okay, so when you -- I'm sorry, when you had lunch with

Ambassador Stevens, where was that?

A Here in D.C.
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Q Okay. And that was when he was the Ambassador in Tripoli?

A I think it might have been right when he was confirmed as

Ambassador, around that time, before he launched to go out and take

over the mission. We did have lunch together.

Q Okay. So that would have been after he had left Benghazi

and before he went to Tripoli?

A Correct.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Just one followup. When he did arrive in Tripoli, had these

plans that you described to replace the MSD element with the high-threat

agents, was that a plan that was already in place?

A I would have to know when he arrived in Tripoli. I can't

recall off the top of my head. But what I'm trying to impart is, is

that it was always the case that MSD, aside from that, MSD would

establish the initial security platform, and then with time would be

replaced with high-threat trained agents. That's the real issue here.

And if I recall correctly, we actually got extended a couple times prior

to this where they said, no, stay, you know, because they had to get,

you know, additional assets or whatever the case may be. But the intent

was always to, after we had set up and we had established the security

there, that eventually we would be replaced and, you know, relieved

in place by high-threat trained agents.

Q And that intent would have been known to the RSO?

A That would have -- yes. And it was also known to IP.

Q Thank you.
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A And I think what you would find here is, is that that's

reflected -- I know it's not as clear -- but that's why they're asking,

is that they recognize that was the sequence of events, if that makes

sense.

Mr. Kenny. Thank you. That concludes our hour. We'll go off

the record.

[Recess.]
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Ms. Jackson. Let's go back on the record. It is 4:00 p.m.

Again, this is Sharon Jackson. We are going to resume in unclassified

setting for the next series of questions, and hopefully this will be

our last round of each side going and we will be done for the day.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. So we are not classified?

Ms. Jackson. We are not classified at this time.

I will remind you, if you think that any question that we pose

to you would require a classified answer, please let us know and then

we can make the decision whether we want to withdraw the question or

potentially go into yet another classified session. Okay?

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I want to go back to discuss the move from the Tibesti Hotel

into a villa compound or the selection of a villa compound as the

replacement for the Tibesti Hotel. And you were involved in that

decision making. Is that correct?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And you stated that you and the Envoy and looked

at various locations. Is that correct?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Was there a time when the Envoy had left Benghazi for a short

period of time, a week or so?

A I believe so.
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Q Okay. Did a replace him for that period of

time?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And who was she, if you know?

A I'm not sure what her exact title was, but she was, you know,

designated -- she ultimately became the DCM in Tripoli.

Q Is it possible she was the DCM in Tripoli before they shut

down?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Do you recall that, or just it was possible? I just

want to know what yes means.

A I want to say yes, she was there before the Embassy shut

down.

Q Okay. And then went back in as the DCM when it reopened?

A Correct.

Q Okay. So she was familiar with Libya?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Was she present when any of the compounds were

reviewed? Did she have any part in the review, recommendation,

selection of a compound?

A To be honest, ma'am, I don't know for sure, but I suspect

that she did.

Q Okay. You don't recall visiting any compounds with her?

A I believe I did, but I can't say for certain.

Q Okay. At some point there was a recommendation to pick one
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particular compound. Is that correct?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q What was it about that compound that -- well, let me ask

this first. Did you agree with the recommendation of that particular

compound?

A I did.

Q Okay. What was it about that compound that made it better

than the other choices?

A From my perspective, from a security perspective, it had

an established perimeter. That perimeter also gave us setback from

the road, setback being one of the critical elements that we were

looking for given that issues that we had at the Tibesti Hotel with

the explosion.

It also was a hardened building. In other words, the mason area

was significant enough that it would likely withstand rounds dropping

down from the sky or, depending on the trajectory of a particular round,

it provided -- it afforded us additional protection because of the

construction of that particular villa.

It allowed us to control our access onto the compound. That was

one of the big problems with the hotel, was we didn't know who was coming

and going. It was an active, operating hotel. And so they were there

to make money, not to control the access necessarily for the Americans,

though they tried in their own way to try to help us.

And then what we were looking for was, you know, a suitable, you

know, platform and an agreement from the person that we were leasing
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it from to make enhancements.

So those things collectively are what I was --

Q In order to lease such a compound, I would anticipate that

the lease would be for 6 months or a year or something. Did you know

the length of the lease that was being considered?

A I did at the time, ma'am, but in hindsight I am not sure.

I want to say -- I want to say it was a year, but I can't say that with

all certainty.

Q It wasn't month to month?

A I don't know.

Q What was your understanding as to how long the U.S. State

Department was going to have a presence in Benghazi?

A I don't really know. I don't know what that timeline was.

Q Can you give me any parameters about how long that would

be? Because I would assume that if you were only going to be there

a couple more weeks you would not be considering a villa compound.

Would that be correct?

A I think a lot of it, to be quite honest with you, is what

could be negotiated with the landlord. That was one of the biggest

things, is finding a landlord that would be willing to cooperate with

us and our specific needs for that particular platform. But, yeah,

I don't know if there was a specific time that Benghazi was supposed

to stay operational till.

Q Okay. Were there any Libyan nationals that were helping

you at all identify compounds or directing you to certain areas of
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Benghazi as being safer than others?

A There were not only some of the Libyan nationals, but there

were also some expatriates that we relied upon to give us a general

sense of what was on the market, what would be available to us. The

traditional, hey, let's go see a real estate agent just didn't exist

there. So there were other channels of information that we would try

to leverage to help us identify what we were looking for.

Because that was really the issue, was not a property per se, but

a property that we had special considerations for. And that's how we

would find out from different people, you know, does this person have

a compound? What is the size of it? And then we would go take a look.

If the way they explained it to us, that it generally met our

requirements, we would go look at it.

Q Okay. Were other Western countries, such as the U.K. or

the French or the Italians, were they also looking to move to compounds?

A Yes, ma'am, to my understanding.

Q And did you have discussions with any of their security

people about what they were seeing, what was going to be acceptable

to them? Was there that kind of give and take?

A Not as it applied to finding facilities and moving in. That

generally we didn't talk about. We each had our own requirements and

things that we were looking for, so there was really no need to exchange

information other than, hey, I heard there is a place or, hey, we looked

at a place but we didn't want it. But that was rare.

Q Okay. You said that there were some Libyan nationals that
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were helping you. Did the Envoy rely on a particular individual as

a confidant?

A I would like to go to a classified setting for that, for

answering that question.

Q Okay. In the villa that was recommended, while you were

there was the decision made to lease that villa?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And how far along was the State Department in the

process of getting that villa ready for occupancy at the time you left?

A Pretty well along, because I believe, ma'am, and I don't

know the exact number of days, but within a couple days they were able

to move into that facility.

Q A couple days after you left?

A Correct.

Q Okay. And was there any evaluation by you or your team as

to what security standards would generally apply to a U.S. mission but

were lacking in this particular facility?

A Yes.

Q You and your team did that?

A Yes.

Q And what were they? What were the shortcomings of this

particular facility?

A I'm having a hard time remembering, but if I could say it

this way, it was clear that we had to make enhancements to the existing

perimeter. One of the key focuses that we had was making sure that
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what we call the CACs, combined access control, or places where cars

and people go through the wall. I specifically remember that there

was enhancements that had to be made to that. There was, you know,

talk about putting wire up on the wall. There was talk about building

a safe haven and those types of things.

So there was consideration to what advantages does this

particular lease provide us, and then what enhancements would be made

in order for us to better our position there in Benghazi.

Q Okay. And this landlord was willing to make those

upgrades?

A Right, or allow us to. He would either do his own or he

would allow us, based off of our requirements or expertise, to allow

us to do it.

Q So the State Department would presumably be paying for those

enhancements that he would allow you to make? Who was going to foot

the bill for the enhancements?

A Some of the them were -- some of t he enhancements were

covered in the lease that we wanted the landlord to cover because they

were enhancements that would, you know, be considered in any property.

And then some of them, if I recall correctly, that the State Department

would contract out to have those enhancements made with the landlord's

concurrence.

Q Even with all of those enhancements that were specified,

was this property going to meet all of the security standards that the

State Department would require? Or let me ask it another way. Was
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there any discussion of waivers being needed to be granted in order

to occupy this facility?

A Yes, there was discussion of waivers.

Q And who did you have those discussions with?

A Essentially , the physical security

specialist, and the representative for Project Coordination Branch was

the focal point for that type of waivers and standards and things of

that nature.

Q And can you give us some examples of waivers that your

discussions centered on?

A I can't recall, ma'am.

Q Were you ever informed that main State made the

determination that the physical security standards in the waiver

process did not apply in Benghazi?

A That they identified that to me specifically?

Q Did you learn it in any context?

A I don't know.

Q Do you recall ever hearing that?

A I don't know.

Q Do you know who made the decision to accept that villa, that

compound? Is that a DS decision? Is that a Political Affairs

question? Is it higher up the chain of command within the State

Department?

A Yeah, my sense of it is it would fall under management.

Management which, of course, DS is underneath, collectively was making
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the decision on whether that was suitable or not, acceptable or not.

Q Going back to your conversations about waivers for just a

second, were you ever told that waivers had been granted for that

property?

A I can't recall. I am not saying yes or no. To be quite

honest with you, ma'am, I was focused on, you know, running protective

security operations for the mission. I had there, who

was the representative and the subject matter expert for those types

of issues. And while I'm not saying that we didn't have those

discussions, I don't recall with any specificity what the result was

or what the final decisions were.

What I do know is, is that that villa provided, I think as you

asked me, there were certain advantages to being in that villa as

opposed to being in the hotel. And that was an immediate improvement.

You know, was it a lasting one or enduring one? I think it is clear

that the intent was is to improve on that initial platform that we found,

whether through the landlord doing his enhancements or whether it was

something that we contracted out to enhance the perimeter as well.

Q Did the move to the villa, in your opinion, require

additional security personnel to secure that compound?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And did you make specific recommendations as to what

additional security personnel would be required?

A I think the real recommendations on the postings came from

the individual after me, because I was leaving. And then once they
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moved in, you know, they also did a review of what postings would be

needed.

I had a general idea in looking at it as it stood, the number of

posts that we would need. If I recall correctly, there were two

entrances onto the compound itself. But I think ultimately the person

that replaced me in Benghazi would have made the recommendations on

the posts.

Q What was your general sense, though, as you were looking,

as you were evaluating this, what was your general sense of how many

Diplomatic Security personnel it would take to run that compound?

A And when you say Diplomatic Security personnel, you are

talking about local nationals that --

Q Well, let's first focus on agents, and then I will ask you

specifically about host nation support. But if you want to answer

combined, feel free. If that makes it easier for you, please

delineate, or please combine, but let us know how you saw them being

divided, if that makes sense to you.

A Huh-uh.

Q Okay. Did you have a general sense of what combination of

Diplomatic Security agents plus host nation support would be necessary

to provide adequate security for that compound?

A At that time I had 10 agents with me, so that was a separate

component in terms of that's what we had available to us at that time.

We had 10 special agents. I think what you may be asking is, is what

would it take and who would do the access control onto that compound.
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Q Yes, I guess I am asking, I think, a little more broadly

that if while you were there you had moved from the Tibesti Hotel

straight into that villa compound, would you have been satisfied with

just the 10 agents that you had with you or would you needed to augment

that group of people with either more agents or host nation support

or would it have taken any additional personnel and what is the nature

and quantity of the additional personnel?

A Yeah.

Q Okay.

A Yes, ma'am. To clarify, I don't think that I would have

necessarily asked for more DS special agents. I would have asked for

hiring locally employed staff or contract personnel and also asked for

augmentation from whatever security service that had that authority.

As things progressed, I would have asked for that as well.

So I am not saying that it would be a static process. We would

constantly be looking for ways to improve our position. There would

be some basic fundamental things that would have to be done in order

to move in, I guess, to use your, you know, your example, and that would

probably include, you know, anywhere from three to four people on these

access control points to make sure that we search the vehicle before

it comes in, that we manipulate the gate correctly so that we won't

have a gap while they are doing too many things at one time.

And then it would have been preferable that they be augmented by

some kind of local national police or something like that. And then

we would constantly be looking to better our position as, you know,
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the enhancements are made and things of that nature.

So I hope that answers the question that you're asking.

Q It does. It does.

A Okay.

Q Did you have the opinion that there was any type of security

forces, local law enforcement, or anything in or around the Benghazi

area that was capable of providing that additional security?

A At that time there were. But, again, it gets back to the

problems that we faced at the Tibesti Hotel. Sustainability and

predictability were the issue. In other words, getting them, you know,

finding that right unit that can sustain it, have a level of confidence

that they will be there when they say they are going to be there and

those things were not things that we could rely on.

Q And did you communicate those concerns back to DS/IP or the

desk at DS to let them know that predictability and sustainability were

issues?

A Yeah, and they're aware of that, in particular as it applied

to the Tibesti Hotel. We had big discussions about that. And you

would think that it applies at a villa as well. Because I have to

clarify, I wasn't there at the villa, so I don't know what their

performance would have been because I didn't observe it directly.

Q During the time that you were in Benghazi, did you make any

requests for additional security equipment after you arrived,

additional phones, you know, additional communications, additional

personal trackers, enhancements to the communication systems that you
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had?

A It's possible. I don't recall specifically what it was.

Q We will get this marked as Exhibit 3, which is an email dated

Friday, June 3 at 9:21 am.

Exhibit No. 3

Was marked for identification.]

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And I am going to ask you to take a look at that document

while we're -- okay.

Agent , again you have before you what has been marked as

Exhibit C, which at the bottom has been marked document number

C05394835, and it's a multipage email. The topmost date is Friday,

June 3, 2011, at 9:21 a.m.

Do you recognize any part of this multiple-page document?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And what part do you recognize?

A In particular, page 5. Yeah, page 5, ma'am.

Q About halfway down the page there is an email that is from

., and that would be you?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And that was on Thursday, June 2 of 2011. Is that

correct?

A Yes.

Q And you're passing information to the DS Command Center,

to the State Ops Center regarding security restrictions that occurred
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after the explosion at the Tibesti Hotel?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay. Going back to page 2 of this document, at the top

of the page it is an email from a , . Do you know

who is?

A I believe at the time he was in DS/IP.

Q Okay. And was he one of your contacts that you had

regarding requests for additional equipment for Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q The first line of his email says, quote, "I spoke with

at 0645," end quote. That's the first sentence. If you know, is he

referring to you?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And the last line of this email says, quote,

has requested additional equipment as soon as possible with the most

urgent being communication equipment (Annex A)." Again, is he

referring to you?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And then pages 3, 4, and the top of 5 is something that is

entitled "Annex A, Equipment Required for Sustained Mission

Operations." Is this a list that you put together?

A It's a list that would have been cleared by me when sent

back. Either I sent this or it would have been cleared by me before

it got sent back.

Q Okay. And generally what additional equipment are you
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needing for the mission?

A What I am requesting here, to be quite honest with you,

ma'am, is in the same vein of bettering our position. The

communications equipment refers to the radio repeater system that would

have enhanced our ability to communicate within Benghazi. The

Chemlights and things of that nature were things that could be utilized

by the detail as we continued down our mission set.

GPS, specifically getting the navigation software uploaded into

the GPS's from back there would have been easier to accomplish than

us trying to do it on the ground. We did have an FSNI. We use that

term loosely, but we did have people that may need a helmet and body

armor if we had an emergency or something. We don't want anybody left

without that. So kind of an add-on. The SPE, that, if I recall

correctly, was because we had agents coming in.

Q And what does SPE stand for?

A Special protective equipment.

Q Is that firearms?

A Generally, or your body armor, anything that you use to

accomplish your mission.

Q So when it says long, that is a long gun?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q And side is a side arm?

A Yes, ma'am.

Q Okay.

A So as we conducted that review of, you know, as part of the
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bombing issue, one of the things we did is we reviewed, okay, let's

not only look at how we responded and how we could do things better,

but let's also look at any gaps that we may have with equipment. And

as a result of that, it generated this list that we were asking them

to go ahead and provide to us, specifically the radio repeater system,

which we didn't have at that time. You know, because, again, we were

only a couple months -- a couple weeks into this, the repeater system

hadn't been set up.

Q For those of us who are not technologically engaged, what

does a radio repeater system do for you?

A It extends our range, a much greater range essentially.

Q And so the Diplomatic Security agents who went into Benghazi

went in without that piece of equipment?

A They went in with radios. It was our radio system, our

agent-to-agent radio system was supplemented by what we call the

tactical radios, which are satellite radios that could reach throughout

the city. It could also reach out to AFRICOM, And we would do our radio

checks with AFRICOM twice daily or three times daily.

So that was, you know, one of the things that we relied on for

extended communications, was the tactical radio systems.

Q And so you're asking for more SAT phones too?

A More SAT phones, so that we can spread them out a little

more, so that we have more people with SAT phones.

Q Do you recall if these items were ever put into an official

cable to make this request?
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A I don't believe so, ma'am.

Q Okay. So you used this informal email system to make these

equipment requests? Yes?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Do you recall, was this request granted and

fulfilled?

A I believe it was, but I can't speak to certainty if all of

it was provided. But I never had any doubt that, you know, that the

request was looked upon favorably and they were going to do everything

they can to get them out to us.

Q Okay. You stated earlier today, I believe it was this

morning even, that you generally had eight agents involved in any time

the Envoy moved while you were in Benghazi. You had two in an advance

car, you and a driver with the Envoy, and four in a follow-on car. Is

that correct?

A Four or three.

Q So seven to eight agents in three vehicles?

A Yes.

Q Did that profile, if you will, remain constant during the

entire time you were in Benghazi?

A Generally, yes.

Q Okay. And did you consider that prudent for Benghazi?

A I considered it prudent given the assets that I had

available to me. In other words, you know, my goal was to utilize our

assets as best we possibly could to better our profile when we were
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moving relative to the missions that we did in Benghazi.

Q Were you aware that shortly after you left Benghazi, that

Diplomatic Security was considering reducing the staffing level of

Diplomatic Security agents from 10 to 5?

A When I was there?

Q Right after you left.

A I'm not aware of that, no.

Q If you had been asked your opinion, would you have concurred

with that decision?

Mr. Evers. If you can say.

Mr. . Yeah. I don't know the context that they would

drop down to that level. I would need to know, what is the mission,

who are we providing that service to, how many, what is expected of

us in order to fulfill the staff's mission. I would need a lot of

context before I would agree to something like that.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q But as to the last day that you were there, you were still

using seven to eight agents and three vehicles when the Envoy was making

a movement?

A Yes, to the best of my knowledge, yes.

Q Do you recall ever going out with just five agents with the

Envoy?

A I don't think so, ma'am.

Q You mentioned a holiday dinner earlier. Do you recall that

event now?
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A Yes.

Q Okay. And you said it was -- and I actually don't have this

in my notes. Did you say she was English or American?

A She was Libyan.

Q Oh, she spoke English?

A Uh-huh.

Q Okay. And who was she?

A That I would like to go into classified session on.

Q Are you telling us that she had a classified position in

the country of Libya?

A No, ma'am. I am just not comfortable in an unclassed

setting naming names of people that were friendly to our mission that

are still in Libya.

Mr. Davis. Do you know for a fact that she is still in Libya?

Mr. . I don't know for a fact, but I suspect that that

may be the case, and I don't want to do anything that would endanger.

Mr. Evers. Just to be clear, if we went into a classed setting

and had the discussion, the State Department would happily review the

transcript to make an actual classification assessment of the

information.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. The Department of Justice raised a concern

about specifically naming Libyan national friendlies or people who are

cooperating with the USG at this point, who are located in Libya or

who are Libyan nationals who still have family located in Libya, citing

a number of safety and security concerns. It seems around the same
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bent, right? It would be friendlies in Libya who if leaked out that

they were friendlies in Libya could be a safety issue.

Mr. Davis. So the concern is that the name would get leaked and

not that the information is actually classified?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. My understanding was that, and I am just

raising this particular issue, was that the Department of Justice had

specific concerns about naming and therefore would not name --

Ms. Jackson. But that's as to potential witnesses at the trial.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Yes, although my point was just that I think

that the argument would be similar, right? It would be people being

friendly to the U.S. Government who are located in Libya or who have

family located in Libya still as it's obviously a very dangerous place

right now. So I am only sort of saying that it is a legitimate concern.

Mr. Evers. And just to be really clear, I am not speaking for

the Department of Justice, and neither one of us are necessarily sitting

here stating with certainty that the names would qualify as classified.

What I am saying is that the State Department would happily review a

classified transcript and make a classification assessment consistent

with executive orders that preclude us from using classification to

hide sensitive information that isn't actually classified.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But I think what I am saying is that I think

our preference is that we not ask for the name of a Libyan national

who is friendly because I'm not sure what need we would have for our

investigation for that and because the potential leak of a name like

that could, in fact, endanger the person.
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BY MR. DAVIS:

Q Earlier Sharon was asking you about whether or not there

was one particular individual who the Envoy may have relied on. Do

you recall that?

A Yes.

Q And she just mentioned now that there was a lady who -- and

you mentioned earlier -- who had cooked dinner for you and the Envoy?

A Uh-huh.

Q Was that lady married? Do you recall?

A Yes.

Q And was her husband the same individual who the Envoy relied

on?

A Yes.

Q Did you ever see that individual ride in a vehicle with the

Envoy?

A Yeah, I believe there were cases where that would be true.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Not the last question, but the last section. You told us

earlier that you are

. Is that correct?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And you assumed that position in January of 2013?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And Secretary Clinton was still the Secretary of

State at the time when you assumed?
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Mr. Evers. If you remember.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q I believe it was February.

A Yeah, I took -- that would be correct. I believe that's

correct because we picked up Secretary Kerry and took him to the

inauguration festivities. We picked him up on Inauguration Day. I

don't believe he had been sworn in by that point.

Q Did you personally participate in providing personal

protection to Secretary Clinton, you were physically present --

A No, ma'am.

Q Okay. So then tell me what your role and responsibility

is ?

A I'm responsible

.

Q And how many agents do you have assigned to the protection

detail?

A Our total office strength right now is . That includes

GS personnel as well as foreign service personnel, contractors.

Q Okay. So agents would be foreign service personnel,

correct?

A Yes.

Q And GS, would that be clerical administrative?

A Yes.

Q Okay. Have I missed anybody? I just want to understand

the dynamics.
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A Yeah. And we do have some contract personnel that provide

administrative support as well.

Q Okay. Of the , how many are agents?

Mr. Evers. I'm not objecting totally, but I'm not sure I

understand the relevance of the --

Ms. Jackson. It's just some foundation questions. I'm going to

move on. I'm just trying to get a sense of this.

Mr. Evers. Okay. Do you know how many agents are tasked in your

office.

Mr. . Yeah. Of the , should have about -- of the ,

we would have roughly -- of that there would be about of us are agents,

yeah. We have contractors and, I believe, GS positions

that are filled right now. So, yeah.

Ms. Jackson. How do you learn about movements

for any given day? Do you receive a schedule? And do you receive that

by email, by fax, by walking up and getting the document? What, if

any, documentation do you get regarding daily

movements?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Is this maybe a little bit outside the scope

and maybe sensitive. I mean, I'm not sure what this has to do with

Benghazi.

Mr. Evers. I have a similar -- I just have a similar request,

not an objection. I understand that you're trying to lay a foundation.

Is it possible we can skip some of the foundation and get to what you
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believe is actually truly relevant to the investigation of what

happened in Benghazi in 2012?

Ms. Jackson. I'm trying to get a sense of what documentation

would be available regarding any movements.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But he didn't do movement

for Secretary Clinton.

Ms. Jackson. I don't believe he said that.

Mr. Evers. You could ask him that question, and certainly in the

2012 timeframe you could ask him if he has any information on that.

I think that would bring it closer to the jurisdiction of the committee

without intruding on sort of a broad investigation of the State

Department today.

Ms. Jackson. Well, as we said earlier, the only objection is one

for privilege, and are you making that objection for privilege?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. You know what, I'm going to actually say

you guys said that the scope of this interview and the scope of these

State Department interviews were going to be the time of these witnesses

when they were working in Benghazi. We clearly covered the time when

he was working in Benghazi. Now you are asking him about a current

position that has nothing to do with his time in Benghazi.

Mr. Evers. And, for example, I mean, there are concerns about

testimony about access to the schedule and his movements,

or her movements that, you know, hackers might be interested in. I

mean, it is sensitive information. And I am not objecting on the basis

of privilege or anything else. I'm asking if whether you can advance
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the ball of your questions to where you think it is actually relevant,

and if we need to back up and understand some background information

to get there, I think you might -- we won't need to get into any

objection or anything like that. It just seems a little odd that we're

talking about how gets information

about movements when the jurisdiction of the

committee focuses on attacks that happened under a different Secretary.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Then let me ask you this: Were you ever the agent in charge

of Secretary Clinton's detail?

A No, ma'am.

Q Okay. Who was ?

A

Q ?

A I believe it is , ma'am. I could be wrong.

Q And is it or ?

A .

Q Okay. Thanks.

Mr. Evers. Thanks. I appreciate it.

Ms. Jackson. Then I would note that it is about 12 minutes till

5:00. Let's go off the record for a minute.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Kenny. Go back on the record. Time is 4:50.

Again, thank you for your patience. I hope to be winding down

here shortly. But before I do so, I have a few follow-up questions
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I would like to ask to clarify a few things.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And we are still unclassified, as in not

classified.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So there was some discussion during the last hour, the

beginning of the last hour, where we were talking about the move from

one compound to the villas. And one of the things that I personally

found just a little confusing was the use of the term villa, the use

of the term compound. We're referring to security profile and whether

you felt comfortable with certain setups and whether you viewed certain

places. And I'd just like to ask because it seems to be a little bit

of a confusing period because it seems that there were a lot of

facilities under consideration.

So when -- and help me if I make a mistake here -- but the team

is in the hotel, Tibesti, including yourself. Is that right? We will

pause on that.

Did you, when you were in Benghazi between May and June of 2011,

just to clarify, were you ever present in the villas that we were

describing in the last hour?

A That --

Q The State Department --

A -- the State Department --

Q Yes.

A -- I never resided there, no, sir.

Q Okay.
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A I surveyed those villas before occupancy.

Q Okay. Does the term interim villa mean anything to you?

A Not necessarily, no.

Q Okay. Do you recall the phrase the French villas? Do you

know which property that referred to?

A No, I don't recall. If that was used around me, it doesn't

have a specific meaning that I could articulate.

Q Do you recall if the plan was to move into a short-term villa

and then move into a larger property at some point in or around July,

which would have been after your time?

A I can't speak to that, sir. What we were looking at was

one specific villa or one property that we could move from

into that property.

Mr. Evers. I just remind you that you are in an unclassified

setting.

Mr. . Right. Okay.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Okay. And that particular property, was that one of the

properties that became part of the temporary mission facility, to your

knowledge?

Mr. Evers. If you know.

Mr. I can't. All's I can speak to is, is that there

was a villa -- a property that we identified that we prepared to move

into. I departed post before we actually took up residence in that

particular villa. But to be quite honest, that's the extent of my
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knowledge of the issues relative to the property.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Do you know that that property that you surveyed was, in

fact, occupied?

A To the best of my knowledge, the person that replaced me

ended up moving in there with the rest of the mission staff.

Q And do you recall if perhaps there were other villas that

were under consideration that fell through after your time for various

reasons? Did you have any visibility into that after you left post?

A Not that I could speak to with any certainty.

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS:

Q So you don't know whether the villa that you surveyed and

the people moved into shortly after you left Benghazi in 2011 was, in

fact, the villa that got attacked in 2012?

A I don't know that.

Q Okay. And it's possible that it was not the same villa?

A That is possible. I never went back to Benghazi.

Q I assume you don't --

A Unfortunately, I never made it back, so I don't know with

any real granularity what happened in terms of the properties and any

expansion or anything like that.

Q I assume you just don't recall an address or something

specific like that?

A An address?

Q Yeah.
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A No.

Q I wouldn't either.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q I would like to shift gears here for a moment and fast

forward to the Accountability Review Board and that process. Have you

had an opportunity to read or review the ARB report?

A I know it is available, yes.

Q Okay. Are you familiar with the ARB's recommendations?

A I've looked at -- when it came out I looked at the ARB. But

do I recall all the recommendations that were made in the ARB? I don't.

Q Okay. And at the time it came out, you were no longer

affiliated or associated with the MSD. Is that correct, with that

office?

A That is correct. To the best of my knowledge, by that time

I had left and was here in D.C.

Q Okay. That's fair.

Shifting gears yet again, for this portion I am going to ask you

a series of questions about some public allegations related to the

attacks. You understand that the committee is investigating these

allegations, and therefore we have to ask everyone about them, but I

would not want you to think that by asking these questions that either

I or the Democratic members are saying that any of these allegations

have merit. You will also see that there are a lot of these allegations

so it will take a while, and I apologize in advance and just ask that

you bear with us in this process.
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Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But this is the end.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q For the most part I will just ask whether you have any

evidence or information to support these allegations, and if you do

not, we can move on to the next one.

It has been alleged that then Secretary of State Hillary Clinton

intentionally blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One

Congressman speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon

Panetta to stand down," close quote, and this resulted in the Defense

Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered

Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any kind of order -- any kind of order -- to Secretary of Defense

Panetta on the night of the attacks?

A No.

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington

Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it four Pinocchios,

its highest award for false claims.

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed

an April 2012 cable denying security resources to Libya?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was
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personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day

security resources in Benghazi?

A No.

Q It has further been alleged that Secretary Clinton

misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi

to his own people in order to garner support for military operations

in Libya in the spring of 2011. Do you have any evidence that Secretary

Clinton misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed

by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for military

operations in Libya in spring of 2011?

A No.

Q It has also been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries.

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on

Intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and

shipping arms from Libya to Syria," close quote, and they found that,

quote, "no support for this allegation," close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence

Committee's bipartisan report findings that the CIA was not shipping

arms from Libya to Syria?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya

to Syria or to any other foreign country?

A No.
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Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and

there have been a number of allegations about the cause and

appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee

issued a bipartisan report concluding the team was not ordered to,

quote, "stand down," close quote, but that instead there were tactical

disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order

to CIA personnel?

A No.

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do

you have any evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind

the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex

to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A No.

Q A concern has been raised by one individual in the course

of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board that damaging

documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production.

Do you have any evidence that anyone in the State Department removed

or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials that were provided

to the ARB?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone in the State Department
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directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from the materials that were provided to the ARB?

A No.

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents provided to

Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were

provided to Congress?

A No.

Q It has further been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael

Morell altered unclassified talking points about Benghazi attacks for

political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he

told Congress that the CIA, quote, "basically performed our duties in

accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and

nonpartisanship," close quote.

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell

gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the

Benghazi talking points?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?

A No.

Q It has further been alleged that Ambassador Rice made a,

quote, "intentional misrepresentation," close quote, when she spoke

on the Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks.

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally
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misrepresented facts about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk

shows?

A No.

Q It has further been alleged that the President of the United

States was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close quote,

on the night of the attacks and that he was, quote, "missing in action,"

close quote.

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or missing in action

on the night of the attacks?

A No.

Q It has further been alleged that a team of four military

personnel in Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering

flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors

to, quote, "stand down," close quote, meaning to cease all operations.

Military officials have stated that those four individuals were ordered

to, quote, "remain in place," close quote, in Tripoli to provide

security and medical assistance in their current location. A

Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services Committee

found that, quote, "There was no stand-down order issued to the U.S.

military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in Benghazi,"

close quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House

Armed Services Committee that there was no stand-down order issued to

U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in
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Benghazi?

A No.

Q It has been further alleged that the military failed to

deploy assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives.

However, former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the

former chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a

review of the attacks after which he stated, quote, "Given where the

troops were, how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it

dissipated, we probably couldn't have done more than we did," close

quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's

conclusion?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have

saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not

to deploy?

A No.

Mr. Kenny. Okay. That's it for us. We'll go off the record.

[Whereupon, at 5:04 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Ms. Jackson. Let's go on the record. This is a transcribed

interview of conducted by the House Select Committee

on Benghazi. This interview is being conducted voluntarily as part

of the committee's investigation into the attacks on the U.S.

diplomatic facilities in Benghazi, Libya, and matters related to it

pursuant to House Resolution 567 at the 113th Congress and House

Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress.

Mr. , would you give us your full name this morning for the

record?

Mr. . .

Ms. Jackson. Okay. We appreciate your appearance here today.

We appreciate the fact that you have agreed to voluntarily come and

talk with members of this committee today. Again, my name is Sharon

Jackson. I am with the committee's majority staff. To my left is

Sheria Clarke, also a counsel with the majority staff, who will be doing

the bulk of your questioning today.

I am just going to go through a few preliminary procedural matters

this morning before we get started, but first, I will make sure that

you know everyone in the room. You are here with the State Department

counsel, Catherine Duval. Is that correct?

Mr. . Correct.

Ms. Jackson. And we will start with Heather and go around the

room.

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer, counsel for minority.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny with the minority staff.
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Mr. Woolfork. Brent Woolfork with the minority staff.

Ms. Barrineau. Sara Barrineau with the majority staff.

Ms. Jackson. Obviously in any type of congressional committee

there are ground rules to go over, and I just want to make sure that

you understand the process that we are going to use today. I am sure

you have consulted with Ms. Duval before coming here today. The way

this works is that members of the majority staff will ask questions

for up to an hour, and then we will turn it over to our colleagues on

the minority staff, and they will have a similar period of time.

At the conclusion of that, if we need to, we will either go to

additional rounds here in this setting, or we may move to a different

location. This setting here is an unclassified setting, so we are

intending to ask you questions that we believe will elicit answers that

are unclassified. We have reviewed a lot of documents, and so we have

based our questions on those documents that have been marked

unclassified. But if you feel that any answer to a question that is

posed to you would get into the realm of classified information, please

just let us know, and we will either withdraw the question or hold it

until we move into a classified setting, and we do have facility

available to us to do that after the first round of questioning.

In this setting, questions can only be asked by a member of the

committee, a Member of Congress that is assigned to the committee, or

a Member of their staff. We have had members in the past that have

been present and asked questions. Given what is going on in the House

today, I don't anticipate that we will have any Members, but it is
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possible that one or more may come in. And we will continue in these

alternating rounds until each side has asked all the questions that

they would like to.

Unlike testimony or a deposition in Federal court or even State

court, the committee's format is not bound by any rules of evidence,

so hearsay is admissible. Your opinion about certain things is

admissible in this. The only objection that would be considered would

be one for privilege. Those matters then go to the chair of the

committee, and he would decide whether or not that question would be

answered. Members and the staff are not permitted to raise objections

to any questions when the other side is asking questions, and this has

generally not been an issue, but I just bring it to your attention.

You are here with Ms. Duval today. You are welcome to confer with

her at any time if you want to do so. I am sure she has explained her

position as the agency's counsel and not your personal counsel, but

you are certainly welcome to confer with her whenever you want. So

if you want to step out of the room and have a private conversation

with her, we will certain afford you the opportunity to do that. If

you just want to lean over and whisper something to her, that is also

perfectly fine. But we want to make sure that you are comfortable with

the questions that we are posing for you today. Along that same route,

it is important that you understand what we are asking today, so if,

as my mind will do, occasionally go off someplace and I miss part of

a question, or you just don't understand, or you need some clarification

as to any questions, please ask that we repeat it or rephrase it, because
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it is very important that you understand what we are asking so that

we get the best information possible. Do you have any questions about

that?

Mr. . No.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. And again, we are asking for your best

recollection of events. We know that some these events happened close

to 4 years ago. Things may not be crystal clear anymore, but we are

asking you to give your most full and complete recollection possible.

If there is something that you simply know that happened but you don't

recall, please do tell us. We will probably follow-up with a question

about was there anybody else there; was there anybody else present that

might have a similar -- might have a recollection of those events.

But, again, we ask that you give us everything that you can today in

response to our questions.

We will take a break whenever it is convenient for you. Usually

at the end of the first hour of questioning, we will take a short break

because the minority staff will come and sit across from you. But if

you need a break in between those hour periods, just let us know.

Again, we have coffee, tea, water, whatever you want. Please don't

hesitate to ask. We will try and make this process as easy,

comfortable, and painless as possible.

As you see we have an Official Reporter here who is taking down

everything that is said to give us a complete record of these events.

It is important that you give verbal responses. We get into the habit

of nodding and shaking our head, and that is very difficult for the
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reporter to take down. The other thing that she would really

appreciate is if we avoid as much as possible talking over each other.

It is easy to start an answer before the question is finished, and it

is also very easy, and I am very guilty of this, of starting the

follow-up question before the answer is done. So I promise to make

my best effort not to interrupt, and I am probably going to be successful

because I am going to turn the questioning over to someone else today.

And then just a few final questions. Do you understand that you

are required to answer truthfully the questions that are posed to you

by Congress?

Mr. . I do.

Ms. Jackson. And do you understand that that extends to members

of congressional committee staff?

Mr. . Yes.

Ms. Jackson. Do you understand that witnesses who knowingly

provide false testimony could be subject to criminal prosecution for

perjury or making false statements?

Mr. . I just heard you say that.

Ms. Jackson. Okay. Is there any reason that you know of, as you

sit here today, that you would not be able to provide truthful testimony

to this committee?

Mr. . No.

Ms. Jackson. Well, that is the end of my introduction. Does the

minority staff have anything they would like to add?

Ms. Sawyer. No.
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Ms. Jackson. Okay. The clock now reads, I have 12 after 10. We

will get started with the first hour of questioning, and I will turn

it over to my colleague, Sheria Clarke.

EXAMINATION

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Thank you, Mr. , for your willingness to come today,

and thank you for your service to our country.

I just wanted to get started with a little bit about your

background. Can you kind of give me an overview of your experience

with the State Department?

A Sure. I joined the State Department in 1998, in the fall

of that year. I have been at the State Department since in a variety

of capacities, primarily in the Political Military Bureau,

Counterterrorism Bureau, the Middle East or NEA Bureau. I also did

2 years overseas at the U.S. Embassy in Tripoli from 2006 to 2008, and

I am currently working in the Political Military Bureau.

Q And did you spend some time, in one of your assignments,

were you signed to Benghazi?

A Yes, while I was permanently assigned to the PM Bureau, I

was temporarily assigned to Benghazi from November to February

2011 -- 2012.

Q Did you volunteer for that assignment or were you recruited?

A I was recruited.

Q How much time before you actually went to Benghazi did you

have before you were recruited for that assignment?
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A I am sorry. So how much time -- could you restate the

question?

Q I am sorry. When you were recruited for that assignment,

about how long did it take before you actually arrived in Benghazi?

A A little less than 2 weeks.

Q And what did you know about the length and scope of your

assignment and then the Benghazi mission in general?

A On the length of the assignment, it was undetermined prior

to my going out, so a couple of months, but there was no fixed end date.

Q Okay. And then what about the mission in Benghazi? What

was your understanding of the length and scope of that mission?

A At the time I was asked to go out, I didn't have a sense

of what the length and scope of the mission would be.

Q Once you arrived, did you get a better sense of what that

length and scope was?

A I would say that during my preparations to go out after I

had been asked to go out, I gained a better appreciation, I think, of

what the length and scope would be.

Q What were some of the things that you did to prepare to go

to Benghazi?

A I had office calls with offices that had ongoing issues that

was of interest to the mission, so I met with individuals who were

working on MANPADS, shoulder-fired rockets, economic issues, political

issues, those sorts of things, did office calls to prepare myself to

go out.
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Q Did you speak with the Special Envoy before you went out

to Benghazi?

A He was, the Envoy was in Benghazi at the time, so we

exchanged emails. I don't recall that we spoke.

Q Okay. When you arrived in Benghazi, had the Envoy already

left Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q Before going out to Benghazi, what were you told that your

purpose in going to Benghazi was going to be?

A What I was told was that I would pick up the work of the

Envoy after his departure for a sort of undetermined period.

Q And can you describe what that work was?

A I can describe what I did, what my expectation was, was to

run the mission there in Benghazi, to be responsible for its activities

and provide direction to its activities.

Q Once you arrived, do you recall the number of DS team members

that were present? Describe for me the security situation there and

the security teams that were present in Benghazi.

A Could you rephrase that a little bit and narrow it for me

a little bit?

Q Sure. Well, let's just start with the number of DS agents

that were there in Benghazi at the mission. Do you recall how many

were present at the time, and did that change over the course that you

were there?

A Upon my arrival, there were quite a few DS agents at the
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compound, in part because we had a senior visitor at that time. So

it was not immediately clear to me what the permanent staffing level

was upon my arrival.

Q And who was that senior visitor?

A Susan Rice.

Q And how long after your arrival did Ms. Rice arrive, and

then when did she leave?

A She arrived the following day and left that same day.

Q So were you involved in any of the preparation for her visit?

A I met with the, or I was part of the team, mostly security

folks, describing the security arrangements for her visit; but I was

not involved in setting up her appointments or her schedule per se.

I came in really at the very, very end of planning. I was there mostly

just to hear how the day was going to roll out. It had already been

planned before I arrived.

Q You said there was a number of security agents, DS agents

there, due to her visit. Once she left, do you recall about how many

DS agents were there, and were you able to get a better sense of the

normal number of agents that were in Benghazi?

A Yeah. I don't recall the exact number that were present

or the exact number that left, but after the sort of the surge for the

visit, it was clear what the steady state was; and then, of course,

I was on the ground and able to talk to my RSO and have those discussions.

So the regional security officers are able to get a better sense of

what the complement looked like.
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Q And what did that complement look like?

A It was on the order of three to five, I think, at that time.

Q The surge of DS agents, do you recall where those DS agents

came from, that came for Ambassador Rice's visit?

A I can't recollect exactly. I think they were pulled from

various areas, including from Tripoli.

Q Were you aware of any other security personnel present in

Benghazi during your time there?

A Yes.

Q Were there other western countries that were present in

Benghazi during your time there as well?

A Yes.

Q Can you name a few of them?

A Sure. Let's see. We had the French. We had the British.

We had the Turks. We had the Italians. We had the EU.

Q And these are all present in Benghazi?

A Yes. The Maltese. Those are the ones that come to my

memory.

Q So we talked a little bit about the number of DS agents that

were in Benghazi and how your understanding changed once you arrived

there and things kind of settled down. What was your understanding

of the actual security situation in Benghazi before going there and

once you arrived there?

A So before going out, I had consulted with the Libya desk

prior to going out and the NEA Bureau, for example. I recall having,
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that was probably where I got my sense of what the environment was first

and foremost in the amount of time I had to prepare to go out. And

was there a second part to your question?

Q And did that sense change? Did your understanding of the

security situation change once you arrived in Benghazi?

A In terms of changing once I arrived, I mean, then I was

obviously on the ground and was able to talk to the RSO who was there,

and I think got a more fulsome appreciation of what the security was

like on the ground just by being there also.

Q And how would you describe the security during your time

there?

A Was your question what was my sense of security when I

arrived or during my whole time there?

Q When you arrived, and did it change during your whole time

there?

A Upon arrival I would say it was fluid. It was a

post-revolutionary, post-conflict environment, and I would say that

was how I would characterize it when I left honestly.

Q What do you mean by fluid?

A There were a lot of -- the central government was still

forming itself. Just prior to my arrival it had moved from -- the seat

of authority had moved from Benghazi back to Tripoli. The security

organizations were either rebuilding, forming new, or didn't exist.

The lines of authority weren't necessarily clear between them. You

had combatants and forming militias and other groups of that type that
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were in various states of being demobilized or still mobilized. So

there were a lot of actors, and it was fairly chaotic.

Q Before going to Benghazi, did you have to complete any type

of training, like FACT training or anything similar to that?

A I was not asked to conduct any such training.

Q Had you ever been assigned to a high-threat post before?

A No.

Q Were you aware of any other individuals that were assigned

to Benghazi had to go through specific types of training before going

there?

A I am not aware. I should say, to clarify, you are asking

me of people in my position or anyone?

Q People in your position, or any of the DS agents that were

there or any of the other U.S. Government personnel that was in

Benghazi.

A Thank you. I was told by my RSO, and I had been told in

an email that Diplomatic Security officers had to undergo high-threat

training before being assigned to Benghazi.

Q But do you know if there was a requirement for anyone, say,

the individual that replaced you, were they required to have any type

of training before going to Benghazi?

A I am not aware if there was a requirement.

Q What was your understanding of the U.S. interest in being

in Libya and specifically in Benghazi?

A So what was my understanding of why we were there, in
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essence?

Q Yes.

A The Libyan revolution had started in the east. It had been

where the seat of government had been. It was one of the key locations

during the revolutionary period. As I mentioned, that is where the

government had been. That is where the political leadership had been

up to that point. Also historically, the eastern part of Libya is very

important economically, politically, and for other reasons, so

Benghazi was also the second-largest city in Libya at the time. So

the eastern part of the country, there is a lot of issues that are of

interest to the United States, so that was the reason for the location

there, to have a better sense of what was going on in that part of the

country.

Q Now, not long before you arrived, the Embassy in Tripoli

had reopened. Is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Do you know why there was an interest in still maintaining

a presence in Benghazi versus moving the mission and moving the

personnel all to Tripoli?

A So you are asking do I know why there remained interest?

Q Why was the mission in Benghazi continued -- why did the

mission in Benghazi continue to be held open when the Embassy in Tripoli

had already reopened?

A As I mentioned, there was a lot of good political reporting

to do. There were a lot of contacts that could be made that were
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still -- the leadership of the country still sort of oscillating back

and forth between Tripoli and Benghazi. As the seat of government was

moving to Tripoli, there was still a lot of traffic through there.

There were important political leaders and other leaders that still

were resident in the eastern part of the country. The eastern part

of the country was also reasonably difficult to get to, so there was

a lot of work that could be done in sort of that diplomatic sphere in

that part of the country by having a presence.

Q What made it difficult to get to the eastern part of the

country?

A Just travel internal to the country was challenging.

Q What made the travel challenging?

A That is really more of an RSO question, but there were

infrequent flights, and travel by road was not always done for security

reasons.

Q Did you have an understanding of the mission's official

status in Benghazi? Did it have an official status as a representative

of the U.S. Government?

A With the local authorities, which equated to national

authorities in that sense, we had an official relationship with their

ministry of foreign affairs, so they were aware of our presence, and

they provided some courtesies and support to us as a diplomatic entity.

Q What were some of those courtesies and supports that they

provided?

A Visa support for individuals that were working there, sort
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of some elements of diplomatic status in terms of identification, how

you would be identified and how you would be handled by authorities,

things of that sort.

Q You mentioned earlier the MANPADS issue. Were you involved

at all in anything that dealt with MANPADS as far as gathering

information about sites of MANPADS, or how they were being collected

and disarmed?

A Yes. To some degree, particularly earlier in my tenure,

there were some ongoing programs in that department that I was aware

of.

Q Were you involved in them, or you just were aware that they

were going on?

A I probably could answer that more fulsomely in a separate

session.

Q What was your awareness of the type of intelligence that

was being collected in Libya?

A That is another one I would have to answer in a separate

session, I think.

Q And you were aware that there was intelligence being

collected?

A I would have to answer that in a separate session.

Q Let's just talk a little bit about the compound at Benghazi.

So once you arrived, you were in a particular part, you were in several

villas, and at some point, the location of the compound changed. Can

you describe for me your understanding of why the mission moved and
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some of the factors that went into actually moving the mission?

A So the location of the mission didn't change per se. It

condensed.

Q Right. There were three villas, and one villa was released

at some point?

A Right. So that was an effort that was made during my tenure

to shrink the footprint of the mission, given the number of personnel

that we were expected to house at any given time, plus TDYers, or people

on temporary duty, that might come out to the mission. Also being

mindful of the resources we had to put to security and other things.

The three-villa compound was very large stretch of property, all of

it to the resources that we had and practically the needs that we had

to house and support people. So during my tenure, we asked for and

received permission to shrink the footprint of the mission.

Q So during your tenure, you consolidated to Villas B and C.

Is that correct?

A That is correct.

Q Was that your original recommendation to consolidate to

those villas, or were there other sites that you thought would be a

better fit for the mission?

A So in considering that issue, which was a significant one,

we looked at a number of locations in Benghazi to see if there was a

better alternative that we could locate. We looked at several

different ones. The mission was supported by a facilities expert from

Embassy Tripoli in looking at those, and also Diplomatic Security to
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obviously look at the security footprint to see what was advisable.

And the option to condense into B and C was my recommendation after

looking at the various options.

Q You mentioned earlier that there was other U.S. Government

presence there, and you were aware of that presence. Was there ever

discussion about co-locating with that U.S. Government presence?

Those bells are -- you will probably hear various ones, signals to the

Members of what they should be doing.

A If I may, I would like to address that in a separate session.

Q Was there a particular reason why Villa A was released

versus retaining Villa A and moving to Villa A? Why was B and C chosen

over Villa A?

A So during that process, the mission produced sort of a cost

benefit, sort of standard pro-con, sort of argumentation for keeping

or not keeping various properties, putting the new ones. Villa A had

advantages and disadvantages, as anything would. Some of the key

disadvantages were that it was not centered in the property. It was

very close to one of the walls, so it didn't have, in the estimation

of our regional facility officer experts, sufficient setback from the

road that ran behind it. Further, the walls, particularly in that

compound, were perforated. They were ornate and were decorative and

structural. So one could -- you could stick your arm through the wall

at any point you cared to. It also didn't provide a lot of security

in that respect. So those were two of the primary considerations.

Q Were there any issues or any concerns regarding Villas B

1567



20

and C as far as security? Any similar issues such as holes in the walls

because they were ornate or anything similar to Villa A?

A The consideration was that those were more suitable, that

they were, the residents and the office were sort of more centrally

located in the middle of the property, among other things. I mean,

this is a longer analysis, part of a longer analysis of the pros and

cons of those properties. So that was one of the main considerations.

Q Were there changes that would have to be made to Villas B

and C in order for the mission to be occupied there?

A Well, at the time, the mission was already resident there.

Q I guess, were there any changes, or was there discussion

about improvements that needed to be made to Villas B and C?

A Yes, there were discussions about that.

Q And what were some of those improvements?

A My recollection is that later in my tenure, we put

forward -- the mission put forward a series of requests for security

upgrades to get to a higher level of standard security for the mission

in conjunction with that move.

Q Do you recall what some of those requests were?

A I do.

Q And what were some of those requests?

A Asked for Jersey barriers, drop arms, sandbags, egress

gates cut in the bars on the windows. There is no way to get out

otherwise. And some other things, I believe, like I think additional

lighting.
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Q You mentioned the mission was already occupied there. What

did you think about the fact that these items weren't already in place?

A I felt that the things I described, I felt were a bare

minimum level security upgrades.

Q And were you surprised that those minimum security upgrades

had not already been made, especially since the mission had already

occupied that space?

A I am sorry. So the question was whether I was surprised?

Q Surprised, or what did you think about the fact that these

bare minimum security upgrades had not already been made? You arrived,

you said that these requests, you made these requests closer to the

end of your tenure there, so you had been there a month or two, and

other people had already been in -- the mission had already occupied

the space, and these upgrades had not been made. What did you think

about that fact?

A Well, when we were going through the process of that move,

as I mentioned, to Villa B and C, drawing on the best professional advice

of the RSO, we did our best to come up with a set of improvements for

those items, which having been there for then some weeks and able to

work through them with them to see what was required, just, my feeling

was that, you know, these were things that needed to be done, in addition

to a safe haven, if one could be created, in one of the villas.

Q Before your tenure ended, were any of these upgrades made?

A I believe, yes, some of them were made, and some were not.

My understanding upon my departure is that some were in progress and
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some had already been done.

Q Were any of them denied?

A I don't recall precisely because, again, it was sort of

mid-course when I left.

Q Do you recall having any security upgrade requests that you

made during your time there that were denied or that you were aware

of were made during your time there that were denied?

Ms. Duval. Can you break that down just so that we have got a

clean record?

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Sure. Do you recall during your tenure any security

requests that you made that were denied?

A During my tenure at a couple of junctures, I asked for

additional Diplomatic Security officer support, and those requests

were not always filled. We had asked for some of these security

upgrades at an earlier juncture. I don't know that I would say that

they were denied, but they weren't, to my recollection, they just

weren't filled at that time.

Q Were you given any reason why the additional Diplomatic

Security resources were not provided?

A The reasons I was generally given was worldwide

availability of agents.

Q What prompted you to request additional resources?

A Talking to, again, the RSO and making our estimate of what

would be required to support mission operations, we attempted to set
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a level of what should be a steady state of Diplomatic Security presence

there.

Q What did you set that level at?

A During my tenure, we sought to have a level 5 at a steady

state.

Q And did it drop below that number?

A Yes.

Q What was the lowest number that it dropped to?

A One.

Q How did that impact your ability to complete, your

understanding, of what your task was in Benghazi?

A Not having a higher level of Diplomatic Security staffing,

limited movements off the compound. Also put, certainly, you know,

if we had determined that a certain number was required below that

number, obviously it leaves you in a lesser sort of security posture

obviously generally, but it particularly made it difficult to conduct

movements off the compound and also to host TDYers, people who were

coming out from USAID or from any organization that wanted to come in,

because, again, they could potentially come to the mission, but then

they can't get about town.

Q Let's talk about movements for a moment. What were the

parameters for actually conducting a movement? How many agents did

you have to have in order to conduct a movement, and how many would

you have liked to have to remain at the mission compound?

A So in my experience, typically -- and again, the regional
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security officer is the expert in these matters -- was that normally

you would travel with one DS agent, and there would be one back at the

compound, at a bare minimum.

Q And during your time in Benghazi, was that the protocol,

or did you travel with more than one DS agent?

A That was typically the protocol when available to travel

with more than one.

Q Do you recall ever going out with just one DS agent?

A Yes.

Q And in your estimation, which was more common, to travel

with more than one or to just travel with one?

A I would say it was about even.

Q About how many movements per day did you make during your

tenure in Benghazi?

A So how many movements off compound did I make?

Q Yes, on average.

A I would have a difficult time putting a number on that. It

did vary fairly considerably based upon the schedule and availability

of resources, so it is hard to say.

Q Could you give an average of the number of movements that

you made during a week?

A It falls into the same difficulty. I mean, it could be

anywhere from none on a particular day to, you know, four, somewhere

in that range, depending.

Q And did that variation depend -- what were the factors for
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that variation? Was it the number of DS agents available?

A Sure. It was schedule, what events they needed to attend

or meetings they needed to attend off the compound, also the

availability of resources. Sometimes for the agents, there would also

be things like picking up somebody at the airport which they would do,

depending on what the business of the day may be, or travel inside the

city.

Q Can you describe, during your time in Benghazi, were you

aware of any security incidents that occurred in Benghazi?

A Yes.

Q And can you describe those?

A Can you help me narrow down "security incidents"?

Q Were you aware if there was an incident of small arms fire

in Benghazi, near the farm that was located

? Were you aware of that incident?

Ms. Duval. If you can answer in this setting.

Mr. . Yeah. I can speak to small arms fire.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Sure.

A Small arms fire was not infrequent to hear that actually

from our location, and so Villas A, B and C it was pretty much a regular

occurrence, particularly at night. So in terms of small arms fire,

that was fairly routine, or regular, I should say.

Q In January of 2012, there was a violent protest at the TNC

headquarters. Were you aware of that incident?
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A Yes.

Q Can you describe what that incident was regarding?

A My recollection of the incident was the Prime Minister,

Abdul Jalil, was in Benghazi at the time for a meeting with some

opposition protest leaders. He was essentially cornered in a building

which was a Transitional National Council, TNC, building. There was

some violence that ensued out front or a disturbance there. This was

in the downtown part of the city.

Q And were there any changes regarding movements or any

changes made at the mission compound in response to the protests?

A Not that I can recall.

Q Do you recall any other incidents in January, any other

security incidents in January?

Ms. Duval. I'm assuming this is January --

Ms. Clarke. 2012.

Mr. . Security incidents is fairly broad, so it may be,

but I can't think of anything specific.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Around the 27th of January, do you recall an incident where

an RSO motorcade was stopped by an unmarked police car?

A I don't recall that.

Q Do you recall an incident where there was a potential breach

of a compound wall by an individual?

A I remember at least one such incident, yes.

Q Can you describe that?
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A I can recall one incident, but I don't know the date, recall

the date.

Q Can you describe that incident?

A So one evening there was, the alarm went off on the compound.

That was triggered by the local guard force, which caused the Diplomatic

Security officers and our QRF, or the Quick Reaction Force, on the

compound to react to that individual. It was determined the individual

wasn't a threat to the compound, but there was that reaction to the

individual coming over the wall.

Q And were there any changes made at the compound because of

that incident?

A I don't recall that there were specific changes to that

particular protocol or reaction, but that incident certainly tended

to the broader request for resources.

Q Now, during your time there, did the Deputy Director of NEA

visit, ?

A She did.

Q Was that incident around the same time? Do you recall?

A I don't recall precisely. I think it was beforehand.

Q Do you recall if there were any incidents during her visit

in Benghazi?

A I don't.

Q During your time in Benghazi, we talked about Ambassador

Rice's visit and then the Deputy Director visit. Were there

any other high-level individuals that visited Benghazi during your time
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there, if you can recall?

A Yes, I can think of one offhand.

Q And who was that individual?

A I will have to discuss that in separate session.

Q Okay. During your tenure there, Deputy Secretary Nides and

Senator Lieberman visited Tripoli. Did they also visit Benghazi?

A No, they did not.

Q We talked a little bit about the number of DS agents, and

you mentioned that due to the number, sometimes if there were TDY

individuals that came to Benghazi, they might not have fulfilled their

purpose for being in Benghazi. During your tenure, were there ever

instances where TDY individuals were denied coming to Benghazi because

of the number of DS agents available?

Ms. Duval. There is a lot in that paragraph. Can we boil it down

to a question?

Ms. Jackson. Let's first ask if the witness can answer it in the

form that it is.

Mr. . So I may attempt to restate. So your question is

during my time as principal officer, were there TDYers who were told

not to come to Benghazi because they couldn't be supported?

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Yes.

A Yes.

Q And do you recall, was the reason for them being told that

they cannot be supported, was that because of the number of DS agents

1576



29

available?

A I recall going back to our executive office and to the desk,

the Libya desk at the Department, at least on one occasion to tell them

that we weren't resourced to host visitors.

Q Do you recall whether that was an individual from the

Fulbright Program? This would have been early in your tenure at

Benghazi, or was this later?

A I don't recall.

Q Okay. What do you recall about any denials of TDY

individuals coming to Benghazi?

A Particularly late in 2011, when we are staffing, diplomatic

security was low. I believe, to my recollection, that was a time where

we gave notice that we were not in a position to host TDYers on the

basis that we didn't have the resources for them to go and do the work

that they wanted to do in town.

Q Once you made that note, gave that notice, did that change?

Did you go back and withdraw that notice and say now we are capable

of hosting TDYers?

A We did host TDYers throughout my tenure.

Q During your tenure there, I wanted to talk a little bit about

the local guard force. I think you mentioned them earlier, that they

helped in response to the individual breaching the compound. What was

in place when you arrived as far as a local guard force?

A On my arrival we had the local guard force, that is as I

am referring to them, were unarmed, essentially contractors who we had
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obtained by going through sort of an intermediary in Libya.

Q And was there a change in the contract that you had with

the local guard force? Was another company or another outfit brought

in to service the compound?

A The RSO's advice to me was that they were dissatisfied with

the local guard force, and late in my tenure, we were moving toward

replacing it with a different contractor.

Q What were some of the reasons for their dissatisfaction?

A What I was told was, again, was that the quality of the

guards wasn't necessarily what it could be. There were also problems

with the individual who was providing them and paying their salaries,

that sort of thing.

Q What do you recall were some of those problems?

A I specifically remember that they weren't being paid on

time.

Q And as a result, how did that impact the service that they

were providing to the compound?

A It is difficult for me to say what influenced their behavior

per se. I can only speak to how they were behaving and sort of how

the RSO viewed their performance, which was subpar.

Q And how were they behaving?

A Again, issues of performance, absenteeism, or not standing

watch as they might were the sorts of things that were reported to me.

Q Were you personally aware of the individuals not performing

as expected?
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A At times, yes, it came to my attention.

Q Can you elaborate on some of the instances that you were

aware of?

A Just noticing the local guards sort of huddled in one place

instead of being spread out as they were supposed to be, and things

like that, they were things that were pointed out to me by the RSO.

Q And at some point was that contract terminated?

A That is my recollection, but I don't know the timing of it.

I don't recall the timing of it.

Q Do you recall, during your tenure there, was a new guard

force brought on?

A My recollection is that that was done at the very end of

my tenure, and I don't recall if it was while I was there or just after,

but it was in train toward the end of my tenure there.

Q So did the 17th February Militia Brigade provided

protection for the compound while you were there?

A They did.

Q And what did you think about their services? Were you

satisfied with their services?

A Can we break that down a little bit more?

Q Did they have similar issues that the local guard force had

as far as absenteeism or not actually performing their duties?

A No, not in my experience.

Q So they were also in place when you arrived in Benghazi?

A Yes.
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Q Do you know how it came about that they were a part of

protecting the Special Mission compound?

A My understanding of it stemmed from my time forward.

Q Okay.

A And I had engaged with their leadership on occasion, and

my understanding is they had been, in essence, assigned to us by the

Libyan government, but I don't know how that came to pass exactly.

Q Did the Libyan government or the TNC provide any other

assets to the compound while you were there?

A At a certain juncture I asked for additional resources on

a temporary basis, and those were granted.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Can you elaborate on that? Was there a particular event?

What did you ask for, and was it -- and what did you get?

A So during late in 2011, there was an open source cited threat

against Western interests in eastern Libya and elsewhere, and at that

particular time, we were not fully staffed with Diplomatic Security

officers, so I made a request for an armed roving patrol, vehicular

patrol, to individuals from 17 February Protective Services to patrol

the exterior of the compound.

Q And was that request granted?

A Yes.

Q And for how long did that last?

A Roughly 2 weeks, to my recollection.

Q And how many DS agents did you have there at the time?
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A One to two, possibly three, but more in the one-to-two

range.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Were there other instances that you made similar requests?

A I recollect that I may have, but I can't remember the

specifics.

Q Do you recall -- as a political officer, would you have been

aware of if there were tripwires in place for Benghazi and what those

tripwires were?

A Sure. My role was principal officer, so I had sort of

responsibility for all aspects. When I was there, I asked the RSO to

review the tripwires, which I found needed to be updated, so they were

updated.

Q Was this early on in your tenure, or do you recall about

when this occurred?

A I would say it was within the first month or so.

Q And did you do the same thing regarding the evacuation

plans?

A Yes, started a process to that as well.

Q And that occurred early within the first month of your time

there?

A I don't recall the specific dates. It may have been later.

I don't recall exactly.

Q And during your time in Benghazi, do you recall if any of

the tripwires were ever crossed?

1581



34

A I don't recall.

Q If they had been crossed, was that a call that would have

been made on the compound, or was that a call that someone in D.C. would

have made?

A I can't really answer that. I am unsure of what the answer

to that would be.

Q So if in your knowledge, if there was a tripwire in place

and it was crossed, what were the steps that would have been taken after

that?
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Mr. . So you're asking me to tell you what I would have

done about something that didn't -- that I can't remember that it

occurred or may not have occurred?

BY MS. CLARK:

Q Well, I'm asking you to tell me what your plan was for once

a tripwire was crossed?

A So, during my tenure, we had several Emergency Action

Committee meetings, EAC meetings, where these were the sorts of issues

that we would discuss looking at the security environment. And it

would be typically through those sorts of engagements or sort of more

one-off engagements with the RSO that we would have discussions about

that and report to Tripoli and Washington those sorts of matters for

consideration.

Q And you also -- you said that the evacuation plans were

revised during your time there. Can you describe what the plans were?

A My recollection is that the evacuation plans cited a number

of conditions that were no longer relevant to the current condition

or the current posture of U.S. assets and the situation in this part

of the country.

Q And what were the revised plans?

A Again, I can't recall all the specifics, and I'm not sure

that this -- I don't recall if these were completed or not. Some of
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the -- so, I mean, I can tell you that.

Q Okay. Was there ever an instance where you requested that

MSD agents come to Benghazi to augment the understaffing of DS agents?

A I recall having a discussion with Tripoli about having some

augmented security, yes, I do recall.

Q And what do you recall about that discussion?

A And, again, to my recollection, servs was during a period

of low staffing, and I was exploring with Tripoli what additional

resources could be brought to assist the mission.

Q And what was the result of this discussion?

A Those resources were unavailable is my recollection.

Q And you said that this was during a period of

restaffing -- understaffing. Do you recall specifically when that

period was?

A The lowest period of staffing during my tenure was late

2011. So December, late December.

Q And was it the entire month, or was it for 1 or 2 weeks?

A My recollection is pronounced, particularly pronounced for

a couple of weeks.

Q And that -- was that the period where it dropped down to

1 DS agent?

A Yes.

Q When you -- at the end of your tenure, were you debriefed,

or did you have some type of writeup regarding your time in Benghazi?

Ms. Duval. Can I ask a clarifying question? Well, at the end
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of his tenure in --

Ms. Clarke. In Benghazi, yes.

Ms. Duval. -- Benghazi. That's what you were talking about.

Mr. . I recall I had discussions when I came back with

Libya desk. I don't remember with whom or exactly when, but I think

there was -- there was some of that discussion, yes, when I came back.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Do you recall, was this an informal discussion or did you

have -- did you submit any type of written report?

A No. That would be informal discussion with -- back in

Washington.

Q Okay.

A I did have a successor who I met with. We overlapped before

I departed.

Q And what did --

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q Did you have any type of turnover document that you prepared

and left with your successor?

A Yes.

Q Do you recall what that document was entitled? Was it in

hard copy? Was it in electronic copy, you know, in what format? Did

you email it to your successor? Did you leave it in the compound? What

can you tell us about the attributes of that document?

A My successor, as I said, overlapped with me in person. So

we did have a little -- lots of conversations just with the two of us.
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I recall SO had done a thing or two in emails just to have something

just sort of -- just thoughts on activities he may undertake, people

he may choose to meet; also updated the contact database as well prior

to my departure.

Q And were those documents left in a directory, or the

documents that you created, how were they transferred to your

successor?

A I don't recall.

Q Would you --

A My recollection, certainly, there was email. I don't know

how the documents were stored.

Q Okay. So you would have emailed -- sent an email to your

successor with a document attached?

A I don't recall precisely.

Q Was that your custom and usual -- and usual practice at the

time?

A But I can't recall. So I can't tell you if it was my custom

and practice.

Q Well, people can have customs and practices --

A Sure.

Q -- without recalling a specific event, just for general

purposes.

A Most of the work of the mission was done on email. So there

were -- I think there were common folders for storage, but I don't

remember the specifics of how they were configured.
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Q And were these common folders on the State Department's

network?

A I don't know.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q When were you made aware that this committee wanted to speak

with you?

A Some weeks ago. I think in the order of 4 to 6 weeks ago,

the Libya desk informed me that the committee had interest in speaking

with me.

Q In your -- are you aware -- you are aware of the ARB and

its report regarding this incident?

A Yes.

Q Were you requested to provide any documents to the ARB?

A I responded to a request for documents. I don't recall if

it was for the ARB or some of the other document requests. And I should

clarify that I'm aware of the ARB, and I'm aware of their unclassified

report. I understand they have a classified report. I'm not aware

of the contents of that.

Q Okay. Do you recall when -- when you were requested to

provide documents, about the timeframe when that happened?

A Not precisely. Should have been late 2012, but I don't know

when.

BY MS. JACKSON:

Q And what did you gather? You said you gathered some

documents in response to a request either for the ARB or congressional
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committee. What type of records did you gather and turn over?

A I don't recall the specifics of the instruction, but I

followed the instruction and provided the documents as requested.

Q What did you search? Did you search your email account?

Did you search directories? Do you -- what do you recall about how

you conducted your search?

A Again, I don't recall. I do recall that -- the request for

documents had very clear instructions and that's what I followed, but

I don't recall specifics of what I searched.

Q Okay.

Ms. Clarke. So we have about 3 or 4 minutes remaining, but I

think those are all of our questions for now. So we'll go off the

record, and if you like, we can take a break. And then the minority

will have their hour of questioning.

[Recess.]

Mr. Woolfork. We'll go back on the record.

It's currently 11:21.

EXAMINATION

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q My name is Brent Woolfork. I'm with the minority staff.

I'm joined this morning by Peter Kenny and Heather Sawyer, who you met

earlier this morning. And so we want to talk to you at least -- at

least first going back to some of the questions that we had discussed

in the previous hour as it pertains to kind of why we were in Benghazi.

And I kind of want to go back to the beginning in terms of your response
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as a principal officer on kind of what that entails

A So looking for more details on why we were there or my role

as principal officer?

Q To your role as principal officer in terms of meetings that

were held, in terms of the need to meet with people because earlier

you had mentioned the need to do political monitoring and things like

that while you were there.

A So you're asking for how my role as principal officer was

relevant to -- I'm sorry.

Q Well, how your role as principal officer was relevant to

the mission, as you understood it, in Benghazi.

A Okay. So one of their -- the mission as a diplomatic

mission, I had several responsibilities for political reporting,

economic reporting, reporting on the general environment in that part

of the country, reporting on the east's political transition, Libya's

political transition, security issues, refugee issues, any number of

things along those lines.

So, as principal officer and, for the bulk of my time there, the

lone reporting officer, given feedback I received from Washington, in

particular, about the sorts of things they were interested in knowing,

about what's going on that helped inform the sort of thing that I was

attempting to determine through contact and liaison work

reporting-wise.

Q And as a reporting officer, how did you obtain that

information? Was it through phone calls or face-to-face meetings?

1589



42

A Both.

Q Okay. And in terms of the importance of face-to-face

meetings, why is that -- is that -- why is that necessary?

A Face-to-face meetings, in my experience, they were more

useful for having a relaxed, more fulsome conversation getting

additional details. My experience, you know, when you're meeting with

somebody, if they are at ease, they're more likely to talk to you about,

you know, various matters that are of interest to you.

Q And, during the course of your various conversations, what

was your impression of those you were talking with about the United

States?

A I would say that that varied fairly significantly.

Q And in terms of the variance, was it -- did you find that

some people were favorable to the U.S. presence?

A I certainly found that some of the contacts I was talking

to were favorable, certainly.

Q Okay.

Mr. Woolfork. Now, I want to enter as an Exhibit No. 1, a

December 27, 2011, memo that's titled, quote, Future of Operations in

Benghazi, Libya. This is from then Assistant Secretary Jeffrey

Feltman to Under Secretary for Management Patrick Kennedy. I'll give

you a few moments to take a look at that document.

Exhibit No. 1

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Duval. Can we go off the record for awhile?
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Mr. Woolfork. Yes.

Ms. Duval. This is a long document. So that he can --

Mr. Woolfork. Yes. Off the record.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Woolfork. Go back on the record.

Now that you've had a chance to take a look at the document,

I just wanted to point out that the first 3 pages of the document have

a Bates number of 5261557, with the third page mentioning an attachment.

Then, following that third page and the next 14 pages, there is a Bates

number of 5391931. Based on your understanding, was this the

attachment to the December 27 memo?

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q I think, as an initial matter, just first off, we just want

to ask you, have you seen this document before, Mr. ?

A Yes.

Q Okay. And it bears the date December 27, 2011. Do you

remember whether you saw it around that time?

A I'm sorry. It bears the date?

Q Up at the -- on the first page up at the top it says

December 27, 2011, on the very first page of that document.

A Okay.

Q Do you recall if you saw it around that time?

A I recall this memo being in play, if you will, under

discussion during the month of December.

Q And were you involved in those discussions?
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A Yes.

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. Go ahead.

Mr. Woolfork. I wanted to point you to page 2 of the memo.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Were we able to confirm whether the attachment -- sorry.

I jumped in and I probably confused the situation, but after the third

page, if bears a different Bates number for the remaining 14, I think,

pages. Do you recall whether that was the attachment? Because on the

page 3, it references an attachment. You see down at the bottom of

page 3 it says, "Tab -- Benghazi proposal." Do you recall whether this

was the attachment as the Benghazi proposal?

A I don't recall whether this was the attachment to the

document.

Q With regard to that second document with the Bates No.

5391931, did you recall seeing that document? Are you familiar with

it?

A Yes.

Q Okay. You just don't recall whether it was an attachment

to the memo.

A That is correct. I do not know if it was attached or not.

Ms. Sawyer. Okay. So what I'm going to suggest that we do for

this time period is actually just separate that and call it a separate

exhibit, so we'll just call that Exhibit 2, I think, just for purpose

of keeping the record clear.

[ Exhibit No. 2
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Was marked for identification.]

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Mr. , now looking at Exhibit 1, which was the document

with the Bates No. 5261557, I wanted to direct you to page 2, the second

full paragraph. It starts with, quote, "A continued presence of

Benghazi will emphasize U.S. interest in the eastern part of Libya.

Many Libyans have said the U.S. presence in Benghazi has a salutary,

calming effect on easterners," end quote. Goes on to say that many

Libyans, quote, "strongly favor a permanent U.S. presence in form of

a full consulate," end quote. Were you able to locate that section?

A Uh-huh.

Q And then it discusses a little bit later in that paragraph

the monitoring of political trends, which you had mentioned earlier,

and public sentiment for the elections as well as assistance to help

build Libyan civil society. Would you agree that maintaining a

presence in Libya was important?

A So is your question, is it time-based, or are you asking

me now, or are you asking me in my experience then?

Q During your time in Benghazi.

A So, during my time in Benghazi, did I consider our presence

there important?

Q Yes.

A Yes, I did.

Q And what were the reasons you thought it was important?

A They are highlighted here, as I previously discussed.
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Q Okay.

A So U.S. engagement during the revolutionary period, during

the conflict there was important, and our presence there afterwards

was similarly important to try to have a positive impact on

the -- Libya's transition from that conflict to its future.

Q Okay. Now, a little bit further up on that page, on the

first full paragraph, about halfway through the first paragraph, the

memo refers to continuing to, quote, "host" activities, and it lists,

for the activities of USAID, PM, and any other U.S. Government TDY

personnel.

I want to focus on PM. Is it correct that PM stands for political

military?

A I believe, in this context, yes.

Q Okay. And do you know or can you say in this setting what

activities were being hosted?

A During my tenure, we hosted, at least on one occasion, a

member of the Political-Military Bureau for the Department of State.

The Political-Military Bureau ran contracts in Libya for MANPADS

removal, demining activities, things of that sort. So there

was -- there were programmatic activities ongoing that were managed

by PM Bureau.

Q Why was it necessary at the time to have these types of

contracts to locate MANPADS?

A During my tenure, there were -- there were -- there was

ongoing work locating and destroying MANPADS that was implemented and
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through the PM Bureau.

Q Was there an issue with the number of MANPADS in Libya? Was

that a concern of the State Department?

A Absolutely, yes, and the broader U.S. Government.

Q What types of threats did those MANPADS or other weapons

pose?

Ms. Duval. To the extent that you can answer in this setting.

Mr. . Right.

I would say, generally speaking, I mean, MANPADS are a threat to

civil aviation, among other things.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q And during the course of your work -- or sorry, the PM's

work on these contracts, would those contracts involve work with local

Libyans?

A I don't know the details of the contracts.

Q Generally speaking, was it known that -- to the public that

this work was ongoing in terms of the threat of the MANPADS but also

the work to locate them?

A My recollection was that the work on removing MANPADS from

Libya was, in fact, was -- it was discussed publicly.

Q Was discussed publicly by whom?

A It was a matter of public discourse through the, I believe,

through the Department itself.

Q Okay. I want to discuss briefly, there is a House Permanent

Select Committee on Intelligence report that was issued on a bipartisan
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basis that found, quote, "the CIA was not collecting and shipping arms

from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that they found, quote, "no support

for this allegation," end quote.

Do you have any evidence that the State Department was collecting

and shipping arms from Libya to Syria?

A No.

Q Okay. Now, we had talked in the previous hour on the

requests that were made following the decommissioning of Villa A and

the consolidation to Villas B and C, but I want to kind of unpack that

a little bit if I could, and I want to talk about kind of the process

that led up to those decisions being made.

First off, were there efforts to identify alternative locations?

A Yes.

Q Could you discuss what some of those -- what those efforts

entailed?

A Yes. I sought -- as principal officer, I sought expert

advice from facilities expert of Embassy Tripoli and also the advice

of my RSO and -- in looking at the additional options for the mission

complex.

Q Was that something that you undertook soon after you arrived

in November of 2011?

A To my recollection, that took place in December, so --

Q Okay.

A I can't state a particular day or what date.

Q And so your recommendation on this was based on that of

1596



49

the -- this was the -- a facilities manager and your RSO. Is that right?

A We did it as a team.

Q Okay.

A In terms of looking at options. We -- in terms of finding

new places, that was -- we had drawn from suggestions we received from

different -- different places to check out properties, in essence.

Q Okay.

A See if they were suitable.

Q Well, let me refer to Exhibit 2, which is what would be the

attachment to the December 27 memo, and that's again, the document with

the Bates number --

Ms. Jackson. I think it's incorrect to refer to it as the

attachment since this witness has not identified it as the attachment.

Mr. Woolfork. That's fine.

So we'll refer it to as the Document 5391931.

Ms. Duval. Just Exhibit 2.

Mr. Woolfork. Exhibit 2.

Ms. Duval. Uh-huh.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Now, that exhibit indicates that there's a number of

options, as you just said and as I said earlier, that the top

recommendation was -- seemed apparently accepted, which was to stay

at the mission and consolidate into Villas B and C.

Now the attachment on page 1 indicates there were several key

factors that were considered listing at the top, quote, current and
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likely future security posture, and that's about halfway on the page.

Were you able to locate that?

A Uh-huh.

Q Now, what was your understanding of the current security

posture?

A The documents aren't dated, as far as I can see. I recall

the document in question, but I couldn't say what specific date this

was written.

Q Okay. Was it a document you encountered while you were

principal officer in Benghazi?

A That's my recollection.

Q Okay.

A So it would be -- it's difficult to say because I don't know

what -- I can't recall exactly when it was -- when it was written.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q So just a quick question. Up at the top it references a

, so it's apparently addressed to .

A Uh-huh.

Q Who is your understanding of who that might have been?

A My expectation is that's .

Q Okay. And then it indicates in that second paragraph,

authored by -- you'll find attached a breakdown of at least the costs

by . And do you have an understanding of who might have

been? I'm on the first page of Exhibit 2, just in that second
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paragraph.

A That would like may be , who was the

IMO/management officer.

Q Gotcha. And then, in that first paragraph, it's got an

opening sentence, says, Here is our best effort to spin out a few more

detailed options for a contraction of our footprint here in Benghazi.

So it would appear, just from the face of this, that this was

something that you were -- was being contemplated as part of the

recommendation to contract. So does that help you figure out the

relative timeframe that you would have seen this?

A Yes. I mean, I would expect this was in the mid-December

timeframe, but I can't give you a week or a day.

Q And is it fair to say -- and is it fair to say that this

would represent the articulation of the overview, because it

has -- when we turn to page 2, it has a discussion section, and it starts

with an option 1, Villas B and C; option 2, Villa E; turn the page,

option 3, Villas A and B; option 4, Villa D. So would it be fair to

say that this was an effort to provide a more robust description of

the options that had been considered?

A Yes, I think that would be fair.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q I just want to clarify who is .

A was the post-management officer during my

tenure in NEA/SA EX back one.

Q Did you have regular interactions with her?
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A Yes.

Q And what types of interactions would you have had with her?

A My interactions with her were on resources, visas, anything

that was relevant to staffing resources, money issues, things of that

sort.

Q Just a follow up to Ms. Sawyer's questioning in terms of

the Exhibit No. 2. The memo also notes that there were discussions

on what co-location. As you know, that was not done, but do you know

ultimately why that was not possible?

A I would say it wasn't a question of possibility. It was

a question of preference and considering it against other options,

which is laid out in this exhibit.

Q And, therefore, the preference was?

A To not pursue that option.

Q Okay.

Ms. Sawyer. Before we leave that topic, I just have a question

for you because it does indicate, you know, in the review of the various

options, kind of under some of them, as a disadvantage, it sometimes

says, no co-location. And then it says, which also has its advantages.

It looks like the fourth option was the only option that allowed for

co-location and it said, which also has its disadvantages. So could

you just talk to us in a general sense as to what were the advantages

of co-location and what were the disadvantages?

Ms. Duval. To the extent that --

Ms. Sawyer. -- you can in this setting.
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Ms. Duval. If you can.

Mr. . Yeah, my answer would have to be limited in this

setting.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q We can go -- we can talk about it in classified. Can you

answer at least what the preference on the ground was? Was it for

co-location?

A I think opinions on that evolved over time, so I think it's

difficult to say. I think, as is laid out here, there were advantages

and disadvantages to all of the different courses of action. And there

were things about it that were appealing and other things that were

not. It's difficult to get into the specifics, though, in this

setting.

Q And just returning to Exhibit 1 for a moment, on page 3 of

that document, there is the discussion of co-location there on page

3 of that document of Exhibit 1. It's in the right, under

"Facilities."

A Uh-huh.

Q That second sentence, and I'll just read it: Although all

groups have come to the conclusion that co-location is the best and

most economical option for continued presence, the State presence

cannot be accommodated , and the current State facility

is not large enough to permit co-location.

To the best of your recollection, was that the ultimate conclusion

that the group agreed on to send this memo up?
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A I'm sorry, clarify when you said, "the group," what are you

referring to?

Q Yeah. Well, you had said you were involved in the

discussions about this memo.

A I was.

Q Who else was involved in those discussions with you?

A I can only speak to what we were doing in Benghazi and, as

I mentioned, the individuals that I consulted in forming that

recommendation.

Q Sure.

A I mentioned the facilities manager in Tripoli. I mentioned

the RSO. And then also I was -- should have mentioned the

IMO/management officer was also involved in that discussion.

Mr. Woolfork. Who was the management officer?

Mr. . , the gentleman I mentioned

previously.

But in terms of others who were -- I don't -- I don't have -- I

don't know who reviewed this memo or -- and was not -- I recall

contributing to it, but it's not --

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Sure.

A -- but not like that.

Q Did you personally agree with that? Did you agree with the

overall memo? Did you sign off on this? Did you get a chance to see

it before --
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A I recall seeing a version of the memo. I don't know if I

cleared up on this specific text or not.

Q Okay. Do you agree with that particular statement?

A I'm sorry, which statement specifically?

Q The one that I read on page 3 about co-location?

A The co-location option had -- was economical, but

certainly, we agreed that it wasn't sufficient in size. And as it

was -- as discussed here, had other shortcomings as well, from a

physical plan standpoint, which helped outweigh all the benefits.

Q Right. The next sentence, it does indicate that there were

particularized concerns about the Villa D in that next sentence, the

study of proposed Villa, and that one, it would negate any cost savings.

Do you know if there were any other concerns about Villa D?

A Yes.

Q That -- what were those concerns with Villa D?

A I have to talk about that separately.

Q Okay. We can talk about that in a classified setting.

Mr. Kenny. Can you, without touching on any classified

information, can you share with us whether there were any security

concerns about Villa D?

If he feels uncomfortable, that's fine.

Ms. Duval. He can talk --

Mr. . Well, I mean, I can talk -- I can talk about part

of it. Here it referenced in the memo, it mentions physical security.

So, in the estimation of the RSO and facility manager, the facility
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option had structural, physical drawbacks that could be easily

remediated or mitigated.

Ms. Duval. I think it may be more sufficient if we move to a

different setting so we that can just cover this all, rather than doing

little pieces of it.

Ms. Sawyer. We are agreeable to that. I think we can at least

leave this, finish up our few other questions and move and finish the

interview in the classified setting if that's fine with everyone.

Mr. Kenny. I think I just have one -- one last clarifying

question on this.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q So you had mentioned that you'd been given the opportunity

to review this document or a version of this document, but you couldn't

recall if you cleared on this specific text.

A Correct.

Q Do you recall that you ultimately did clear on the final

product that was the December 27 memo?

A I can't recall or I don't know if that's true or not. In

a clearance process, one will receive a document and, at a certain point

in time, provide input, and one does not always have the option to see

the absolute final version. I recall seeing the final version as

presented here, but I don't know -- I don't recall whether I was allowed

to review the absolute final version of the document.

Q Okay. But did you clear on some version of the document?

A I did clear on some version of the document.
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Ms. Sawyer. And you cleared on the recommendation and agreed

with the recommendation to contract a footprint by going to Villas B

and C?

Mr. . Yes, is my recollection.

Ms. Sawyer. So just cover the other topics, and then we'll go

into -- we'll go off the record just for a sec.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Woolfork. Ready to go back on the record.

BY MR. KENNY:

Q Mr. , before we move on, I just wanted to ask one quick

followup question. You mentioned in the beginning of the first hour

that you had spent 2 years serving at Embassy Tripoli. Is that right?

A That's correct.

Q Okay. Was Ambassador Stevens also at Embassy Tripoli at

that time?

A He was for roughly my last year there.

Q Okay. And did you have the opportunity to get to know him

well through your work at the Embassy?

A Fairly well.

Q You had also mentioned some of the discussions you had

perhaps over email prior to undertaking your mission as the principal

officer in Benghazi. Did the Ambassador, then Special Envoy Stevens,

ever share with you his opinion about the U.S. presence in Benghazi?

A Upon my -- upon or just prior to my arrival, I had an email

from him that sort of laid out some things that he saw as things to
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pursue, ways I might spend my time while I was there, that sort of thing.

So I would say that's what I had, sort of top-level suggestions.

Q Okay. So those were more focused on how you could carry

out your duties while you were there; is that --

A Correct.

Q -- fair? Okay.

A I would say it was clear from our engagements that he thought

the mission's work was important.

Q Okay.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Mr. , previously, you had discussed the ARB and you

had said that you did not recall just what information you had provided.

Is that correct?

A I don't recall. I know that I did provide documents. One

has to do so in accordance with the instructions. I don't recall what

the documents were used for or whether they -- I just provided them,

and then I don't know what became of them. I don't know what was for

which inquiry.

Q Okay. Were you ever asked or ordered to not provide

information to the ARB?

A No.

Q Were you asked or ordered to conceal or destroy information

from ARB?

A No.

Q Okay. Now, during the course of that conversation, you had
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talked about a few different issues, one dealing with physical

security, another dealing with the number of agents that were placed

in Benghazi, during your tenure in Benghazi, and I just wanted to kind

of discuss briefly some of the findings of the ARB which you had said

you had been familiar with. Is that right?

A I met with the ARB. I recall when the ARB's classified

report came out. I believe I read it. That was several years ago.

Q Okay.

A I have not looked it since.

Q So you read the unclassified?

A Some years ago.

Q Some years ago. Okay. I was going to ask you, you may or

not remember, but I'll read some of the findings to you. Now, let me

ask you, have you had the opportunity -- let's see, sorry. With regard

to physical security, the ARB found that, quote, Given the threat

environment, the physical security platform in Benghazi was

inadequate.

Would you agree with that finding?

A Could you repeat that, please.

Q Sure: Given the threat environment, the physical security

platform in Benghazi was inadequate.

Would you agree with that finding?

A I'm not sure in what context you are asking me the question.

My tenure ended in -- on or about February 1, 2012. So the ARB is

reporting on events that happened after my tenure. So I don't know
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how to answer your question.

Q Okay. Now, in terms of your time since Benghazi, since the

ARB report came out in December of 2012, have you seen any evidence,

perhaps through your experience since the attacks, the Department has

made changes to improve security at overseas posts?

A I am aware, by reading statements by Department officials,

that the ARB measures were adopted in whole or in part. I know there

have been changes to the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, but I don't

know the specifics. I have not followed it closely.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Just a couple of quick questions, and then I think we're

about ready to break.

When you were talking earlier in the first hour, you talked about

the handover between you and the -- your successor. Can you remind

us who your successor was?

A His name was .

Q Okay. And you mentioned you had a number of discussions

with Mr. about your experience in kind of handing things off.

And you mentioned that there were potentially some documents. And I

just wanted to get a sense, did you have a clear recollection that you

actually wrote what would have been a turnover memo for Mr. ?

A I recall writing a fairly short memo with just -- or email

or something that ticked off suggestions or sort of just reminders of

things that had been ongoing or that may be upcoming. Most of the
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handover we had was face-to-face, in person.

Q Okay. And then one of the other topics that you discussed

during that first hour was the assessment of whether or not during your

time in Benghazi you could support TDYers --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- being at the facility, and there was a specific

discussion, I think, of someone who was on a Fulbright fellowship. Do

you recall that conversation?

A I don't remember or recall the conversation about the

Fulbright individual or related individual specifically.

Q With regard to requests that would come to the mission for

people to visit as TDYers, would you be involved in the decision as

to whether the mission could support their presence there at a

particular time while you were there?

A Yes.

Q And would you be the ultimate decisionmaker as to whether

or not the mission could support them at a given time?

A That was never fully tested, but that would have been my

expectation.

Q And when you say "it wasn't fully tested," did you make

recommendations that people could not come because the mission couldn't

support it at the time?

A I did make those sorts of recommendations, yes.

Q And were they -- were those recommendations respected?

A Yes.
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Q Did anyone ever indicate to you that -- put pressure on you

to change your mind once you made a recommendation that, at that point

in time, that posture was not sufficient to support the TDYer or another

visit?

A Not that I recall.

Q And when you went about making those decisions, what were

the factors that you would consider?

A The primary factor was our security staffing posture and

in coordination with the RSO. Those were -- those were -- that was

really the primary consideration.

Q And during your time and in your efforts to try to make sure

that you had sufficient resources to support the mission, what was your

sense as to what might have improved those efforts?

A I'm sorry, what would --

Q Well, you indicated --

A Efforts specifically --

Q Let's talk just specifically on --

A Yeah.

Q -- you had indicated at one time staffing was at -- for a

period, at 1 DS agent.

A Correct.

Q And you had made some requests to -- for alternatives. I

think you said you requested an MSD detail.

A Uh-huh.

Q And at that point in time, the MSD wasn't available, how
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did that situation then resolve itself?

A So the situation in question is my requesting resources,

and then that, in essence, not being met. It just wasn't met.

Q It wasn't met, but then were there additional DS agents sent

to Benghazi? There was one at the time.

A So, during my tenure, we went to a low of one for a period

of roughly about a week, and then climbed up to two, and I think it

went from there. So one was the low point. I don't recall specific

numbers, whether we got to five or close to five or -- but it was -- the

numbers just -- numbers fluctuated based upon arrival and departure

schedules, visa availability, that sort of thing.

Q And was that something that you had an opportunity to talk

to the Accountability Review Board about the fact the challenges, about

staffing of, in particular, DS agents?

A I recall that I did.

Q And did you happen to, in the unclassified version, see

their recommendations about the staffing posture?

A I don't recall seeing what their recommendations were.

Q Okay.

A Any specific. Again, as I said, I read the report, but it's

been several years. I can't recall.

Q Do you recall when you did read the report -- we don't want

you to have to read it again for us right now -- whether you felt that

there were significant issues that the ARB had missed?

A I don't recall thinking there were issues they had missed.
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Q Did you think that they had done a good job pointing out

what some of the -- in your experience, during your time in

Benghazi -- not speaking to the time after February 2012 -- that you

had experienced with regard to the staffing issues, to the extent you

remember it?

A I don't remember enough of the specifics. I don't recall

at the time of reading the report feeling that there were glaring

shortcomings, but I can't -- at this time, I'm just not familiar with

the report at this juncture.

Q And do you feel if you had felt there were glaring

shortcomings that you would have brought it to someone's attention had

that been the case?

A I can't say. I really don't know. Possibly.

Q And then, just going back to Exhibit 1 for a moment, up at

the top it indicates there's an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy,

dash, M. Who was that at the time? Do you know?

A That should have been Pat Kennedy.

Q And so, on that first page, it says, "Recommendation 1,"

and right under that it says, quote, That you approve a continued U.S.

presence in Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012.

So is it your understanding that this memo, part of its

recommendation was making the determination as to whether or not the

U.S. would stay in Benghazi?

A Yes, I think to codify that decision.

Q And this memo recommended that the United States stay in
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Benghazi through the end of calendar year 2012?

A That's my understanding.

Q And you agreed with that recommendation?

A Yes.

Q And then, as we discussed earlier, the additional

recommendation was to contract the footprint, and that's in

recommendation 2, and you agreed with that recommendation?

A Yes.

Q And what was your understanding as to the reasons for

contracting the footprint in Benghazi at that point in time?

A In my experience, upon my arrival, the facility was sized

for a footprint that wasn't -- U.S. footprint that wasn't current during

my tenure. It was the -- the facility was -- was too large for, quote,

the footprint of the personnel and the resources we had to put to

securing the footprint.

Q And the footprint that was going to then be in place in

Benghazi, given that the Embassy, I think, a month before you got there

had reopened, did that make sense, from your perspective, to have the

footprint that was contemplated in this memo?

A Our assessment was that, of the available options, that was

the best one.

Q And when you say "of the available options," you're just

talking about in terms of picking the Villas B and C?

A And looking at the other options in town that we

could -- that we could find.
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Q In terms of the overall presence, though, and I'll just

point you back to the recommendation 1, the second part of that is that,

And that you approve a combined footprint of 35 U.S. Government

personnel in Benghazi, including 8 State Department and USAID and 2

TDY beds.

So the footprint of that size, was that one that you agreed with

given that the Embassy had reopened in Tripoli?

A So, to clarify, the decision on the number of U.S. personnel

stationed in Benghazi was not my decision. So --

Q Whose decision would that have been?

A The memo is to Under Secretary of Management Kennedy.

Q Okay. And so this memo took for granted that footprint and

then set out the options and recommended that, with that footprint,

we continue into 2012. Is that fair to characterize it that way?

A Could you repeat that, please? Sorry.

Q I said so the memo, as you're explaining it, took the

footprint as the presumption that had been approved for 35 U.S.

Government, including 8, and then set out the options and recommended

that the U.S. stay and recommended staying in the Villas B and C at

that point in time?

A I think that would be fair.

Q Okay.

BY MR. WOOLFORK:

Q Mr. , I'm going to run through a series of allegations

that have been made regarding the attack, and so I neither -- nor my
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colleagues -- necessarily think these allegations have merit. So I'll

basically lay out what the allegation is and ask you whether or not

you have evidence or not to support that allegation. So I'll go through

this quickly.

It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton intentionally

blocked military action on the night of the attacks. One Congressman

has speculated that, quote, "Secretary Clinton told Leon Panetta to

stand down," end quote. And this resulted in the Defense Department

not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. Do you have any evidence

that Secretary of State Clinton ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta

to, quote, to stand down on the night of the attacks?

A I have no information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night

of the attacks?

A I have no information on that.

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The Washington

Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it, quote, "Four

Pinocchios," end quote, its highest award for false claims. Do you

have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed an April

2012 cable denying security resources to Libya?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was

personally involved in providing specific instruction on the
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day-to-day security resources in Benghazi?

A Could you repeat that, please?

Q Sure. Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was

personally involved in providing specific instruction on day-to-day

security resources in Benghazi?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton, misrepresented

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own

people in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in

spring 2011. Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton

misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi

to his own people in order to garner support for military operations

in Libya in spring 2011?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels to or other countries.

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on

intelligence found that, quote, "The CIA was not collecting and

shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and that they found,

quote, "no support for this allegation," end quote. Do you have any

evidence to the contrary to contradict the House Intelligence

Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping

arms from Libya to Syria?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in
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Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya

to Syria or to any other foreign country?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed

from departing the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound, and

there have been a number of allegations about the cause of and the

appropriateness of that delay. The House Intelligence Committee

issued a bipartisan report concluding that the team was not ordered

to, quote, stand down, but that instead there were tactical

disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart.

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no standdown order to

CIA personnel?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Putting aside whether you personally agree with the

decision to delay temporarily or think it was the right decision, do

you have any evidence that there was a, quote, bad or improper reason

behind the temporary delay of the CIA's security personnel who departed

the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q A concern has been raised by one individual that in the

course of producing documents to the Accountability Review Board,

damaging documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that

production. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State

Department removed or, quote-unquote, "scrubbed," damaging documents
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from the materials that were provided to the ARB?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department

directed anyone else at the State Department to remove or scrub damaging

documents from materials that were provided to the ARB?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Let me ask these questions also for documents that were

provided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State

Department removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the materials

that were provided to Congress?

A I don't have information on that.

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for

political reasons, that he then misrepresented his actions when he told

Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties in

accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and

nonpartisanship," end quote.

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Direct Michael Morell

gave false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the

Benghazi talking points?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell

altered the talking points provided to Congress for political reasons?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan Rice made an,
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quote, "intentional misrepresentation," end quote, when she spoke on

the Sunday talk shows about the Benghazi attacks. Do you have any

evidence that Ambassador Rice intentionally misrepresented the facts

about the Benghazi attacks on the Sunday talk shows?

A I don't have information on that.

Q It has been alleged that the President of the United States

was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end quote, on the

night of the attacks and that he was, quote, missing in action.

Do you have any evidence to support the allegation that the

President was, quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," end

quote, or missing in action on the night of the attacks?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q It has been alleged that a team of four military personnel

at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the attacks who were considering

flying on the second plane to Benghazi were ordered by their superiors

to, quote, stand down, meaning to cease all operations. Military

officials have stated that those four individuals were instead ordered

to, quote, remain in place in Tripoli to provide security and medical

assistance in their current location.

A Republican staff report issued by the House Armed Services

Committee found that, quote, "there was no standdown order issued to

U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in

Benghazi," end quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House

Armed Services Committee that, quote, "there was no standdown order
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issued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the

fight in Benghazi," end quote?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q It has been alleged that the military failed to deploy

assets on the night of the attack that would have saved lives. However,

former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon, the former

chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, conducted a review of

the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "given where the troops were,

how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we

probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote. Do you have

any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's conclusion?

A I don't have any information on that.

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have

saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not

the deploy?

A I don't have any information on that.

Mr. Woolfork. Thank you very much. We'll go off the record.

[Whereupon, at 12:15 p.m., the interview proceeded in classified

session.]
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