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Ms. Clarke. This is a transcribed interview of Mr. _
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 related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 of the 113th
Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress.

Could the witness please state your name for the record?

Mr. -; Sure. _

Ms. Clarke. Thank you. And will you spell your last name for
the record, please?

o, -

Ms. Clarke. Thank you.

The committee appreciates your appearance at this interview,
Mr. - My name is Sheria Clarke. I'mwith the committee's majority
staff. And I'l1l just take a moment to go around the room and have
everyone introduce themselves.

Mr. Missakian. Good morning. I'm Craig Missakian with the
majority staff.

Mr. Desai. Ronak Desai with the minority staff.

Ms. Sawyer. Heather Sawyer with the minority staff.

Mr. Rebnord. Dan Rebnord with the minority staff.

Mr. Evers. Austin Evers, State Department.

Ms. Clark. Thank you.
~ Beforewe begin, I'mjust going to go over some of the ground rules

and explain how the interview will proceed.



Generally the way the questioning has proceeded is that the
majority will ask questions for up to an hour, and then the minority
will have an opportunity to ask questions as well for an equal period
of time.

Questions may only be asked by a member of the committee or a
designated staff member, and we will rotate back and forth 1 hour per
side until we are out of questions and the interview will be completed.

Unlike the testimony or a deposition in Federal court, the
committee's format is not bound by the rules of evidence. The witness
or their counsel may raise objections for privilege subject to review
by the chairman of the committee. If these objections cannot be
resolved in the interview, the witness can be required to return for
a deposition or hearing.

Members and staff of the committee, however, are not permitted
to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. And this
has not been an issue we have encountered in the past, but I want to
make sure you are clear on the process.

So this setting that we are in right now is an unclassified
setting. We'll begin here. If any of the questions that you are
asked, you feel that they require a classified setting, just let us
know. We have reserved a classified setting that we more than likely
will move to at a later point today. But if you are asked a question

and you belive that it requires a classified answer, let us know and

we will reserve that for that setting.

You are welcome to confer with counsel at any time throughout the



interview. If something needs to be clarified, we ask that you let
us know. If you need to discuss anything with the counsel, we'll go
off the record and stop the clock to provide you this opportunity.

We would like to take a break also whenever it's convenient for
you. This can be after every hour of questioning or after a couple
of rounds. Whatever you prefer. During a round of questioning, if
you need anything, just let us know and we're happy to get it for you.

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything
that's said today. We ask that you give verbal responses to all
questions, yes and no, as opposed to nodding your head. And I'm going
to ask the reporter to please feel free to jump in, in case you do respond
nonverbally, or if it either of us begin talking over each other, just
remind us to.

We want you to answer our questions in the most complete and
truthful manner possible, so we'll take our time and repeat or clarify
our questions if necessary. If you have any questions or if you don't
understand any of our questions, please let us know and we'll be glad
to clarify that for you.

If you honestly don't know the answer to a question or don't
remember, it's best not to guess. Just give us your best recollection.
And if you recall someone who may be able to answer that question for
us, we appreciate it if you would provide that information.

You are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully.

Do you understand that?

vr. . ves.



Ms. Clarke. And this also applies to questions posed by
congressional staff in an interview. Do you understand that?

mr. . Yes.

Ms. Clarke. Witnesses that knowingly provide false testimony
could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or for making false
statements. Do you understand that?

M, -_._ YEs..

Ms. Clarke. Is there any reason you are unable to provide
truthful answers to today's questions?

Mr. III; No.

Ms. Clarke. Okay. That's the end of my introduction. Does the
minority have anything they would like to add?

Ms. Sawyer. Not at this moment. We thank you for appearing.
Look forward to your testimony.

Mr. -; Thank you.

Ms. Clarke. All right. So the clock now reads 1@ o'clock on the
dot. We will go ahead and get started.

EXAMINATION
BY MS. CLARKE:

) okay. Mr. ], we'1l just start with a little bit of your
professional background. Can you describe that for us.

A So I started in government about 18 years ago. My last job,

my most recent job, was chief of staff for Secretary Hagel. Dates of

that job were mid-September of 2014 to mid-February of 2015. I left

the Defense Department in June.



I was the, prior to that, the deputy to our U.N. Ambassador in
Washington from July of 2011 until September of 2014.

Prior to that, I was a director on the National Security Staff
from about March of 2009 until I left to take the U.N. deputy job. So
July of 2011.

I worked for 4 years prior to that for Chuck Hagel in the Senate
on his personal staff, from early spring, February or so, of 2004 until
the end of 2008.

And then, prior to that, I held several different jobs at the State
Department where I joined in September of 1999. And I was in grad
school before that.

Q Okay. Thank you. So prior to your time at DOD, you served
as the deputy to the Ambassador to the U.N. Can you describe what your
role was as the deputy?

A Sure. So I ran a relatively small office here in
Washington, and we were part of the bureaucratic structure that
reported to our Ambassador to the U.N. You know, initially for the
first 2 years in my time there it was Susan Rice, and then Samantha
Power. You know, that individual is largely based in New York. Most
of structure is up there for USUN, which is what we're called, U.S.
Mission to the United Nations. And I reported directly to the U.N.
Ambassador.

Our function was largely focused on U.S. policymaking, as well

—as U.S. interests as it related to activities at the U.N., which for

me largely meant the agenda on the U.N. Security Council.



Q Okay. And can you just kind of describe the interaction
of the Washington office with the New York office? As the deputy, did
individuals from the New York office report up to you or --

A Yeah. So it was a little bit of a strange bureaucratic
structure. I had five advisers that worked for me in Washington. The
typical structure in New York is you have the Permanent Representative,
our U.N. Ambassador, and then I believe it's four ambassadors when
you're at full strength up there, including a deputy permanent
representative and then three other ambassadors.

The folks in New York generally didn't report through me to the
U.N. Ambassador. It was more like a leadership team where the
ambassadors up there, their job was largely focused on activities at
the U.N., you know, what was going on across the street within the U.N.
And they had, you know, a typical, almost an embassy-like structure
of offices that worked on those issues. But they also got involved
in supporting what we were doing and what the deliberations were down
in Washington in terms of various policies. But it was largely the
five staff that I had that reported to me and through me to the U.N.
Ambassador.

Q Who were the 5 advisers that you had?

A Well, they changed over time. So I had _, -
B B - v left nidstrean -- [N
came on board, _, and _ But not everyone

was working all at the same time. Staff changes.

Q Gotcha. Okay. And those people were based in Washington



with you?

A Uh-huh.

Q As the deputy to the U.S. Ambassador to the U.N., were you
also a standing member of the Deputies Committee for the National
Security Council?

A Yes. It's part of the policymaking process.

Q And can you describe -- in general, my understanding of the
Deputies Committee is that there are standing meetings and then there
are also meetings that arise when necessary. 1Is that accurate?

A Well, I guess I would say, you know, you say standing and
as they arise. I wouldn't say it's as quite as rigid as that.

Q Okay.

A You had certainly -- it really depended on the issue. But
there were some topics that had more frequent meetings and others that
were more of a one-off. It really was at the discretion of kind of
what the topic required.

Q So in your role in Washington, it sounded like, to me, from
your description that your role was to kind of interface with State
Department and the U.S. Government in general to shape the policy, and
then you would provide that information to the U.N. Ambassador, and
from there she would make decisions regarding her interactions with
the actual U.N. in New York. Is that an accurate description?

A That was a large part of what we did, in part because many
important topics were on the agenda of the Security Council, you know,

in Africa and the Middle East, in Asia. So that was an important
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foreign policy venue for the United States in terms of what we did,
what we said, what our objectives were. So, you know, that certainly,
you know, the positions that the U.S. Ambassador and the other
ambassadors, and, frankly, the other members of the mission up in New
York took would be informed by the policy positions of the United
States. I mean, it's almost like any other multilateral venue.

Q Okay. 1In your role did you also support the other members
of the USUN mission?

A Sure, yeah, other ambassadors, because they -- like, Susan
Rice and Samantha Power, you know, particularly the senior folks, the
ambassadors, they would need the guidance and, you know, policy
positions from Washington. So there were times when I supported them.
It really, you know, depended on the needs and requirements of what
was going on in New York.

Q Okay. When it came to the Security Council, when there were
meetings of the Security Council, for example, what was your
involvement regarding any remarks that the Ambassador may provide at
those meetings or any statements that the Ambassador would make
regarding those meetings?

A You know, I was really not involved in drafting. You know,
we had a political team, a political section, you know, focused on the
policy issues, the diplomatic issues, that worked with, you know,
my -- members of my staff who had more day-to-day responsibilities on
certain issues. And then they would work with other members of the

interagency. But my role would really be sort of to provide oversight
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to review near-final drafts as a senior member of our team.

Q So with regards to your staff, did they have a division of
topics or areas --

A Yeah. They had portfolios.

Q Okay. And can you describe how the work was divided? What

were their portfolios?

A I can generally.
Q Yes.
A So, you know, we typically -- we had five people, and we

had to cover basically all policy issues. So we were tiny compared
to the State Department, compared to anywhere else. So each member
had a range of issues. There was generally one person that did -- well,
Africa was kind of split into two people.

Q Okay.

A We had one person that did congressional relations, sort
of managing that across the board, sort of, you know.

Q Okay.

A And then budget and management and reform issues. So that
was sort of one portfolio.

Africa was broken into two people. Usually one of those
individuals also had sort of Asia issues as they came up. And then
the Middle East was broken generally into two people. And we sort of

divided. It evolved over time. So I can't say it was static.

Q Okay.

A You know, in part because we're so tiny, there's so many
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big issues, so we had to sort of adjust depending on the strengths of
individuals.

Q And did you receive -- so you have the individuals have
their portfolios. Do they also receive input from, say, the bureaus
in the State Department that, you know, the particular region that they
were focused on? Would the bureau that focused on that region also
provide them information or support regarding the issues that may
arise?

A Yes. And we had a very close relationship with each part
of the State Department, and different staff, you know, had to develop
different relationships, depending on what their issues were.

Q You said that there was one person who was in charge of kind
of congressional affairs. Was that person static during your time or
did that -- did more than one person --

A No. It was |||l for most of it. And she left and
her successor's -- actually her name is escaping me -- she came on right
as I was leaving. It may come back to me later. But - was there
for most of the time.

Q Okay. And then as far as the individuals that had Africa
as a part of their portfolio, do you recall who those individuals were?

A So when I say Africa, I'm meaning Sub-Saharan Africa.

Q Okay.

A And _ had part of it. - -- actually
~ I i: orother member. She had part of it. And then ||}

_ came on board when both of them left at different times.
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And he's largely following Africa.

Q Okay. And so where would -- Libya would have fallen under
the portfolio of the Middle East. Is that how --

A Yeah.

Q -- it was divided?

Okay. And who were the individuals that worked on that
portfolio?

A So _ covered Libya plus the Maghreb. So the
northern tier of Africa and a little bit of the Gulf. |G
covered the Middle East piece and the countries around there, Syria,
Jordan. And _ covered the Gulf around Iraqg, small Gulf
states.

Q Can you describe what was your management structure, like
as far as the individuals in your office? For example, if an issue
that fell within one person's portfolio came up, did they usually
discuss with you information prior to providing it to the Ambassador,
or were they authorized to discuss, you know, arising topics
immediately with the Ambassador?

A So it was -- my answer to that is kind of all of the above
depending on the nature of the particular question, the urgency, where
I was at the time. You know, we're -- again, we're a very tiny office,
so, you know, I had to delegate a lot of responsibility to people. Each
of these individuals is fairly seasoned, so, you know, they had a lot
of my trust in terms of how they handled issues, and they would engage

the Ambassador directly as needed.
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Q If they engaged the Ambassador directly, would they -- was
there a pattern and practice where they would come back to you and say,
"Well, I talked to the Ambassador about, you know, X, and this is what
we discussed"?

A Yes.

Q Was that typically the process, or can you describe kind
of how that would play out? 1Is that the normal expected process or --

A Yes.

Q Okay. And generally would they provide that information
verbally or was there a write-up following a discussion with the
Ambassador?

A It was usually just conversation. I mean, we're all in one
office. So they just -- I had an open-door policy.

Q Okay. So you were talking about you weren't involved in
drafting, say, remarks, but you usually became involved once it was
near the final product.

Were you involved at all -- when remarks were drafted that were
going to be presented, say, to the Security Council, were those remarks
vetted with, you know, maybe the bureau that -- the State Department
bureaus that would have had that particular region that the remarks
were regarding or -- describe for us the vetting process. Did it just
come to you and then it was sent to the Ambassador or did it go to a
broader spectrum of people?

A There would typically be a clearance process for any public

remarks by a senior official, certainly, you know, remarks into the
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Security Council, whether it's a public or private session, and there
were both. And the process, you know, would involve, you know, a range
of offices, you know, usually primarily in the State Department. And,
you know, that was really the job of my staff plus the International
Organizations Bureau at the State Department, which was the primary
bureau at State looking at the U.N. to manage and support and, you know,
deliver to the Ambassador what she, or if it was one of the others he,
needed in a timely manner.

Q Were there instances -- I'm sure in your time there, in your
tenure, there were instances where the clearance process included more
than just the State Department?

A Yes.

Q And can you describe how that process played out and, for
instance, if there were remarks that may have needed to be cleared by
another agency or the White House, how was that clearance process?

A Sure. So, yeah, no, there were, you know, a range of times
when you got input clearance from the National Security Staff,
occasionally from other agencies, depending on the topic. You know,
you would use your judgment in terms of who had equities in the process.
And, you know, again, that would be run by the staff, you know,
typically, you know, from a process standpoint over email to seek input
into draft documents.

Q So can you describe for us in your time -- I want to focus

now more on the U.S.'s involvement in Libya. So can you kind of walk

us through how the U.S. became involved, your understanding of the
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U.S.'s support of the U.N. Security Council resolutions, how that
process evolved, and the role that you played, if any, in developing
that process?

A Okay. So that's a big question.

Q It is.

A It spans a lot of time.

Q Yes.

A I joined in July of 2011. So to a certain degree -- you
know, and I wasn't working Libya in my prior job.

Q Okay.

A So, you know, a range of decisions had already been made,
actions been taken, prior to me joining.

Q Right.

A So, you know, I think first and foremost in the position
as the deputy U.N. person down in Washington, you know, going from July
2011 forward would have been focused on how you -- how the U.S. thinks
about the role of the U.N. in this process over the time of thinking
through a post-Qadhafi era and then when we actually were there, what
does that mean. You know, those are certainly the things that were
front and center in my mind.

So the U.N. continued to play a fairly large role over time,
particularly on trying to pursue a political track. They have a senior

envoy there, or they did, up until not that long ago.

So the question of the role of the U.N. and the kinds of objectives

that we as the U.S. thought the U.N. should have was a big part of how
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we approached, how we, USUN, approached the question of Libya. You
know, there was a range of other discussions that we had because the
role of the U.N. was fairly large. It was on the political track, the
security track, dealing with militias, disarmament. You know, if you
look at the Security Council resolutions, there's a lot in there. So
we had to think through what does that really mean.

Q In your role, did you have any insight -- it sounds like
you were focused on what the U.S. thought the U.N. should be doing
regarding Libya. Did you have any insight or any input into what the
U.S. actually was doing in Libya apart from the U.N.?

A When you say the U.S. was doing, what do you mean?

Q Well, as far as the U.S.'s presence in Libya. It began in
the early part of 2011, the U.S. sent in a special envoy. In the latter
part of 2011, the Tripoli Embassy was reopened. What level of input
or insight did you have into the decisions regarding reopening in
Libya --

A Sure. So in terms of reopen -- in terms of our presence

on the ground.

Q In terms of the presence --

A Okay.

Q -- on the ground, yes.

A Okay. So in terms of the presence on the ground, that

really was not something that USUN had a direct or leading role in.

— Thatwasreally a question that was largely considered inside the State

Department. You know, I was certainly aware of the nature of the
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conversation and the kinds of considerations that went into it, I mean,
just in terms of my interaction with the State Department and other
officials. But it really was outside of the sort of direct purview
of USUN in terms of how we approached the issue.

Q What was your understanding of the U.S.'s goals or interests
in a presence in Libya based on your conversations with others?

A Sure. So I would say -- I mean, this was in part because
these are views that I shared, because there was large consensus around
this, was that we, the United States, needed to focus on trying to pursue
in a post-Qadhafi world a political track that sought to ensure and
improve security in Libya. And there were certainly large elements
or a large interest in governance in terms of trying to help the Libyans
put this place back together. I mean, there were sort of large,
overarching objectives where, you know, coming back to what I said
earlier, we tried to manifest those in the kind of role that we saw
the U.N. playing to help support what the U.S. Government and other
countries were doing on the ground in the post-Qadhafi environment.

Q When you use the term "political track," I think you said
focused on pursuing the political track that sought to improve
security, what do you mean by "political track"?

A I mean helping Libyans and different Libyan entities and
their leaders find a process and agree on a process where they can start

to discuss and eventually resolve a range of issues around political

institutions, governance, structure of their political bodies, so that

they can eventually move back towards a place where you've got
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functioning -- a functioning government for the geographic area of
Libya.

Q So it's my understanding that Ambassador Rice met with
soon-to-be Ambassador Stevens in the spring of 2012. Do you recall
if that meeting took place or if she had any interaction with him during
that timeframe?

A I don't have any recollection one way or the other. It's
certainly plausible that she did, but I don't recall the specific
meeting.

Q Okay. Do you know what Ambassador Rice's view was
regarding the U.S. presence in Benghazi? Did she support a
continued -- following the reopening of the Tripoli Embassy, did
she -- did Ambassador Rice support having a U.S. presence in Benghazi?

A So you're saying we've already opened --

Q Yeah. So this will be the --

A -- our embassy.

Q Right. So this will be the latter part of 2011, Tripoli
has been reopened.

A Okay.

Q At that time, Benghazi was -- there was still a presence
in Benghazi.

A Yeah.

Q Following the reopening of Tripoli, did you ever have any
discussions with Ambassador Rice about her views on whether or not there

should be a U.S. presence in Benghazi?
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A Sure. So I don't recall any specific conversations around
that very pretty narrow question, which to a large degree has a security
component to it -- you know, is it safe for our people to be there?
And that's really not something that USUN -- this is not our
responsibility. Again, that was, you know, an issue for the State
Department in terms of making judgments over safety and security of
our personnel. I mean, we had -- Susan and I had a range of
conversations about Libya, but I don't remember a discrete conversation
about whether or not we should retain a presence in Benghazi at that
time.

Q And I'm not asking necessarily from a security standpoint.
I just wondered if you had a discussion with her about the benefits
of having a presence in Benghazi regarding reporting, you know, because
this would have occurred prior to the elections in Tripoli -- I'm sorry,
in Libya -- and so just wondering if you had a discussion about whether
there was -- in her mind, she saw that there was a benefit to having
reporting from Tripoli as well as reporting from Benghazi.

A Okay. So I don't -- we never, to my recollection, had a
conversation sort of along those lines, sort of the benefits or lack
thereof of reporting from Benghazi.

Q Do you know or do you recall whether or not she supported
having a presence in Benghazi?

A I don't know. I mean, we really just didn't talk

about -- talk about that.

Q So you didn't really discuss what the benefits of receiving
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information from individuals located in Benghazi, from a U.S. presence
in Benghazi, being able to understand? Because we talked about kind
of the political track and improving governance, and Benghazi was a
very important piece of Libya. And you don't recall whether or not
you discussed with her, being that Benghazi was important to Libya as
a whole and you're at the beginning of a formation of a government that's
trying to kind of get set up in Libya, her views on Benghazi, whether
it was a needed or --

A No. I just don't recall any kind of conversation that sort
of sliced the issue that way. I mean, we talked about reporting about
Libya. We talked about the prospects for elections in Libya. We
talked about, you know, a range of issues of what the U.N. folks were
doing. But as it relates to whether or not the reporting was good from
Benghazi, it just didn't come up.

Q Okay. So I think we'll shift gears a likely bit here.

BY MR. MISSIKIAN:

Q Mr. -, I just want to circle back --

A Sure.

Q -- and maybe get at few more details.

On the issue of Libya generally, do you recall when that became

an issue that you and Secretary Rice were focused on and how that

happened?
A Well, again, when I came on in July of 2011, we're sort
of -- I came in midstream into this issue, frankly. I mean, there had

already been some action in the Security Council prior to that. It
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was an issue -- right? -- that was --

Q Okay. So you kind of inherited it. Right?

A So anyone in my position would have had to have spent some
portion of his or her time on Libya.

Q Did you have any interaction with the National Security
Staff on the issue of Libya?

A I certainly did, because it was an issue that, you know,
was -- you know, touched a number of agencies and -- yeah. No. I
certainly did.

Q Did you come to understand the reasons behind the U.S.
support of the U.N. resolutions or the rebels in Libya? I mean, did
you come to get an understanding of the U.S. interest in doing so? And
if so, how did you come to that understanding?

A Well, there had been a series of decisions made in terms
of the kind of resolution that we wanted to seek -- again, prior to
me joining in this position -- in terms of a decision by us to seek
U.N. authorization and other language in the Council. So, you know,
I certainly was aware, even before I took the job, just knowing from
reading the press, you know, what those deliberations were and the
decision. And so I ihherited sort of a set of decisions, certainly
as it relates to the Security Council and what we were seeking from
them.

Q How did you get up to speed on the issue? I mean, obviously
you came in, it was an issue that was existing. I mean, who did you

speak to? What information did you consume? All of those kinds of
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things.

A Well, you know, I don't recall the exact process. It's sort
of like jumping into a speeding train to a certain degree. I mean,
I'msure I talked to my staff. I spoke with other folks in New York.
This is what I would have done. Sort of the logical thing is to start
with the immediate team. I had a range of conversations with
Ambassador Rice at the time and --

Q Was there anybody in particular at the National Security
Staff that you spoke to?

A Not that I recall.

Q Was there anybody there that you recall speaking to on the
issue of Libya?

A Well, you know, as a matter of process, there, you know,
there were meetings held. And so, you know, my colleague at the deputy
level at the NSC was Denis McDonough, as my colleague over at State
was, you know, Bill Burns. So, you know, those are two individuals
I spoke to on a whole range of issues. I mean, it was, you know, part
of my job.

Q Did there come a conversation with Mr. McDonough or anybody
else about the U.S. interests in supporting the Libyan revolution?
A I don't recall a specific conversation. I mean, I
just -- you know, in the course of business we would see each other

regularly, but, no, I don't have any --

Q  Did you have any general sense that came out of the

conversations that you had on a regular basis?
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~ A That we had interests?

Q Yeah. What were the U.S. interests in supporting the
Libyan revolution?

A Well, I would say -- I mean, from my perspective, in terms
of the U.S. interests, you know, I would -- I would, you know, define
them as, you know, seeking to prevent the slaughter which appeared
imminent as, you know, Qadhafi's forces moved west, and to support,
you know, what appeared to be a real desire by large numbers in the
Libyan people to have different political structure in Libya. You
know, that's kind of as I got into the job and, you know, had to think
about this more directly, you know, those were two of the main things
that animated how I thought about, you know, what we were doing in Libya
and how we had to react to events.

Q To your knowledge, were those interests or goals shared by
the National Security Staff based on your conversations with
Mr. McDonough or anybody else that may have worked with the National
Security Staff?

A Yeah. Well, I would say, Craig, that, you know, my own
understanding is that there had been decisions made based on, you know,

those informed to a large degree on those two interests.

Q Those decisions were made by whom?
A Well, again, those would predate me.
Q Okay. Do you have an understanding as you sit here today?

A Yeah, I would say those -- it would have appeared to have

been a general consensus of -- among the President and his team.
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Q And your understanding of that general consensus is based
on what?
A Well, the fact that we sought certain decisions in the

Security Council, certain actions, and sought to mobilize
international opinion around a desire.

Q That was a bad question on my part.

Was your understanding of that based on your participating in some
of those discussions --

A No.

Q -- or having discussions with any of those individuals who
had made the decision, or are you just essentially inferring it from
the fact about what happened next, by what happened next?

A Well, I take it from the kinds of actions that we were
seeking once I took the job that that flowed from a set of interests.

Q Okay. And you had -- I believe you said that there were
a range of times or issues that would have to go to the National Security
Staff for vetting or clearance. Could you be a little more specific
about what kinds of issues or what times would require you to go to
the National Security Staff for clearance or vetting?

A Well, I mean, it's a little hard to be more specific. A
lot of it is dependent on the policy. Again, I'm talking even more
broadly than Libya right now. You know, there's different processes

that are in place, you know, for issues to be discussed, particularly

ones where more than one agency has an interest in the topic. You know,

there are different meetings that are held at levels in the government.
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You know, you mentioned the Deputies Committee. There are meetings
below that and meetings above it.

And so there would be conversations that focused on a range of
issues. Youknow, something like a statement probably wouldn't be the
topic of a meeting but would be handled in a more informal basis by
staff and the sort of relevant staff in the interagency.

So, you know, it really depended on the issue and the nature of
the discussion.

Q Okay. Focused just on statements, was there anything
formal that you were aware of that required all public statements by
senior officials to be vetted by the National Security Staff?

A What do you mean by "formal"? Like a directive?

Q Right. A directive. A memo. Something -- a direction
and a policy that you had received in writing that required that.

A Not that I recall, no.

0] Okay. So there was just some things that was understood?

A Well, it was seen as the best interest of the administration
to make sure that there was general agreement when a senior official
would do or say something. That's relevant not just to the Ambassador
to the U.N., but other senior officials in other agencies.

Q All right. Thank you.

A Okay.

BY MS., CLARKE:

Q Okay. SoI think we're going to shift our focus now to a

more narrow timeframe and just turn our attention to the attacks that
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occurred in Benghazi, Libya.

Can you just describe for us when you first learned about the
attacks and how you came to know that information?

A So you're taking about -- there were a lot of a attacks in
Libya. Are you talking about --

Q Specifically the attacks on the U.S. facility in Benghazi.

A Okay. Okay. So if I recall correctly, I learned about it

in the, you know, late afternoon, early evening of that day.

Q "Of that day" being September 11th?

A Correct.

Q And how did you come to learn about it?

A I don't recall specifically, you know, where the

information came from.

0 And as you just mentioned, there were other events that
occurred in Benghazi, Libya, prior to September 11th. And were you
made aware of those events prior to September 11th? So, for instance,

there were certainty security incidents that occurred in June and July

of 2011.
A Uh-huh.
Q Would you have been made aware of those incidents?
A It would have been very likely that I was. I don't, again,

have specific recollections. But as a general matter in a country

where there's a lot of focus, there's a U.N. presence, you know, we

tried to be oriented so that that kind of information got to us fairly

quickly.
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Q How would that type of information get to you?

A So we would either -- a number of different ways. We might
hear about something from the U.N. directly in New York, and then our
team would, you know, our folks up in New York would hear about it and
let us know. We might hear about it from colleagues in the State
Department. USUN doesn't have anyone outside of New York and
Washington. So we're really reliant on, you know, either other arms
of our government or open source to learn about, you know, events like

that overseas.

Q In your role as deputy, did you have access to finished intel
products?

A Yes.

Q And was that access directly -- did you have direct access

to it or were you briefed on those products? What was your access?
Can you kind of describe what your access was and how you came to that
information?

Mr. Evers. And obviously to the extent that you can answer in
this setting.

Mr. -; Yeah. So get into more detail, I assume, this
afternoon. But I received it primarily through a daily morning
intelligence brief.

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Okay. And was that briefing, if you can describe in this

setting;was that briefing provided by your staff or someone else out—

of your staff?
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A It was provided by an intelligence -- someone from the
intelligence community.

Q Was that briefing kind of tailored to the USUN's interests
or was that a broad briefing about events that may impact -- that were
impacting the areas of, say, for example, for Libya. Would that have
just been related to information that would be relevant to the USUN's
mission or would that have been a broader detailed briefing?

A Generally speaking, it was tailored to my interests. I was
the consumer of the product, you know, the binder that was put together.
So, you know, it evolved over time as sort of my priorities shifted.

On the question of Libya, you know, over time I saw a range of
intelligence. Again, coming back to the point I made about the kind
of role the U.N. had, it touched on security. It touched on political.
It touched on a range of issues.

Q When you were made aware of a security incident that
occurred in Libya, would that have been a -- would you have been made
aware of that through these briefings or would you have been -- you
mentioned that you would sometimes hear it from New York, the office
in New York, or you might hear it from other State colleagues. Can
you kind of give a little more detail about how that information would
have been relayed to you? Is this an email that's being passed? Were
you receiving emails or updates from, like, the Ops Center? Or how
did you come to have that information?

A It reallyvaried. There was no one set way. I mean, I can

recall -- without specifics, I can recall, you know, my staff coming
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in and saying: Hey, we just heard X, Y, and Z, just wanted you to know.
There were instances where information would come over email. It's
sort of an all-of-the-above approach. So there was not any one
particular conduit.

Q Did you have access to or did you receive information from
the DS Command Center or the State Command Center?

A No, not directly.

Q Okay. So if you received that information, it would have
been forwarded to you from someone who would have received it directly?

A If I had, yeah.

Q Were you able to receive briefings directly from the DS
Command Center or the State Ops Center? Meaning, if you had a question
about an event that was occurring and it was brought to your attention,
did you have the capability to call or go down to the Ops Center and
say: Hey, can you update me on this particular event?

A Yeah. It was always an option to reach out and ask for it.
It was always an option.

Q So on the night of the attack, you indicated that you learned
about the attack in the late evening. And I think you stated you can't
recall specifically how you learned about the attack. Can you kind
of walk us through what you did that evening as far as keeping Ambassador
Rice updated on the events that were occurring?

A Uh-huh. So if I recall correctly, she was not in

Washington, and I don't recall whether she was in New York or not at

the time. But - covered Libya on my staff. Both he and I sought
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to gather as much information which, over the course of the evening
and into the next day, and for several days after, was fragmentary.

So, you know, I don't recall speaking with Ambassador Rice. I
believe I sent one or more emails, as did -, to her. But, again,
it was a question of facts. What do we know? What's happened? You
know, are there casualties?

Q In gathering the information that you and - sought to
gather for Ambassador Rice, where did you seek the information? You
mentioned that you had access to -- the capability of calling or going
down to the DS Command Center or Ops Center and asking for updates.
Did you in fact do that on the night --

A I didn*t.

Q Okay. What did you do, what were the steps that you took
to gather the information you provided to Ambassador Rice?

A Honestly, I don't recall specifically.

Q Okay.

A Both - and I, you know, reached out to folks that we
thought might have it. - was as active, if not more, than me, since
Libya was -- you know, it was one of -- you know, that was in his
portfolio. But I don't have specific recollections of, you know, who
I spoke to or who I reached out to.

Q Okay. Soon the night of the attacks, can you describe what

you recall about the events that had unfolded on the night of the attack?

Just on September 11th, when you became aware of the event, what was

your understanding of what occurred?
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A I mean, it's difficult for me to put myself in the mindset
of what I thought that night --

Q Okay.

A -- to be very honest. But, you know, my recollection is
we received word of an attack severe enough that there was potential
for loss of life among Americans and that, you know, effectively all
of our capabilities are being mobilized to try to protect the Americans.
And, you know, this is set in the context, remember, of incidents,
protests, attacks at a number of U.S. facilities around -- particularly
around the region. So we're already in a heightened state. And then
we received this fragmentary information.

Q On the evening of the attacks, did you participate in any

interagency calls or any interagency meetings regarding what was

occurring?
A That evening?
Q Yes.

A Not that I recall of, no.

Q Okay. So you sought to -- you and Mr. |JJjij sousht to
gather information regarding the attacks, and you sent some emails to
Ambassador Rice to keep her updated, and that's happening the evening
of the 11th. Can you walk us through the steps that you took on -- the
actions that you took to keep Ambassador Rice updated on the morning

of the 12th and throughout that day?

A Yeah. I mean, I don't recall specifics --

Q Right.
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A -- in terms of what I might have done when. If I recall
correctly, there was action in the Security Council to condemn the
attack the next day. So that would have been -- you know, that's
something that USUN would have been the lead on in terms of working
that through the Security Council. So that would have required
engagement with the USUN team, you know, particularly in New York,
because they're the ones who are on the front lines of getting something
like that through.

Q Did you participate in any interagency meetings regarding
the events that had occurred the night before and through the morning
of the 12th? Do you recall?

A I assume I did. I mean, something like this would have
triggered a desire to have the interagency around a table to share
information. But, you know, it's hard for me, you know, in my job as
the deputy, just to step out of sort of this particular question for
a second, you know, over the course of 3 years I attended hundreds and
hundreds of meetings, phone calls. So it's very difficult for me to
zero in on a specific one. But that would have been the logical thing
to have happened the next day.

Ms. Clarke. Okay. We're getting close to our hour, and I think
some of the information or documents that I'd like to show you related
to kind of the information that you were receiving are classified. And
so I think what we'll do right now is go off the record and we'll turn
it over to our colleagues and see what they would like to do, if they

would like to proceed in this setting for now.
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Mr. Evers. Why don't we take a 5 minute --

Ms. Sawyer. Sure.

Mr. Evers. Do you guys have unclassed questions, or do you want
to --

Ms. Sawyer. Yes. MWe do have some questions for this space, and
then we'll have some in the classified session.

Mr. Evers. Does that work?

Mr. Missakian. Sorry. I didn't hear.

Mr. Evers. So we're going to take a 5-minute break. They have
some unclassed questions. And then we can talk about how to proceed
after that.-

Mr. Missakian. Sure.

[Recess. ]

Mr. Desai. Let's go back on the record. The time is
approximately 11:04.

Mr. -, good morning. To reintroduce myself, I'm Ronak Desai.
I'm one of the counsels with the minority staff. I'm joined by my
colleagues here today, Heather Sawyer and Daniel Rebnord. And on
behalf of the entire minority staff and its members, we want to thank
you again for your appearance here today. We also want to thank you
for your service to our country.

There's a good chance we might get into some information that we

discussed during the last hour. If we do retread some old ground, I

response and that we've gotten the information that we need.

apologize. It's just to make sure that we've fully captured your
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EXAMINATION
BY MR. DESAI:

Q So to begin, just to clarify, one of the conversations you
had with my colleague in the last hour was with respect to some of your
roles and responsibilities as deputy ambassador. And I think one of
the things that was discussed was that with respect to something like
the Benghazi attacks, when an event happens and you're trying to apprise
Ambassador Rice or Ambassador Power as to what happened, one thing that
you would do, I think you said, is some fact collection and gathering
to collect information and then pass that up. And one thing that I
wanted to clarify is that when you say fact collection, you're not
talking about doing, you know, reaching out to folks on the ground and
doing first person fact collection and gathering to find out what
happened and what folks on the ground are saying and those types of
issues. 1Is that right?

A So, yes, that's right. It's more gathering information
available to the U.S. Government. Again, it comes back to the fact
that we have a small office in Washington, a presence in New York, and
that's it. So we have -- we're reliant on other arms of the U.S.
Government to get information.

And just to -- sorry. A small factual point. My title is deputy
to the U.N. Ambassador.

Q Right.

A I'm not -- I don't carry the rank of ambassador.

Q Sure.
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A Or I didn't at the time.

Q And when you said that you rely on other arms of the U.S.
Government, it would be fair for me to think that you're talking about
experts who are in fact responsible for doing this kind of fact
collection and gathering on the ground and elsewhere, folks in the

intelligence community, the FBI, and other similar entities. Is that

right?
A Yes.
Q Okay. So you're not an analyst. You're not doing

technical assessments of intelligence and things of that kind. Is that
right?

A Correct.

Q Okay. Another topic that you discussed with my
colleagues --

Mr. Desai. Please.

Ms. Sawyer. Go ahead.

BY MR. DESAI:

Q Another topic that you discussed with my colleagues in the
last session, I think they asked you when you first heard about the
Benghazi attack that happened on September 11th. And I think they also
asked you about some other events and incidents that had taken place
that day and maybe in the days preceding the attack.

One of those was an attack against our Embassy in Cairo, Egypt.

Is that right? S

A Yes. There had been an attack.
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Q And do you recall what you learned about what had happened
during that attack against our Embassy in Cairo that same day?

A I don't recall.

Q Would you have recalled that there was a protest there, that
our walls at the Embassy had been breached, for example, and that
protesters had gotten inside the compound in Cairo?

A Yes. That sounds consistent with -- you know, of what I
think happened there, and there were incidents in other locations as
well.

Q Do you remember where other --

A If memory serves, we had concerns about Khartoum, Tunisia,
Egypt, as you mentioned, and then obviously Libya and Benghazi. There
may have been others, but those are the ones that come to mind.

Q And it sounds like when these incidents occurred, you
mentioned Khartoum, Tunisia, and obviously Egypt and Libya, it appears
as if there was a very genuine and sincere concern about American
personnel that are in these areas in the region as unrest is erupting
across the region. Is that right?

A That's right.

Q Okay. And I think one of the things you also discussed in
the last session with my colleagues was that, you know, once incidents
occur, for example, there might be deputies meetings. And I think what

you had told us that you've sat in a hundred of these --

—A— Hundreds- =

Q Hundreds throughout the course of your tenure. Probably
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more phone calls. So in an instance where there is an incident in Cairo
or there's other incidences around the world, you said it would be
logical for there to be meetings of this nature to discuss with other,

I think you called it, equity or stakeholders in the process. 1Is that

right?
A Yes.
Q So meetings that may have occurred during this time period

weren't just exclusively limited to Benghazi and what happened there.
Is that right?
A That's correct.
Q Okay.
BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Do you recall, as you were hearing about the unrest, do you
recall hearing about -- and the protests that were happening throughout
the region -- what the potential cause of that unrest and those protests
was?

A Well, yes. As a factual matter, we were trying to
understand motivations, what is driving this. There was focus on the
video that had angered many Muslims, but that was just one potential
focus. But, yeah, we were trying to understand why this was happening,
in addition to reacting to it to ensure the security and safety of
Americans.

Q And in terms of trying to understand the motivation for the

unrest, the goal there in terms of understanding the motivation as the

events are unfolding, what is the goal? 1Is it to try to fashion an
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appropriate response to help quell the unrest or is it for other reasons
than that?

A I would say as a general matter understanding motivation
is intended to inform what we do about a particular incident. It
inform -- it helps you understand the nature of whether it's, you know,
a threat or a challenge. And certainly in the case of concern about
the lives of Americans, we wanted to understand, you know, whether this
was -- whether what we had seen in particular places might replicate,
might continue in those locations, and what kinds of tools would be
most appropriate for the government to try to prevent any further
attacks or protests or, you know, risk of loss of life.

Q So with those kind of stakes, I would imagine that everyone
is doing their best job to get the question as to what the motivation
is right as quickly as they can. Is that accurate?

A No, I think that's right. I mean, it's -- no greater sense
of urgency than to ensure the lives of, you know, our folks, Americans,
overseas, that there's no, my own personal view, no more important role
for policymakers in the government is to ensure that when we send folks
abroad that they're protected as much as we can.

Q So, again, you would imagine that the folks trying to -- who
are charged with the responsibility to uncover as quickly as possible
the source of the violence, protests, and unrest would be making their

best effort to get it right as quickly as possible?

A Right. That's correct.

Mr. Desai. If I can shift focus here a little bit, Mr. -, I
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want to ask you some questions about the preparation that went behind
Ambassador Rice's appearances on the Sunday morning talk shows --

Mr. -; Okay.

Mr. Desai. -- on September the 16th, I believe it was, of 2012.
And in the 3-1/2 years since the Benghazi attacks occurred, I'm sure
you're aware that there has been a significant amount of scrutiny
focused on her appearances on those talk shows which took place about
5 days after the attacks occurred. And there have been some folks,
even some Members of Congress, who have accused Ambassador Rice of
intentionally misleading the public on what occurred and intentionally
conveying inaccurate information about the attacks.

Now, the minority's obviously taken the view that these questions
have been addressed in full and they've been addressed exhaustively
in places like the House and Senate Permanent Intelligence Committees'
bipartisan reports that address this issue. But the issue is still
being pursued by some. So as a result, I think it's prudent for us
just to ask some questions and gain some clarity on what happened.

So to guide our discussion, I'm going to enter into the record
a document.

[l exhibit No. 1
Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Desai. And just to identify it for the record, this is an
email chain that contains a host of information. Let me identify it
first. It has document ID number €05415285.  The very top of the

document identifies this document from being from September the 14th,
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2012.

And why don't we go off the record for just a couple minutes. That
way I can give you the opportunity to spend a couple minutes reviewing
it and then we can get into it.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Desai. Let's go back on the record.

So as an initial matter, starting on page 1, the subject here is,
"PREP CALL with Susan," Saturday at 4 p.m. eastern. And your name
appears at the very top left-hand corner of the document, but I do not
see your name anywhere in the recipient list of the email.

So have you seen this document before, recall seeing it during
your time?

Mr. -; I recall seeing it. I saw this document after Susan
had made her appearances. I learned about the document in the course
of the effort to respond to congressional requests for documents. I
was not aware of it prior to the -- her appearance and did not see it,
you know, as part of the prep process.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q So you saw this sometime after. Were you involved in the
preparation of Ambassador Rice for the Sunday shows?

A I was.

Q Okay. But you had not seen this particular document.

A I did not.

Q Some of the other recipients on that recipient list, the

two, and I believe if you look down below, I just want to direct your
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attention to page 4. I think it's the same basic group of recipients.
A Okay.
Q Generally speaking, who does that group include? Are there
folks from the USUN staff?
A There are -- so on the email on page 4, I recognize one USUN

official, || ir the same -- on the top email on page 1 in

terms of the recipient list.
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RPTR MCCONNELL

EDTR CRYSTAL

[11:17 a.m.]
BY MS. SAWYER:

Q And then with regard to the other folks, in general, where
are those folks?

A So I'm not familiar with all of the names. But there are
several names of individuals who work at the White House and some on
the National Security Staff.

Q Okay. And were you involved at all in the scheduling of
Ms. Rice for the shows, the request that she appear on behalf of the
administration on the shows?

A The scheduling of them? No.

Q Yeah, the requests that she appear.

A No.
Q So do you know how that came to be?
A I don't recall specifically. I mean, my job in this prep

process was really to focus on the broader substance of issues,
policies, events that may come up, and how we explain what we are doing
and what we know. So not the mechanic side I was involved in.
Q Okay. And so do you know the initial email on page 4 comes
from -- looks like Dag Vega. Do you know who that individual is?
A I don't. I believe he works or did at the time work at the
—White House, but I don't know him—— S

Q Okay. And that email appears to include -- well, it says,
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1

"Here are the promos," a description of what each of the shows --

A Right.

Q -- is intending to cover. Does that seem accurate? Is
that what that is?

A That seems like an accurate description of the email, yes.

Q And did you have a sense, even though you hadn't seen this
document, as to what was going to be covered in the shows that the
Ambassador was going to appear on, on that Sunday?

A What I recall is that my own, you know, thinking and approach
to it was largely focused on the Middle East; could face a range of
topics. And then, you know, again, as I approached it there could have
been Africa issues. You know, she covers -- the U.N. Ambassador covers
the world. So you have to anticipate a range of topics coming up.

Q So that does certainly seem consistent with a promotional
description. So if you just take a look, and I'1ll have you take a look
first at page 5, which the bottom one starts with "FOX News Sunday."
The way they are promoting it is, "Anti-U.S. protests are spreading
across the Arab world days after a deadly attack on the consulate in
Libya. What should the U.S. involvement be in the troubled region."
So it does indicate there that it's a potentially broader focus on the
Middle East in line with what you anticipated?

A I think that's an accurate description of this, yes.

Q So it wasn't your understanding going into it that the only

—thing-that-Ambassador Rice would be asked to speak about was Benghazi;

was it?
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A It was not my understanding that that was the only issue.

Q And that she might be and likely would be called upon to
talk much more broadly about, certainly, the unrest within the region.

A Sure, yeah.

Q And the foreign policy implications of that unrest.

A Correct.

Q So just moving up on the email, I just wanted to ask, I
understand you didn't see it until after the fact, but the top line
comes from Ben Rhodes to the group of folks. What was Mr. Rhode's
position at the time, if you could explain for us.

A I don't recall his exact title. He was effectively, you
know, the strategic communications director, the most senior person
for strategic communications on the National Security Staff, would be
how I would have described his role at the time.

Q And given this was preparation for a number of shows that
were happening on Sunday on behalf of someone appearing for the
administration, would it have been unusual for Mr. Rhodes to be sending
out an email with some guidance on what should be said on those shows?

A You know, I don't work -- my job is not communications, so
it's hard for me to speak more generally in terms of how this worked
between, you know, any one agency or multiple agencies and the White
House in terms of what was done.

What I can say is, to your point earlier, part of the anticipation
isthat once you have a senior official on camera with a reporter,

particularly on Sunday shows, you should expect that any issue could
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come up and that you want your official to be prepped with, you know,
public points as to how to talk about what, you know, the administration
is doing on a range of issues.

So some document like this -- again, I don't know who wrote
it -- would be very consistent with the kinds of material that
Ambassador Rice would have received, and this would have been one of
a number of documents provided to her.

Q So before we leave this exhibit, I just want to direct your
attention, and as you have explained it, part of the goal in preparing
Ambassador Rice for that Sunday show was to make sure that she was ready
to answer a range of questions. So just directing your attention to
that first page.

A Uh-huh.

Q And the top line there says, "Goals." And I just want to
take a look briefly at those goals.

The first bullet says: "To convey that the United States is doing
everything that we can to protect our people and facilities abroad.”

That point, is that consistent with what your experience had been
during that week? So this is Sunday. This is 5 days after. We have
already talked about the fact that not only were there attacks in
Benghazi, but the unrest throughout the region. Was that top line kind
of factually consistent with what had been --

A Yes, I would say that's factually consistent.

Q And it is the top point, and you have alreédy stressed QEEh

us the importance of helping keep personnel safe overseas. Would you
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have agreed that that would be an important thing for the Ambassador
to be able to convey to the public?

A Yes.

Q Now, the second bullet says, "To underscore that these
protests are rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader failure
of policy."

With regard to that, did that resonate with, does that kind of
factually seem to resonate with what your experience had been that week
with regard to what was happening throughout the region?

A Yeah. 1It's a little hard for me to answer because, you
know, I didn't see this until after the fact. So what I can say is
that at the time, you know, I wasn't -- on Friday or Saturday, I didn't
react to this point because I never saw it then. But what I can say
is that there was an intense focus on gathering facts to understand
what had happened and our best ability to understand why it had
happened. And that was a focus of our -- of the entire government.

And, you know, generally speaking, this point would have been
consistent with my overall mindset at the time in terms of the
information that was available to the U.S. Government and what the
experts and analysts concluded from that limited body of information.

Mr. Desai. I think you had just told us a few minutes ago that
it was your understanding that these shows were going to ask Ambassador

Rice about topics that went beyond Benghazi and that it was more about

the larger policy of the U.S. in the Middle East to questions about

what our role was there, what our involvement was there. So given that
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was your understanding and that was the case, I understand that you
didn't see this document until after her appearances, would that second
goal here be consistent with making sure that she can answer a large
and broad set of questions regarding policies in the Middle East and
U.S. involvement in that general --

Mr. -; Yes, I think that that analytic conclusion is correct.

Mr. Desai. Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Okay. And then I think one last question before we leave
this. You know, I have looked through it. We gave you an opportunity
to look through it. The only thing that I saw in this document specific
to Benghazi was on the second page. It speaks throughout more broadly
and it even gets into issues with Iran that has nothing to do
with -- well, were not related directly to the other topics. But on

that second page, and I'11 just direct your attention toward the bottom

of page 2 --
A Okay.
Q -- it's in a question format, and I propose -- I suppose

they were anticipating a question might be asked, and that question
says, "What's your response to the Independent story that says we have
intelligence 48 hours in advance of the Benghazi attack that was

ignored? Was this an intelligence failure?" That's the question.

A Uh-huh.

Q ‘The text underneath says, quote, "We are not aware of any

actionable intelligence indicating that an attack on the U.S. Mission
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in Benghazi was planned or imminent. 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." End quote.

Now, I understand you didn't see this document. But at the time
did that, when you spoke with Ambassador Rice and helped prepare her,
did those subjects come up, whether or not there was actionable
intelligence in advance of the attack?

A I don't recall that specific question as part of a
conversation with her, certainly, between me and her. I don't recall
having that discrete conversation.

Q And do you recall, even setting aside whether you had a
discrete conversation with her about it, do you recall whether you had
an understanding of whether there had been actionable intelligence in
advance of the attack, specifically?

A My recollection of my own impression of what we as the U.S.
Government understood what had happened as of, you know, generally the
date of this document, so Friday, is consistent with the language in
the answer here.

Q Okay. And that would include the second sentence, which
says, "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 the annex"?
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A That's correct.

Q And did you, when you saw this, you said you saw this
document not on the 14th, but some time after, did you have an awareness
at all of where that sentence, in particular, and that information came
from?

A In this document? I don't. I didn't at the time and I
don't.

Q And you don't even sitting here today?

A No.
BY MR. DESATI:
Q So at the time when you were preparing Ambassador Rice for

her appearances on the Sunday talk shows, were you aware that around
that same period, specifically the Friday before, that the House
Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence had requested the
intelligence community to formulate unclassified talking points that
Members of Congress could use to talk about the Benghazi attacks?

A I became aware of it, yes.

Q And when was that?

A Over the course of, I would say, the Saturday, so the 15th.

Q Right. And you became aware Saturday. So it looks like
the request was made from Congress to the intelligence community
Friday, and then you became aware the next day.

So if I can enter another document into the record. I will mark
this one as exhibit 2. S

[l Exhibit No. 2
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Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Desai. So let's just go off the record for a minute or 2 just
to give you the opportunity to review this document.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Desai. Let's go back on the record.

BY MR. DESAI:

Q So this is a document, looking at page 1, it's an email.
The top line says it's ‘Fr‘om_ to yourself and _
To identify the document for the record, it is C@5415286. It carries
with it a date of September the 15th.

So if I can just direct your attention to the first page, to the
middle portion. You write to_ and _, "I'mgoing
to email Jake on the Libya points - references below unless either
of you are linked into this effort. Please let me know." End quote.

So just to confirm my understanding, these Libya points are the
talking points that you and I just discussed a couple of minutes ago.
Is that right?

A That's correct.

Q And in this you're conveying to Mr. - and Ms. -

that you're going to reach out to Jake. That is Jake Sullivan, is that

right?
A Yes.
Q And where was he working at the time?

A He was at the State Department, deputy chief of staff.

Q Okay. So you were going to reach out to him regarding these
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talking points. -J Ms. -, responds to you saying, "Please

do -- I have not reached out.”

And if I can direct your attention to the very last page of the
document, it says here, I know it's a little bit difficult to read
because some of the markings have gotten in the way, but it appears
to say, quote, "HPSCI request: Late this week CIA Director Petraeus
gave the HPSCI a hot spots briefing and was asked for unclassified
talking points that its members could use about incident in Benghazi."

Further down it says, "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 editing
hand to them." End quote.

So that first sentence here about the request from HPSCI to then
CIA Director Petraeus, that seems to confirm our understanding that
the request for these talking points originated with the intelligence
community. Is that right?

A I think that -- yes, that's right in terms of the readout.

Q Okay. And then later on when it says here that, "On the
SVTS, Morell noted that these points were not good and that he had'taken.

a heavy editing hand to them," who is Morell referring to, just for

the record?

A That would be Michael Morell, CIA.

Q And what was his position at the time?
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A I believe he was the deputy director.

Q Okay. So it appears as if he had then played a fairly
significant role in taking the lead in formulating these talking points
and then had taken what is referred to as a heavy editing hand to them.
Is that right?

A I mean, that's a correct reading of the SVTS.

Q Okay.

A Just to clarify, this is a readout of a SVTS that I did not
participate in.

Q And just for the record, what's a SVTS?

A It's a secure video teleconference.

Q Okay. And the one that's being referenced here, when did
it take place, if you recall?

A I don't recall specifically. I believe it was 8 a.m. on
Saturday based on the subject line on page 1.

Q Okay, and you did not participate in that SVTS?

A I did not.

Q Okay, great.

Ms. Sawyer. And then also just to be clear for the record, you
also did not participate in the actual drafting of these particular
talking points?

Mr. -; I had no role in the drafting or revising of the talking

points.

Mr. Desai. And no one else in USUN did either?

Mr. -; That's correct.
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Ms. Sawyer. And do you know, or are you aware to the extent either
Mr. Sullivan or anyone else had any requests, if any requests, would
you have known what they were about the talking points?

vr. . No.

Ms. Sawyer. So you didn't really have any visibility into who
made whatever edits to the talking points were made?

Mr. -; No. I mean, contemporaneous with the process, no. I
mean, a lot is in the public sphere now, but contemporaneous with the
process, none.

Mr. Desai. I will nowenter into the record another document that
I'1l mark as Exhibit 3.

[ Exhibit No. 3
Was marked for identification.]

Mr. Desai. And we'll go off the record again for a couple of
minutes to give you the opportunity to review it.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Desai. Go back on the record.

BY MR. DESATI:

Q So looking at the top of thié document, this is an email
from Mr. Sullivan to yourself. It's dated September the 15th, 2812.
It carries a document ID number of C@541529@. And if just briefly,
if I can direct your attention to the bottom of the document. I know

there are a lot of redaction markings across this. But at the bottom

of the document it appears that michaeljm sends this out to a host of

individuals. It says, "Per the discussion at Deputies, here are the
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revised TPs for HPSCI. Let me know what you think."

There appears two talking points underneath this. The first one
which reads, 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. There are
indications that extremists participated in the violent
demonstrations.”™ End quote. Mr. Rhodes then responds and says, "This
is good by me."

Moving further up the chain, Mr. Sullivan then sends this,
responds and says, "This looks good." He marks two small edits. "1.
We call it "the US mission' or the 'US diplomatic post' because it is
not actually a Consulate. And, "2. There is amissing 'of.'" So the
second edit appears to be a grammatical one of a missing word.

He then sends this chain to you. He forwards it, and he says,
quote, "Check out the below. You and - should confirm with Ben that
Susan can deploy tomorrow." End quote.

So in this document it appears that Mr. Sullivan has forwarded
you talking points. 1Is that right?

A Uh-huh, yes.

Q And when he says, "You and- should confirm with Ben that
Susan can deploy tomorrow, " what was your understanding of what he meant

there?

A That he meant that we should confirm that these are, indeed,

the finalized points for Susan to draw from on the Sunday shows.
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Q Very good. And just if I can direct your attention again
to the bottom of the document, the first talking point here, which says,
again, 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," end quote. That's the
same language that we had seen in the "Goals" and "Top-lines"
preparation materials that we looked at in exhibit 1, I believe. It
was the second sentence of the third question of the document, if I'm
not mistaken. That's the identical language. It appears as if this
talking point had been a part of those preparation materials that was
sent out on Friday. Is that correct?

A I think that's right. I haven't done a word-by-word
comparison, but it certainly seems that that's the case.

Q Okay.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q And then did you actually then go ahead and reach out to
Ben Rhodes to ask him if it was appropriate for Ambassador Rice to use
these talking points as parts of the preparation?

A Idon't know if I did or if [Jj did. I don't recall.

Q Do you recall whether there was an answer -- whether you
used these talking points when you helped prepare Ambassador Rice for

the talk shows?

A Well, they were -- again, I was not with Susan for her

appearances. I actually was out of town. So I was neither in
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Washington, nor with the Ambassador. This was done remotely. But the
final points were provided to her in some form, presumably in written
form.

Q Okay. And when you say the final points, you are talking
about the points e

A I'm talking about the points --

Q -- that are reflected --

A I believe, yeah, down at the bottom.

Q Okay. And that second point there that we haven't focused
on as much says, "This assessment may change as additional information
is collected and analyzed and as currently available information
continues to be evaluated.” That point, that the assessment may change
and that the collection and analysis of information is ongoing, was
that a point that you discussed with Ambassador Rice as an important
point to convey?

A Well, I mean, I don't have an explicit recollection of that.
In part, it goes back to the point we were talking about earlier, that
we were focused on a broader set of potential questions that she might
get from the interviewers. But my recollection is also that when she
was asked about this on the shows, she made a point in at least some
of her interviews of highlighting the fact that we were still gathering
information and that, you know, this is what we know right now and it

may change.

—Q  And was that consistent with what your experience had been

that week, that the assessment was still ongoing, that facts were still
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being gathered from the best of your understanding --

A Correct.
Q -- that you were not the person responsible for the fact
gathering?

A That's right. That was the general premise for a lot of
our thinking.

Q And so was it your understanding that what Ambassador Rice
was seeking to do was to convey to the American people and the world
the best available information at the time?

A Yes, that was her approach and the approach of the
government.

Q And with the understanding that that information might, as
more facts developed, actually change?

A Correct.

Q And that is kind of the risk if you do go out to speak,
understanding there might be very valid reasons to want to inform the
public as to what you know, when you know it, even if it might change,
but there is a risk that facts could change, is that right?

A You're right, there is a risk and balance that we have to
strike.

Q And that the fact that an underlying fact may change is not
indicative that there was an effort to mislead the public from the

get-go, is that --

A There was no effort to mislead at all.

Q So everything in those talking points was consistent with
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what, certainly, your personal belief and the belief of, as far as you
understood it, the administration was at the time?

A Yes, it was consistent with what we were -- what, certainly,
myself and someone like the Ambassador were being given as consumers,
as policymakers of the information that the government, U.S. Government
had collected from sources. So folks who provide the information and
analyze it make judgments. We have policymakers. And as a
policymaker and consumer, this was consistent with what we knew at the
time.

Mr. Desai. And I think you just mentioned a couple of minutes
ago that you do, in fact, recall Ambassador Rice saying on the various
talk shows that this is the information that we have now, but this could
change in the future as our assessments that are being provided by the
IC and whomever else changes. Do you recall saying that?

Mr. -; That's correct.

Mr. Desai. Okay, very good. Now, obviously, after her
appearances, as I mentioned at the outset of my questioning, a lot of
scrutiny was placed on what she said and there was a fairly robust
discussion on what her intentions were and whether or not the
information and the assessments had in fact changed.

So if I can enter into the record yet another document to help
guide our discussion, and we are at exhibit 4, I believe.

(Il exhibit No. 4

Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Sawyer. Yes.
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Mr. Desai. And, again, we will go off the record for a couple
of minutes just to give you the opportunity to review the document,
which is a little bit longer than the others so far.

[Discussion off the record.]

Mr. Desai. Let's go back on the record.

BY MR. DESAI:

Q So this is a document, I'm looking at the very top of page
1, from || N - B shc is forwarding it. You
appear right underneath that, from yourself to Ambassador Rice.
September 28th, 2012. This has a document ID of C@5415305.

And I want to start at the bottom of the document, the end of the
document, rather, on page 7, and I'm just going to briefly walk you
through this just to help guide our discussion.

So it appears that someone, _, forwarded an article from
FOXNews.com to a whole slate of individuals. The article has a title,
quote, "U.S. officials knew Libya attack was terrorismwithin 24 hours,

T

sources confirm," end quote.

And effectively this article is alleging that the administration
knew that the attack had been motivated by terrorism. And it further
appears that this article reflects some of the criticisms that were
being leveled against Ambassador Rice about the motivations of the
attack and her intent with respect to the accuracy of the information
that was being conveyed on the Sunday talk shows. Is that right?

A That's a fair description of it, yes.

Q And who 1is _, just for the record? Do you recall?
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A I don't know who he is.

Q Okay. So moving further up the chain, Robert Cardillo, if
I'm pronouncing that correctly, forwards this to a host of folks. And
do you know who that is?

A Robert is the senior official working for the DNI.

Q And what's the DNI, just for the record?

A Director of National Intelligence.

Q Okay. And so he is a member of the intelligence community,
is that right?

A Yes.

Q And the other individuals on this, if you can identify thenm,
are they also members of the intelligence community, the ones that -- if

you can tell either by their email address or by their name?

A Which email are you talking about?

Q From Mr. Cardillo to -- still on the same -- he says, "I
am fairly sure the answer is 'no.'"

A Oh, okay.

Q "And I've asked Matt and Nick to lay out on a timeline the

evolution of our IC assessments from 12 September on."

A So Matt and Nick at the time were both intelligence
officials as well.

Q Do you know with what agencies they were with at the time?

A They were -- I think it generally falls under the DNI, and

'they were part of the leadership for the National Counterterrorism

Center, NCTC.



62

Q Okay. So we have here senior officials from the
intelligence community discussing this and the accusation that's being
leveled in the article. So if I can direct your attention to page 5
of the document, the "from" has been redacted from the notes from an
@NI.gov email address and he sends this out, or he or she sends this
out to a host of individuals.

Quote, "NCTC has already made great progress in documenting the
chronology of what we knew and what we published. My reading of that
draft is that we can easily debunk Fox and refute the hits on Susan's
statements on Sunday, 16 September. As I read the laydown, her
comments were consistent with our intel assessments at the time." End
quote.

I think you mentioned Denis McDonough was your counterpart as a
deputy at the White House?

A Yes.

Q And this is also going to UCIA.gov, is a Central

Intelligence Agency official, is that right?

A Yeah, someone with a UCIA.gov address received this.
Q Okay. And who was John Brennan at this time, if you recall?
A At the time he was a deputy national security advisor on

the National Security Council.
Q Okay. So whoever this individual is at the DNI -- I'm sure

we can figure it out -- this person seems to be expressly confirming

that Ambassador Rice's comments were in_¥éct consistent with the

intelligence community's assessment of what had happened at that time.
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Is that right?

A I think that's correct.

Q Okay. And then if I can direct your attention to page 2
of the document. So as we move up, it seems as though this goes through
various email traffic with respect to how they want to respond. At
a certain point it looks as if Ben Rhodes is added to the email chain,
and there's some talk about a statement being put out to address this
particular accusation.

On page 2, again, someone from NCTC.gov, their name has been
redacted, says: We can draft a statement. "I just spoke to Robert
and will loop in and Shawn Turner. I expect our statement to make these
points: The IC's job is to follow the facts wherever they lead. This
was a chaotic situation at the outset; we had more questions than
answers as the event unfolded. Our collection has been limited and
fragmentary. Our understanding of the attack has evolved as new
information has become available. We have taken care to be precise
about the facts and about what we knew and did not know. At every
opportunity, we have reported these facts based on the developing
intelligence."

So does the information that's being conveyed in these particular
bullet points reflect your understanding of how this all evolved at
the time, that this was evolving and that her comments, in fact, did

reflect the IC's assessment at that time?

i Yes, that's a correct characterization.

Q And now I'm going to move to the very first page of the
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document. At the bottom of that page there seems to be a draft
statement here and, "It includes the following key point about our
assessment."” Quote, "Our understanding and analysis of the events of
September 11 has evolved as new information has become available over
the last 17 days. 1In the immediate aftermath of the attack, there was
information that led us to assess that the attack began spontaneously
following a protest earlier that day at our embassy in Cairo. As we
learned more about the attack, our initial assessment shifted." End
quote.

So that again also reflects this idea that as information was
coming in, the facts have changed, the assessments were changing as
well. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And this is an idea that I think we explored in one of the
earlier exhibits, that was in talking point number two, that the
assessments may change as information is changing. Is that right?

A Yes, that's correct.

Q Okay.

Now, at some point as a result it appears that the intelligence

community changed their internal assessment of what happened. 1Is that

right?
A Yes.
Q *  And do you recall when that internal assessment changed and

when the IC did that?

A I don't have a specific memory of a date.
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Q All right. So the exhibit we just looked at was dated
September the 28th, I believe. Is that right?

A Yes.

Q And that seems -- I mean, that appears to be almost 2 weeks
after Ambassador Rice first appeared on the Sunday talk shows. Is that
correct?

A It was less than 2 weeks.

Q Yeah, about 12 days or so. And you mentioned that you do
recall that the IC did, in fact, change their assessment as to what
happened. Is that right? You just don't recall when they did that?

A Yeah.

Q Would September 24th sound at all familiar with respect to
when they did that? Possible --

A Possibly. What I can say with certainty is, it was sometime
after Susan appeared on the shows.

Q okay. So, Mr. ], at this point I want to shift focus again
with the time that I have remaining. I have got about 7 to 10 minutes
or so.

BY MS. SAWYER:
Q And before we do that, I just had one other question that

you may or may not recall and we can talk about it later in the classified

setting.
A Okay.
—= ~Q — But around the same time as the Ambassador appeared, do you

recall hearing that there had been some reports from the field that
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there was not a protest in Benghazi prior to the attack on the temporary
mission facility?

A We probably should go into this more afterwards, but I do
recall hearing about those reports, but it was after the fact, again,
those were post her appearance on the shows at some later date. I do
recall that.

Q And do you recall hearing whether, when Mr. Morell was
initially notified, whether or not that initial notification changed
the intelligence community analysts' opinion?

A When Michael was notified of a field report that there was
no protest, is that what you're asking?

Q Right. Whether that initial reporting immediately changed
his assessment?

A I don't know. That's something that happened within the
intelligence community. Again, as a policymaker, I have no insight,
no direct role in that.

Q Okay. And you just don't have a recollection as to whether
or not you were informed as to whether his initial notification had

changed the underlying assessment?

A None.
BY MR. DESAI:
Q So what I'd like to do is ask you about a series of public

allegations that have been made with respect to the Benghazi attack.

And we understand that the committee is investigating looking into some

of these public allegations, and as a result I have to ask you about
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every single one of them. But by asking you about these allegations
I do not want you to think that either I or any of the members or staff
of the minority of the select committee believe that these specific
allegations have any merit. And you will see that there's a handful
of these allegations.

So the way I would like to proceed is, I will state what the
allegation is, and I will ask you whether or not you have any evidence
to support the allegation that is being made. And if you don't, we
will move on to the next allegation until I'm at the end of my allegation
list.

Is that fair?

A Uh-huh.

Q Do you have any questions?
A Nope.

Q Great.

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 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
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of the attacks?

A No.

Q It has been alleged 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,"
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 risks posed by Colonel 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 of State
Clinton misrepresented or fabricated intelligence on the risks posed
by Colonel 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 that the U.S. Mi;sion 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
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shipping arms from Libya to Syria," end quote, and 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
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 transfer 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 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 bad or improper reason behind

the temporary delay of the CIA security personnel who departed the Annex
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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 out of that
production. 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 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 No.

Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Michael Morell
altrer‘ed 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. o —

Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave
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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 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 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 in action.

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 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 stand down. Military officials have stated that those four

individuals were instead ordered to remain in place in Tripoli to
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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 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
Republican 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 Benghazi?

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 dissibated, we
probably couldn't have done more than we did," end quote.

Do you have any evidence to contradict Chairman McKeon's
conclusion?

A No.

Q Do you have any evidence of 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.
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Q With that, I think we're done. We can go off the record.

[Recess. ]

Ms. Clarke. We can go back on the record. We are back on the
record and the time is 12:49. This is continuing our discussion in
an unclassified setting, and when we finish this discussion, we will
proceed to a classified setting?

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Mr. -, I just wanted to follow up with you regarding some
of the discussion that we had in the last hour regarding the prep that
Ambassador Rice received prior to her appearances on the Sunday talk
shows on September 16th, 2012. And I know that you stated that you
were not in town that weekend. But I just had a few other questions
for you, and so if you can answer them that would be great. If not,
I understand.

We took a look at, in the last hour, at exhibit 1.

A Okay.

Q Which was a series of top line points that were being
discussed. The subject matter, the subject of that email is "RE: PREP
CALL with Susan; Saturday at 4:00 p.m." And I'm not sure if you
answered this question the last hour, but did you participate in that
phone call?

A I did.

Q Okay. And do you recall who the other participants were?

A I recall some, but not all of them.—We had—_—en

from USUN. And Ben Rhodes was on. || QJNIEEE. who was one of my
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staff, was on the email -- or on the phone call. There were others.

I just -- I don't recall who they were. Those are the ones that I
remember.
Q Okay. Do you recall -- so you said Ben Rhodes. Were there

any individuals, other than the USUN individual, were there any other
people from the State Department that participated in that call?

A There were no State Department people.

Q Do you recall if there were additional individuals from the

White House that participated?

A Yes, there were.
Q But you just don't recall their names?
A I don't know who they were.

Mr. Evers. Do not talk over one another.
Mr. .; I'm sorry.
BY MS. CLARKE:

Q And during that call -- look at exhibit 2. So the call is
scheduled for Saturday at 4, which would be the next day, correct, on
September 15th?

A Yes.

Q And so exhibits 2 and 3, we looked at those previously, and
there was a discussion about the talking points. It appears that on
exhibit 3, you received the talking points that were drafted by the

intelligence community at around 2:45, so prior to this phone call,

correct?

A So you're right on when I received them. I don't recall
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when the conference call happened.

Q Okay.

A So it was sometime in the afternoon on Saturday, but I don't
know if it was for earlier or later. Schedules shift.

Q Understood. Do you recall during that conference call
whether you specifically discussed these talking points?

A I don't recall specifically. The broader focus of the
conference call was on the range of topics that were likely to come
up. We did briefly discuss the attacks in Benghazi. I recall that.
I don't recall specifically that these specific points came up in the
prep call. So I'm not saying they didn't, I'm not saying they did.
I don't recall.

Q I'm going to mark -- I think we're up to exhibit 5.

[ exhibit No. 5
Was marked for identification.]

Ms. Clarke. And we'll just go off the record for a moment while
you take time to review this.

[Discussion off the record.]

BY MS. CLARKE:

Q Okay, we can go back on the record.

So I've introduced as exhibit 5, it's an email, which I note that
you are not on. This email chain begins with an email from Matthew

Olsen. It's dated September 15th, 2012, at 11:15a.m. And if you look

— at the first email in this chain and the second email in this chain,

they appear to be the same emails that are included in the chain that
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you are on, on exhibit 3.

A Well, I was forwarded the email chain.

0 Yes. But on the email chain that you were forwarded, the
first two emails, the one from Michael Morell and the one from Ben
Rhodes, also appear to be the same ones on exhibit 5°?

A Yes.

Q And as I mentioned, you were not on this email, but this
email is a response by Michael Olsen regarding the talking points. He
says, "Michael -- This looks good to me" -- I'm sorry, it's by Matt

Olsen -- he says, "Michael -- This looks good to me." And he goes on
and lists talking points that ODNI sent to Representative Ruppersberger
yesterday afternoon based on his request.

During your discussion on the 15th, where you talked a little bit
about the talking points, do you recall if there was a discussion about
these talking points that were sent to Representative Ruppersberger?

A No, I have no recollection of any conversation about this
longer set of points.

Q And had you seen these talking points previously?

A Previous to now.

Q Today, yeah.

A I have seen them -- I have seen them previously, but it was

after -- it was not during the prep, it was after Susan's appearance

on the Sunday shows.

Q And do you recall when in time you saw these talking points?

A I don't. No.
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Q Was it close in time or was it later on?
n ot ) ' ) . o
A No, ®3 close in time -- I define close in time as within

a few days of it. It was not within a few days.

Q Within a few weeks?
A Perhaps within a few weeks. I really don't. I mean other
than -- you know, it was not something that came out in the immediate

aftermath of her appearance.
Q Do you recall how you became aware of these talking points?
A I don't.
Q I think in the previous hour you discussed that you -- I
think you mentioned that you were not aware of how Susan Rice,

Ambassador Rice became -- was selected or the decision was made for

her to do the Sunday shows. Is that correct?

A That's correct.

Q Do you recall when you were notified that she was, when in
time were you made aware that she was actually going to appear on the
shows?

A My recollection is a little hazy. It would have been no
earlier than, you know, like the Friday before. It was relatively
short in time between when I understood that she had agreed to do it
and Sunday.

Q Okay. And how did you become aware of the fact that she

was going to be on the shows? Do you recall?

A I don't recall specifically. I would assume it would have

been from another member of the USUN team that advised me that this
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is happening.

Q You said that you were not in town that weekend, and so some
of the participation that you had in her prep was done remotely,
correct?

A Uh-huh.

Q Do you recall, was |||} the rerson who was with Susan

Rice when she was appearing on the shows, or what was -- can you describe
your knowledge of |||}l role in the prep?

A So - position was as communications director in USUN.
So she was the senior press comms person for our team, for the
Ambassador. She would have had lead responsibility for this set of
appearances as she would have for any significant appearance in the
press. Was she with the Ambassador that weekend? I don't know. I
don't recall. But it was, you know, this was her area of
responsibility.

Q Do you know if Ambassador Rice met with Secretary Clinton
on the Friday before the talk shows?

A I don't recall.

Q Do you know -- as far as the shows, Ambassador Rice appeared
on five shows and they typically air within a short timeframe of each
other. Were any of those shows taped the night before, to your
knowledge?

A I don't remember. They may well have been, but I don't

recall the mechanics of when she did which show.

Q Turning back to exhibit 1, I had another follow-up
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question. I think in the last hour you were asked, because your name
appears at the top --

A Uh-huh.

Q -- you were asked whether you received this email, and you
stated that you did receive it subsequent to the sent date in
preparation for gathering docs to be provided to Congress and that
during that process you became aware of this email. Do you recall how
you became aware of this email?

A I received it from [ ] I mean, she was the
one -- she was the recipient of the email, so she provided it to me.

Q Okay.

BY MR. MISSAKIAN:

Q Mr. ., I'm just going to ask you some additional follow-up
guestions?

A Sure.

Q Bear with me. I'm just going to flip through my notes.

A Sure,

Q Going back to the day of September 11th, I think you
testified earlier or stated earlier that you heard about the attacks
in Benghazi sometime late afternoon, early evening. Is that correct?

A Uh-huh, that's my recollection.

Q Okay. As best as you can recall, had you heard about the

protests in Cairo prior to hearing about the attack in Benghazi?

A I believe I had. But, you know, it's a general -- it's a

general recognition of sequencing. But I don't have a specific time
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on when I learned about that either.

Q Okay. So as you sit here today, you can't in your mind say
whether or not you heard about the protest before or after you heard
about the attack in Benghazi?

A I'm sorry, repeat.

Q I'm sorry, let me withdraw that and rephrase it. So as you
sit here today --

A Yeah.

Q -- can you say whether or not you heard about the protests
in Cairo before or after you heard about the attacks in Benghazi?

A I believe my general recognition is learning about the
incidents in Cairo first.

Q Okay. What do you recall hearing about the incidents in
Cairo?

A That there were protests outside of our Embassy and they
appeared to be in some way related to the video which was causing anger
throughout the Muslim world. Beyond that, it's hard to recall.

Q Okay, thank you. And focusing again on September 11th,
let's just establish this: When did you leave the office on
September 11th, if you recall?

A Craig, I don't remember.

Q Okay. Was it early into the morning on September 12th?

A No, it wasn't that late. But it was late in the evening.

Q Okay. Fair enough. And at any time during the time you

first heard about the attacks in Benghazi and when you left that night,
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did you hear of any information to suggest there was a connection
between what had occurred in Cairo and what had occurred in Benghazi?

A No, I don't have any recollection of the two. The focus
really was on understanding the facts of what was going on at our
facilities in Benghazi.

Q And as you sit here today, can you distinguish the facts
you learned about what was going on in Benghazi on September 11th versus
what you may have heard later in that week? 1In other words, I mean,
does anything stand out about what you learned the night of the attack
versus what you may have learned in the days that followed?

A You know, other than that there was an attack and there were
indications that grew stronger over the course of that evening and into
the next morning that there were American casualties and likely
Americans dead, I mean that's what stands out in my mind, was a growing
deepening fear that we had lost Americans.

Q And now kind of expanding the timeframe to go from the night
of the attacks through, say, that Saturday, September 15th. At any
point during that time did you receive information that suggested there
was a connection between the protests in Cairo and the attacks in
Benghazi?

A I mean, my recollection is the points say, that were
developed, you know, the information that our government had, that was,

again, provided certainly to USUN consumers, suggested, you know, some

indication of some tie, a tie that was not fully understood but some

tie between the two.
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Q Okay. Let's do it that way. Let's zero in a little bit.
I think you were referring to a statement that appears a couple of times.
Let's start with exhibit 1. On page 2, do you have that in front of
you?

A Yeah.

Q There's a question down towards the bottom, and I'll read
the question. It says, "What's your response to the Independent story
that says we have intelligence 48 hours in advance of the Benghazi
attack that was ignored? Was this an intelligence failure? "

And then there's a proposed response, and I'11l read that into the
record as well. "We are not aware of any actionable intelligence
indicating that an attack on the U.S. Mission in Benghazi was planned
or imminent. 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 US Consulate and subsequently its annex.” And I believe that you
stated a couple of times that the information you had at the time was
consistent with the statement that I just read.

A Yes.

Q So what I'm trying to do is try to get an idea of exactly
what information you had available to you at the time that led you to
conclude that that information that you had was consistent with this

statement. So as best you can, put yourself back into that timeframe,

September 11th through September 15th, and tell us what information

you had available to you that was consistent with this statement in
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exhibit 1?

A Sure. Okay. So I'll start by saying I don't recall a
specific intelligence product, you know, as a classified document that
I could point to. I would say that, as I mentioned earlier, you know,
I received a daily intelligence book that was a compilation of material
both -- you know, of all sorts of intelligence material. And it
certainly would have been the case that on Wednesday the 12th, Thursday
the 13th, Friday the 14th, my book would have included whatever
available intelligence, whether it was finished or unfinished, that
would be appropriate for a relatively senior policymaker to receive,
would have been included. That's at least what I was hoping for.

But I don't -- I only know what I am able to have access to from
the intelligence community. But I can't point to a specific document.
I don't recall seeing something on the Wednesday or Thursday that I
could pull out other than, you know, I would consume intelligence at
least on a daily basié in the morning based on what was available for
policymakers.

Q Okay. So other than the intelligence information you may
have been receiving, either in your daily briefings or through some
other source, was there any other information that was available to
you that you can recall that you believe to be consistent with the
statement that I read from exhibit 1°?

A I don't -- I think the answer to your question, other sorts

of information that I can recall that would be underlying tor this

statement here, I don't recall receiving, you know, whether it was from
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the State Department or others, I don't recall specific information.
I mean, again, you know, it's hard to underscore as a consumer of this,
we are, you know, reliant on knowing and receiving what our intelligence
community judged. You know, we are not analysts.

Q Sure. I'm not asking you to pass judgment on the quality
of the information. 1I'm really trying to get at, you stated that the
information you had available to you was consistent with the statement
in exhibit 1. I just want you to tell me as best you can, as best you
can recall, what information you had available at the time that led
you to reach that conclusion. It sounds like it's the intelligence
information that you were receiving as a consumer of intelligence
information.

A That's right.

Q Okay. That's fair.

Now, the conclusion that have drawn, the information you received
from the intelligence community at the time was consistent with the
statements in exhibit 1, when did you draw that conclusion? For
example, you could have drawn it today, when you looked at this
statement and you made that conclusion in your mind today. Or you could
have drawn that conclusion at some point in the past. When was it?

A I mean, I guess, struggling a little bit with the question,
what I would say is, you know, in the moment of time, we would have

conversations at a classified level about what's going on. The

— question is not, is that -- it's really a question of, okay, if at,

you know, a fully classified level this is what we know, this box, which
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would be in my binder of intel material, it's, okay, what part of that
can you say publicly? What part of that can you explain publicly? And
that's a task for the intelligence community to decide, okay, based
on this all-source assessment, here is what we can extract from that
and make it public.

Again, we rely on the intel community to ensure that there are
two sides of the same coin. One is classified, one is unclassified.
But they're both intended to say the same -- as much of the same thing
as possible.

Q I think I understand that, maybe it was just my bad question.
But the conciusion you have drawn, that the statement here in exhibit 1
was consistent with the information you had at the time, is that a
conclusion you drew for the first time today or did you draw that
conclusion prior to today?

A Yeah. I wouldn't call it a conclusion. 1I'd call it an
assumption that the folks who are responsible for providing both the
classified judgment and then, based on that classified judgment, the
complementary unclassified judgment, are doing their job correctly.
So I, you know, assume that it's, you know, one and the same thing but
just intended to be handled in different ways because one is classified
and one is unclassified.

Q Do you recall there being any difference between the
classified material you were receiving and the unclassified statements

about the same information that were being made publicly?

A I don't. I don't recall any differences.
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Q At any point in time between the night of the attacks and
September 15th, do you recall receiving information that there was an
actual protest in Benghazi prior to the attacks on the consulate?

A Say that again. There was --

Q Right. During that time period from September 11th to
September 15th, 2012, did you receive any information that there was
a protest that preceded the attacks on the U.S. facilities in Benghazi?

A I would say that I received analytic material from our
intelligence community, whether it was written or verbal I don't
recall, but it's reflected again in the talking points which we talked
about, that the judgment at the time was that it was a protest that
spontaneous -- that, you know, evolved into an attack, that that was
the judgment based on the currently available information again. So
contemporaneous with that, you know, in that timeframe.

Q Okay. So other than that?

A Just, yeah, I don't have -- like, USUN does not have
independent sources, right, as I have said, you know, we rely on the
intel community to provide us. So it was not as if I was out trying
to corroborate or disprove something that I got from the intelligence
community.

Q I understand you weren't out interviewing witnesses, but
there might be other sources of information, potentially. For

example, you may know people at the State Department still. You may

even know people in the NEA department that covers Libya. So it's

possible you could have picked up the phone -- I'm not suggesting you
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did -- you could have picked up the phone and called somebody in that
department to find out what was going on. So there could have been
that avenue of information.

A Sure.

Q As opposed to the information you were getting from an

intelligence source.

A Uh-huh.

Q So putting aside the intelligence sources for a minute.
A Yeah.

Q Did you have any other information that was coming to you

in any form during that time period?

A Yeah, I mean there may well have been reports that I saw,
either I received or my team received from various folks at State who
were working with the folks, you know, the State Department folks who
were working with the State Department people deployed in Libya. There
may well have been.

I mean our office as a general matter, I mean we were physically
housed in the State Department, a close relationship with State
Department colleagues on a whole number of issues. So as a general
matter, substantial amount of sharing of information, both what we have
with them and what they have with us on any number of issues.

Q As you sit here today, you just can't recall any --

A I don't recall.

Q Sure.

A I mean, you know.
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Q In your response to my colleague's questioning, I believe
you said, correct me if I'm wrong, that there was some discussion about
marshalling all of the U.S. capabilities or mobilizing all of the U.S.

capabilities to protect Americans.

A Uh-huh.

Q Now, in your response, were you referring to military
capabilities?

A I was speaking more generically. You know, the deep

motivation and desire of senior folks is to make sure that we do
everything possible to protect Americans.

Q Now, one of my colleagues had asked you a question about
the U.S. military response to the attacks in Benghazi, and you testified
or stated that you didn't have any information that the Secretary gave
a stand-down order or anything like that. Do you have an understanding
of any discussions concerning the use of the U.S. military to go into
Benghazi?

A No, I don't. I was not involved in any way in any of those
discussions.

Q Coming back to the night of September 11th, we have seen
an indication that there was a SVTS around 7, 7:30 that night. Do you
recall participating in that? And to give you a little bit of context,
I think the Secretary of State herself may have participated in that

call, if that helps.

A T don't recall, no.

Q This may seem like I'm jumping around a little bit. I'm
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just going through my notes.

A That's okay.

Q Back to exhibit 1, I believe you said that _ sent
you this document and it looks like you must have printed it out from
your account. Is that fair?

A That's right.

Q Did you have a conversation with Ms. [Jij about the
document or about the production to Congress in general?

A The only conversation I recall having with her is calling
her up and saying, "Hey, what do you have?" and she forwarded me this
document. That's it. It wasn't a substantive conversation.

Q Were you the point person for producing documents to
Congress? Is that why it was coming to you? Was she sending it to
you? In other words, why were you involved in the production of the
document that she had?

A Well, it was -- so, you know, there's a request for material
related to this. I don't remember the exact parameters of the request.
And I, you know, others in the o-Ffice, - and a few others up in New
York, were pulling together documents. And I don't remember the exact
genesis for why I called her to ask, you know, what relevant documents,
I do have a recollection of the phone call.

Q And also, on exhibit 1, I believe you were asked a question
about bullet number two under the heading "Goals"?

——A—Hi=-ih———— —————— = =

Q And I'1l1 read it into the record. It says, "To underscore
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that these protests are rooted in an Internet video, and not a broader
failure of policy."

You were asked some questions that suggested to me that you have
an understanding of what Mr. Rhodes meant when he wrote that. Is that
true? I mean do you have an understanding of what he was referring
to there? And if so, what is that understanding based upon?

A So I think what we talked about was that even though I didn't
have this in front of me in the prep process for Susan, our approach
to preparing her for the appearance was to anticipate questions that
she might get asked in the context not just of the events in Benghazi,
but the broader uprising and violence against American facilities we
were seeing.

And it's in that context in my mind that when the point that you

highlight says "these protests,” it's a reference to the larger
gquestion and series of incidents that we faced that appeared to be
motivated in a number of different cities by this video. That's the
basis for saying I have a sense of the thrust of that talking point.
Q And have you ever had a conversation with Mr. Rhodes about
his email, or about that bullet, or the talking points in general?
A No.
Q Have you ever had a conversation with Mr. Rhodes about the

attacks in Benghazi?

A I don't recall. You know, I may have. But I really don't

recall. ) I I

Q That's fine. Have you had a conversation with anybody
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about the contents of this document?

A No.

Q Going back to the prep session with Susan Rice prior to her
appearances on the talk shows, you have been asked some questions about
that. I just want to fill out some additional details.

First off, how long did that prep session go?

A It was somewhere between 3@ minutes and an hour, would be
my general recollection.

Q Okay. And I believe you said that the Benghazi portion of
this discussion was very short.

A It was -- yes, it was one part of the discussion. I don't
know if I used the words very short. What I would mean to imply is
it was certainly not -- it didn't feature prominently, it was one
element of the broader conversation we had.

Q Yeah. I think the word you used was "briefly" discussed?

A Yeah. I think briefly is probably more accurate. It was
very short.

Q Which surprised me a little bit, because obviously Benghazi
was a big part of that week. Did you anticipate that that would be
a focus of the talk shows? I mean certainly that was suggested, I
think, by some of the promos?

A Yeah, I think we -- again, we thought it was going to be -- it

would certainly come up. But, you know, would also remind the broader

context. I mean, this is -- we were facing incidents across the Fééioﬁ

more broadly in the Muslim world. Certainly, the loss of life in
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Benghazi as we got the facts made it rise in importance, but we did
not anticipate it to be the sole issue that could come up. And, again,
our responsibility for a senior official is to have her prepped on
everything.

Q And as best you can sitting here today, and I know it's
been -- a little time has passed, tell us what was said and who said
it during that conversation, whether you can recall generally or
specifically.

A I really don't have very many specific recollections. You
know, my -- I was not the lead on this call. You know, this is really
for -- to prep her for what she says publicly. So I was far more in
listening mode, and really it is hard for me to recall, honestly, you
know, 3 or 4 years ago.

Q You don't recall anything that was said by anybody?

A You know, did - speak? Yes.

Q Uh-huh.

A Did Ben speak? Yes. Do I remember exact thrusts of what
each of them said? I don't.

Q It doesn't have to be exact. If you recall generally the
sense, do you have a sense of what Ben Rhodes said during that call?

A I mean, you know, I would say, you know, what's in this
document, exhibit 1, in terms of top-1line points, generally, you know,

to my recollection, are consistent with kind of the tenor of the call

in terms of how we thought we should frame up, you know, we're

recommending to Ambassador Rice that she frame up the issues. But I
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really don't have -- I just don't recall specifics.

Q Okay. And, again, I don't want you to get hung up on whether
you recall exact language or not. I'mreally just kind of looking for
your best recollection. If it's a general sense of what was said,
that's fine. But take us through it a little bit, the mechanics of
one of these prep sessions. Does somebody pretend to be an interviewer
and ask the Ambassador questions and then she responds? I mean how
does that work?

A Sure. So it was generally more of a conversation. And I
believe | B in her role as the Ambassador's communications
director kicked off the call, you know, but it wasn't a murder board,
for example, over a phone call. It was more of a conversation of topics
that might come up and, you know, an exchange between Ambassador Rice
and folks on the phone. So it wasn't -- it was much more free flowing.

Q Do you recall if any documents were circulated prior to the
call?

A I don't.

Q Would that have been typical?

A Would what have been typical?

Q You know, as part of preparing the Ambassador for whatever
she was being prepared for --

A Sure.

Q -- would somebody have prepared a document that would be

as we have seen in exhibit 1, something like that?
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A I think the standard process would be for any event for the
Ambassador, she'd get some paper briefing material. 1In this case the
material probably consisted largely of unclassified points. Whether
it was drawn from previous statements by senior officials or working
talking points within the administration on particular issues, this
is an example of something, you know, that's along those lines. You
know, as a general matter, when dealing with reporters or the press,
you know, you typically do things in a question-and-answer format.

So she would have gotten some level of material, but that wouldn't
have been the responsibility of me or my office. That's, you know,
the communications shop pulls together those things when it's a
question of her appearance before the press in any way.

Q Would you have received a copy of those documents?

A It would have varied. In this case, I didn't, in part just
because of the geographics of it. I mean I was, you know, not in
Washington and not with her.

Q Okay. And I believe you said that the goal at the time as
far as Ambassador Rice was concerned was to convey to the American
people the best available information known at the time. Is that fair?

A Uh-huh.

Q So her job was not necessarily to, you know, parrot what
was in the talking points, whether it be exhibit 1 or the HPSCI talking

points, but to convey to the American people the best information that

A Yeah. Yeah, it is.
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Q Prior to the talk show appearances by Ambassador Rice, did
you have any conversations with Jake Sullivan about the attacks in
Benghazi or the fact that Ambassador Rice was going to appear on the

talk shows?

A Well, we talked about the email exchanges.

Q Right. I knew there were some email exchanges, but did you
have any --

A We had phone conversations.

Q -- face-to-face or phone conversations?

A Between the attack and then Susan going on the shows on

Sunday morning?

Q Yes.

A You know, I may well have. I don't recall a specific
conversation. So I'm not, again, saying it didn't happen. I
certainly don't -- I don't have a discrete memory of one particular
phone call or hallway conversation or conversation, you know, sit-down
meeting.

Q Okay. Did you have conversation with anybody after the
Ambassador appeared on the talk shows about what she had said on those
talk shows?

A You want to time bound that? Because if it's unbounded,
then sure. I mean it's a pretty large public record of the controversy
around what she said. So, yeah, I had conversations, but if you're

Q No, my question really wasn't time bound. So who have you
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had conversations with about the controversy that followed in the wake
of her appearances on the talk shows?

A Oh, I couldn't give you an exhaustive list. I mean talked
to Ambassador Rice. Talked to, you know, various people within USUN.

Q Okay. Maybe I can help you to break it down a little bit.
Let's start with Ambassador Rice. When was the first time you had a
conversation with her about her appearance on the talk shows and the
controversy that followed?

A I don't recall. I mean I had multiple, but I don't recall

the first conversation.

Q What can you recall about the content of any of those
conversations?
A We discussed certainly over the course of conversations

ensuring that what she actually said on the shows was consistent with
the points that we had been provided by the intelligence community.
So that was certainly a topic of conversation. Over the course of time,
so I'm not pointing to one particular conversation but over the course
of time, as we have talked about in exhibit 4, I spoke with her about
the evolution of the intelligence community's assessment as we
understood kind of how the IC shifted its judgments. So that was, you
know, another major point of conversation.

Q Okay. Moving -- anybody in the State Department that you

had a similar conversation with?

A You know, I don't -- again, I don't PECéElAEEECEF5547 -

conversations. My colleagues in the State Department, the senior
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people that I worked with, you know, Jake, the deputy secretary, you
know, Bill Burns, Wendy Sherman, I mean these are the people that I
worked with on a daily basis on a range of issues. Do I recall discrete
conversations with them about Susan's appearance on the talking show?
No.

Q That's fair. What do you recall generally about your
conversations with Bill Burns or Wendy Sherman, for example?

A I mean it would have been topics along the lines of what
I discussed with Susan. Was she accurate based on the material that
was provided to us as part of the prep, how do we understand what the
IC, how the IC has evolved its judgments over time, you know, and just
seeking to ensure -- I mean just talking about that.

Q Would that have been the same conversation with Jake
Sullivan? You mentioned you may have had conversations with him as
well.

A Could well have been.

Q But, you know, as you sit here today, you just can't recall?

A I just don't recall. I mean I don't -- yeah.

Q What about anybody in the White House or the National
Security Staff?

A Again, you know, I probably had conversations about this

topic with, you know, Denis McDonough, the deputy national security

advisor at the time. I don't recall others, you know, on the NSC staff.

But to sort of set it in context, my recollection is those

conversations, you know, ones with the NSC officials were, you know,
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less than what I'd -- were just less in scope, less in frequency than
others with State, within USUN.

Voice. Can we take a second break here?

Mr. Missakian. Sure.

[Recess. ]
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RPTR_KERR
EDTR ROSEN
[1:35 p.m.]

Mr. Missakian. I don't think I have any additional questions.

Ms. Sawyer. We didn't want to make it overly not worth your time,
so we did have just a few additional questions, so we are back on the
record.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q Mr. -, thank you again for your time, and I had a few more
questions before we move into the classified phase.

I feel that during the entire day you have worked hard to help
us understand the context within which the Benghazi attacks occurred,
what was happening that day, that week, even really the week after.
It came up again in just this last hour of questions.

So I wanted to share with you, just briefly, a couple of documents.
I'm going give you both simultaneously. One, because the top document
is just to refresh your recollection as to how the second document came
about --

A Okay.

Q Because I know it's been 3-1/2 years, if my math is correct.
So what number are we on?

Ms. Clarke. Exhibit 6.

_BY MS. SAWYER: i ;

Q Okay. So I'm going to mark for identification purposes
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these documents as exhibit 6 and 7.
[. Exhibit Nos. 6 and 7
Were marked for identification.]

Mr. Evers. Which one is 6? 1Is that 49?

Mr. Missakian. 6 is 49.

Mr. Evers. Thank you.

BY MS. SAWYER:

Q So before you dive into them, I'm going to give you a couple
of minutes to look at them. Just for purposes of identification, the
one that we've marked as exhibit 6 bears the identification number
SCB@B52749, one, two, four-page document. The top email has you as
the sender, and it's sent on Wednesday, September 19, and then what
I was going to focus on with you is kind of that first email that starts
on the bottom of page -- the second to last page also from you.

And then for identification purposes, exhibit 7 bears the
identification number SCB@@52811. It's a six-page document. I
believe, and I'll ask you to confirm that document 7 is the ALDAC
referenced in the email chains that are in --

A Okay.

Q -- document 6, but we'll go off the record, and I'l1l give
you a chance to take a look.

[Discussion off of the record.]

Ms. Sawyer. We can go back on the record.

BY MS. SAWYER:-

Q So turning your attention just to exhibit 6. I believe
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that's the document with Bates -- with the identification number 52749.
And the second to last page down at the very bottom, it's an email from
you to Jacob Sullivan, who we've talking about earlier today as being
at the State Department, and looks like some other folks within,
including Mr. Burns, I think whose name --

A He's on there.

Q -- came up. And it has a message below that says, quote,
"Following yesterday's meeting on messaging, - and I talked
just now about sending a cable to posts around the world asking
ambassadors to go in this week to urge that their, cap, UNGA speeches
include a condemnation of violence. We could use the core messages
paper that we discussed in yesterday's meeting as the basis for the
cable. Thoughts?"

Do you recall, having seen this document, why you -- you suggested
that? It seemed to me, as a potential example, you explained to us
in the first hour how your shop's role was to find ways in which U.N.
could support important U.S. policy objectives. This, to me, seemed
an example of that, but I wanted to get your sense of what you were
trying to accomplish here.

A I think that's generally right. I mean -- I mean, I'll say
I don't -- it's hard for me to recall this specific little activity

on the 19th, but the general -- the broader point is, you know, every

~ year, usually the third week in September there's a high level week

at the U.N. where heads of State come into New York around the worid__

for UNGA, so in my message, "their UNGA speeches" is a reference to
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statements by other heads of State at the U.N. General Assembly, that
third week. You know, our President typically goes up for a brief
period of time, so it's a big deal, and you have the biggest gathering
of heads of State in any given year.

The attack that happened a week prior, we're looking at UNGA
happening, you know, probably starting the next Monday, so I can hear
the conversation, you know, even though I don't recall it specifically,
I can hear myself having a conversation with _ where we talk
and what we should -- what can we do, what can USUN and states do to
have countries, when they come to New York, and have their heads of
State speak, speak out against this kind of violence, and that's the
thrust of this effort.

Q And then there's some additional, you know, back and forth
up the chain, and this chain ends with you again sending a message.
It looks at this point as if, based on your message, my main reaction
to the ALDAC. Can you first explain what an ALDAC is?

A Yeah, an ALDAC is -- so the State Department has embassies
and posts around the world, and one of the ways that the State Department
formally communicates with their post is through a cable, so it's a,
you know, formal process where some document -- and this is the example
of a cable gets transmitted. An ALDAC is a cable that is sent by the
State Department to all diplomatic -- I think it stands for All

Diplomatic and Consular posts.

Q Throughout the world?

A Throughout the world. So this -- this message here,
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exhibit 7, would have gone, effectively, to every single diplomatic
post that we have around the world.

Q So I think you answered one of my questions, which is the
second exhibit that I had given you, exhibit 7, is the cable, the ALDAC
that came out of this discussion?

A That would seem to be the case, yes.

Q And you, on that second page, are -- it shows, among the

many other recipients it went --

A Right.

Q -- throughout the world. On the second page it says,
USUN/W: R --

A That's me.

Q So you did also receive this?

A So that's just -- sorry to be bureaucratic about it. That

list of people at the top is intended to reflect who cleared on it.

0 Great. So all of those individuals would have seen this,
had the opportunity to comment on this, and ultimately --

A In theory, that's the case. And in this one, you know,
clearly I read it since, you know, the exhibit 6. I can't speak for
every single other person on that clearance line whether they
personally read it or they had some staff member read it. I mean, most
of these folks here are fairly senior front office people for the

different bureaus.

~

Q Okay. And in that summary on the first page, just todraw

your attention to that, it leads with, "The widespread violence across
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the Middle East and the Muslim world, directed at U.S. and other
diplomatic posts, threatens our ability and the ability of other
nations to conduct effective diplomacy, and thus to ensure peaceful
relations between nations. The upcoming opening of the United Nations
General Assembly in New York is an opportunity for the collective
nations of the world to reaffirm their commitment to avoiding violence
in response to speech and to the sanctity of diplomatic posts.”

So seeing that summary, does that, again, reflect the experience
that you had from the day of the attack through the ensuing weeks about
the unrest throughout the region?

A Yeah. I mean, that's consistent with -- yes.

Q And the desire here is to help quell ongoing unrest and speak
against it?

A Yes. Yes, broadly speaking, and achieving that objective
that you just described by urging other countries, other leaders, other
governments to join us in speaking out against this kind of violence.

Q And the background references in what's number 3 down there,
provides kind of a what's happened to date. It says, "Since
September 11, 2012, there have been widespread protests and violence
against U.S. and some other diplomatic posts across the Muslim world.
The proximate cause of the violence was the release by individuals in
the United States of the video trailer for a film that many Muslims
find offensive. Diplomatic compounds have been breached in several
countries, including Libya, Egypt, Tunisia, and Yemen. —In Benghazi;-

Libya, four U.S. personnel were killed in the violence, including the
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U.S. Ambassador to Libya, J. Christopher Stevens."

So there, there's a discussion, in particular, of the video.
What was your sense about -- and again, in the context of the unrest,
what the desire and need to actually talk about the video was?

A Say that -- what's the question again?

Q My question is, that specifically references that the cause
of the unrest throughout the region, the proximate cause, it says, is
the video trailer for a film that many Muslims find offensive. Why,
in particular, was there a need to talk about and mention the film?

A Well, I think the film featured prominently in discourse
around the world in terms of evaluating what had happened outside our
facility, what was happening, you know, the protest, the attacks, but
also it's a question of -- it's reflected a little further down, freedom
of speech, and some governments -- we -- the U.S. Government is fairly
confident, would seek to take steps that we weren't prepared to take
given our view on the freedom of speech.

So as we -- you know, this cable is intended to try to appeal to
as broad a set of governments as possible to join us in how we talk
about what's going on, and so the most straightforward way is to take
on the issues that we knew would be on their minds, and you know,
certainly, at this time, our judgment in terms of the broader dynamics
that were driving the broader set of incidents that we were looking

at, the video seemed to be relevant as a driver.

Q And so one of the == is it fair to say one of the interests

of the United States certainly would be to not quell free speech. At
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the same time, and if you take a look at page 4 in the "Talking Points,"
the second tickle down -- trickle down says, "The United States
Government had absolutely nothing to do with the video that sparked
recent protests around the world against U.S. and other diplomatic
missions."

Was it your understanding that part of the goal here was also to
make clear that to the extent the video had caused anger, that people

understood that the United States was not responsible for --

A For the video.

Q -- that video?

A Correct. I don't see the point. I'm sorry.

Q It's on page --

A Still page 3.

Q Flips -- bears the mark number --

A Right.

Q -- down at the bottom, 52814°?

A Right, right.

Q And to the extent there was that effort made, was it your

understanding that there was a sincere concern that given the risk of
ongoing violence, that there was a need to do that to try to distance
the U.S. to help protect our people at least?

A Very much so.

~Q  And there is a reference within this very document to the

risk of ongoing protests, right, on page 2, number 4. It's marked

"Sensitive But Unclassified"?
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A Yes.

Q "Protests are continuing this week, and we anticipate a
fresh surge of protests against U.S. and other diplomatic posts this
Friday, September 21st." It goes on to mention some additional
materials that may be offensive.

So if you could help us explain, both to our members and the
American people. I mean, there have been many questions about why did
the government continue the talk about a video, and because the focus
has always been so narrow on Benghazi or protests, not even just a video,
but why did they continue to talk about protests? Why did they continue
to talk about this video? This cable seems to be that there's a
juggling of very serious concerns about the safety of our personnel
overseas, ongoing protests.

Can you just try, as best you can, explain to us so that we can
finally explain to Members of Congress and the American people why,
in this context, there was the need to talk about this, the protests,
and talk about the video in relation to the protests?

A So, you know, in Muslim countries, the Friday morning prayer
is the most significant weekly religious event; and often, when there
are‘—- when sentiment is inflamed, you see a spike in violence on
Fridays, and this is a reference to the fact that we had ongoing concern
about views of the United States which fed, in part, by the video, and

that we are coming up on another Friday.

I don't recall specifically the French weekly magazine cartoon,

but, you know, reading the paragraph you highlighted, the thought
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process is there 1s yet potentially another incident that could be
explosive in Islamic societies as it relates to the United States or
to western countries. And there remained, fundamentally, concerns
about the security of Americans, particularly in Muslim countries,
particularly in embassies where there may have -- where the security
of our compound may present, you know, potentially more vulnerability
to some kind of protest or other incident.

Q So this cable and discussion of protests and discussion of
the video were not an effort to spin a particular political narrative?

A No.

Q Were they an effort to conceal the facts about, in
particular, what had happened in Benghazi?

A No.

Q Were they an effort to avoid embarrassment for the

administration with regard to what in particular had happened in

Benghazi?
A No.
Q Just returning briefly to exhibit 1. That is a document,

and that's the document that we started with. My colleague asked you
some questions about in their last round. 1It's also a document that
has been called by Judicial Watch, among others, as a smoking gun with
regard to supposed evidence that there was a concerted effort tomislead

the public about what happened in Benghazi. Do you believe this

document is a smoking-gun document that shows that?

A I do not.
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Q And why do you not think that this is a smoking gun?

A Well, I know we talked about this previously. Again,
reading the document now and when I saw it subsequent to the fact and
trying to put myself in the context of September 11, that week leading
up to Susan's appearance, it is generally consistent with our approach,
our understanding, factual understanding of what had happened, and
reflective of the broader questions that were very front and center
in policymakers' minds about safety and security of Americans across
a large portion of the world.

0 Well, thank you. I think that concludes the questions that
we had as follow-up to the last hour, so --

Mr. Missakian. Just a couple of follow-up questions.

BY MR. MISSAKIAN:

Q With regard to exhibit No. 7.

A Yeah.

Q Did you take any part in drafting the cable that is the
attachment to exhibit 7?

A I don't recall any drafting part. That would not have been
my role.

Q And the top of page 2 it says, "Drafted By."

A Uh-huh.

Q "S/P: JSullivan." Does that mean‘that Jake Sullivan
drafted the cable?

A _Intheory, yes, it does, but if you were to look at the --you

know, I read through this exhibit 6, it would seem that someone on
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his -- you know, his staff drafted it.
Q Okay. Help me out here. What are you looking at on

exhibit 6 that would suggest that?

A So _, which I guess this is page 2, bottom

half.
Q Yes, I see that.
A —
Q  Uh-huh.
A B orks -- worked at the time for Jake.

Q Did you have any conversations with either Ms. _,
with Jake Sullivan, or with anyone else on Jake Sullivan's staff about
the content or the purpose behind the statement contained in the cable
that is part of exhibit 7°?

A You know, I don't recall specific phone calls. I mean,
clearly, I suggested the whole process, but I don't have a recollection
of then sort of -- you know, a conversation where I went through in
nitty gritty detail of, you know, what it should say. Frankly, part
of my desire in -- I mean, in why I would send an email like this is
the State Department is a very big organization. They've got a lot
of people that can draft and clear and develop. You know, I've got
a staff of five covering the world, so this would have been something
where I, you know, collaborate with State and hopefully piggyback on
the fact that they are a much, much larger organization.

——Q— And you were-asked some questions about—the motive of the -

drafter of the cable, and I think you were asked something to the effect
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was it the motive of the drafter to draft this cable in a way that would
mislead somebody about what had occurred either in Benghazi or in the
broader region. And I'm just trying to understand your basis for
understanding the motive of the drafter and the reasons why certain
statements were put in.

A So I would say that -- I wouldn't say the motive of the
drafter. I would say the intent of the cable.

Q Okay. So you understand that distinction?

A Uh-huh.

Q Okay. And the intent of the cable was based on your
original email, that suggestion?

A Right.

Q Okay. Thank you.

Ms. Clarke. I think that concludes all of our questions in the
unclassified setting. I just have a couple of classified questions.
I don't know if it will take long.

Mr. Evers. Can we do a 5-minute break?

Ms. Clarke. Yeah, that's fine.

[Whereupon, at 2:08 p.m., the committee proceeded in closed

session.]



112

Certificate of Deponent/Interviewee

I have read the foregoing pages, which contain the
correct transcript of the answers made by me to the questions therein

recorded.

Witness Name

Date




Errata Sheet

Select Committee on Benghazi

The witness reviewed the accompanying transcript and certified its accuracy by providing the
following corrections. These corrections are reflected in the transcript as identified below.

PAGE | LINE ALL CORRECTIONS MADE BY WITNESS

77 2 Replaced “No, no, close in time™ with “No, not close in time.”




10
11
12
13
14
15
5
17
18
19
20
21
2

23

SELECT COMMITTEE ON BENGHAZI,
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

WASHINGTON, D.C.

INTERVIEW OF: [

Tuesday, August 25

Washington, D.C.

The interviéw in the aboye matter was held in HVC—?OZ,

Capitol Visitor Center, commencing at 2:10 p.m.




10
11

12.

13
‘14
15

16

17
1§
19

20

2]

22

23

Appearances:

Fer the SELECT CO“MITTEE ON BENGHAZI:

[

CRAIG MISSAKIAN, DEPUTY CHIEF COUNSEL

SHERIA CLARKE, COUNSEL

HEATHER SAWYER, MINORITY CHIEF COUNSEL

" PETER ‘KENNY, MINORITY SENIOR COUNSEL

RONAK DESAI, MINORITY COUNSEL
DANIEL REBNORD, MINORITY PROFESSIONAL STAFF

For the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE:

AUSTIN EVERS, SENIOR ADVISOR

24

25



Msr Clarke So we're back on the record. ‘I would note

1
2 for the record that we are now in a classified setting. We
3 are prOceeding at a secret level. The‘informatwon-that-wef
4 have'apbears to be at a secret 1eve1. ‘The witness, if there' “
‘tSQ is any information that yod beljeve in yourwtestimpny_w9u1d
6 gd,above that level notify us of that information.
% Otherwise, we'll proceed at the secret 1eve1
8 So I just have a couple of documents I wanted to show.
9 l_you that were marked as_class1f1ed, and these relate to some .
10 of the topics that we have talked abodt today. We're:oh
1 exhibit 8.
12 . il Exh'ibit»lNo.VS
13 was marked tor 1dentificatton.l
,‘i4 B> Ms. Clarke. So.I'll give you a moment td-ldok atrthis{.a
15 and we'll have a discussion about it. | IR
16 And I'm go1ng to go ahead and mark exh1b1t 9 because
= 12 'dI ‘11 have questtdns aqut this one‘as welll that you can take
18 .a }dok-atﬁ:_ L -
.19 - g - Exh1b1t No
',26 Was marked for 1dent1f1cat1on ]‘
21  [01Scu§Si0n dff the recordf} |
22 Ms. Clarke. We can.go‘back on the recdrd._
23 | EXAMINATION
24 BY MS,VCLARKE:
.25

Q So, Mr. I I've handed you what's been marked'
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to that issue was.that's an intelligence community issue. We B

exhibitrs. and for the record, it's identified as Doc No.

-05415302. It's a document-that‘has been'marked-as

“Confidential," and it's from [ S tc you and other

individuals with USUN, and it appears to be summarizing a

SVTC that was chaired by Denis McDonough on the 16th. Did

you part1c1pate in that SVTC? ‘ |

A I don't: be11eve Idid. I don't recall. it. Again,
I'was out of town that‘weekendT

0 What I wanted to focus on was near the bottom of

the first.page. There's a discuseion regardihg Libya. And
the leét bullet point states, "Morell is 'having his analysts
cbﬁsider the disparate views of the field leadership.”

Do you reca11 havung a discussion with — about

what "that bullet po1nt Wwas . referr1ng to?

A I don t recall a spec1f1c conversat1on What I .do
recall -- again, the dates are not prec1se Tn‘my memory -- is
that it emerged. subsequent r-_inlsubsequent -- over'sme.

subsequent periodf- Certa1n1y it emerged to me 1n my pos1t1on N
at USUN that the CIA was learntng -- you know, . we were

1earntng from the CIA that there were y1ews of their folks in
the field. - 2R

Again, this is after Susan's appearante. but my approach

rely on:the analysts, CIA and elsewhere, to take élt source

information and render a judgment .. 58 ==
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Q And do‘you recall what the disparate views of the
field were?

A ~ At the time of this email?

Q0 Yes. |

_A. I didn't know what they were at the time of the
ema%l, other than the fact that there‘wére disparate views.

Q Okay. You said that over the course of time,
during this timeframe and after Ambassador Rice's appearance
on the talk shows, that you began to learn that there were
different views. Do you recall what those -- what you
learned about the field leadership views regarding what
happened in Benghazi? |

A ,' One of the main issues centered around the questioh
of‘whethér there was a protest outside of 6ur facility 1in
Behghazi, and that in fact was one of.fhe issues that whefé
the set of factsrand then the judgments off those facts
evolved over time. | ;
| -Q;- And do you fecall specifically what the field, the
ianvidualﬁ'in fiéld thought about whéthér of not there was a
protest? - : . |

A YOQ know, it's a 11ttie hard for me to
disaggregate; Again, a lot has been‘writfen, a lot‘has-béén

in the press on this question of who thought what, when. So

24

25

it's hard for me to disaggregate kind of what I thought.

But, yoﬂ.know, my recollection, my understanding is that part -
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of the issue was that the agency had folks on the ground who
felt there was no protest. |
But, again, as a policymaker and as a consumer, the

desire -- you know, our role is to let the intelligence

__ community assemble the facts and render judgments on'them.

So this was, ‘you know,'an'emerging éet of facts, and there
was a great desire by myself and other polifymakers fo know
whether. that would cﬁange the intelligentg community's'
judgment. |

QS0 I would like to take a look at what has been

. marked as exhibit 9, and for the record it's Doc No.

05415931; And this is a email that you sent to some
individuals regarding a SVIC that you participated in --

A - Uh-huh. | , .

Q | r—'dn'fhe.l7th. And justp—? can you, kind df as
background, when youfre‘refenrjng to-the NSS.SVTC;W{S thét,a-
- was fhat fhe sémé.thjng asvfhe Deputiés Committee meetings.

we were télkihg_about earlier,'_DeScribe'what.typejof meeting

- this was, if you can?

A Both of these eXthits. 8 and 9, that we're télk{ng'
about.refle;t the fact that, as we talked about, weé had

widespread concerns about both incidents that,had‘occurred'

‘and potential incidents that were coming -- potentially

c&hing down the pike at our facilities. So there were

relatively ‘frequent meetings convened by the White House that
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_humber. But, you know,. the reality of today, taking

brbught a range of stakeholders from the interagency

. TogeLher --
Q - So were those -~
A -- to discuss security. I don't recall the total

—

ourselves out of Libya for a'second,'js we have State |
Department people, we have DOD people, we have FBI people, we
ﬁave jntelligehcé community people, ‘there are a range of -
peOplg at any given post around thevworld. And in many of
fhese bosts thére‘s heavy presence from ofher.agehCies. othgr
than the Sféte Department. | .

So, you know.ipogicai that the NSC 1n'its.coordinat1ng
capacity convenes.all of fhese'stakeholders‘together to talk

about what's going on in each Of'thesé_coUntries, what's ‘our

_body of information, and then what are each of the agencies
.doﬁng'to‘ensure the safety and security of our pérsonne1J
- So, you know, you hadrseniorapeople”aroundzthe'table and

"_ on the screens. I‘cénft give you a Tull‘iiSt. ;I;dQn‘t'

recall it. Thére were a lot of*ihtéhested'partieé;"But they

were senjor people from around the -interagency, and we tick

through topics like this very frequently.
Q So your'email, in the body of the email it says

"Susan," but I don't see her listed -- her email address

listed in the "to" or the "cc" line. And so when you say --

A The mechanical process, the way this worked, you
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know, this is during the week, she's got a tremendous

schedule. So the woman I sent it to, . -t
the time was the special assistant up in New York. Her job,

among others, was to receive information like this, print it

[7putj_and. you”know. ﬁompile it for the Ambassador.

Q And 50 you go oﬁ to talk about -- and I'll juSt you
quote. Yéy said, "You should know that Michael Morell told -
the grbup that the CIA has réviewed all field reporting from
his Stations (Tripoli and Benghazi) in Libya, and the CIA's
assessment of the attack‘on Benghazi is unchanged and

consistent with what you said on the shows yesterday. Morell

said exp1icit1y that we have no/no indicators of

pre-planning. He said that the one new piece of raw

reporting that has been published in. the last 24 hours about

possible foreknowledge of some Libyan officials'does‘not/not

~change this assessmént." -

A Uh-huh. . |
Q. Can you kind of just walk us through-that -

discussion during‘thﬁs partjtutarlmeéting that ‘was convened

9.

by the NS,
A Unh-huh. .
Q  How did -- if you reta11,‘Qho addressed.the'issue

regarding the CIA's field reporting? It seemed to be a

followon from the meeting that occurred the day before where

Morell said that he was going to have his analyst consider
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the disparate needslof the field leadership. Can you just
walk us through what you recall about that conversatioh?r
A I don't recall much of the conversation. -I mean,

it comes back to the fact that I sat through hundreds of

these. 50°I really can't say much more'than, you know, what

my readout reflects.

 You know -- yeah. On that particular topic, I don't
have much more te.recall. I mean, we had a sort of standard
agenda for this set of heetings, which was to go through all
the countries where there were concerns of vulnerabﬁr1t1es,
whether it was, you know,Vphysical vulnerabilities of our’
facilities or 1argerlljke11hood of potential protests. And
so, you know, both‘df theee are uery'reflective of the_kihds
of conversat1ons we were having at the t1me

But this part1cu1ar issue of what Michael sa1d about a

:.]review‘ I really -- I don't - I have really very little.

-recollect1on

0 Based on what you -~ your readout here it'seems ﬁ
that there is some concern from perhaps Ambassador R1ce or
someone was concerned about what she had 5a1d on the’ shows
the day before and whether they were cons1stent with the
intel that the CIA had at the time. ' -

Do you recall having a discussion close in time to this

24
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email with Ambassador Rice about the developing information

that the CIA had regarding:whether-or not there was a
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protest?

A No, I don't recall. But, you know, it's a very.
natural thing for her to focus in on. ‘The judgment by any
official publicly about drivers for this incident at that
time were reliant on intelligence information. 5o if you"
have a suggestion on Sunday that things might be shifting, if

I were Susan, I'd want to focus in on that as well, to

understand, well, are we in a different space on Monday ‘than

we were on Saturday or Sunday morning? Very natural for her.

That's what I would want to do.
Ms. Clarkel I think those are all the questions I have.
Ms. Sawyer. What number are we Qp to?
Ms. Clarke. Ten.
- Exhibit No. 10
was marked for identification.]
_ EXAMINATION
BY MS. SAWYER: | |
Q So, Mr. NN I'm going to show you what we've

‘marked as. exhibit 10 for identification purposes. It's a

document that bears the identification number C05415807.
It's a two-page document. And it's an email chain between
you and Ambassador Rice with some other individuals on it. I

was going to ask you a couple of questions about that, so

I'11 give you a moment to take a look.

So that document, the first email in the chain starts at



; I

.the bottom of page 1. It's an email from you. IJt's

2 addressed -to Ambassador Rice and cc'ing some other
3 individuals, looks 1jké, within the USUN staff. Is that
4 correcgt? | -

. _A__ Uh-huh, yes. . -
6 Q And that one bears the date and time of
7 Sepiember 12th at 3:49 p.m. So this would have been the’ day
8 after the attacks in Benghazi_and the unrest and protestsrin
9 Cairo and elsewhere; Is that’——

10 A Yes.
1T ‘Q -- éccurate? And do yOU.recall whefhér this was
12 the first or if there had been other -- this'doesn't have a
13 subject line. It's been redacted. But it says in the first
14‘. 'liﬁeAbf your email, "Susan -- beiow aré the key po1hts from g
15  this afternoon's SVTC."  That's S5-V-T-C. |

16 A _Uh—huh.-. | o

17 '-»Q- IDQ ypurecall.wheﬁhen;thi; was:the_firét or if -1

18 thefe had Eéen a prior meeting? | | |
19. AT dohft‘recall_ﬁhﬁtﬁéﬁ thisrwas.the‘first or the
20 prior. o L
21 Q But fair towséyjthat“this was;pfetty-}-:

22 HA It's bfetty_fast. . |

23 'Q  In the short aftermath R

24 A Yeah. | | |

25 Q

- The first; I think, you know, four bullet'points
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there, it references Denis. I assume that's Denis McDonough?

A _Yes.

Q  And it sounds like he's giving an update as to the

'status vis«é—vis Libya.' So Tripoli, Benghazi.

) A_'__._j_.es-____. _

Q  And then that last bullet on the page says, "There

"is real concern about the prospects for further violence,

particularly on Friday following the prayers (e.g:, the MB in
Egypt has called for peaceful protestslon Friday). NSS has
tasked an NSé/State gameplan for diplomatic outreach between
now and then to key countries to urge further‘statements of
calm and security support for our tmbassies." |

. We've talked a -fair amount about‘the unrest‘in the

“region. Does that reflect the concerns that were being

expressed about the broad unrest -

. o A Yés. 7
. Q.'..—— and the- steps that ==
A':L Yes, and the part1cu1ar concern about Fr1day5

'd";'The upcom1ng Fr1day And you exp1a1ned that
earlier, that Fr1days were a day of part1cular concern It
sounds l1ke there was concern on the f1rst Fr1day follow1ng
the attack - -

A Correctg

24

25

-Q And as well on the next Friday. .

A. Correct.
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~why, and whether there are AQ ties."

13

Q So it wasn't something that had died down-
immediately overnight.
A That's correct.

B And this was an issue of ongoing concern and

_ongoing discussion.

A That's correct. .

Q The next pége,-the very top bullet point says,
"State is underfaking é further review on Emba;sfes with
heightened risk to consider if fUrther drawdowns are needed.”

Do yéu recall the éxtent ---1 think some of the other
documents that weré€ just shown fo you as exhibits, and we'll .

return to them, indicate drawdoWns, but there were. actually

. drawdowns occurring at embassies other than the embassy in

Cairo and in Libya. Is that --
A That's correct.
Q@ Now, the third bullet point says, “The IC is

working vigorously to gain more 1nformat10n_6n who attacked,

It's my understanding that "AQ" generélly referslto Al |
Qaeda. Would that have been your -- | | | : _J
| A Cofrect; | . | | | 1
-0 It goes on to say, "Right now, we still don't know

much except for uncorroborated information."

So that there, I think, reflects what you have been

telling us that the role, responsibility in determ{ning who,
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why, and whether there were part1CU1ar ties fell to the

25

2. intelligence community.
-8 A That's correct.
4 Q  And as of the_lzth. they were fUllyron that job,
R . S tand_theyﬂhadwasserteﬁ“that they were on that job. ﬁ e
6 A That's correct. ' o
7 Qh. And the purpose of meeting in this, as you;ve.
8 -expiained it, kind ef 1nteragency and’gettfng the
| 9 stakehelders would have been to allow them to brief the other
j 10, ' parties as to their best assessments as they were devetoping?
li A fhat weuld be one purpose for the meetings, yes, -
li from the,IC perspective. |
13 Q-  Great. It goes*on-to.Say in the next builet point{
14 "NSS 1s continuing outreachrin the U.S. to reljgious leaders
15 to encourage more Statehents disassociating.themselves fromr
16 the anti-Islam videos. " , o ;1 &
i?- ! What there would Have been kind of the geoal with regard
i8 _ 'Wto outreach w1th1n the Un1ted States to re11g1ous 1eaders g
19 about these v1deos7
- 20 . Well it goee'tohthe broader cehterh‘helhave.lthat'
21 the v1deos were 1nf1ammatory and that 1n some parts of the
14 ‘world the United States more generally was be1ng tied
23 dwrectlytatheVJQeosﬂ_cﬂmp11c1ie1hthemf_haV1nghelped.-
24 generate them. So the desire was to create voices inside the

United States, other than the U.S. Government, -that might be

\
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viewed as credible in terms of seeking to distance the U.S.
as a country from the videos.
Q And again, a desire to distance the U.S. and help

calm the unrest at base went to the security of our.personnel

ONRESEIS e e e o o o S S e Gl e e e g

A That's correct. |

Q ,And in that nextAbullet point it says; "Per
standardrpractice, the FBI has the‘lead.on investigations
regarding the deaths of AmCits. That has begun."

'So do you recall -- it sounds here as if as of the day
after it was already clear'thhough'tha,interagency that the.
FBI would be investigating the attacks.

A _That's -~ yes, that'slreflective-of that. I mean,
this is realiy far beyond the hurview hf the USUN, but as

barticipating in interagency meetings you'd hear reports from

other . agenc1es as to th1ngs that are w1th1n the1r rem1t

That s clearly w1th1n the1r rem1t -not ours.

Q Sure And you were relay1ng ‘that 1nformat1on to 3y

Ambassador R1ce 50 that she had the up- to date 1nformat1on s

CA : Correct;
Q -- from the interagéncy'as'to wherelthé.govérnmeht
stood. | | o |
A Correctﬂ S T S
Q Now, again, bfiefiy, just returning to-exhibit-Bh
; : ‘

Pardon?
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1 Q- Just rtturning to exhibit 8 --
2 A Eight. |
3 .Q -- for a moment, yes. | And that was document with
-4 an 1dent1f1cat1on number at the bottom 5415302. It is the _
UL N Y ~—-sumnary_of a._ SVTC_on_September 16th __%__
6 A . Yeah. |
7 Q I think you've already.said'that you didn't attend
8 that particular.' that -‘att'en.ded.
9 | A I don't pelieve I did, right. |
10 Q . And he, similar to the note that you had sent, he's
11 providiﬁg a summary to kéep bdth the Ambaésador énd the'teém
12 | updated on whétlthe 1nteragency is saying about not just: |
13 ijya] because it's covered, but certa1n1y other unrest in
14 ~ the regqu.f Is that the purpose of this?
15 A That's correct. _
g ‘-fQ It indicates up at the top the . SVTC wWas cha1red by
17 - V-Mr McDonough and 1t 1nd1cates a runn1ng t1me of about ‘ |
18 . 2.hours'and'15,m1nutes;,': | | | |
19 - '=”A_ Uh-huh. _
20 Q So that'é‘e— is thét 2 -- thétfs a -~ 5o
21 A That's Tong. e | W
22 Q Yeah. It seemed to me like a long periddlﬁf time.
23 A It's a long meeting. A
24 Q  So this was a pretty exhaustive ovgrview‘of -- and
- 25 |

it indicates right there, the conversation first dealt with
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countries of primary focus, and it lists one,\tWo,'three,
four, five, six -- at least seven. At the top of the next
page is a little ——VseVen different countries, Tunisia,
Sudan, Egypt, Yemen, Libya, Afghanistan, Pahistan. And there

1sed1scuss10n_wlth1n about particular steps are being | taken

You'll see that in Tunisia thete s a drawdown underway.
There's also a drawdown under way in Sudan.
A Uh- huh.

~Q  There's concerns in Egypt about weapons that might
be used to target the Embassy.. In Yemen, there's concern
because there has been the praising of the killing of the
Ambassador and the calling for more attacks on U.Sn
dtplomats.' They mentlon L1bya and they say Triuoli was
described as calm. It 15 there that my colleague asked you

about the-qomment that Morell was hav1ng his analysts

- consider the‘disparate views of the fie1d~1eadersh1p

In add1t1on to these countries of primary focus, there
1s‘also a mention later, if you look on,that second-page;
page 2-rof Lebanon Jordan“'Iraq ~and Ethiopia andAitisays'

were br1ef1y ment1oned " as well as these other d1scuss1ons
" So, aga1n just to make sure that we fully understand

th1s seems to reflect that there was truly broad, serious

unrest in the region, and that was a major concern throughout

24

25-

the interagency.

A Yes, that's a correct characterization.

|
|
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Q And on that same exhibit that we were just talking
about, exhibit 8, the time stamp s, that Mr.j N scems
to'send the summary around, is 1:19 in the afternoon. That

16th is the day_that'Ambassador Rice appeared. So in all

VLikelihood+el4ggy 1d imagine this SQ?TEEXad1d not go out until
after she had appeared on the Sunday -- | |

A 1 believe that's correct. I mean, my general
recdllection,is:she was done and her'ihtervtews had aired by
mid-morning on Sunday.

Q And the meeting itself, do yod happen to recall .
hhen this meeting -- |

A 1 don't know when it occurred. 'fjdon't know..

g & e thatlééhodr meetthg? And do you know whether or
not 4t referenced in there, as ﬁy-cotleague asked you aboutr

about Morell meaning Deputy CIA Director Michael Moréell, as

having his analysts consider the disparate views of'the‘fteldﬂ

leadershtpr'dohyou recall whether you had prior to Seeing

o this at 1 19 or somet1me after 1: 19 that S, when it was sent

-whether you had heard that there were. d1sparate v1ews of
f1e1d 1eadersh1p? _- ' _ ' R ; |
A1 have no recollection prior'to this email.

Q  Of having heard --

Q. And then just’turning_briefly_tb'exhibit 9. Again,

it's a Document Identification No. 5415931, and that's the




19

1 summary that was provided by you, this time on the 17th,.
- 2 A Uh-huh. | | | |
3 Q And, you know, that first paragraph 1nd1cates that
& Mr. Morell had said explicitly -- well, that the CIA == and
-5-— ———I'm- just looking at-the second. full_sentence. Syt
.‘6 A Okay. | |
7 Q "You should know that Michael Morell -told the
8‘ "grOUp." And it goes on to say, "The CIA's assessment of the
9 attack.on Benghazi is unchanged and consistgnt with what you
10 | said on the shows yesterday." |
11 So putting those twd documents togéther, and given.that
iz it was 341/2 years ago, to the best of your recollection, as
13 of the 16th, you were not aware that there was a disparate
14 yiew-from field 1eadersh1p, and. then as of thé 17th,lthe day
15 . after, Mr. Morell had informed the interagency that that
16 - fact, the disparate view had not changed their assessment és
17 of that pofnt‘ih'time? |
18 ‘ A That{é correct. | . . - .
19 o Ms.‘Sawyer. 'Qkay. If we could just go off the record, |
20 just take a séCond, make'sure'we don't have anything else.for
21 you. . | |
22 B _[Discussion'off the record.]
23 . Ms. Sawygr ~ Okay. WQ;gan_gg_bagg_pqL__ N R
24 v So; -l ! thwnk that's the end of the quest1ons that

25 we had for you, you know, barring some additional questions
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- from our colleagues. . You know, we thank you for your time and

2 . your patience w1£h.our duestions. _We very much appretiate-
.3. your appearing before the committee voluntarily. So, you
4 know, thank you for that, and, again, as hy célleague said at
m—mmmw¥mS_;—gA_Tﬂé_outgét;ﬁop—yﬁup;sefyiﬁej-10ﬂg5tﬂﬂding-SELMiceth—Lﬂaﬁ——u-—-
6 - country. _ o
g Mr. [ Thank you.
s B BY MR. MISSAKIAN:
9 Q Just a few follow-up quéstions_——
10 A Sure.
11 Q  -- to exhibit No. 10.
12 A Okay. | | |
13 Q  Mr. M had you reviewed this document prior to
14 - today? - | | |
15 A :I don't think so. I méan; prior toLtpday. meaning
16 _any point since T sent it? N |
17 | Q ‘Yes. j
18);- A -i‘méyfhaye seen it énceor'twice}-you know, in the 5
19 : . course df ﬁuflﬁng-togetherméterial. Iphean;il'm‘thé one | j
20 that printed it out. | | | -
21 - Q Okay.r'lt;s‘not somethjhg”you revieﬁed to prepare
22 for yéur 1ntefview, for.exémpie? | |
23 ‘A No.
24 Q Now, let's start at the.very boftom, the email that
25, you_sént on September 12th, 2012, at 3:49 p.m. |

i3
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L A Yeah. '
2 Q- This is meant to be a summary of the SVIC. s that
3 correct? | '
] 4 A Yes.
i' - 5 Q Now:fhevﬁﬂgefeadfthreugh—yeurvsﬁmmaﬁiesdeo.you‘___e,h_
| 6 believe'it, to the best of yout recollection, to be an
| & d accurate summary of what was said during that SVTC?
g A I believe so. |
9 Q .Okay.- As yoﬁ sit here today;'is there anything
10 ‘that you would change or add or correct? " -
11 A No. -
| Id. - Q  Now, would it have been your practice to take
.13 handwritten notes‘dﬂring the SVTC_andjthenrtrenslate them
;14 into an email summary like we're look1ng at .here? |
15 A Sometimes yes somet1mes no. It really depended.
 16 Q Would somebody else have been on the -- I- assume
17 ',thts wasra video teleconference.- Would there have been
18- sqmeone'else:from your'staff eart1c1pat1ng with you? '
19 . 'A'n- Again, éometimeslyes.'somettmes'no; It really
20 depended. | |
21' Q Do you recatl one way’ or the other whether or not
22 anyone else part1c1pated with you on th1s part1cu1ar V1deo
23 teleconference? ‘
24 A I don't. I don't recall.
25

Q - Now, he statements that you've included in your -
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1 sumhary; is it fair to say that some-of those could have come
2 from Mr. McDonough or other participants in the call?
3 ) -A Yes; It was intended to be a summary:of
4 discussion. It's certainly.-not intended to -- I didn't make
“5“—_‘4m0€{”0f"these—=~fyeu—knowT—the5e~wenenii¢m¥—£0mmﬁﬂ15~jgi—ihg_~~"»
6 most part. This was a summary of discussion. |
i ' Q' "As you sit here today, Eaﬁ you recall where any of
8 these specific comments came from?
9 A No. And in fact, you know, I hate to say_it. I
10 mean, I don't even recall who was on the screens. T mean, it
11 . Says here DeniS chaired it, which would have been logical,
12 bht I couldn't tell you who from‘therother agencfes
13 participated.ﬁn this one SVTC;- | _
14 % i Okay. Moving‘up.to the émé{l-aboﬁe that. - This is
15 - an email that you sent also on September thh, 2012. Now |
6 dit's 7:21 p.m. e
17 A Uh-huh.
18 -Q: : Tb Sﬁéan Rice.~ I1..assSume the "PL" réferredfto in
19 there refers to Priﬁcipéls Committee meeting? .
20 - A ‘Yes,‘that'é correct.
21 Q. And Ivgathér tﬁat Ms. Rice did not-particiﬁafé in
22 - that Principals Committee meeting?
23 A That's right. I mean— I think this is accurate. -~ | |
24 Presumably, I did in her stead.
25 Q Okay. 1Is that something -- is that a meeting she
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1 would have normally taken part in?
2' A Yoz, | |
3 Q Okéy. Dolyou reeell why she didn't fake5pakt in
4 this particular meeting? | |
5 A‘ﬁ—_f;dﬂﬂf“T;_iédgnL%”knOW_Wh@Pe~5hE_NaS*““IQ_Dﬁ_mQEQ_”%__
6 accurate, I don't recall where she was. |
? Q And, sorry, dropping back down.
8 A Yes. |
. Q 3 Dﬁd that meeting the meet1ng you re . summar121ng in
10 ﬁhe bot tom email, was this a stand1ng meeting or was this an
11 ed hoc meeting that was called specially, if you remember?
12 A Just to clarify, when you say stand1ng meet1ng you
13 mean someth1ng scheduled several days in- advance or --
14 Q Right.
”15 A My recollection énd what I would assume is that
16° this was called, since the discussion was based on'the‘
i .summary‘ focused exclusively on Libya and the .incider\'ts in
n18 --Libya, -that‘this was not Sténding insofar aéfit waslscheduled
‘_i9 ~days in advance ‘at- the Wh1te House or the NSC scheduled 1t <%
20 4% 1 result of what had happened af. K llth ' |
HZIf Q And how soon after the meet1ng do you believe you
22 would have summarized it and sent out this ema1l to
23 Ambassaddr Rice?. I see it's seni_as 3:A9, _ .
24 | A Yeah. I‘think'relatively quickly, given the topic.
" 25 Q Now,'geing back up to that next email. Beyond what
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you've said 1n‘here, do you recall anything that was said_on'

25

2 the'subject‘of the attacks or the perpetrators during the
3 Principals Committee meeting? |
4 A 1 don{t.
—5 Q —4vBo—y@ﬂ—Feeaxl—whompaﬁiicipafed in_that meeting? B
6 A I don"t. |
7 Q There's a sentence here where you say, quote,
8 "There are a few additional pieces of-sensitive.infbrmafion
9 that I will convey when I see you tomorrow, " end quote. What
10 information were you referring to?
11 A I dbn't.recall. _
12. q If there had been notes taken dur{ng.that
13 Principals Committee meeting, where woﬁld,those'notes.reside?
14 - A Gfeat‘question. They've probably. been déstrqyed..
15 as, you know, classified information. Y5u know, Iﬂm no
16 "Longer in the position, I don't -- so honestly, I don't
7 " recall -- | | -
'18,' | Q - Okay."
19 "Er e what_wduld have happened to these-partiEU1ar
20 notes. ‘. &
2 Q All right. Thank you. I doh‘f have any furtﬁef-
122,7 "-questionsir | -
23 BY MS. SAWYER:
24 Q Can I, before we go, jusf ask yoﬁ a question,
somewhat housekeeping --
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1 A - Of course.

2 Q  ;— duestidn on this exhibit fhat we were ‘just

3 looking at, which is exhibit 10.

4 A Uh-huh.

5 Q These—we#e—sumﬁapies_that_ygu_had;dgng;_wYou had

6 marked them'originally unciassified. If you juét look at

7 that doguient. |
i A Uh-huh.

9 Q And we were just talking ébout poténtial sensitive
10 '1hformat10d. 'You said, presuméblyf'you take pains, as you're
11 creating these, and particularly if you mark them

12 uﬁcléssified, té do your best and make your best judgments

13 not to include classified information? Is that true? ”

14 A: Correct.

15 Q - So you certainly, at the time you sent this, would
16 | not knqwiﬁgiy or‘willfully have been including classified
1yt information in the summafy thaf?you were broviding Ambassador .
18 - Rice? | | | |
19 A Correct.
20 f.QV And there'éfstill a need at times to communicaté’dn
21 --'I'Qe heard the phrase "thh side, 16w side" often -- on

22 the,wa}side to bé able to get information to,_in this case,’
23 ydur principal as quickly as possible?

24 . N A - E;rrect. _ - | _

25 Q Here is an example. You'll see on this dbcument
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there's a box in the email that my colleague was just asking

25

2 ydu about .that Thdicatesrthat someone else had determined
3 that a portion of what you had done they believed to be
4 potentially confidential, and they had marked it. Does that
e Some{¢meg—@eeup;whepe_SQm@On@ﬁelgE_Will_LEMiﬂﬁumﬁLQLi§1 I
6 later, perhaps for FOIA purposes or some other purpose, and
s comé to a different determination than therokiginator may
8 have made?
9 A Honestly, 1 don't know. I don't -- I've'never been
10 involved in any procéss 1ike‘that.
11 Q So you're not aware of kind of how that came to be
12 -- |
13 A No.
14 Q -- 1in this particular instance?
15 And this communication that you were sending, this
16 summary that you were trying to provide to update Ms. Rice,
17 this was on an unclassified network? |
T 18 A - 1 believe so, baséd on the sorf of.markings gl Tt
19 Q  Okay. And then in terms of = first of all,'Irjust
20 want td make clear. Ybu éré not even certaiﬁ Lhat you‘took
QI notes on this partiﬁQ1ar‘SVTC or any of these particuiar
22 SVTCs that we've talked about with you, right?
23 | A Correct. |
24 . 0 So you are not even convinced that there were any
notes at any point in time. .Is that accurate?
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i A Correct. |

2 Q - And certainly you-did not destroy those-notes in

3. arder td avoid giving them to adyone, they were -- to the
4 extent they even existed, they were destroyed just in the

5 ndrme%—cdufse—otéf ' | —

6 A The notmal cdurse of business, for no othér intent.

7 Ms. Sawyer. Okay. I think that's all that I hdd as

8 follow-up. And, again, thahk you.

9 | Ms. Clarke.' I just have one question.

10 Mr. . Okay :

11 BY MS. CLARKE:
12 Qh On exhibit 10, I note that the‘secbnd-sentence, it

13 says: There are a few pieces of sensitive-tnformatioh that ‘I

14. will convey_when ! see‘you tohorrow And you re wr1t1ng to

15 Ambassedor Rice.” Do you recall if you actually saw

16 Ambassador,Rice dn Thdrsday,’September_13th?

17 A I ‘don't. |
l18,, : B Do you recall whether you traveled to New York . _
19 . dur1ng‘th1s t1meframe7 L | ' _ !
20 A Idon't recall. I don't believe I did. So 1£ |
21 would more likely have been her com1ng dOWn to Wash1ngton _ _f
22 But I don 't have a d1screte recollection of see1ng her on i
23 Thursday the 13th. :
247 | Q And then, for the record, what does -- we've been

25 referring to SVTC. What does S-V-T-C stand for? . o
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I A | So what I think it stands for,lsecure video

2 teleconferénce.

3 Q-‘ And so secure video teleconference, does that mean
4 that it's a classified teleconference?

5 A EorEecE-

6 Q And so your summary of the information that was

:7 disclosed durihg that teleconference, you endeavored to try

8 to provide an unclassified summary of ‘a classified meeting.

9 Is that correct?.

10 A Correct;

11 Q But the'information.that was provided that was

12 classified was not something that you classified -- that you, -
13 yourself, classified but was relayed to you by another agency
14 or another individual who Qould have_designated it as

iS .classified? |

16 A Correct.

17 'Ms. Clarke. I'think those are all the_questidns I‘haﬁe.
18 | Mr. I ve jus-t want to again tha'nk you for your time.
19 I think those are ali the questions that we have forlfoday.
20 We appreciété your patience with us. And I thank'you dgain
21 for your servite. . | | |

22 Mr. gl Okay. Thank you.

23‘ Mr. Evers. Thank you, everybody. ]

[Whereupon, at 2:55 p.m., the interview was concluded.]
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Errata Sheet

Select Committee on Benghazi

The witness did not respond to multiple contacts from the State Department requesting
corrections to the accompanying transcript.




