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Ms. Betz. This is a transcribed interview of Ambassador-

11111111 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 U.S. diplomatic facilities i n 

BenghaziJ LibyaJ and related matters pursuant to House Resolution 567 

of the 113th Congress and House Resolution 5 of the 114th Congress. 

Would the witness please state his name for the record? 

Mr.-.!. 

Ms. Betz. The committee appreciates your appearance at this 

interview today. My name is Kim Betz with the committee's majority 

staffJ and I'll ask everyone else in the roomJ and we can go around 

the tableJ to introduce themselves as well. So as I saidJ I'm Kim Betz 

with the majority. 

Ms. Jackson. And I'm Sharon JacksonJ also with the majo r ity 

staff. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susan Sachsman Grooms with the 

minority. 

Mr. Kenny. Peter KennyJ minority staff. 

Ms. O'Brien. Erin O'Brien with the minority. 

Mr. Snyder. Eric SnyderJ State Department. 

Ms. Welcher. Alison WelcherJ State Department. 

Ms. Betz. Before we beginJ I'd like to go over the rules that 

will guide our discussion this morning and explain how the interview 

will proceed. GenerallyJ the way the questioning has worked is that 

a member from the majority will ask questions for up to an hour and 
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then the minority will have an opportunity to ask questions for an equal 

period of time if they choose. Questions may only be asked by a member 

of the committee or designated staff. We will rotate back and forth 1 

1 hour per side 1 until we are out of questions and the interview will 

be over. 

Unlike a testimony or a deposition in Federal court 1 the committee 

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 interview1 the witness can be required to return for a deposition 

or hearing. 

Members and staff of the committee 1 however 1 are not permitted 

to raise objections when the other side is asking questions. This has 

not been an issue we encountered in the past 1 but I wanted to make sure 

that you were clear on the process. 

This session is to begin in unclassi fied 1 and I don't anticipate 

that we will move out of an unclassified session. However 1 if any 

question calls for a classified answer 1 please let us know and then 

we can accommodate that answer. 

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

interview1 but if something needs to be clari fied 1 we ask that you make 

this known. If you need to discuss anything with your counsel 1 we will 

go off the record and stop the clock to provide you with the opportunity. 

Mr.-~ Okay. 

Ms. Betz. We'd like to take a break whenever is convenient for 
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you. This can be after every hour of questioning, after a couple 

rounds, whatever you prefer. During a round of questioning, if you 

need anything, a glass of water, to step out, confer with your counsel, 

please let us know and we'll go off the record and stop the clock. We'd 

like to make this process as easy and comfortable as possible. 

As you can see, an official reporter is taking down everything 

you say to make a written record. So we ask that you gave verbal 

responses to all questions, yes, no, as opposed to nods of the head. 

Mr. -.!. Okay. 

Ms. Betz. I'm going to ask the reporter to please feel free to 

jump in in case you do respond nonverbally. Do you understand that? 

Mr.- I do. 

Ms. Betz . Also, we should both try not to talk over each other, 

so it's easier to get a clearer record . We want you to answer our 

questions in the most complete and truthful manner possible, so we will 

take our time and repeat or clarify our questions if necessary. If 

you have any questions or if you do not understand any of our questions, 

please let us know. We'll be happy to clarify or repeat in such a way 

that you can answer . 

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

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

recollection . And if there are things you do not know or can't 

remember, just say so, and please inform us who, to the best of your 

knowledge, may be able to provide a more complete answer to the 

question. 
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You are required to answer questions from Congress truthfully . 

Do you understand that? 

Mr. 111111 Yes, I do . 

Ms . Betz. This also applies to questions posed by congressional 

staff in an interview. Do you understand this? 

Mr. IIIII~ Yes, I do. 

Ms. Betz. Witnesses that knowingly provide false te stimony 

could be subject to criminal prosecution for perjury or making false 

statements. Do you understand this? 

Mr. IIIII~ Yes, I do. 

Ms. Betz. Is there any reason that you are unable to provide 

truthful answers to today ' s questions? 

Mr. IIIII~ No, there is no reason. 

Ms. Betz . Okay. That's the end of my preamble . 

Does the minority have anything to add? 

Mr . Kenny. Just like to t hank the witness for coming here. 

Ambassador, appreciate your wi llingness to come in here 

voluntarily today. Thank you, and we look forward to your testimony. 

Ms . Betz . And I'd like to echo those sentiments. We appreciate 

you taking the time to come here today. 

Mr. IIIII~ Certainly. 

Ms . Betz . So the clock now reads 10:09, and we' 11 start with our 

first hour of questioning. 

EXAMINATION 

BY MS. BETZ: 
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Q Can you just talk to us a little bit about your background 

and how long you were with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security. 

A Yes. I' ve been with the U.S. Department of State, 

September of this year would be my 29th year at the U.S. Department 

of State. The majority of that time, 27-1/ 2 years of that has been 

with the Bureau of Diplomatic Security. I joined in 1984 -- I'm sorry, 

1987 -- and my first assignment was at t he Wash ington field office. 

And after the Washington field office, I went overseas to serve 

as an assistant regional security officer at the Embassy in Cairo, 

Egypt, from 1989 to 1991 . 1991, I came back to the United States to 

serve on the Secretary of State's protective detail for t hree different 

secretaries of state, Baker, Eagleburger, and Christopher. 

In 1994, I took my next assignment, with the Criminal 

Investigative Liai son Division. I did that for 2 years. In 1996 went 

back overseas to serve as the regional security officer in Rangoon, 

Burma, until 1999. 2000 was 1 year of language -- or 1999 to 

2000 -- and returned back to Cairo as a deputy regional security officer 

in 2000 through 2004. 

In 2004, I transferred to Tokyo, Japan, to serve as the regional 

security officer there until 2007. 2007, I returned to the U.S. to 

assume the position as the office director of the Physical Security 

Programs, until 2009. 2009, assumed the responsibility of deputy 

assistant secretary of countermeasures until 2014. 

After a period of wait ing for my confirmation, I was confirmed 

as the director of the Office of Foreign Missions with the title of 
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ambassador) which I assumed June 1 July of 2015. 

Q Congratulations. 

A Thank you. 

Q So c~n you describe for US 1 when you served as the DAS for 

countermeasures) what were some of your responsibilities. 

A As the DAS for countermeasures) I was responsible for all 

the physical and technical security requirements for all of our U.S. 

diplomatic missions 1 both domestic and overseas. Overseas 1 that's 

about 280 1 285 locations) and domestically there's about 400 

facilities. And then 1 in addition to the physical security and 

technical security responsibilities) I also had responsibility for the 

Diplomatic Courier Service. 

Q So who then under your auspices would report to you? Do 

you recall? So the different divisions and offices. 

A Yes . So the Office of Physical Security Programs 1 the 

office director of Physical Security Programs 1 the office director for 

Security Technology 1 and the office director for the Diplomatic Courier 

Service. 

Q Okay. And with regard to other DAS' s 1 for example 1 the DAS 

of IP 1 Charlene Lamb 1 were you coordinating with them? How was your 

interaction with them? Did you interact with them on a daily basis? 

Weekly? Monthly? How did you coordinate your respective 

responsibilities? 

A There was daily interaction with directorates depending on 

what issues were going on. International programs 1 if it was 
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internationally focused, there was a lot of coordination and 

communication that went back and forth between the Office of 

Countermeasures -- the director of countermeasure and the director of 

international programs. 

Q What decisions would sort of be at your level? What 

decisions would rise to the PDAS and then ultimately to, you know, the 

assistant secretary? Can you talk about that hierarchy a little bit? 

A Most of the decisions at my level would have been on issues 

that had not been worked out among the office directors or the regional 

directors from other directorates. Or in certain circumstances, 

memorandum, information memorandums would come from me to my superiors 

to the assistant secretary. And also for things such as except ions 

and waivers, they would be originated within my office to then go up 

to the deputy secretary or assistant secretary or the secretary for 

approval . 

Q How often would you then interact with the assistant 

secretary or -- and for that matter, the under secretary? What were 

your interactions like? 

A For the assistant secretary, there was a weekly meeting 

where he would meet with his senior officers. So there was at least 

a weekly meeting. And then depending on an issue and the severity or 

significance of the issue, if it required his direct involvement, he 

would always consult with the particular directorates that had the 

responsibilities for whatever that issue might be. 

Q And did those weekly meetings change? I mean, were those 
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pretty typical for Libya dealing with those issues regarding Libya) 

both Tripoli and Benghazi? 

A Yes. 

Q Would you see an increase in weekly meetings or daily 

meetings) given the issues there? 

A Well) on a daily basis) there was a video conference with 

the Diplomatic Security seniors. That conference was generally led 

on the Diplomatic Security senior side by the PDAS or director) and 

on the other end of the screen would be the assistant secretary. Those 

were done daily at about 8 o'clock in the morning. 

And during those) there would be a brief on the situation in the 

world. And so depending on what's going on in the world) those woul d 

be the major topics. That brief was chaired by the principal deputy 

assistant secretary or the director of diplomatic security. The 

Intelligence) Threat Analysis Division would be the ones who would be 

conducting the lead and going over the information when activities had 

transpired the day before or were of that significance that it needed 

to be discussed first thing in the morning . 

Q And you participated in those VTCs? 

A Yes) I did. 

Q And were they) I would say for the period of 2011 and 2012) 

primarily focused on Libya or sort of globally specific? 

A They were focused globally) yeah. 

Q Okay . 

A And so activities depending on what the activities were 
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somewhere in the world. Those issues would be the point of reference 

for the day . 

Q Okay. Going back, taking your memory back to 2011 --

Ms . Jackson. Can I ask a question first? 

Ms. Betz . Sure. 

Ms . Jackson . Can you compare and contrast what your office did 

versus the Office of Overseas Building Operations and what you were 

responsible for versus what OBO was responsible for . Was there 

overlap? Were they totally distinct? But could you just help me 

understand the two offices. 

Mr . - Yeah . Overseas Building Operations sees themsel f as 

the owners, builders, maintenance organization for all of the U. S. 

facilities abroad, all the embassies, consulates, American centers, 

whatever diplomatic facilities that are abroad. 

Ms . Jackson. Is that owned and leased? 

Mr . IIIII~ Yes) it's owned and leased . Diplomatic Security 

Countermeasures is responsible for the physical security requirements 

for those facilities) ensure that they meet the standards that are 

required according to the Overseas Security Policy Board for those 

facilities. 

For a newer facility there would be a joint team of Overseas 

Building Operations and Diplomatic Security personnel from 

Countermeasures who would visit a site as it was under const ruction 

to see how it was being constructed and were the activities and the 

construction process going to result in a facility in the end that met 
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the standards for the requirement. 

For a facility that was already in existence, there would be times 

when, based on the physical security survey, there would be a necessity 

for upgrades at that facility, depending on the size, depending on what 

the activities were, depending on how many more peop le that come in, 

or if there had been a new standard that had been instituted. 

So in those situations, there would be discussion, collaboration 

with Diplomatic Security and Overseas Building Operat ions to ensure 

that those issues were addressed. So relationship-wise, there was an 

interrelationship, there was a lot of communication that went on 

between the two frequently, and lots -- and issues to be resolved . 

Ms. Jackson. So to just sort of boil it down a little bit, from 

what I've heard you say is OBO was sort of like the construction 

management team and Countermeasures was more like the building 

inspectors? Very broadly and very generally, but 

BY MS. BETZ : 

Q Let me clarify. So is it fair to say that Countermeasures 

made recommendations and OBO funded them? So basically because they 

had a funding, they were sort of the funding mechanism, that gave them 

sort of more ownership to your point? 

A No. It was OBO ' s responsibility to construct and acquire 

buildings . It was Diplomatic Security ' s responsibility to ensure that 

those facilities met the security requirements based on the Overseas 

Security Policy Board. 

Q Okay. So going back to 2011 and the Ambassador's entry into 
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Benghazi 1 were you part of those discussions with regard to his security 

detail? 

A Not in -- well 1 not specifically in regards to his security 

detail. But understanding that his security detail would need 

equipment and supplies in support of that operation 1 it would be my 

organization1 the section within Physical Security Programs 1 wh ich is 

called DEAV 1 Defensive Equipment and Armored Vehicles 1 that would 

provide a lot of that equipment for that security team that would 

accompany him. 

Q Now 1 a physical security specialist did travel with him when 

he went in . Did that person report to you? What was that person's 

purpose in traveling with him? 

A There was a physical security specialist that traveled with 

the team initially 1 and that person was from Countermeasures. He did 

not report directly to me. He would have been the Program Coordination 

Branch of Physical Security Programs. 

And the reason that he traveled with the team was that this 

particular individual had quite a bit of subject matter expertise on 

operating in hostile environments based on his prior background before 

becoming a member of Diplomatic Security 1 and had gone on assignments 

in Iraq and other locations of that type. So based on that 1 it was 

decided that he accompany the team for the entry into -- or their return 

to Benghazi -- or to Tripoli. 

Q So was his purpose in making recommendations regarding 

securing the location 1 where the Ambassador was residing 1 Envoy at that 
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time? 

A Yes. Yes, for the physical secu r ity issues. 

Q Okay. And do you know, did that office ever report up to 

you as to what physical security assessments were done, you know, at 

the f irst l ocation at the Tibesti Hotel, what was needed and what the 

vulnerabilities were? 

A He was with the team at the time that they were posted at 

the Tibesti Hotel and had done an assessment of the situation on the 

ground at the hotel and had made recommendations for how they should 

set up. Of course, being in a hotel, it's a hotel envi ronment and you 

want to keep a low profile, particularly for the small group of 

personnel that were there . 

Q We talked a little bit about the OSPB security standards. 

When the Ambassador, Special Envoy resided in t he hotel, at what 

point -- did those OSPB standards apply to that location at that point 

in time? 

A Not really. 

Q Not really? 

A No. They were security recommendations that are made for 

a hotel. There is no OSPB standards that would address hotel 

operations. 

Q So what would be some of the security standards for a hotel? 

A There would not be any security standards for a hotel, but 

security recommendations that are made during times that we're in a 

hotel, a solid core door, just basic t hings that you would expect f rom 
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even being in the StatesJ solid core door J viewfinder J very good locking 

equipment on the door ; in situations such as being overseasJ to look 

for hotels where there would be a security presence from either the 

host country or that the hotel provide its own security and what are 

the security procedures that are followed at that hotel for its guests. 

Ms . Jackson. So is there a chec klist that DS goes through when 

you're seeping out hotels in various locations for these various 

security issuesJ some of which you ' ve just summarized fo r us? 

Mr. IIIII~ I'm sure that there is. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. All right . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q But nothing formal. Is that what you 're saying? 

A WellJ there's that and the n --

Q Is there a precedent? 

A -- after you have done it for a wh ile J you come to understand 

what the requirements are and what is it that you're looking for as 

you ' re going to a hotel. 

Q Is that checklist written down anyplaceJ or is it more just 

through sort of experience? 

A I don 't -- I think that it may be written down someplaceJ 

but I don't know where that would be. 

Ms . Jackson. The part of DS that's the protective services 

detailJ that was not under your umbrella . Is that correct? 

Mr. IIIII~ That's correct . 

Ms . Jackson . Okay . That was unde r anothe r deputy assistant 
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BY MS. BETZ : 
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Q As we're talking about 2011J and you described to us being 

updated as to the mission and to the threats) were you being apprised 

of the situation when the decision was made to leave the Tibesti Hotel 

and to locate in an interim -- ? 

A Yes. This was one of the issues that would have been 

discussed at the 8:00 briefing and at other briefings) if they were 

Libya specific . Because of a couple of incidents that had happened 

at the hotel) one that comes to mind was the fire of a vehicle which 

was suspected that it had been fire bombed) the security personnel who 

were on the ground felt that they needed to relocate to a safer location 

and so began a search for other sites in Benghazi that would provide 

for a more secure location and at the same time a lower-profile 

location . 

Q And so were you being updated and briefed on those trips 

to various locations throughout Benghazi to find a better or more secure 

facility? 

A I was briefed when one was - - whenJ I guess) the last two 

were found that they thought met the requirements that they were looking 

for. 

Q Okay. And did they brief you -- let's talk about sort of 

the first compound) I think) the one that was anticipated to be the 
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location for the mission, the manned compound, I think it has been 

described as, or the compound mission. I t hink there have been various 

names for this. 

A Okay. 

Q Does that 

Ms. Jackson. Just ask him. Ask him to describe. 

BY MS . BETZ: 

Q Well, there is one facil ity in particular, I think, that 

it was thought that the mission was going to reside in and certain 

security upgrades were made to this facility. Are you aware about 

$75,000 that were provided to this facility for security upgrades? 

A And then we did not it? 

. Q And then you did not occupy it? 

A I understand that there was one compound that was supposed 

to have been constructed for an oil company. And I ' m not sure if t his 

is the same location that you're describing or not, because I didn't 

know there was $75,000 that was put forth. And then the second being 

the one that we acquired, took the lease in, that had the Villa A. 

Q Correct. Correct. And I ' 11 come back to that. I didn't 

know if you were aware of the intended facility of which I believe where 

we have doc ument s that suggest that, you know, certain security 

upgrades were made, I think totaling about $75,000 . And I was just 

curious if that $75,000 was spent on those upgrades or was some of it 

recouped and then diverted to --

Ms . Sachsman Grooms . Perhaps it would be helpful to show him 
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Ms. Betz. Okay . Well) yeah) I'll just move on to the A and B. 

So I guess) to better ask the question ) can you talk about the 

villa that the mission did not reside inJ what you know about it? 

Mr. IIIII~ From what I understand) it wasn't complete. It had 

not been completely constructed at the time that the team was looking 

for a location. And I guess that the location that was subsequently 

decided on was complete) and from a time perspective) that they wanted 

to get out of the hotel and get into something that was ready. That's 

why that one was chosen 

Ms . Betz . Okay. 

Mr. IIIII~ -- is based on my understanding. 

Ms. Jackson. To your knowledge or recollection) was any money 

expended on that what I will call the pre-Villa AJ the one that was 

ultimately not selected) was any funds expended on trying to make it 

habitable and secure enough for the Stevens team? 

Mr. IIIII~ I don't recall any of Diplomatic Security's funds 

being spent on that. 

Ms. Jackson. And if it wasn't DS funds J where would other funds 

come from? Were there other pots of money out there? 

Mr. IIIII~ I don't recall any of the funds from the Department) 

I guess) I should have said) being spent for that. 

Ms. Jackson. Go ahead. 

Ms. Betz . Okay. So going back to what we'll all agree on is 
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Villa AJ where they resided in Villa AJ were you apprised of any 

assessments) physical security assessments that were done at that point 

in time on Villa A? 

Mr. •-=- I know that there was a physical security assessment 

done on the facility prior to or -- yeah) prior to it being leased) 

looking for what were the security advantages to the facility as opposed 

to being in the Tibesti Hotel. 

Ms. Jackson. And who did that? 

Mr. •-=- That would have been done by probably the -- well) 

because I don't have the names of the person) my guess is it would have 

been done by the security team that was on the ground there who had 

the responsibility for that) along with the temporary person from 

Physical Security Programs. 

Ms . Jackson . So the person that you sent in with the Envoy's team 

initially stayed? 

Mr. •-=- Yes) for a period of time) yes. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Does name ring a bell? 

A name does ring a bellj however) I don't 

know if- would have been with the team at this time . 

Q So it's your recollection that a review was done of all three 

villas) Villas AJ BJ and C? 

A Well) I don't think that Villa C was with that original 

group. I think it was just Villa AJ possibly Villa A and B. 

Q And when) to the best of your recollection) when do you 
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recall Villa C being added? 

A I think it was later in the year J because I think when they 

were looking to move from the hotel) that would have been the April 

time -- yeah -- they went there in April -- so June) July timeframe . 

And then Villa C may have been later J like October J November timeframe. 

Q At the point where Villa A and Villa B were acquired) were 

you a part of any discussions about the applicability of SECCA at the 

time? 

A No J I would not have been in discussions about SECCA because 

it wasn't a new -- going to be a newly constructed type of facility. 

What we would have been -- but J of course J we would have wanted a place 

that gave us the maximum amount of setback) and other security 

requirements) a perimeter wall) grilling on windows) substantial 

doors) vehicles) access control advantages ) things that would have made 

that location a more secure location than the activities or the 

situation at the Tibesti Hotel. 

Q Well) let's talk a little bit about sort of those security 

requirements. To the best of your recollection) with regard to both 

SECCA and OSPBJ the OSPB security standards) when do those standards 

apply and to what facilities do they apply to? 

A Those standards apply to any newly constructed or newly 

acquired facility that will come under the ownership of the Department 

or the U.S. Government. 

BY MS . JACKSON: 

Q So newly acquired means leased? 
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A Yes. 

Q And so this was a facility that you were going to lease . 

Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q So why wouldn't they apply? 

A They would apply. OSPB standards would apply. And based 

on this survey that was done and the facility that was selected) it 

met a great majority of those standards. And where you can't meet those 

standards specifically) then you do things to mitigate the disconnect 

or the) you know) what is the requirement and what is the reality on 

the ground and what things can we do to the facility that will bring 

it in line with what the requirement is. 

Ms. Betz. Is that known as the exceptions and wa i ver package? 

Mr.lllllll That woul~ be part of - - in an exception and waiver 

package it would be stated what are the mitigating steps that were taken 

in situations where a requirement was not fully met . 

Ms. Betz . Well) just so I'm clear) so if the OSPB and SECCA 

requirements apply to a facility) including one that is leased) newly 

leased) part of that process then is applying for exceptions and waivers 

to those req ui reme nts? 

Mr. - Yes. In a normal situation or when we traditionally 

acquire a facility) we will look - - you will identify sites) you will 

apply the standards to those sites) and where those standards aren't 

met) you will make the improvements to that site prior t o purchase) 

prior to lease) or while you're constructing. 
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The situation as it was unfolding in Benghazi was that there was 

a threat in the facility that they were in 1 i.e. 1 the hotel 1 and there 

was a decision by the security personnel on the ground to move -- to 

look for a more secure facility quickly that put them in a better 

s ituation than the situation in which they had been in the hotel. 

And after searching at several sites 1 the Villa A1 Villa B site 

was the site that met the majority of those requirements and provided 

a greater deal of safety slash security in the location in which they 

were in in the hotel . 

Ms. Jackson. Then did Villa A and Villa B go through the whole 

analysis of what are the OSPB standards that apply and the analysis 

for a waiver and exception package? 

Mr. IIIII~ There was no waiver and exceptions package because 

it was not at that point. There was a security survey done and 

conducted on the site prior to it being agreed upon as the site to be 

leased. 

And what the site provided or had available and what was not the re 

were the things that were noted in the survey. So for the things that 

were not there 1 then the next step would be that when the site is 

acquired that you begi n immediately to make the security upgrades 

neces sary to bring it into compliance with the secur ity 

recommendations) the requirements. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q How would those upgrades be funded 1 those security upgrades 

be fu nded ? 
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A Various sources. MainlyJ Physical Security Programs. 

SecondarilyJ OBO. And another source would be the regional bureauJ 

NEAJ the executive office there . So you have a combination of those 

entitiesJ and in addition to thatJ International Programs also has 

funding available for improvements to be made. So multiple sources 

is the answer for where the funding can come from. 

Q So just so I'm clear and not to beat a dead horseJ so to 

speakJ so the OSPB and SECCA standardsJ to the best of your 

recollectionJ applied at that point --

A Yes. 

Q -- when the mission moved into the interim facility? 

A Yes. 

Q And waivers and exceptions were not conductedJ but there 

was a process started to upgrade? 

A YesJ there was a process started to upgrade. And that is 

correctJ there was no waiver of exceptions package that had been 

started. 

BY MS. JACKSON : 

Q Was it ever started? Was the waiver exception --

A No. 

Q Why not? 

A Because before that process could take placeJ the attack 

happened. 

Q We're talking over a year later. The waiver and exceptions 

package could not have been started in that over a year -- from the 
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time they moved inJ in the July) August timeframeJ until a year later 

the attack) there was no time at all to even start that process? 

A There had_ been a process started. The security upgrades 

had begun. The waiver and exceptions package had not begun. 

Q Are you aware of any determination that was made i n DS that 

the waiver and exception package was not required? 

A I don't think it ever had gotten to the point of discussing 

whether there was a requirement. It would be understood that if the 

Department was to remain in Benghazi and the facility) that Villa AJ 

Villa C -- well) subsequently Villa B and C -- if that would remain 

the compound) then) yesJ it was understood that a wa ive r and exceptions 

package would be required for that location. 

Q So is there any timeframe withi n t he State Depa rtment that 

Foreign Service officers Cqn be in a leased location without having 

this process started? I mean) is it 3 months) 6 months? I mean) it 

was over a year. 

A No. No J there's no timeframe. I don't think that that's 

even addressed. As I state) because there hadn't been a document did 

not mean that nothing was being done. From the time of identifying 

the site) steps were being taken to ensure that the OSPB requirements 

were being met. 

Ms. Betz. Can we go off the record for 1 second? 

[Discussion off the record . ] 

Ms. Betz. I just want to show you a few -- a couple of documents 

regarding our discussion to see if that hel ps refres h your memory. And 



I will show you what I'll mark as exhi bit 1. 

111111 Exhibit No. 1 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS . BETZ: 

Q And the document 1 while you're looking at it 1 is State 
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Department document (05396431. It is an email from to 

1111111111 dated June 20 1 2011. 

I would note that the witness i s not on the email 1 but I want to 

ask him -- it's pertinent to our discussion earlier about SECCA. And 

I will just focus principally on the first fu ll paragraph. The first 

page of the email 1 first paragra ph. 

A Okay. 

Q So we talked a few minutes ago about t he applicability of 

SECCA and OSPB to the interim facility) and we talked about how t hey 

applied at the time. This is an email from L1 which 1 to my knowledge 1 

means the Legal Department . Is that correct ? 

A Yes 1 that's correct . 

Q And in it 1 my understanding i s t hat Legal is opining 1 and 

I'll read : 

And I'll stop the re . 

Does this help refresh your recollection about the applicability 
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of the security standards or --I guess I 'm trying to reconcile this 

email from the Legal Department and the nonapplicability of SECCA at 

the time because of the lack of notification to the Libyan Government 

regarding the mission. 

A I understand what has been stated here. And this would be 

more in line with the questions you asked about the waivers and 

exceptions package) beca use it would be the waiver and exceptions to 

SECCA requirements. Thi s language i s stated in there that we're 

submitting this request for a waiver exception because of these 

activities. 

So I understand) yes ) they're saying that SECCA does not apply. 

Ms. Jackson. At the time that this discussion was going on in 

June of 2611) were you aware that a legal opinion was being sought as 

to t he applicability of either SECCA or OSPB or both? 

Mr. 111111 No) I was not aware) because we would have been 

looking at wha t requirements of OSPB did the location that we were 
\Yi e. e.+-

seeking to move toJ what did it ~already. So we would have been 

moving ahead of this action here anyway to get a facility) a compound 

that gave us the most advantageous from a security perspective entity 

that 's going to meet our requirement s . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So if I understand) these discussions were occurring 

separate and apart from what you Ire describing) and you Ire describing 

that sort of in the back of your mind at some point waivers and 

exceptions were going to be submitted at some point? And not a trick 
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question or anything . I'm just trying to understand the sequence of 

events. 

A I understand what you're saying. At this point, we were 

listening to the personnel on the ground as they described a compound 

that met the requirements that they were looking for of being a more 

secure location. And once they found that compound, they were then 

able to articulate these are the things that it gives us from a security 

standpoint that makes it better than where we are. That was our focus 

at that time . 

The SECCA, the exceptions discussion had not come into play for 

us . 

Q So would Legal not consult you in these discussions that 

they were having as to whether or not -- regarding the applicability 

of the security requirements? Do they make those decisions --I guess, 

is it accurate to say that they ma ke those decisions in isolation 

without consulting you as to what's going on on the ground? 

A When an exceptions pac kage is formulated, it's sent to Legal 

for review. So at this point we would not have been consulting with 

Legal, because what we were doing here was something that is regularly 

done when we look for a site. 

Q Is it accurate to say, then, they were making an independent 

decision? 

A I don't know. 

Q Okay. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 
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Q Could I ask you to flip to the second page of t his exhibit? 

At the bottom where there's an exchange from a - I thinkJ- J 

J to a J John C. Stevens} J and 

And the third l ine says} and I quote: "On anot her 

top i c} can DS go ahead and provide the needed waivers f or t his 

compound/lease?" 

First of allJ do you recognize any of the names in this particular 

exchange? 

A YesJ 

Q And he was head of then Envoy Stevens' security detail ? 

A Yes. 

Q And J i s t hat a name you ' re familiar with ? 

A No J it ' s not . 

Q What about ? 

A No. 

Q ? 

A No. 

Q And you understand that this entire email exchange is 

talki ng about the lease for the compound in Benghazi. Is that correct ? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

Ms . Sachsman Grooms. Which compound? 

Ms. Jackson . Lease for a compound . 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But it's not Villa A. 

Ms. Jackson. At this time it was. 



Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No, it's not . 

Ms. Jackson. Well --
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Mr. Snyder. Can we he wants t o review the whole document. 

Ms. Jackson . Sure. Absolutely. 

Mr. Snyder. Thank you. 

Ms. Jackson . We can just go off t he record for a minute. Thanks. 

[Discussion off the record .] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Again, at the bot t om of page 2, on t his last excha nge on 

this page, where it says, "On another topic, can DS go ahead and provide 

the needed waivers for this compound/ lease," they're talki ng, fi r st 

of all, about a lease of a compound in Benghazi. Is that correct? 

A Yes . 

Q Okay. Do you know which compo und or wh ich villa t hey were 

referring to at this time? 

A Not specifically. 

Q Okay. And were you aware around this time in June, mid-June 

of 2011, that there was a conversation about t he need for waivers and 

exceptions for any type of lease or compound i n Benghazi? 

A No, I was not aware of that. 

Q Okay. And .did you ever become aware t hat waivers and 

exceptions packages were being discussed for any type of a lease for 

any type of a compound i n Benghazi in 2011? 

A No. 

Q Okay. That conversation never occur red, t o your 



knowledge? 

A Correct, it did not come to my level . 

Q Okay. 

Mr. Snyder. If I could just have a moment. 

Thank you. 
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Ms. Betz. And just to clarify, if it didn't come to your level, 

what level would it have reached? Who would have been making these 

decisions and being consulted, if it didn't reach you? 

Mr ·- I think that it would have been a discussion between 

the personnel on the ground and the Office of Physical Security Programs 

as they worked through what was available and what were the next steps 

to be taken. 

Ms. Jackson. And that was one of the offices that you -­

Mr.-..!. Yes. 

Ms. Jackson. directed and supervised? 

Mr. -..!. That's correct. 

Ms . Betz. We' 11 just show you another document, which we' 11 mark 

as exhibit number 2. 

Mr.- Okay. 

- Exh ibit No. 2 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms . Betz. This is a short document. I'll identify it as 

(05397277. It i s an email from to 

The subject is Benghazi compound, and it's dated 6/20/2011. 

Mr. - Okay, yes. 
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Ms. Betz. And this is an email which states: "This is t o confi rm 

that a determination has been made by DS that no waivers or exceptions 

to security standards are needed for the Benghazi compound property ." 

Do you recall having any type of discussion about wa i vers or 

exceptions? 

Mr . IIIII~ N0 1 I do not recall having any discussion about 

waivers or exce ptions . 

BY MS . JACKSON : 

Q You previously stated that you did not recognize t he name 

1 who is the recipient of this email. Do you recognize 

the name ? 

A Yes 1 I do . 

Q And who i s Mr.-? 

A works within the Office of Physical 

Sec ur ity - - was wor king within the Office of Physical Security Programs 

at this time. 

Q Do you remember his exact pos i tion? 

A I think he -- I believe he was in the Program Coordination 

Branch ) which would have been the bran ch that had the day-to-day 

conversations wi th the personnel on the ground and al so with 

International Programs regarding the activit ies . 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Would he have reported to you or t o somebody else in between? 

A He would have reported to t he branch director of the 

Programs Coordination Branch and also to the office director for 



Physical Security Programs . 

Q So is it accurate to say t hen that discussions were 

occurring within Diplomatic Security about the applicability of 

waivers and exceptions with regard to a property in Benghazi? 
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A It appears from these documents that there was. 

Q And so does this change your recollection regarding the 

applicability of OSPB and SECCA and/or the beginning of a waiver or 

exception process? 

A NoJ it doesn't change my recollection because I wasn't 

involved in any of these discussions. I understand from looking at 

the documents that the legal opinion was that they did not apply. And 

it appears from this last email that this was the decision that was 

then sent forth to 

Q WellJ so here's what I'm trying to reconcile isJ this is 

a document that suggests that those on t he ground with those -- working 

with those individuals in D.C. within the Office of Physical Security 

Programs are having conversations about the need for waive rs and 

exceptions. And if they're of the mind that neither waive rs nor 

exceptions are applicableJ are these packages being prepared per your 

previous statements? Does that make sense? 

A The packages would not have been being prepa red based on 

the fact that there would not be a requirement to prepare the packages. 

So noJ the packages would not have - - the waivers exceptions packages 

would not have been being prepared. 

Ms. Welcher. I'm sorry. Are you basing this on t he documents 
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or your own knowledge? 

Mr. 111111 I'm basing this on what's on the documents. 

Ms. Jackson . But your prior statement had been they weren 't 

being prepared because of time considerations; that if that were to 

occur) it would ' ve occurred somewhere down the road) that the attacks 

were an intervening factor. Was that your prior statement to us? 

Mr. IIIII~ Well) I thought your prior question to me was had I 

been involved in the preparation or instruction that the packages be 

prepared. And noJ I had not. 

And then the question became) well) I thought) why were the 

packages not being prepared? And my re sponse wasJ because we were in 

the process of making the upgrades that would have been incorporated 

in the package when it was to be prepared later. 

Ms. Betz. But correct me if I'm wrong) the di scussion also 

focused that this was the start of the process. If I misunderstood 

youJ correct me. 

Mr. IIIII~ The start --

Ms. Betz. The start of the waivers and exceptions process; that 

the process of upgrading the facilities was the start -- unofficial 

start -- of the waivers and exceptions package. 

Mr. 111111 NoJ the process for upgrading and improving a 

facility would occur whether there was a followon waiver and exceptions 

requireme nt or not. 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Is there a typical timeframe in which you will go in and 

occupy a facility) perhaps do some upgrades) and then begin the process 

of preparing a waivers exception package? Is there a period of time 

that DS takes to do upgrades? 

A NoJ there's no specific time . Sometimes it's determined 

that a facility may have been in existence and there is a new requirement 

for a physical security standard) and you recognize that that facility 

that you currently occupy will not be able to meet that requirement. 

And thus moving ahead) you will have to submit a request for a wa i ver 

because you can't meet that requirement. 

So it's not a -- it's not really the timing element. It's what 

can be addressed and what cannot be addressed. 

Q But apart from that) for newly leased) you're going inJ 

you're going to lease a new property) it's not going to meet all the 

standards. Wha t is t he timeframe that DSJ you know) typically takes 

before it will start the waiver exception package process? 

A There is no specific timeframe. 

Q What's the longest that you -- I mean) what we have in 

Benghazi is over a year. Now) obviously there's some other documents 

that indicate that it wasn't necessary and wasn't going to be done. 

But I believe your prior statement was that prior to seeing these 

documents you assumed it would be done at some point . Am I 

misinterpreting what you had said before? 

A NoJ I didn't state that before. There was the statement 
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that if decisions had been made to stay at that location) then we know 

that at some point we would -- we know that then we would need a waiver 

and exceptions to continue to operate at that location. 

Ms. Betz. Let me clarify. So if the decision was made to stay 

at that residence) so to the best of your recollection) was a constant 

sort of watch or property evaluating on going while the mission was 

residing in the interim and then ultimately compound? 

Mr. IIIII~ I'm sorry. 

Ms . Betz. Were there constant sort of like reviews of alternate 

facilities occurring while you were residing in the compound) that 

you're aware of? 

Mr. - Not that I'm aware of. There were constant reviews 

of that facility to see what upgrades were required . But I do not know 

if there were reviews of looking at alternate locations to operate. 

Ms. Jackson. One distinction t hat we've seen is the distinction 

between temporary) interim) and permanent facilities with respect to 

OSPB. Can you explain your understanding of those three categories 

and how OSPB standards apply to those three categories? 

Mr. - No) I can't. I have heard the terms myself) 

temporary) interim) and permanent) but I don't make t he distinction. 

I don't know what temporary) interim) and perma nent mean . We operate 

under the instruction that any facility that we acquire meet the 

standards. 

Ms. Jackson. And who gave you that instruction? Where did that 

in struction come from? 
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Mr. 111111 I don't have a response for where it came from. 

That's just the mode in which we operate. 

Ms. Betz. We're close to our time} so we'll just go off the 

record. 

[Recess .] 
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[11:17 a.m.] 

Mr. Kenny. We will go back on the record. The time is 11:17. 

Ambassador J I want to take the opportunity again to thank you for 

appearing here voluntarily today. I will take a moment to reintroduce 

myself. My name is Peter Kenny. I am counsel with the minority staff. 

I am joined here by my colleagues) Susanne Sachsman Grooms and Erin 

O'Brien. On behalf of the ranking member and the select committee 

minority members) just again thank you for your appearance here today. 

Examination 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I would like to pick up where we left off in the last round. 

I think it was a bit confusing) at least from our vantage point) in 

trying to understand some of the statements that you were making and 

some of the questions that were being asked of you. And it was our 

sense that people may have been talking past each other a little bit. 

So I was hoping we could go back to maybe clarify some of the statements 

that you made. 

One being) I had written in my notes) initially you were asked 

a question about SECCA. And I will preface this entire discussion: 

In the last round there was a discussion about SECCA requirements) OSPB 

standards. Some questions were asked of one or the other) some 

questions were combined. I am going to do my best to separate those. 

We understand that different requirements may mean different 

things. OSPBJ of course) as we understand itJ has incorporated some 

of the SECCA requirements) but the processes are different) the 
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language that's included in both is different. So when we refer to 

SECCA, we will refer to waivers to SECCA, and when we will refer to 

· OSPB standards, we will talk about exceptions to OSPB standards. Does 

that work for you, sir? 

A Yes, that works for me. 

Q Okay. Great. And is it fair to say that i t was a little 

confusing in the last round because we were switching back and forth 

between talking about whether both standards and the requirements 

applied versus whet her OSPB applied i n certain instances and SECCA 

requirements applied in certain instances? Is that fair to say, that 

it was kind of a confusing discussion? 

A Yes, it was . 

Q Okay. And we will do our best with our questions help 

hopefully clear some of that up. We will start with some of t he SECCA 

requirements. You were asked in the last round if you were aware of 

discussions about whether SECCA requirements applied to the facilities 

that were ultimately leased in Benghazi. And I had noted that you said 

that you weren't aware of discussions, but there weren't any because 

it wasn't a language -- I believe you said that it wasn't a major -- I'm 

sorry, a newly constructed facility. Do you remember, recall making 

that statement? 

A Yes. 

Q You were then later asked if the SECCA requirements applied 

to Benghazi, and I believe you had written that the answer was yes . 

Is that accurate? 
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A Yes . 

Q Okay. So just so that we better understand, is it your view 

that the SECCA requirements did apply to the facilities in Benghazi. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Or do you just not know? 

Mr. IIIII~ I guess my focus was actually on getting -- I 

understand -- I understand SECCA requirements, I understand OSP 

requirements. I can state -- well, based on the documents that I have 

read, I understand that the legal opinion was that SECCA did not apply. 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I s it fair to say these things -- it sounds like what I was 

hearing was that you weren't involved in discussions about whether 

SECCA applied or whether OSPB standards applied at that time. Is that 

fair? 

A That is correct. I was not involved in my discussions as 

to whether or not SECCA or OSPB were required at that time. That would 

have been at the level of the Office of Physical -- PSP , Physical 

Security Programs. 

Q And that's in fact what exhibits 1 and 2 appear to show, 

is that there is a discussion between i ndi viduals within those offices 

and perhaps others to include the L Bureau. Is that your 

under·standing? 

A Yes, that is my understanding. 

Q Okay. So the discussion about whether SECCA -- we' 11 focus 

just on SECCA first -- whether SECCA requirements applied to the 

facilities in Benghazi was a discussion, as you sit here today, your 
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understanding is that was occurring at a level below you? 

A Correct. The focus was really on getting the personnel 

from into a more secure facility. The focus was on getting them 

out of the hotel because of the threats that were present in the hotel 

and the activities that were going on there and moving them to a more 

secure facility that had a lower profile than where they were at that 

time. And so, yes, while I understand that those other discussions 

took place, the focus was about securing the personnel that were on 

the ground. 

Q I see. So your view, your focus was on ensuring that 

whatever facilities were openly occupied were improved to bring them 

into compliance at the best maximum extent practicable under either 

SECCA or OSPB. Is that accurate? 

A Yes. At first it was an improvement on where they were; 

and, B, if there were improvements that were required at a later date 

for these locations that they relocated to, that those continue. 

Q Okay. And as a general matter, and I believe our discussion 

we've focused on the summer of 2611 timeframe, so this is when Special 

Envoy's team resided at the Tibest i hotel. There was a decision to 

leave and then ultimately that team ended up at what we now know as 

Villa A property, later Villa B. Was it your understanding then that 

those improvements began shortly after they occupied that facility and 

carried forward? Is that accurate? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And again, you had mentioned that you weren 't aware 
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of these discussions that were taking place about whether standards 

or requirements applied contemporaneously. Is that because your staff 

didn't raise those to your attention at that time? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. 

A The --

Q So I'll tie it back this way. You had mentioned -- you were 

asked a general question in the last round about when matters would 

come to your attention) a very general question . And the answer you 

gave is that if things were not worked out by office directors) if 

decisions weren't worked out at that level the decisions may come to 

your attention? 

A That's correct . 

Q So it sounds like) at least with respect to whether SECCA 

requirements applied) whether OSPB standards applied) that that was 

something that was being worked out at a lower -- a level below you) 

beneath you. 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. So again) I understand just from our vantage point 

some of these things appear to be a little confusing in the discussion 

we were having. I think it is helpful to have you clarify some of those 

pieces for us . 

At this point) what I would like to do is introduce into the 

record -- this will be exhibit No. 3. 

111111 Exhibit No. 3 
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Was marked for identification .] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q And I will go ahead and identify this for the re cord. This 

is a portion of a transcript of a July 91 2613 1 transcribed interview 

before the House Oversight Committee of then Assistant Secretary for 

Diplomatic Security Eric Boswell. 

A Okay. 

Q And I have included several portions here of Ambassador 

Boswell's statements about OSPB standards and the SECCA requirements . 

And I will give you a moment to read from that . I'm going to focus 

your attention on page 65 and 66 1 but I included the full portion just 

for your benefit . 

A Okay. 

Q And I'll ~irect your attent ion to the bottom of page 65 1 

I'm going to read a portion of this into the record. The question 

begins: "Okay. Turning specifically to the Special Mission Compound 

in Benghazi 1 did OSPB security standards apply to that facility? 

Answer: I' m not aware that they did. I never got a request for a 

waiver for such standards. Question: You 're saying you ' r e not aware 1 

but in your opinion 1 did they apply? Answer : I n my opinion 1 they did 

not apply because they -- in my opinion 1 t he standards apply to 

permanent facilities} not temporary ones . Having said that 1 as I 

mentioned previously} in any place we have people 1 we do our best t o 

get as close} because OSPB standard is the standard for US 1 it's the 

gold standard 1 and we try to get as close as we can to it." Close quote . 
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The reason I wanted to introduce this is not to call into question 

anyone 's judgment on the question of whether OSPB standards applied 

to the facility or not. Our read of this and based on the statements 

that you made today is that this is a fairly confusing subject area. 

Would you agree with that characterization? 

A Yes. 

Q And at least in Ambassador Boswell's view) the standards 

didn't apply because the facilities were characterized as temporary 

facilities. You were asked a question that in the last round. 

I just wanted to focus on the second portion of his response) the 

second part of the answer. And I believe you touched on this a little 

bit in some of your responses in the last round. But it sounds like) 

at least from your viewpoint) whether OSPB standards technically 

applied or didn't apply) that your approach within Countermeasures was 

to apply the standards in such a way as to improve physical security 

at the compound as much as you could. Is that a fair statement? 

A That's correct. 

Q And that's because the focus was on the physical security 

on the ground) as opposed to a process for documenting and the exception 

and waivers) in this case the exceptions process. Is that fair? 

A That' s correct. 

Q And here the Ambassador indicates that he's not aware) he 

didn ' t get a request for .-- he refers to it as a waiver. We understand 

that to be an exception for OSPB standards) is that . And a request 

for an OSPB exception) who approves) ultimately approves an exception 
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in that process? 

A The assistant secretary for diplomatic security . 

Q Okay . So Ambassador Boswell in this case --

A Correct. 

Q -- would have been the ultimate authority or decisionmaker 

with respect to an exception for OSPB standards. 

A Correct. 

Q And here he says he didn't receive a request for them. 

Those requests would have been routed through your office. Is that 

right? 

A Correct. 

Q And based on what you told us earlier) you didn't receive 

a request for an exception? 

A That's correct. 

Q And I think we touched on this a little bit before because) 

based on your understanding today) is that because you believe these 

issues were kind of being worked out at t he working level between 

security professionals in the field and desk officers at DS 

headquarters? 

A That's correct. 

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. And Legal. 

BY MR . KENNY: 

Q And Legal. 

A And Legal . 

Q For the SECCA requirements? 
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A Correct. 

Q You also mentioned or indicated in the last hour that 

whether a process were to go for exceptions) that that was a process 

that would ta ke some time to develop. Is that fair? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And it's also our understanding as well that an 

exception process can take a period of time to develop . Is that fair? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

A After you -- when you look at what you have) as I say) you 

look at what you have and you look at what is required) and then you 

begin to try to mitigate that. The exceptions process is initiated 

at the post) you know) the survey is done) the security professional 

will come back and state this -- these are what are met and these are 

what ca nnot be met. And the requirement states that) for an example) 

the wa ll be 9 feet high. Our wall is 8-1/2 feet high . We will require 

an exception to the requirement that our wall be 9 feet high . 

Q You're speaking generically. 

A Yes) generically. So here are the mitigating steps we will 

take to address that issue. We will put razor wi re ) barbed wire on 

top of the wall for an additional 1 foot so that it mirrors the 

requirement of a 9-foot-high wall) although the wal l is not - - it's 

only 8-1/2 feet high) but we've taken a mitigating step to address that 

shortage . And so that we conform with what the requirement is J we now 

request the exception. 
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And so that type of language is laid out in a document that then 

goes through the clearance process and ultimately ends up for the 

approval or disapproval for the assistant secretary. 

Q Okay. And again} regardless of whether the OSPB standards 

apply or not} the view of your particular office Countermeasures at 

the time} your view is that you would do the best that you could 

A That is correct. 

Q -- to improve security? Okay. 

If I could quickly direct your attention back to Exhibit 1} I will 

direct your attention to page -- the last page} where this is- -- or 

writing. And just at the top there} he writes: -} 

for the compound} I need the following information}" and asks for some 

descriptive information about the property. 

If you look in response to that from- on June 16} 2011} 

if you look under site description} it says} it reads} quote: "Villa 

Compound Description: The proposed compound would be a single walled 

compound to cover both residences and office space. The compound 

consists of the following living areas. 12 two bedrooms units with 

living room} kitchen} bathroom. 4 one bedroom units with living room} 

kitchen} bathroom. 2 executive units with 2 bedrooms} living room} 

kitchen} office} bathroom. 1 compound kitchen and dining area. And 

1 multiuse structure connected bathroom. 2 cement/stone villas." 

Close quote. 

To the best of your recollection} is that description descriptive 

of the property that later became known as Villa A or is that more likely 
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descriptive of the property that was referred to as the man camp or 

French villas property? 

A I honestly don't know. 

Q Okay. So whe n we look at the analysis on the first pageJ 

you were asked some questions about that 1 as well as a request of whether 

to proceed a request for waivers. As you sit here today J you 're unclear 

as to which facility this particular analysis applied to? 

A That's correct. 

Q And if I could 1 I'd like to go ahead and int roduce-- this 

will be exhibit No. 4. 

111111 Exhibit No. 4 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q I 'll give you a moment to read this . I'm going to focus 

on the email in the middle of the page. We included the full chain 

for the sake of completeness . And just to identify this 1 it's docume nt 

C05394858. It's an email from to and others 1 

July 51 2011 1 6:50a .m.? 

And for the record 1 your name is not on t his email chain. 

A Okay. 

Q Okay. And I would ask you to direct your attention to the 

second email down in this chain 1 which i s an email from 

Do you know who that individual is? 

A Yes 1 I know 

Q Do you know what position he served in at this time? 
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A No, I don't recall what position 11111111 was serving in at 

this time. 

Q Are you aware whether deployed to Benghazi as 

the regional security officer or assistant regional security officer 

at any point in 2011? 

A I believe he did, but I can't say for certain . 

Q Okay. And on the second page here --well, first, he begins 

the email by saying: .. _ -- further info on the proposed 

property. We're referring to our current residences as Villa A and 

the neighboring property as Villa B." Close quote. 

It then goes on to describe a little bit about the circumstances 

at Villa A, Villa B. If you turn to next page there is a section 

entitled "Physical Security Upgrades," where it reads, quote : No 

immediate physical security upgrades are required before occupancy. 

Compound perimeter walls are approximately 4 meters in height. Razor 

wire would provide anti-ram, but would greatly raise our profile since 

we are situated in a residential neighborhood; locally, razor wire is 

used primarily government installations. Blending into neighborhood 

and maintaining a low profile are important elements in the mission's 

overall security posture . Razor wire not recommended. 

Residential and office structures have significant setback. 

Concrete barriers / planters not required. 

Existing vehicle gates are made of steel and in good condition. 

No modifications necessary . 

Both Villa B vehicle access points (north and south) will be 
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permanently blocked using armored vehicles and/or heavy scrap 

machinery (already on the property). Villa A has two vehicle access 

points (north and south) used for mission vehicles during the day; these 

will be blocked using armored vehic l es overnight. 

Landlords do not support major modifications to their properties, 

including the installation of drop arms. Risk will be mitigated by 

permanently blocking two of the four vehicle access points. Non 

mission vehicle and foot traffic will be channeled to Villa A Bravo 

gate. Screening efforts will be concentrated to one area. 

We ' ve reviewed a lot of documents from personnel who had been 

deployed to Benghazi. Here at least there appears to be -- this is 

a description of -- would you describe this as a security assessment? 

A Yes, I would. 

Q And do you 

A A physical security assessment, actually. 

Q Okay. And is there any indications here that there are 

deficiencies for which an exception would need to be sought or 

mitigating measures need to be taken? 

A No . This is a very good description of the facilities on 

the compound and addres sing a lot of the i terns slash requirements that 

we would look at based on standards. 

Q Okay. And at the time, this is July 2011, it appears this 

description is referring to both Villa A and Villa B. Is that your 

understanding? 

A Yes. 
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Q And would this be an example of what you described as the 

focus at the time when the Special Envoy moved from the hote l to quickly 

find a property that was suitable 1 more secure from a security 

perspective? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And certainly1 although subsequently1 separately 1 

other communications may have been made about physical security at the 

compound 1 at least here there is no indication of major physical 

security vulnerabilities at Villa A or Villa 8 1 correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q And there is also no reference or request for an 

exception 

A Correct. 

Q -- to OSPB standards . 

And it sounds like certainly here there is a discussion of some 

steps that will be taken using armored vehicles and blocking positions 1 

that sort of thing? 

A Uh-huh. 

Q Is that what you'd described as some of the steps that post 

would take to enhance their security? 

A Yeah 1 or mitigate requirements ) because you can't use drop 

arms 1 drop bars 1 they will use armored vehicles in the place of that. 
~ \-e..p 

So that's a mitigating~. 

Q And moving forward 1 we' 11 mark what will be exhibit 5. For 

the record 1 this is document number C05578319. 
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111111 Exhibit No. 5 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q It is a document entitled "Physical ·security Programs Makes 

a Move in Benghazi," by, redacted, -' DS/C/ST. I I 11 give you 

a moment to review that. 

I would just like to first ask for your understanding of what this 

document is? 

A Yes, this is an article by about the assistance 

provided from the Office of Physical Security Programs for 

locating -- for first moving into the hotel in Benghazi and t hen later 

locating property to relocate. 

Q Okay. And is this an article that would have been prepared 

for internal consumption? Is this something that would have been 

prepared for external release? 

A Mainly for within the Department and ma inly within 

Diplomatic Security. I think the greater readership was within 

Diplomatic Security for the se . 

Q Okay. That Is fair. And I I 11 note that there appear to be 

some a few line edits in here. So this appears that it may be a 

draft form. Do you recall this article at the time? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So an article was produced and distributed 

internally within the Department? 

A Yes, I believe so . 
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Q Okay. And as you sit here today and you read the content, 

the description, it paints a story of how certain facilities were 

occupied, is this generally an accurate description of what occurred, 

to the best of your understanding? 

A To the best of my understanding, yes. 

Q Okay. And there was some discussion in the last round about 

which facility is occupied and when. It appears he re that there is 

a sequence that it is laid out. Is it your understanding that this 

is an accurate sequence of how the events played out or transpired 

Benghazi? 

A This appears to be an accurate sequence, yes. 

Q And would this further be an example of what you discussed 

in the last round about some of the challenges associated with finding 

a facility that would be suitable from a security perspective in 

Benghazi at that time? 

A Yes. 

Q There is reference, for instance, to 12 potential site 

visits that occurred? 

A Uh-huh, yes. 

Q At the time, do you recall that Villas A and B were seen 

as the best choices from a security standpoint? 

A I believe they were. 

Q Okay. So in light of 12 potential options, the best option 

from a security standpoint, to the best of your unde rstanding, was 

Villas A and B? 
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A Yes, that's correct. 

Q Yeah, and just one clarifying, there is no date that appears 

on this, but to the best of your recollection, did this article appear 

internally within the Bureau before the attacks? 

A Yes, it appears that this was earlier --an earlier article, 

prior to the attacks. 

Q And then if you look on the last page there is a line that 

reads: "TDY / RSO works in entrance area of Villa A." So 

does that refres h your recollection about the role may 

have played in 2011 and whether or not he wa s deployed to Benghazi? 

A Yes, this would indicate that he was deployed to Benghazi 

during that timeframe. 

Q And if we could just return real briefly to exhibit 1 and 

exhibit 2. Again, you indicated you weren't contemporaneously aware 

of these discussions at the time, discussions with Legal. As you sit 

here today, is there anything that appears inappropriate about the 

process t hat is unfolding in either exhibit 1 or exhibit 2 where 

individuals appear to be consulting with legal advisers regarding the 

applicability of certain standards? 

A No not at all, not at all. 

Mr. Kenny. Okay. We'll go off the record. 

[Rece ss .] 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Ambassador, thank you again. So we'l l continue with our 

second hour for the majority, third hour. 
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We've talked a lot about OSPB standards and SECCA. And in the 

last hour we continued the discussion clarifying sort of on separate 

tracks OSPB standards and SECCA . And what I want to focus on are how 

those standards are developed in terms of isn't it accurate or would 

you agree that there are different standards based on different 

threats? 

A Okay. 

Q So a threat level would determine those OSPB standards that 

would apply to mitigate that threat? 

A I -- I -- okay. 

Q Do you agree? 

A Oh, okay. There are going to be basic requirements for any 

facility regardless of the threat level at a location. Of course we 

have various threat levels, low, medium, and high. But regardless of 

the threat level, there will be basic standards that will require to 

any facility. So yes, there will be some standards that are tied 

directly to threat, but OSPB may or may not fit into that category, 

I guess because subsequent to Benghazi we have the high-threat, 

high-risk posts. And so there are things that are done at those 

locations that are in addition to what the standards are. 

So it's not really a direct tie between threat and the standards, 

because I'd try to think of a place around the world where, based on 

that threat, you have higher standards of OSPB requirements. 

Q Well, taking a step back before the attacks, and just let's 

start off, I guess, with a SETL, a security environment threat listing? 
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A Correct. 

Q And what is a SETL threat? 

A A security environment threat list is an assessment of each 

post around the world, and you assess certain categories, the threat 
·\-. .. 0<::> 

in certain categories, political violence, crime, terrorism, and ie 

classified settings as well, yes. 

Q And is it fair to say that there are certain OSPB standards 

that are tied to the SETL threat ratings that would mitigate those 

threats? 

A There are certain requirements based on what the threat 

level, as to which of the standards ought to be met . 

Q Okay. And do you recall what the SETL ratings were for 

Benghazi at the time? 

A There would not have been any SETL threat rating for 

Benghazi. 

Q Would there have been one for Libya? 

A There would have - - yeah, for Tripoli. I believe Tripoli 

was high 

Q Okay. I'd l ike to --

A High for --

Q So I'd like to introduce now what will be exhibit 6. 

111111 Exhibit No. 6 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q So just to clarify, the OSPB standards that are out there 
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apply -- when you say they apply to all facilities, so every standard 

applies to facilities that are rated low on the SETL listing. Is that 

correct, every single standard? 

A Correct. Here is an example. For a low threat post, the 

perimeter may require a fence, whereas for a high threat location it 

may require a wall, that is an example, particularly for residential 

standards, which are OSPB. 

Q So then the threat -- so there are different standards or 

requirements that come into play depending on the threat level of that 

location? 

A That's correct, yes. I-- yes. 

Q So it's sort of the higher the threat level, the higher the 

standard will be, or t ~e more stringent the standard will be? 

A Yes. 

BY MS . BETZ: 

Q In order to mitigate that threat? 

A Correct. 

Q I will give the witness a chance to look at the document. 

And just for identification purpose, it's State Department document 

C05388931. It is an email from to , dated 

December 15, 2011. And just for the record, the witness is not on the 

email. It goes to the discussion of the SETL threat in Libya. 

A Okay. 

Q And to further inform our discussion on the SETL threat in 

Libya at the time, this is an email of which, as I noted, that you are 
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not on, but goes to the discussion of SETL threat, between the RSO in 

Tripoli and the TDY/RSO in Benghazi, who is 

you familiar with these two names? 

A I am familiar with 

And are 

Q And • in this email is responding to 

a request from the TOY /RSO in Benghazi as to what the SETL threat is 

A Uh-huh. 

Q -- at the time and at the end of 2011 . And the SETL threat 

rating for terrorism is high, political vi olence critical, crime high, 

and as you alluded to earlier, two classified ones were bot h high. 

And so can you tell us what those t hreat levels mean with respect 

to the risk to American diplomats? For example, what -- is a critical 

threat -- does that suggest a grave risk to American diplomats? Is 

that something you're familiar with? 

A I don ' t know how I would characterize that? High threat 

means, based on the activity that we have seen in the post, you know, 

that we've seen at that location, that that amount -- that the amount of 

activit y ongoing at that location would indicate that it has earned 

a high rating for that environment. And t he same for critical , that 

the situation is such that it has earned t hat threat rating. Critical 

political violence for Libya at the time, there was a war going on, 

so that would be the rating . 

Q And so to my colleague ' s earlier point, given these 

risks -- the higher the risk or threat rat ing, the higher the st andard 

and the need to mitigate that risk, the greater importance to mitigate 
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that risk, correct? 

A Yes, yes. 

Q And so to go back to exhibit 4, I want to focus on the second 

page. And my colleagues in the previous hour had talked about the 

physical security upgrades, that the assessment that was done and the 

upgrades that were needed, and we just talked about a threat level that 

you described as an ongoing civil war. And so, in your opinion, do 

these assessments and the security measures in place sort of mitigate 

that threat that is in place or was in place? 

A I --the information that's on the document here gives an 

account of the physical security pieces that are in place for the 

compound that they are looking at inhabiting, and it sort of speaks 

for itself. It speaks to the height of the wall, which is 4 meters, 

and the requirement is a 9-foot wall. So it would actually be --

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q Okay, could you do the math for me? 

A Yes, 4 meters is approximately 12 feet, so it's 

approximately 3 feet higher than a wall that would be required for a 

compound. 

Q Where the rating is high for terrorism and crime and 

critical for political violence, is the wall required to be anti-climb 

or was it at the time in 2011? 

A Yes. 

Q So this wall did not meet that standard, is that correct, 

because they are talking about it, they would have to add something 
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to it to make it anti-climb? 

A I see the comment about the razor wire, but based on the 

description of the wall, of its height, there is not enough detail here 

to state that it is not anti-climb. I mean --

Q So in other words, this description doesn't give you enough 

information to determine whether it would meet the OSPB standard? 

A It gives information to me of some of the portions of the 

standard that it would meet. You are absolutely right, it's not there 

as to whether or not it would meet the anti-climb factor. 

Q Okay. And going to the next paragraph, where it talks about 

significant setback, does it -- it doesn't tell you exactly how much 

setback it has? 

A That's correct. 

Q So again, you are not given enough information in this 

document to know whether it met the OSPB standards and the SECCA 

standards for setback. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And then again down a little bit lower where it talks about 

the installation of drop arms. Were drop arms required where there 

was a SETL rating of high or critical for the categories we ' ve 

discussed? 

A Okay, I want to go back for just one point . It stated about 

the setback, it sa id: "Concrete banners /planters not required." 

Q I'm sorry, where are you referring to? 

A Where it says "significant setback . " The next sentence 
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says: "Concrete barrier/ planters not required . " 

Q Yes. 

A Generally stating) the reason that that would be there is 

to provide enhanced setback. So if it is stating that it is not 

required 

that 

Ms. Betz. That suggests to you that there is sufficient setback? 

Mr. 111111 That would suggest that. 

BY MS . JACKSON: 

Q But it doesn't tell you for sure . 

A That's correct) that's correct) it doesn't tell me for sure. 

And you said about the drop arms? 

Q Uh-huh. 

A What was your question? 

Q Was drop arms a standard that was to be met in locations 

were rated high or critical for terrorism) political violence? 

A Vehicle arrest barriers) yesJ are a requirement) for the 

mitigating way would be to place an armored vehicle there that would 

function in the same -- would function as a vehicle arrest barrier. 

Q And that is a sufficient mitigation in areas where they have 

car bombs and things like that. 

A That is a sufficient -- that is a sufficient mitigation if 

there is no drop arm or delta barrier installed) yes. 

Ms. Welcher. For the record) you're basing your foundation for 

questions on a document in July 2011 about the SETL ratings) but the 

SETL ratings that you cited are from a December 15thJ 2011J document) 
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and the statement says these are new ratings that just came out. So 

I don't know if you have another document about the SETL ratings in 

July of 2011, but I just want to put on the record that the ratings 

you were citing were not -- do not appear to have been in place. 

Ms. Jackson. May or may not. 

Ms. Welcher. May or may not. 

Ms. Betz. And I think just to respond, I think the witness talked 

about an ongoing civil war. So I think civil war critical threat 

rating. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q I want to turn to now -- so moving our timeframe up to 

December 2011 and the extension of the mission for an additional 12 

months, for an additional year. Do you recall that period? 

A Yes. 

Q And do you recall clearing a memo, a memorandum of extension 

that was drafted by the NEA Bureau for Under Secretary Ke nnedy's 

signature 

A Yes. 

Q -- outlining the parameters of extending the mission for 

another 12 months? 

A I do recall that there was a memo. 

Q And do you recall any discussions just generally about the 

memorandum that you had or the extension that you were having at the 

time whether with NEA or Under Secretary Kennedy's office or 

individuals within your own office about the extension? 
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A I don't recall specific details about any discussions. 

Q Did you have concerns about extending the mission? Do you 

recall having concerns or discussing those concerns with anyone about 

the mission's extension? 

A I don't recall any specific discussions about specific 

concerns. I do recall the memo being drafted. I remember clearing 

of the memo. 



63 

[12:25 p.m.] 

Ms. Betz. I'm going to just show you a document which will be 

exhibit No. 7. 

111111 Exhibit No. 7 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. And while the witness is looking at the document) I' 11 

go ahead and identify it. It is State Department C05578953J and it 

is a series of emails in the document of which the witness is not a 

sender or a recipient) but is identified in the series of emails. And 

it will be page 2J the top of page 2J that we will focus on. 

And I guess) while we're at it) I'll hand you the extension memo 

so that you can read them concurrently. 

Ms. Jackson. Which been marked as Exhibit 8. 

Ms. Betz. Eight. 

111111 Exhibit No. 8 

Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. And for purposes of the extension memo) we'll be 

focusing primarily on page 2J the second full paragraph) the last 

sentence) beginning with "with." 

Ms. Jackson. And just for the record) this does not bear a 

document number J but it is an action memo for Under Secretary Kennedy J 

dated December 27 J 2011) from Jeffrey . Fel tmanJ subject: "Future of 

Operations in Benghazi) Libya." 

Mr. Snyder. What paragraph? 

Ms. Betz. So on page 2J the second paragraph) the last sentence. 
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And then on page 3J it would be the thi rd paragraph and the sentence 

beginning) "If you agree with this course of actionJ" in the middle. 

Mr. Snyder. Got it. Thanks. 

Mr. - Okay. 

Ms. Betz. And just for clarification) on the extension memoJ my 

colleague just described itJ but just to reiterate) while the witness 

is not the drafter or the subject or the action -- it is not seeking 

the action of the witnessJ the witness did clear the memo on behalf 

of Diplomatic Security. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Ambassador IIIIIJ going back to exhibit 7J and looking at 

the bottom of page oneJ do you recognize any of the two names in this 

email exchange? ? 

I do. 

Okay. And who is ? 

A 

Q 

A was a special assistant in the Office of 

Assistant Secretary. 

Q And did she work directly for you? 

A NoJ for Eric Boswell . 

Q Eric BoswellJ okay. 

And so in this email she is responding to J and I' 11 

quote: "Acting PDAS clears the attached action memo AM 

to M on the future of Benghazi operations with the comment that this 

operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 

resources." 



Do you recall those concerns? 
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A I don't think this would be an inaccurate quote. 
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Q Okay. So this is an accurate description of your concerns 

at the time? 

A Of the DS concerns, correct, correct. In my role as acting 

PDAS, as I was acting at that time, that's the director of diplomatic 

security, which would encompass not only Countermeasures, but the other 

directorates within Diplomatic Security. So this comment would've 

been based on that DS assessment. 

Q So this was not your own personal assessment but the 

assessment, the collective assessment of Diplomatic Security? 

A Yes. Or --yes --or input from this person that had been 

queried for clearance. 

Q Did you ever have any additional discussions with either 

Assistant Secretary Boswell or Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary 

Bultrowicz or others about the concerns that you relayed with regard 

to the extension memo? 

A No, because with this going from me up to Secretary Boswell, 

he would have seen these comments. 

Q And did you discuss the contents of the memo before clearing 

it on behalf of Diplomatic Security or on behalf of the PDAS? 

A The other seniors would have seen the memo as well and had 

an opportunity to comment based on its accuracy and maybe providing 

information for the document itself. 
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BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q And by other seniors, you mean t he other deputy assistant 

secretaries? 

A Correct. 

Q And at that time that would've been, like, Charlene Lamb 

for DS/IP? 

A Yes. 

Q Would there have been other DAS's? 

A Yeah, there would' ve been the DAS for intelligence threat 

analysis, , and I believe training, since the personnel 

on the ground were from Mobile Security Division. I don't recall who 

the DAS was. Maybe I don't recall who t he DAS was. And from 

Domestic Operations as well, because they provided a l ot of the 

temporary support for the operations there . 

Ms. Betz. But you didn't -- but just so I'm clear, so you did 

not have discussions with them personally. These were just 

recommendations, to the best of your understanding, that they were 

making to you? 

Mr. IIIII~ Correct. Correct. 

Ms. Betz. And then you were clearing it on their behalf? 

Mr. IIIII~ Correct. Yes. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q I noticed that this i s at the end of t he year . It's dated, 

thi s particular exchange, December 23. I'm anticipating t hat you were 

filling in for eithe r PDAS Bultrowicz or Ass istant Secretary Boswell 
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because it was the holidays and you got the duty? 

A I have no idea. I have no idea. It would've been -- I 

would've been PDAS Bultrowicz though. 

Q Filling in for him? 

A Correct. 

Q And when you fill in for him) do you often get) like) a list 

of things that are likely to come across your desk and these are the 

recommended actions) or how did that work at the time? 

A No) I didn't -- I wouldn't get a list of things that might 

come across my desk. It ba?ically was the things that came across my 

desk during the time that I was in that position) we would address them . 

Q So when you got this action memo and made the reference or 

someone on your behalf made the reference about your comment that this 

operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 

resources) how is it that you collected that information in order to 

send that comment on? 

A Well) first of all) the operation in Libya) there was no 

specific allotment of money for that operation that would address the 

unfunded mandate issue. The drain on personnel resources) when you 

establish a post and you begin operations) it's always preferable to 

have permanently assigned individuals in those locations as opposed 

t o having continuous temporary duty assignments going through because 

of the cost s that are associated with that. 

And so that would be the resources. Looking at how you intend 

to operate there) you want to establish permanent positions in those 
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locations so that you don't have that continuous resource requirement 

of sending people over on a rotating basis. 

BY MS. BETZ : 

Q And just to clarify, to go back, the concern about the 

unfunded mandate was that there was no sort of direct funding stream 

for the mission in all aspects or with regard to physical security? 

Can you sort of describe maybe a little bit fuller in terms of that 

unfunded mandate? 

A I think it would -- well, because it didn't come from 

Countermeasures, it would not have been solely for physical security. 

So I would say that it was broader for the operations in Benghazi. 

Q Let me ask you this. As t he DAS for Countermeasures, were 

you concerned about the ability to fund sufficiently the physical 

security measures needed to secure the facility? 

A It had not become an issue for me yet at that time, based 

on, as we spoke of in the first hour, t he sources that were providing 

funds for the operation, particularly from the physical security side. 

You had Physical Security Programs, you had I nternational Programs, 

you had OBO, and then you had the regional bureau as we ll. 

Q You said it had not been a concern at t hat time. Did it 

ever, did funding for physical security upgrades ever become an issue 

for you or a concern of yours? 

A No. 

Q Okay. I want to turn now to exhibit 8 and the extension 

memorandum itself. 
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A Okay. 

Q And turning to page 2 and the last sentence that readsJ "With 

the full complement of five Special Agents} our permanent presence 

would include eight U.S. direct-hire employees} two slots for TOY PM 

and USAID officers} and one LES program assistant . " 

So do you recall any conversations in clearing this memo regarding 

the designation of five agents to secure the compound with these eight 

other individuals? 

A No. 

Q You don't recall a conversation? 

A NoJ I don't recall a conversation. 

Q So you don't recall whether five was the minimum or five 

was the cap? 

A NoJ I don't. 

Q And turning then to page 3 and the t hird paragraph} and in 

the sentence that states} "If you agree - - " 

A Okay. 

Q "If you agree with this course of action} NEA will work with 

OS to rapidly implement a series of corrective security measures as 

part of the consolidation of the State footprint." 

A Uh-huh . 

Q Help me understand what corrective security measures means. 

A I don't understand the context in which this is stated. 

Okay. WellJ in relation to the sentences that are directly above thatJ 

it's a matter of repositioning the security elements that cover the 



70 

compounds. It appears that they've given up Villa A and maintaining 

Villas B and C. 

There would have been security guard postings} positions on Villa 

A} that you now need to consolidate onto the Villa B and C compound} 

and also the access control points} the technical security pieces that 

are in place there} camera coverage} alarms} those types of things. 

It's just a reconfiguration of the overall security package to 

accommodate the grounds that you now are going to occupy. 

Q And so taking a step back} this is a memorandum that would 

renew the leases for Villas B and C and terminate the lease for Villa 

A} correct? 

A Yes. 

Q And these would be corrective measures that would be taken 

to secure Villas B and C} correct? 

A Correct. 

Q And were you consulted on those decisions to let A go and 

keep B and C? In our previous discussion you talked about A and B being 

the more secure aspect of the compound} but yet moving forward} this 

is a memorandum that authorizes the leases of B and c and terminating 

A. So I'm just trying to better understand from you if you were 

involved in any of the discussions to let Villa A go versus Villa B 

and C. 

A Yeah. No} I don't recall being in any discussions 

relinquishing Villa A. 

Ms. Welcher. And as to his prior testimony} I'm not sure that's 
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quite what he saidJ so I would just refer to the record just to be clear. 

Ms. 8etz. And if I'm inaccurate} correct me. 

Mr. - Okay. 

Ms. 8etz. That's my understanding of that. 

Ms. Jackson. Who on your team would've been involved in 

reviewing the decision as to which villas should be retained} or was 

that left to some other component? 

Mr. - I think it may have been left to some other component . 

I think it's based ·more on the needs of the operation and the footage 

space that would be needed for that. I don't think it's solely a 

security issue as to why they're moving from Villa A to then 

consolidating with 8 and C. 

Ms. Jackson. So what you're telling us is that space 

considerations would have been the deciding factor as opposed to the 

security aspects of the three compounds or the three villas that were 

available? 

Mr. - I think there's an overall discussion of what are the 

needs of the operation there and what is it -- what does the 

compound -- you knowJ what is it that the compound is to look like. 

And it appears that it's going -- that Villas AJ 8J the 13-acre compound 

with Villa AJ 8J and Cis more than is needed and so it's being 

consolidated to more what the need isJ which is the space} the less 

than 13 -acre area for Villas 8 and C. 

Ms. 8etz. I want to show you what we ' ll mark as exhibit 9. 

- Exhibit No. 9 
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Was marked for identification.] 

Ms. Betz. And while the witness is looking at the document, I'll 

go ahead and identify it. Basically I'm going to focus on the top two 

email exchanges. And the document is State Department SCB0049956. 

And it is an email from to 

and , dated February 15, 2012. Really, it's just the first 

email or the email at the top of the page. 

Mr. Kenny. It looks like there are two document s attached here. 

The last page is a different Bates number. 

Ms. Betz. Oh, it must be our copying. 

Mr. Kenny. Actually, there's several. 

Ms. Jackson. Just the last page. 

Ms. Betz. Just the last page. 

Mr . Kenny. So are we going to mark that as a separate exhibit? 

Ms . Betz. Just tear it off. 

Mr . Kenny. Thank you. 

Ms. Jackson. We'll shred them. You can just tear it up if you 

want. Ta ke the last page off. 

Mr.- Okay. 

Mr . Snyder. See, now it reads completely differently. 

Ms . Jackson. We're not even going there. 

Ms. Betz. We're not even going there, exactly. 

BY MS . BETZ: 

Q So returning to our discussion of Villas A, B, and c and 

the decision to move forward with B and C, this is an email exchange, 
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as I noted) between 

in Tripoli) and 

and the RSO in Benghazi) the RSO 

Who is ? 

A is one of the officers in the Office of Physical 

Security Programs) Project Coordination Branch. 

Q And is --

A Same. 

Q Same. 

A Yes. 

Q And ) just for point of clarification) was 

somebody that worked on a daily basis with those in Benghazi regarding 

physical security elements? 

A Yes) he was the principal point of contact. Libya was in 

his portfolio within Project Coordination Branch. 

Q And did you meet frequently with ? Did he 

maybe did not report to you directly) but were you briefed on what he 

was doing with regard to these security measures? 

A I would inquire from IIIII when necessary. But no) I did 

not meet frequently with him. 

Q Okay. But his information is credible. We don't have any 

reason to believe what he's suggesting is inaccurate? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Jackson. So he was good at what he did? 

Mr. - He was good in his-responsibilities as an adviser on 

physical security matters. 
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Ms. Jackson. And he understood the process and was accurate in 

his work, and did you have full confidence in his work? 

Mr. - I believe that he was a competent officer in the job 

that he was hired for. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So at the top of the email exchange, says, 

- I do not know who was responsible or why the decision was made 

to relinquish Villa A, but I believe that the compound created by this 

arrangement, Villa A and Villa B, was an exceptional facility that 

satisfied the operational requirements of your post." 

It goes on to say, "Perhaps your question would be best raised 

by the principal officer with NEA/EX and OBO real estate before you 

go too far down the path of returning Villa A to the owner ..... 

So this email suggests that has concerns about 

Villa 8 and C moving forward. Is that fair? 

A Since he makes very little reference to Villa C, it's sort 

of hard to infer from him what his assessment would be of Villa C. From 

this it's clear that he has a comfort level with Villas A and B, but 

it does not discredit what his opinion would ' ve been of Villas B and 

c. 

Q Do you recall -- oh, I'm sorry. 

A That's it . 

Q Do you recall if an assessment was ever conducted on Villa 

C, a security assessment? 

A I don't. No, I don't. 
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Q But do you have any reason to believe that his concern was 

not a viable concern with regard to the security or his preference for 

Villa A and B, given he was on the ground at the time that Villa A and 

B were occupied by the mission? 

A It appears that he is responding to the assessment from 

1111111 and basically stating that there is more information that's 

out there that he doesn't have and that they need to seek NEA/ EX and 

OBO for more information on why the decision was made to -- why that 

decision was made. 

Q Are you aware of any type of discussion like this around 

the time that the extension memo was approved, cleared and approved 

in December? 

A That there was a recommendation to consolidate on those 

Q Yeah. 

A -- to consolidate the size of the compound? 

Q Not the size, per se, but any type of similar discussion 

as to the choices to move Villa A and B forward versus B and c. Do 

you recall any of those type of discussions, and did they rise to your 

level? 

A I only recall that there was a discussion to consolidate 

the size of the operation. 

Q But not necessarily which villas? 

A Correct. 

Q And is that a decision that should've been brought to your 

attention? 
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A No. 

Q Do you recall having any general conversations about 

co-locating at this time? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall having any type of discussion about 

co-locating? 

A No. 

Q So not in June -- you don't recall having a discussion in 

June 2011 about co-locating? 

A No, I don't. 

Q Or in December 2011 about co-locating? 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q So that's a discussion that would not come to you or rise 

to your level? 

A I just don't recall there being any discussion on 

co-location. 

Q Do you know who wou ld've had those discussions? 

A No. 

Q Do you recall? 

A I don ' t recall. 

Q Okay . 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q And co-location is one of the requirements under SECCA . Is 

that correct? 

A Yes, co-location is one of the requirements under SECCA 
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where there is a constructed facility) where the U.S. Government 

constructs a facility for its operation. Then if there are other 

U.S. Government entities that are out there) separate facilities) that 

the requirement would be that they are co-located under the newly built 

facility. 

Q Is it just newly built facilities) or is it also newly 

acquired facilities? 

A To my recollection) I can only recall cases of newly built 

facilities. 

Q And when we're talking about the security of compounds and 

under SECCAJ is it your understanding that there are two requirements) 

one being the co-location and the other one being a 100-foot setback? 

A Yes. 

Q Are there other provisions under SECCA that you recall that 

deal with physical security or the security of a U.S. Government 

facility overseas? 

A Those are the two that come to mind. 

Q Okay. So any other standards that we're talking about) 

such as height of wall or anti-climb or drop-arms) those would all fall 

under OSPB standards? 

A Yes. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q So moving forward) the extension is moving forward) were 

you aware or do you recall any concerns from those on the ground about 

obtaining any type of physical security measure or anything like that) 
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any barriers that they were experiencing or that kind of thing? 

A I recall that there was continuous conversation between the 

Office of Physical Security Programs) the Office of Security 

Technology J and the personnel on the ground about things that) you know) 

the current situation and things that could be done to make 

improvements. I recall there being a discussion about some vehicle 

barriers that the British were offering). and I believe in the end they 

were given to the people on the compound. 

And there were other continual upgrades being made. I recall 

grilling on the windows) that even though the Villas had window 

grilling) there was an office that did not have it or that had 

substandard grilling) and there was a discussion of upgrading the 

grilling on the windows of that compound . 

I recall there being a discussion about creating escape hatches 

within the grills . And I recall an early conversation about 

establishing safe havens) hardened areas within the facilities . Those 

are just some of the ones that come to mind. 

Q Do you recall concerns about the perimeter wall? Were 

those brought to your attention? 

A I recall there being an i ssue about establishing guard 

platforms on the perimeter wall. And I recall that there was the 

satchel bomb that was placed against the perimeter wall and damage that 

resulted from that. 

Q Do you recall concerns that t he RSOs were expressing about 

the landlord's unwillingness to address certain security issues iike 
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the perimeter wall? Were those brought to your attention? 

A I don 't recall anything about the landlord not wanting to 

address. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q You said guard platforms or guard towers? 

A Guard platforms. 

Q And those would be like elevated platforms so you could see 

over the wall? 

A Yes . 

I mean) I'm just wanting -­

Yes. Exactly. 

Q Were those ever funded and built? 

A Yes. 

Q The guard platforms were? 

A Yes. 

Q Is there a distinction between that and a guard tower? 

A There is a distinction between that and a guard tower. A 

tower would be a freestanding entity that gives the guard cover and 

may be placed on the outside of the wall. It may be built into the 

wall or it could be erected behind the well. Platforms generally are 

going to-- it ' s just thatj it's a platform behind the wall. The 

thought behind both is to give the guard an elevated presence so that 

he can see activities going on beyond the wall and on the outside in 

both directions. 

Q Were guard towers requested for Benghazi? 

A I don ' t recall there being guard towers requested for 

Benghazi. 
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Q Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ: 

Q Do you recall the mission requesting the assistance of a 

physical security specialist to come do an assessment on B and C? Do 

you recall any conversations or requests coming from Benghazi? 

A No . But we -- there were physical security specialists who 

visited Benghazi. visited Benghazi. 

visited Benghazi. They are physical security specialists . 

Q Once the mission was extended and Villas B and C became the 

compound , do you recall any physical security specialist being sent 

to do an assessment on that, on the new compound per se? 

A I do not . 

Q Okay . Going back , you just talked about your recollection 

of the sort of satchel attac k on the perimeter wall. 

A Yes. 

Q How were you notified of the attack? 

A The 8 o'clock meeting that I spoke of the next day, I know 

that that was one of the points that was brought up at that -- in that 

briefing . There was also a spot report that was done, that's generally 

done shortly after an incident, and it would have come up on that as 

well . 

Q So were you a recipient of all the spot reports and cables 

that were being sent from Benghazi and Libya to the State Department, 

to DS? Would you have been a recipient on those? 

A Yes . 
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Q And what steps did you take or what did you do after that 

VTC describing the satchel incident? 

A I'm going to confer at that point with Physical Security 

ProgramsJ have them reach out to the personnel that are on the groundJ 

give us an assessment of the damage and what are the repairs that are 

going to be neededJ and if there is funding that needs to take place 

from usJ from Physical Security ProgramsJ in order to get it done. 

Q Is there any revisiting that's done as to maybe we need to 

do something more rather than just repairing and rebuilding the wall? 

A That's a matter that the post personnel on the ground would 

discussJ and then if they recommend thatJ that discussion would then 

continue with the personnel within Physical Security Programs. 

Q I'm going to show you what is marked as exhibit 10J a 

document. 

111111 Exhibit No. 10 

Was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. ·BETZ : 

Q For identification purposesJ this is State Department 

document C05388866. It is a series of email exchanges from Scott 

Bultrowicz to Charlene LambJ copying Eric Boswell and the witness. And 

I'll give the witness a second to look at the document. 

A Okay. 

Q And just for the recordJ as I statedJ the witness is on the 

series of email exchanges. And I want to focus on the third email 

exchange as well as the one above it . And in itJ PDAS Bultrowicz is 
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inquiring of DAS LambJ as well as to youJ as well as Assistant Secretary 

Boswell. 

"Charlene) this along with last week's incident is troubling. 

What is posts current movement operations? " 

In the email above itJ she responds and describes that they are 

in lockdown. But I want to focus on the last couple of sentences . "If 

the tide is turning and they are now looking for Americans and 

Westerners to attackJ that is a game changer. We are not staffed or 

resourced adequately to protect our people in that type of an 

environment. We are a soft target against the resources available to 

the bad guys there. Not to mention there is no continuity because we 

do everything there with TDY personnel. The cost to continue to do ·I 
business there may become challenging . " Unquote. 

Do you recall this email exchange? 

A Yes. I really don'tJ but I -- yeah. But I'm on here and 

I would have --

Q WellJ let me ask you this . So this is an email exchange 

that comes subsequent to the second attack on the facility and the same 

day that the U.K. Ambassador's motorcade was attacked. And so it seems 

that there is a trend starting or occurring with regard to attacks. 

Were you concerned by theseJ THIS series of incidents that were 

unfolding? 

A YesJ it would have ~- yesJ I would have -- I was concerned 

about the activities going onJ on the ground in Benghazi. 

Q Did you have any discussions with either Assistant 
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Secretary Boswell or PDAS Bultrowicz or DAS Lamb with regard to this 

email or just the incidents in general and any type of assessments or 

reviews that needed to be done? 

A I don ' t recall any specific discussions ba sed on this 

activity) particularly as it related to the physical security profile. 

Ms. Jackson . Beyond those people) did you direct your people to 

evaluate or reeva l uate the physical sec ur ity stature of t he compound ? 

Mr.- No) I did not direct my people to do so) mainly because 

of their frequent communications with the personnel on t he ground i n 

Benghazi. So they would have not needed my direction to reach out and 
" D. \)-f e.. '{"'\ cc.c:\. 

say : We've seen that this -M;. ,...., 1!5t.) do you need anything from us? 

Ms. Jac kson . Did your people then bring it to your attention? 

Did they ) you know) bring it up to your attention following these 

events) that we ' ve been in discussion with the people on the ground? 

Mr.- No. 

BY MS . BETZ : 

Q Just moving forward to August 2012) and we talked about you 

be i ng a recipient of different cables) were you aware of the Emergency 

Action Committee -- let's take this back . You're awa r e of an EAC? 

A Yes ) I 'm familiar with an EAC . 

Q And you ' re aware of EAC cables that are sent descri bing 

events and requests that may be forthcoming? 

A Yes) I am familiar with EAC cables. 

Q And were you aware or informed of any EAC ca ble that came 

out of Benghazi on or around August 15-16? 

1 I 
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A I don't recall a specific EAC cable from that time. 

Q So no one brought to your attention any concerns or any 

forthcoming requests that may be coming from Benghazi with additional 

physical security requests? 

A I don't recall any specific requests. That's not to say 

that there weren't any made. I just don't recall any specific cable 

from an August EAC. 

Q Well let me ask you this) were you involved in any 

conversations about making the mission permanent at that point in time) 

whether in July J August? Were you a part of any discussions about the 

future of Benghazi and its future? 

A I recall that somewhere during that timeframe that there 

was a monthly meeting held that was chaired by Under Secretary Kennedy 

and NEA/EX being the other main body there) but also attending the 

meeting with the Diplomatic Security and OBO personnel) of which you 

would cover a list of issues in the NEA region that were of importance 

and they wanted deeper engagement with Under Secretary Kennedy on. 

I know that during one of those meetings during that timeframe 

the question was asked -- that was also coinciding with the time that 

they were asking to extend for the year . And so permanent) not 

necessarily in that word) but what's the future for Benghazi) and I 

think the decision was made that we would remain there until at least 

December of 2012. 

Q Okay. 

Ms. Jackson. And so throughout the time that Benghazi was in 
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existence) there were these monthly meetings that were chaired by Under 

Secretary Kennedy involving every location within NEA. Is that 

correct? 

Mr. 111111 Correct. Yes. Well) locations with NEA that they 

needed more input on. 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. 

BY MS. BETZ : 

Q Let me ask you this. Were there other meetings or task 

force that you were a part of that you were aware that DS was a part 

of that dealt with Libya per se? 

A Yeah) there would've been --there was a weekly discussion 

with OBO on activities worldwide. And it was called the risk 

management -- the risk meeting) I think is what it was titled. It was 

generally on Fridays. And again) depending on what was going -- you 

know) what were the issues of significance from the previous week) they 

would always go on the discussion agenda. 

Q Do you recall being a part of or DS being a part of the COWGJ 

the Contingency Operation Working Group? 

A Yes. 

Q And was that Libya specific? 

A No. NoJ that was broader than Libya. And -- yes) it was 

much broader than just Libya . Mainly NEA posts) but definitely not 

solely Libya and not solely NEA. NEAJ SCA posts seemed to be the major 

l ocat ions that were discussed. 

Q Do you recall any other working groups that might have been 
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shared by DAS Lamb or PDAS Bultrowicz about Libya specific? Are you 

aware of any other type of working group or task force? 

A I don't recall any others. 

BY MS. JACKSON: 

Q . Just a couple concluding questions. You said at the very 

outset -- so it has been a while -- that one of the offices that you 

directed dealt with protective equipment) I believe? 

A Yes. 

Q And I believe you might have mentioned that it included the 

fully armored vehicles) things like that . Did it also include 

weaponry? 

A Yes) it did. 

Q Okay . Do you recall requests ever coming in from the agents 

in Benghazi that they wanted machine guns) SAWs) fully automatic 

weapons? 

A No) I don't. I've seen documentation on what was sent to 

Benghazi) what was sent to Tripoli) but I don't recall there being a 

request for SAWs. That's not to say there wasn't; I just don't recall 

it. 

Q Okay. Who would have been in charge of handling that 

request? 

A For weaponry of that specificity) it would have been the 

decision of the Defensive Equipment Policy Review Board) or it may have 

been called the Firearms Policy Review Board at that time) because 

that ' s not a type of weapon that is normally deployed) that we normally 
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deploy abroad. So it would have been a decision of that board to 

deploy. 

Q And would those requests have been funneled through you 

before it went to that board? 

A They would have initially come to DEAV. And DEAV is a 

sitting member on that board, and the office director of Physical 

Security Programs is also sitting director on the board . It's chaired 

by the deputy assistant secretary for training. And so that would be 

the group that would have taken up that issue. 

Q But would you have been informed of it, if --

A Yes. Yeah, I would have been informed of it. But I don't 

recall being informed of a request for SAWs . 

Q And if I could just briefly go back to exhibit 1, which was 

the sort of legal opinion as to whether SECCA applied to a facility 

in Benghazi. I 'll give you a moment to pull that one out. 

And at the bottom of the first page, I want to go to the -- what 

would be the third paragraph, where it says -- the legal opinion is, 

You've told us before that this was never brought to your 

attention. Is that a correct recollection of that? 
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A Correct. That is correct. 

Q Would you have been that appropriately senior official that 

it should have been brought to? 

A It could have been me or someone in my -- within the chain) 

particularly the director of Physical Security Programs. 

Q As you sit here and read this nowJ would you have expected 

your people to have brought this to your attention) to say we've got 

a unique situation here? 

A I would have expected them to consult first with the legal 

team to see what was being discussed and upon their advice then move 

forward from that point on. 

Q Okay. And they ' ve given their advice. What would you have 

expected your people to do with that advice? 

A I'm not understanding. I see that there had been a legal 

opinion rendered and that they followed their advice based on the legal 

opinion that was rendered. 

Q And so you - - all right. 

Ms. Welcher. And I believe we previously discussed that this 

legal opinion was not with regards to the villas that were ultimately 

occupied) correct? 

Ms. Jackson. Well 

Ms. Betz . I think we left it undefined. 

Ms . Jackson . Uh-huh. 

How many facilities overseas were there like Benghazi in 2011 and 

2012J where they were not officially notified to the host government) 
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applicable to them? How many other facilities we re t here like 

Benghazi? 

Mr. 111111 I believe Benghazi was the only facility like 

Benghazi? 

Ms. Jackson. Okay. That's all I have. 

Ms. Betz. That's all we have. 

Ms. Jackson. We'll go off the record. 

[Recess . ] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q We'll go back on the record. The time is 1:30 p.m. 

89 

Ambassador) again) than k you. Appreciate your patience here 

today. Just have a few follow-up questions regarding some matters that 

were discussed in the previous rounds and t hen hopefully we can have 

you on your way. 

I'd like to redirect your attention) if I could) to both exhibit 7 

and 8. Exhibit 7 is an email chain t hat you are not on that includes 

the thread from J and then exhibit 8 is the action memo 

dated September 27J 2011. 

And just so the record is clear) there was an assertion at the 

beginning of the hour . I just wanted to ask fo r you to cla rify ) at 

the time that you received this memo) at the time the memo was passed 

on to Under Secretary Kennedy J you were serving as the acting principal 

deputy assistant secretary for diplomatic security. Is t hat correct? 

A That's correct. 
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Q And then for the purposes of reviewing this memoJ at that 

time you represented all of the Bureau of Diplomatic Security's 

interests or equities? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And if I could direct your attention specifically 

to exhibit 7 J the second page at the bottom} you were read the comment 

at the top of this page. The email immediately preceding your 

clearance and the comment that is attached} it appears to be an email 

from to a series of other individuals} 

Do you recognize any of these names on this line? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And I'll just read for the record Ms.lllllll' email 

readsJ quote: "Please provide comments/clearance on the attached AM 

toM on the future of Benghazi operations by tomorrow at noon. This 

is a redraft of a memo we have cleared before}" close quote. 

And just to ask for your understanding of who these individuals 

areJ not with specificity} but what level these individuals served 

within the bureau. 

A They're special assistants to the DAS's within the 

directorates of Diplomatic Security. 

Q And you discuss a couple of those DAS positions. But do 

you see here the special assistant for the DAS for international 

programs? 

A I see three. 

Q You see three? Okay. So there were multiple special 
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assistants 

A Yes. 

Q -- for certain 

A Correct. 

Q -- deputy assistant secretaries? And is that because some 

of those offices tended to be more busy and required more support from 

special assistants? Is that in general --

A I assume that that's the reason. 

Q And so just to understand a little bit about the process 

here. So Ms.lllllll who it's listed here is a special assistant in 

Assistant Secretary Boswell at the time's office) is requesting a 

comment then from this group of individuals. Did this also include 

your special assistant? 

A It included the special assistant for Countermeasures and 

the special assistant to the director of diplomatic security) yes. 

Q Okay. Thank you. That's helpful. 

So the process) just so that we better understand here) appears 

to be that Ms. - is reaching out to the special assistants for these 

various deputy assistant secretaries within the Bureau of Diplomatic 

Security and asking for their input on this memo before it's cleared. 

Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q And then would the role of Ms. - be then to receive any 

comments and consolidate those for you to review? 

A Yes. 
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Q Okay. And moving up the chain, the comment that this 

operation continues to be an unfunded mandate and a drain on personnel 

resources, I believe you indicated in the last hour that those weren't 

concerns that were originated within the Countermeasures directorate . 

Is that correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. Do you recall the source of those comments? 

A I do not. 

Q Or which office? Okay. 

A No, I don't. 

Q Okay. But it seems -- to you, does it seem likely that that 

comment originated based on the email below from one of those special 

assistants who would have consulted with their deputy assistant 

secretary? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And at the time, you had no reason to question, 

including this comment, in this particular line? 

A No. 

Q Okay. If I could direct your attent i on now to exhibit 8. 

The bottom of the first page, there' s a line that reads, quote: 

"Because of budget constraints" -- it is the last sentence in the 

paragraph -- quote, "Because of budget constraints and the reduced 

footprint, Diplomatic Security ' s current presence consists of two 

Special Agents with an additional three slots currently unfilled," 

close quote. 
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And you were asked about your awareness of staffingJ security 

staffing requirements in Benghazi in the last round. What I'd like 

to ask you now is whether you were aware ofJ when it refers here to 

budget constraintsJ what that was referring to. 

A NoJ I'm notJ I'm not aware of what that was referring to. 

Q Okay. In the context hereJ does it appear to be referring 

to the staffing requirements for Diplomatic Security agents in 

Benghazi? 

A I don't know if it's speci fie to the staffing requirements 

or overall security operations for Benghazi. 

Q And for the way an action memo would workJ because this 

particular sentence references Diplomatic SecurityJ is it your 

understanding that that language or that information would have been 

provided by DS representatives? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. So you believe the source of that sentence came from 

someone within the Bureau of Diplomatic Security? 

A I do. 

Q Okay. And just so we better understandJ you did ultimately 

clear on this memo. Is that correct? 

A That is correct. 

Q Okay. And I ta ke it then that you agreed with both the 

recommendations in here that the special mission should be extended 

for 1 year as well as that the lease for Villa A should be dropped and 

the presence should be consolidated to Villa B and C. Is that right? 
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A That's correct. 

Q So Ms. 111111 statement where you clear but there's a 

comment that's attached to thatJ is the purpose of that comment to 

convey in any way that the bureau would not provide any of the security 

resources that were discussed in this memo? 

A NoJ that's not the indication. 

Q Okay. Was the comment meant to indicate that the bureau 

wouldn ' t support the continuation of the special mission if it was 

deemed necessary? 

A No. 

Q And you were asked a series of questions about the speci fie 

configuration) whether Villas A and B versus B and C. I'd just li ke 

to askJ at the time that you reviewed this memo J did you have any serious 

concerns about the physical security platform at the special mission? 

A NoJ I did not. 

Q Did you believe that the Department's personnel were 

occupying an unsafe facility in Benghazi? 

A NoJ I did not. 

Q And if you had had serious concerns at this time about the 

physical security platform at the Special Miss i on Compound) Villas B 

and CJ or that personnel were occupying an unsafe facility) wou ld you 

have cleared on this action memo? 

A I would have noted it in comments similar to what was stated 

for the others) andJ noJ I would not have cleared. 

Q Sure. 
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And if I could direct your attention to the bottom of page 3. The 

last line there at the bottom readsJ there's anJ "Attachment: 

Tab -- Benghazi proposal." Do you recall reviewing a Benghazi proposal 

at this timeJ some sort of attachment to this action plan? 

A YeahJ I don't have recall of what the Benghazi proposal was. 

Q Okay. We'll go ahead and mark -- this will be exhibit 11. 

111111 Exhibit No. 11 

Was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Kenny . This is a mul tipage document. It bears the document 

number (05391931. And it's a multipage documentJ so I'm just going 

to refer you -- I'll provide you an opportunity to review thisJ if you 

like. I'm just going to focus your attention on the first page and 

then the top of the second page. 

Mr. 111111 Okay . 
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[1:38 p.m.] 

BY MR. KENNY: 

Q Again, I had asked you to go to page 3 of the action memo 

where it indicates that there is an attachment. As you sit here today, 

does this document appear to be the attachment that accompanied this 

action memo? 

A Yes. 

Q Okay. And I would like to read just the middle of the page, 

of the first page. This document appears to be discussing the various 

options at the time. 

And perhaps before we dig into exhibit 11 a little bit, I would 

like to ask for your understanding of this process, it was apparently 

played out over a holiday period, you were the acting PDAS at the time. 

I will just note that in exhibit No. 7, I believe, Ms. IIIII in 

the first email sends a request at 3 p.m. on December 22 and asks for 

clearance by the following day at noon. It seems like a fairly short 

period of time to review this, but she also indicates that this is a 

redraft of a memo. 

Do you recall at this time whether there were other facilities 

that were under consideration and those facilities may have fallen 

through at the last minute, for instance? 

A No, I don't recall. 

Q Okay, t hat is fine. Maybe I can help refresh your 

recollection with exhibit 11. 

But before we do that, we will start in the middle of the page 
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here, on the first page, it reads, quote: "Given the uncertain future 

for this place and the security environment's evolution over time, we 

did our best to consider all relevant factors . We had several key 

factors in mind when ranking our recommendations, to include current 

and likely future security posture, security enhancements at all sites, . 

including the possibility of requesting reasonable waivers, other 

costs -- all of them -- from security to set-up, to break-down, to 

moving, upgrades, equipment/furniture, and life services, general 

quality of life issues. Weighing all of these things, our rank-ordered 

preferences for a new home are as follows: 1. Condense down into 

Villas B&C; 2. Two, move entire operation to Villa E; 3. Condense 

down to Villas A and B; 4. (last resort) Move entire operation to Villa 

D." Close quote. 

Again, here there is a reference to a Villa D. Do you recall a 

discussion about Villa D in the late December timeframe? 

A I do not. 

Q That's fine. Just directing your attention to the 

discussion that begins on the second page, there is the various 

configurations laid out, appears to be advantages and disadvantages 

listed. For option number 1, which is Villas B and C, if you go to 

the fifth tick, the fifth bullet down, it reads: "Best option from 

a security perspective -- multiple ingress/egress, best footprint and 

setback of the available options, accommodation for TNC guards, 

reasonable upgrades will help harden." Close quote. 

Based on seeing this, is it your understanding -- and first let 
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me ask it this way. When you read language like this, evaluating a 

facility from a security perspective, is you r expectation that that 

would reflect the view of the RSO or the security professional on the 

ground? 

A Definitely the view of security personnel who had been 

consu l ted. 

Q Okay. So here does it appear that a security professional 

in Benghazi had evaluated Vil las 8 and C and was making an assessment 

that Villas 8 and C were the best from a security perspective of the 

various options that were listed? 

A I couldn't say that it was a security professional from 

Benghazi, but I would say that it is definitely from consultations with 

security professionals who understood the situation of those 

facilities in Benghazi . 

Q Okay. But at least here there appears to be some discussion 

about which configuration would be best from a security perspective? 

A Correct. Correct. 

Q And based on that discussion it appears that Villas B and 

C were considered the best security option --

A Correct. 

Q -- at that time. 

A Yes. 

Q And if Diplomatic Security had had concerns about physical 

security at Villas B and C, would you have expected that to be reflected 

in some way contemporaneous with this action memo? 
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A Yes. 

Q Okay. And did they? 

A Not that I'm aware of. 

Q And, sir, just reading through my notes here, I did have 

one brief question for you. You had had earlier identified four 

potential sources of funding. 

A Yes. 

Q You had PSP, program for security -- Physical Security 

Programs? 

A Yes . 

Q OBO, Overseas Building Operations. You had said the 

International Programs Directorate. Is that DS/IP? 

' A That ' s correct. 

Q And you had also said the Near Eastern Affairs Executive 

Office? 

A Yes. 

Q I s that what is otherwise known as NEA/EX? 

A That is correct. 

Q I would, sir, just like to offer you the opportunity, there 

was a discussion in the last round about some of the physical sec urity 

upgrades that were implemented, and your understanding that they were 

continuing to be implemented at the special mission. I would just like 

to offer you the opportunity, if you would like, to comment on that. 

I know the Accountability Review Board examined the physical security 

platform in Benghazi and they had also documented a series of upgrades 
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that were undertaken. 

So I would just like to offer you the opportunity if you had 

anything you would like it add on that point. 

A No, I think -- I remember covering several of them that were 

done. Had the wall -- we did the platform on the wall . We did install 

drop arms, even though initially the landlo rd wasn It agreeable to that, 

so drop arms were installed . There were safe havens put in each of 

the residences that was there. It was the grilling done on the windows 

that were not grilled. And those are some of t he things that come to 

mind right off the bat. 

Of course there we re lots of technical security things done as 

well. An imminent danger notification alarm was put in. There were 

other alarms installed. There were cameras installed around the 

compound. There were digital video recorders installed in the 

compound in order to capture what was there -- to record what was being 

captured on the cameras. 

Q And those were all physical security upgrades that were 

undertaken by your office? 

A That is correct. 

Q And they were funded by your office as well? 

A That is correct. 

Q Do you recall learning that funding from OBO was inhibited 

in any way because of the temporary nature of the facility, that it 

was a short-term lease? 

A I don It recall that conversation. I am aware that it took 
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place. It did not take place with me being present, but I I m aware that 

there were discussions. 

Q Okay. And who would those discussions have taken place 

between? 

A There would have been OBO and my -- and the personnel from 

Security Physical Programs or other individuals. 

Q So individuals underneath you? 

A Correct. Correct. 

Q And I know there has been a lot of discussion about setback 

today . Can you just explain just real briefly why setback is 

important? 

A Setback is i mportant for multiple reasons. The one that Is 

most prevalent is the mitigation of a blast impact, that it has been 

discovered that 100 feet -- that a blast equivalent to 5,000 pounds 

of TNT on a new building at 100 feet is -- that is the building is a 

sustainable building from that distance, reducing that distance 

released a higher vulnerability of progressive collapse of a building. 

In addition to blasts, you are provided some other benefits, such 

as standoff from counterintelligence attacks and other technical 

attacks against your facility. And one other very practical one is 

the fact that i f there is an intruder on the compound that distance 

of 100 feet from the perimeter to the facade of the building or the 

door provides sufficient reaction time to loc k down the building for 

personnel , fo r the secur ity personnel that are i nside . 

Q Okay . And do you know whether -- there has been an extended 
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conversation about) in our discussion today) about setback and what 

the requirements are for it. And I would just like to ask your 

understanding) to the extent that there may have been deficiencies with 

respect to setback at the Special Mission Compound on the night of the 

attacks) do you know if that ended up being a vulnerability that was 

exploited on that night? 

A I do not believe there was a vulnerability that was 

exploited on that night. 

Q Okay . At this point we'd like to shift gears a little bit. 

A Okay. 

Q This is something that we do with all the witnesses that 

come in. There has been a series of public allegations that have been 

made about the attacks over the last 3-1/ 2 years) and we have asked 

every witness whether they have any firsthand personal knowledge to 

substantiate or corroborate those allegations. I would like to take 

that opportunity to do that with you now. There are about a dozen of 

them so please bear with me . And not asking for you to speculate J just 

asking whether you have any firsthand knowledge of evidence to support 

these allegations. 

First ) 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" --Leon Panetta-- "to stand down)" close quote) and this resulted 

in the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in Benghazi. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State Clinton ordered 
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Secretary of Defense Panetta to stand down on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Sec retary of State Clinton 

issued any kind of order to Secretary of Defense Panetta on the night 

of the attacks? 

A None. 

Q NextJ it has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya . The Washington 

Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave itJ quoteJ "four 

PinocchiosJ" close quoteJ its highest award for false claims. 

Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton personally signed 

in April of 2012 a cable denying security resources to Libya? 

A None. 

Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

personally involved in provid ing specific instruction on day-to-day 

security resources in Benghazi? 

A None. 

Q It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton misrepresented 

or fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhaf i to his own 

people in order to garner support fo r military options in Libya in 

spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence Secretary Clinton misrepresented of 

fabricated intelligence on the risk posed by Qadhafi to his own people 

in order to garner support for military operations in Libya in spring 

2011? 
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A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 

included transferring weapons to Syrian rebels or to other countries. 

A bipartisan report issued by the House Permanent Select Committee on 

Intelligence found that) quote) "The CIA was not collecting and 

shipping arms from Libya to Syria)" close quote) and they further found) 

quote) "no support for this allegation)" close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the House Intelligence 

Committee's bipartisan report finding that the CIA was not shipping 

arms from Libya to Syria? 

A None . 

Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. facilities in 

Benghazi were being used to facilitate weapons transfers from Libya 

to Syria or to any other foreign country? 

A No. 

Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporarily delayed 

from departing the Annex on the night of the attack 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 i ssued a bipartisan report 

concluding that the team was not ordered toJ quote) "stand down)" close 

quote) but that instead there were tactical disagreements on the ground 

over how quickly to depart. 

Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 

Intelligence Committee's finding that there was no stand-down order 
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to CIA personnel? 

A None . 

Q Setting aside whether you personally agree with the 

decision 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 

CIA security personnel who departed the Annex to assist the Special 

Mission Compound? 

A No. 

Q A concern has been raised by one individual in the course 

of producing documents to the Accountability Review Boa r d damaging 

documents may have been removed or scrubbed out of that production. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 

removed or scrubbed damaging documents from materials that were 

provided to the ARB? 

A None . 

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 for documents that were provided 

to Congress. 

Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State Department 

removed or scrubbed damaging document from the materials that were 

provided to Congress? 

A No. 
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Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell 

altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi attacks for 

political reasons and that he then misrepresented his actions when he 

told Congress that the CIA, quote, "faithfully performed our duties 

in accordance with the highest standards of objectivity and 

nonpartisanship," close quote. 

Do you have any evidence the CIA Deputy Director Mike Morell gave 

false or intentionally misleading testimony to Congress about the 

Benghazi talking points? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Morell 

altered the talking points provided Congress for political reasons? 

A No. 

Q It has been alleged t hat Ambassador Susan Rice made an 

intentional representation when she spoke on the Sunday t alk shows 

about the Benghazi attacks. 

I'll try that again. It has been alleged that Ambassador Susan 

Rice made an intentional mi srepresentation 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 t he President of the United States was, 

quote, "virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief," close quote, on the night 

of the attacks and that he was missing in action. 
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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 U.S. military 

personnel who were stationed at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the 

attacks were considering flyi ng on a second plane in Benghazi) were 

then ordered by their superiors to quote) "stand down)" meaning to cease 

all operations. Mi litary officials have stated that those four 

individuals were instead ordered toJ quote) "remain in place)" close 

quote) in Tripoli to provide security and medical assistance at that 

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. mil ita ry personnel in Tripoli who sought to join the fight in 

Benghazi)" close quote. 

Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of the House 

Armed Services Committee that was there 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 J 

former Republican Congressman Howard "Buck" McKeon) the former 

chairman of the House Armed Services Committee) conducted a review of 
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the attacks, after which he stated, quote, "Given where the troops were, 

how quickly the thing all happened, and how quickly it dissipated, we 

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

Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman McKeon's 

conclusion? 

A No. 

Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had military 

assets available to them on the night of the attacks that could have 

saved lives but that the Pentagon leadership intentionally decided not 

to deploy? 

A No. 

Mr . Kenny . And, Ambassador, I believe that's all we have at this 

point. So thank you again. 

We'll go off the record. 

[Whereupon, at 1:58 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 
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