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Good morning. This i s a transcribed i n t e r v i e w of 

General Carter Ham. 

Welcome, General, and thank you f o r coming today. 

I t h i n k those i n the room have already introduced themselves. And 

f o r the record, the record of our proceedings w i l l show those who are 

i n attendance. However, f o r the record, again, I am^jj £ 

I'm a professional s t a f f member wit h the House Armed Services Committee. 

As you may know, General, the Committee on Oversight and Government 

Reform and the Committee on Armed Services are among the committees i n 

the U.S. House of Representatives who are i n v e s t i g a t i n g many aspects 

of the attack on the U.S. f a c i l i t i e s i n Benghazi, Libya, i n September 

2012. The topics being considered include how the U.S. Government was 

prepared i n advance of those attacks, how i t responded when the attacks 

s t a r t e d , and what changes have been i n s t i t u t e d as a r e s u l t of lessons 

learned. 

I am joined today by colleagues representing the chairman and 

ranking minority members of the Committee on Oversight and Government 

Reform and the Committee on Armed Services. In f a c t , I am joined today 

by the chairman of the Armed Services Committee and the chairman -- oh, 

and the chairman of the Oversight and Government Reform Committee, i n 

a d d i t i o n t o the s t a f f . 

I n order to s i m p l i f y these proceedings, I'm making these 

int r o d u c t o r y remarks and w i l l s t a r t the questioning, but please 

understand t h a t t h i s interview i s an equal and j o i n t e f f o r t of both 

committees. 



We w i l l proceed i n the f o l l o w i n g way. I and a representative of 

the other committee's chairman w i l l ask questions f o r the f i r s t hour. 

Then representatives f o r the ranking m i n o r i t y members w i l l have an t o 

pose questions. We w i l l a l t e r n a t e t h i s way u n t i l our questions are 

completed. 

We w i l l recess f o r a short lunch or not, as you maybe in d i c a t e d , 

and take other breaks, but please l e t us know when we are switching 

questioners i f you need some a d d i t i o n a l time f o r any reason. 

During our questioning, we w i l l aim t o have only one questioner 

at a time. An exception t o t h i s may occur i f an a d d i t i o n a l s t a f f member 

requires a f o l l o w up f o r c l a r i f i c a t i o n . I n such instances, i t ' s usually 

most e f f i c i e n t t o do tha t as we proceed rather than at the end. 

Also, because, obviously, the t r a n s c r i p t i o n i s t cannot record 

gestures, we ask t h a t you answer o r a l l y , and i f you for g e t t o do t h i s , 

the t r a n s c r i p t i o n i s t may remind you t o do so. The t r a n s c r i p t i o n i s t may 

also ask you t o s p e l l c e r t a i n terms or unusual phrases t h a t you might 

use i n your answers. 

We hope to proceed methodically and generally chronologically, and 

some of our questions might appear t o be basic, but t h i s i s done t o help 

us c l e a r l y e s t a b l i s h f a c t s and t o c l e a r l y understand the s i t u a t i o n i n 

Libya. 

We ask that you give complete and fulsome replies t o questions 

based on your best r e c o l l e c t i o n s . Please provide u n c l a s s i f i e d 

i nformation t o the greatest extent possible. I f i t ' s necessary t o 

provide c l a s s i f i e d information i n response to questions, everyone i n 



t h i s room i s cleared t o the top secret l e v e l , and therefore, you should 

hot hesitate t o provide relevant information and d e t a i l s up t o t h a t 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n l e v e l . 

Furthermore, i f a question i s unclear or i f you are uncertain i n 

your response, please l e t us know. I f you do know or remember the answer 

: 

t o a question or do not remember, simply say so. 

You should also understand t h a t although t h i s interview i s not 

under oath, by law, you are required t o answer questions from Congress 

t r u t h f u l l y , i n c l u d i n g questions posed by s t a f f e r s i n an interview such 

as t h i s . 

Do you understand these circumstances? 

General Ham. I do. 

^M*t\ J | J}._ Thank you. I s there any reason you are unable t o 

provide your own t r u t h f u l answers t o today's questions? 

General Ham. No such reason. 

f JL_ Thank you. Pursuant t o an agreement between the 

Armed Services and Oversight and Government Reform Committees and the 

Department of Defense, a t r a n s c r i p t of today's proceedings w i l l be 

provided t o the Department as soon as i t i s prepared. The Department 

w i l l confirm t h a t the t r a n s c r i p t contains top secret ma t e r i a l , or 

a l t e r n a t i v e l y , i t w i l l apply a lower c l a s s i f i c a t i o n t o the document. 

The document -- has also agreed t o r e t u r n the o r i g i n a l t r a n s c r i p t t o 

the committees, along w i t h a second version t h a t includes only secret 

information. 

I n conducting t h i s work, the Department has agreed not t o share 



the contents of previous interview t r a n s c r i p t s w i t h interviewees 

subsequently appearing before the committee or to use these documents 

t o prepare interviewees f o r t h e i r appearances. 

With t h i s i n mind, has the Department made any c l a s s i f i e d 

t r a n s c r i p t i p n from previous interviews available t o you i n preparing 

f o r today? 

General Ham. They have not. 

A^A I p F i n a l l y , I note t h a t you are accompanied by an 

attorney from the Department of Defense. I ask the DOD counsel t o please 

s t a t e your name f o r the record and any statements you may wish t o make. 

Mr. Richards. My name i s Edward Richards. I'm 

Agency counsel. And before we begin, I'd j u s t l i k e t o take a minute 

t o state f o r the record t h a t General Ham, a highly decorated 40-year 

Army veteran and former combatant commander, has cooperated f u l l y w i t h 

the numerous Benghazi-related Congressional i n v e s t i g a t i o n s t o date. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , he accompanied Congressman Chaffetz on his t o u r of the 

U.S. f a c i l i t i e s i n T r i p o l i i n October 2012. Further, he provided a 

telephonic Benghazi b r i e f i n g t o Senators McCain and Graham on October 

19th, 2012. General Ham also b r i e f e d the chairman and ranking member 

of the Senate Homeland Security and Government Reform Committee on 

December 6th, 2012, t o assist i n t h e i r b i p a r t i s a n Benghazi 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n and report. A d d i t i o n a l l y , General Ham provided a 

c l a s s i f i e d b r i e f i n g regarding Benghazi t o members of the House Oversight 

and Government Reform Committee, along with Congressman Rohrabacher, 

on March 15th, 2013, per Chairman Issa's request. 



On Dune 26th, 2013, General Ham provided a c l a s s i f i e d Benghazi 

b r i e f i n g t o the House Armed Services Committee, along w i t h members of 

the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee, at the request of 

the chairman of the HASC Oversight and I n v e s t i g a t i o n Subcommittee. 

Further, General Ham t e s t i f i e d regarding Benghazi at the U.S. A f r i c a 

i . • •'' ' . .. ' ' -
Command posture hearings before the Senate and House Armed Services 

Committees on March 7th, 2013, and March 15th, 2013. I n a d d i t i o n t o 

these congressional engagements, on November 7th, 2012, General Ham 

appeared before the Accountability Review Board, chaired by Admiral 

Mullen and Ambassador Pickering, t o answer t h e i r questions regarding 

Benghazi. 

Neither the ARB report nor any of the many congressional reports 

regarding the t r a g i c events have taken issue with General Ham's command 

decisions i n responding t o the attacks of September 11th and 12th, 2012. 

Thank you. 

Thank you. 

And, General, again, we appreciate very much your service and f o r 

your patience and your p a r t i c i p a t i o n today. 

Do you have any introductory remarks that you -¬

General Ham. I do not. 

P(R.\ | ^ Thank you. So the clock now reads 10:06, I t h i n k , 

and I ' l l s t a r t now the f i r s t hour of questions f o r representatives of 

the committee chair. 

EXAMINATION 

BY M M A K - I 



Q So, General, can you t e l l us when you became AFRICOM 

commander? 

A March 9 t h , 2011. 

Q You became AFRICOM commander when, General? 

A March 9 t h , 2011. 
• 

Q And when did your tenure as AFRICOM commander end? 

A A p r i l 5 t h , 2013. 

Q And i n the time t h a t you were AFRICOM commander, did you v i s i t 

• B Q f l 

H I did. Several times. The f i r s t , I believe, was i n 

December of 2011. 

Q And, General Ham, what about the subsequent v i s i t s ? Do you 

remember the s p e c i f i c -¬

A I don't remember the s p e c i f i c dates, but several v i s i t s , four 

or f i v e , probably. 

Q Four or f i v e others or 

A Four or f i v e other v i s i t s , yes. 

Q So d i r e c t i n g your a t t e n t i o n now t o the December 11th v i s i t , 

you went t o Libya i n the company of the Secretary of Defense, Leon 

Panetta, at tha t time? I s that correct? 

A We met i n T r i p o l i , but, yes, i t was the Secretary o f 

Defense's v i s i t , and I joined him f o r t h a t v i s i t . 

Q And di d you stay f o r the -- di d you overlap precisely - - i n 

other words, did you stay i n the time t h a t he was there? You were i n 

the country at the same time he was? 



A I t h i n k I probably arrived maybe an hour or so before he d i d 

and probably departed an hour or so a f t e r he departed. 

Q I see. And while you were -- you were i n T r i p o l i , correct? 

A Correct. 
• 

Q And did you form, while you were there, a p a r t i c u l a r 

impression of the se c u r i t y s i t u a t i o n i n Libya or T r i p o l i i n p a r t i c u l a r 

during your v i s i t ? 

A Yes. A couple of things struck me during -- t h i s was my 

f i r s t v i s i t t o Libya. F i r s t , was the presence of d i f f e r e n t m i l i t i a , 

most noticeable a t the T r i p o l i a i r p o r t , but then as we --as we traveled 

from the a i r p o r t t o the U.S. diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s , a number of 

checkpoints, again, manned by m i l i t i a , but generally, I was struck by 

the normalcy, i f you w i l l , of T r i p o l i a t t h a t time, t r a f f i c , the shops 

opened, vendors, people out j u s t , you know, doing apparently normal 

d a i l y a c t i v i t i e s . 

Q And i n connection with the diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s , did you 

have any p a r t i c u l a r impression of the extent t o which they were secure, 

insecure? Did you have any p a r t i c u l a r impressions of the security o f 

the actual f a c i l i t i e s , the diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s themselves? 

A I don't r e c a l l anything out of the ordinary, any remarkable 

r e c o l l e c t i o n s of se c u r i t y at the diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s i n T r i p o l i . 

Q And when you were i n country with the Secretary of Defense, 

d i d you and he have an occasion to t a l k about e i t h e r of those topics, 

which i s t o say, the security s i t u a t i o n i n Libya w r i t large? And I 

presume you didn't have an opportunity to t a l k about the physical 
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security since you said you didn't have any p a r t i c u l a r observations 

about t h a t . Did you have an opportunity while you were i n country t o 

r e f l e c t on what you were seeing w i t h the Secretary? 

A Yes. The purpose of the Secretary of Defense's v i s i t 

was -- w e l l , there were several purposes, one of which was a f i r s t v i s i t 

'. • • ; • • . •:• • '' -' • v : 

by him with his counterparts, with the minister of defense, meet the 

chiefj of defense, meet the prime minister of the -- the newly 

established government o f f i c i a l s i n Libya, tfea^fiftg-, t h a t was the 

primary purpose, but also t a k i n g the opportunity of being there t o meet 

with U.S. Government o f f i c i a l s . Embassy and from I 

I t o get t h e i r assessment of the security s i t u a t i o n i n Libya 

post the collapse of the Qadhafi regime. 

Q And a f t e r leaving the country and r e t u r n i n g , did you go back 

t o AFRIGOM headquarters at the end of t h a t , or -¬

A I t h i n k so, but I'm not exactly sure. 

Q I n any event, when you returned t o headquarters, d i d you have 

an occasion t o share the d i s c r e t e impressions t h a t you had of the 

sec u r i t y s i t u a t i o n w i t h those i n your command or others a f t e r you l e f t 

the country? 

A Yes. Normally I would do a couple of things. I would 

normally have a post-travel meeting with the senior leaders of the 

command, both the m i l i t a r y and the c i v i l i a n deputy, the senior e n l i s t e d 

leader, chief of s t a f f , most often the i n t e l l i g e n c e o f f i c e r , the 

operations o f f i c e r , plans o/f^how those - - k i n d o f t h a t --mostly general 
cKjce/ 

and f l a g o f f i c e r and senior executive service l e v e l people, j u s t to kind 



of back b r i e f them on observations and t h e i r --so t h a t they understood, 

but i t would also be i n t y p i c a l l y a weekly report t h a t I would send 

through the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f t o the Secretary of 

Defense. Most often there would be a summary of the previous week's 

a c t i v i t i e s and a forecast of the coming week's a c t i v i t i e s . 

Q And again, i n general terms, can you r e c a l l the sort of things 

th a t you b r i e f e d out of your observations, having l e f t the country then 

and maybe having an opportunity t o t h i n k about i n t o t a l i t y your v i s i t ? 

A Yes. I th i n k , i n December of 2011, there was a genuine sense 

of optimism by the Libyans from the prime minister on down. At t h a t 

f i r s t v i s i t , the minister of defense had been a m i l i t i a commander during 

the -- during the Libyan u p r i s i n g and r e v o l u t i o n , who had -- again, I 

t h i n k , a well-intentioned man, but I guess my o v e r a l l impression was 

those who were i n senior positions i n t h i s newly established Libyan 

Government d i d not have the background and experience t h a t had prepared 

them t o operate at tha t l e v e l , whether they were the m i l i t a r y o f f i c e r s 

or those i n c i v i l i a n positions. 

Secondly, a very noticeable concern, I t h i n k , across the U.S. 

Government and the m i l i t a r y , at the Embassy and i n the i n t e l l i g e n c e 

community f o r the growing presence of v i o l e n t Islamic extremist 

organizations, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n the eastern -- the f a r eastern por t i o n 

of Libya and s p e c i f i c a l l y i n the Ci t y of Derna, and the opportunity to 

t a l k w i t h the | | and others i n T r i p o l i who had a deeper 

understanding of that condition was very h e l p f u l . 

Q And i n your reports or your b r i e f i n g s out on these 



two points, did you recommend any p a r t i c u l a r actions on the two points? 

Again, the -- how do I characterize i t ? The maybe lack of c a p a b i l i t y 

i n the Libyan Government and then the growing extremists? Were there 

keyed actions, then, that you recommended i n connection with those two 

observations? 

A Yes. I n the discussions with the Secretary of Defense, I 

obviously don't mean to speak f o r the Secretary of Defense, but I t h i n k 

he noted the same t h i n g i n terms of lack of experience and c a p a b i l i t y 

w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t i o n s of the Libyan Government and f e l t t h a t there 

were e f f o r t s t h a t we could -- we, Department of Defense, could undertake 

i n partnership w i t h the Embassy and the Department of State, as the U.S. 

Government has done i n other places, t o help b u i l d the i n s t i t u t i o n s , 

help the Libyans b u i l d the i n s t i t u t i o n s of government th a t they -- t h a t 

they required. 

The s p e c i f i c m i l i t a r y focus we had already begun t h i n k i n g about, 

but I t h i n k the t r i p t o Libya and the i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h Libyan o f f i c i a l s 

probably c r y s t a l i z e d t h i n k i n g , my own and t h a t w i t h the members of the 

command t o say, what ought we be doing t o help the Libyan m i l i t a r y 

r e e s t a b l i s h i t s e l f , and not as a model of the previous Libyan army, but 

an army, a m i l i t a r y that would be appropriate t o the needs and 

requirements of a non-authoritarian government i n Libya? 

Q And I don't want to jump ahead too much, then, but was, i n 

f a c t , a plan developed to get t o the sort of development of a Libyan 

m i l i t a r y t h a t you had contemplated? 

A Yes. There was general acceptance by the uniformed and 



c i v i l i a n leadership of the Libyan Government. They were desirous of 

a t r a i n i n g r e l a t i o n s h i p , professional development r e l a t i o n s h i p with the 

United States, I t h i n k w i t h the r i g h t decision t o begin small and t o 

i n i t i a l l y focus on a special forces c a p a b i l i t y f o r the Libyans, and so 

t h a t was the i n i t i a l focus. I t has since -- again, w i t h the changes, 

w i t h the frequent changes i n Libyan Government, i t ' s been d i f f i c u l t t o 

have c o n t i n u i t y of e f f o r t i n those undertakings, and we see t h a t e f f o r t 

s t i l l ongoing today as A f r i c a Command and others seeking t o help the 

Libyans b u i l d the forces they need. 

Q I understand. Later I'm going to ask you t o draw t h a t out 

a l i t t l e b i t , but I j u s t want t o , f o r our purposes r i g h t now, to 

understand, then, that t h a t thought was one of the upshots o f your 

December 11th v i s i t , as I understand you to say? 

A Well, the idea of t r a i n i n g and helping the Libyans develop 

the forces, I t h i n k predated the v i s i t t o December, but -- the December 

of 2011 v i s i t , but i n my mind, and i t c r y s t a l i z e d i t , and f o r the -- and 

f o r me, i t was the -- and I t h i n k f o r the Secretary of Defense, the 

opportunity t o meet personally w i t h the Libyan o f f i c i a l s , both m i l i t a r y 

and c i v i l i a n , who would be responsible on the Libyan side f o r approving 

and implementing a program. So t h a t -- I t h i n k t h a t --

Q I see. 

A -- t h a t assurance from the Libyans t h a t they wanted to do 

t h i s probably gave some impetus t o moving forward. 

Q I see. And I take i t from your d e s c r i p t i o n , then, that 

t h a t -- those programs had not yet begun? 



A That's correct. 

Q They were contemplated? 

A That's correct. 

So, then, l e t me back up f o r j u s t a b i t and go back t o your 

actual v i s i t i n country i n December 2011 and t a l k about the physical 

s e c u r i t y of the diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s there. Do you have any 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of a S i t e Security Team or s i t e support team being at the 

Embassy i n Libya during your v i s i t there? I'm sorry. USDOD team known 

as the s i t e s e c u r i t y , s i t e support team. 

A I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y when the S i t e Security Team was 

requested, approved and deployed, but they probably were there i n t h a t 

time frame, because I t h i n k --my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t the State 

Department requested t h i s c a p a b i l i t y of the Department of Defense i n 

order t o repopulate the U.S. Embassy i n T r i p o l i . 

0^»X ^| p And j u s t t o help you out, General, a c t u a l l y , you're 

c o r r e c t . I t was -- the SST would have been approved p r i o r t o your v i s i t . 

Dust t o help you out with t h a t . 

Q So th a t gets t o my point, though. You don't -- I don't mean 

t h i s negatively, but you don't have any p a r t i c u l a r r e c o l l e c t i o n of i n 

country of seeing the team, meeting the team, having any p a r t i c u l a r 

impressions of the team? 

A I probably met w i t h them. I t would be normal f o r me t o 

have -- I mean, we're AFRICOM f o l k s . 

Q Sure. 



A I probably met with them, but I don't have any s p e c i f i c 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of anything unusual about t h a t encounter. ' 

Q But, again, I take i t from your e a r l i e r answer, you don't 
• 

p a r t i c u l a r l y remember how large or small the team was? 

A I t h i n k --my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s the team was 16, I t h i n k , was 

the r i g h t number. 

Q That's your r e c o l l e c t i o n of when you were there --

^ 
Q -- i n December? And, again, you don't remember i f you met 

wit h the team leader at the time? 

A I don't. I probably d i d , but I don't have s p e c i f i c 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of t h a t . 

Q Thank you. So now I'm going t o move j u s t a couple months 

forward i n t o early part of the next year, which i s when there were 

discussions w i t h i n AFRIGOM and the Department of State about extending 

the SST team. So as we've established, the team was there and the 

discussions came i n February about extending i t . This, of course, would 

have been the f i n a l extension. Nobody knew at the time i t was going 

t o be the f i n a l extension. 

Do you r e c a l l discussions w i t h Ambassador Cretz about what was the 

second extension of the Si t e Security Team from 90 or 120 days i n the 

February 2012 time frame? 

A I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c s of a conversation, but I had 

p r e t t y frequent conversations w i t h Ambassador Cretz, and I'm confident 

th a t we talked about i t . I was supportive of the team's i n i t i a l 



deployment and the subsequent extensions. And I w i l l admit t h a t part 

of my support was a s e l f i s h motivation. I knew t h a t we were headed 

toward some kind of m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagement with the Libyans, 

and the more -- and because we had e s s e n t i a l l y no one i n the U.S. 

m i l i t a r y , w i t h the exception of a couple of attaches, who had any 

experience i n Libya, and had -- and didn't have the -_- no one had 

personaLxonfitJence, t h a t my s e l f i s h motivation from the A f r i c a Command 

standpoint was the more m i l i t a r y personnel I can get exposed t o Libya, 

language, c u l t u r e , environment, s t a r t t o b u i l d r e l a t i o n s h i p s , then my 

thought was t h a t when i t came time, we had a l l the necessary approvals 

t o begin the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y cooperation and engagement, I'd be 

better postured t o do t h a t . So I was supportive of the team's i n i t i a l 

deployment and subsequent extension. ^ 
Q And a c t u a l l y , sorry. I f I could, General, j u s t before we 

get too f a r ahead of ourselves, could you maybe walk us through? You've 

alluded t o the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y r e l a t i o n s h i p r o l e of the SST. What 

was your understanding of any other roles or missions that the SST may 

have had? Was there, f o r example, a diplomatic security or personnel 

s e c u r i t y r o l e i n addition t o the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g ? 

A Yes. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s the three p r i n c i p a l roles f o r the 

S i t e Security Team were personal s e c u r i t y f o r Embassy o f f i c i a l s ; 

communications, because the Embassy's communications had l a r g e l y been 

destroyed before i t was reoccupied and repopulatedj and t h i r d l y , a 

medical c a p a b i l i t y . I think those were the three primary purposes t h a t 
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the Department of State asked of the Department of Defense i n deploying 

the Site Security Team. 

So while the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagement was not a p r i n c i p a l 

focus of the Site Security Team, I knew t h a t j u s t i n the normal conduct 

of the s i t e s e c u r i t y team's d a i l y a c t i v i t i e s , they would have an 

i n t e r a c t i o n and engagement with Libyan o f f i c i a l s , and as we could move 

forward and better understand who i t was on the Libyan side t h a t we would 

be working w i t h t o s t a r t t o b u i l d the r e l a t i o n s h i p s and the t r u s t , 

f r a n k l y , w i t h the Libyans, t h a t would improve the implementation of the 

m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y programs once approved.! 

H HHH That's h e l p f u l . Thank you. 

by WMmmW 
Q' So, again, t h i s i s a very important p o i n t , I t h i n k , t o 

es t a b l i s h f o r our i n v e s t i g a t i v e record t h a t the Si t e Security Team 

ori g i n a t e d w i t h a p a r t i c u l a r set of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s . And as I 

understand what you're saying, then, people have a broader set of 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , which i s t o say, picked up the m i l - t o - m i l a c t i v i t i e s 

at some l a t e r date? 

A I t ' s not quite accurate. The Si t e Security Team had a set 

of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s t h a t was l a i d out i n the State Department's request 

of the Department of Defense: We would l i k e a team t o deploy t o 

accomplish these tasks, and I t h i n k p r i n c i p a l l y the three tasks that 

I described. The team would deploy under chief o f mission a u t h o r i t y , 

meaning they would take t h e i r d a i l y d i r e c t i o n from the United States 

Ambassador and his s t a f f rather than t a k i n g d a i l y d i r e c t i o n , on the 



a l t e r n a t i v e i s combatant command a u t h o r i t y , i n which obviously I 

wouldn't be d i r e c t i n g t h e i r d a i l y a c t i v i t i e s --

Q Sure. 

A -- but through exercise of m i l i t a r y chain of command. 

the decision was they would deploy under chief of mission 

a u t h o r i t y . That meant t h a t , while I was desirous-»f advancing the 

m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y r e l a t i o n s h i p s , they could only do that w i t h the 

consent and w i t h i n the bounds established by the chief of mission 

a u t h o r i t y . Both Ambassador Cretz and Ambassador Stevens were 

supportive of those -- of establishing those kinds of r e l a t i o n s h i p s and 

making those kind of i n t e r a c t i o n s , but the f i r s t missions came f i r s t , 

so t h a t there -- the s p e c i f i c a l l y requested missions, personal 
: 

s e c u r i t y , communications, medical, t h a t came f i r s t , and then the 

m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y s t u f f was kind of on an as available basis, i f you 

w i l l . 
ByWmmWUW-

Q And we've a c t u a l l y , having talked t o the defense attache, 

t o the head of the Office of Security Cooperation, some f o l k s from the 

Embassy, we do understand that at some point i n t h i s time frame, while 

they are s t i l l SST, a chief of mission a u t h o r i t y u n i t , that they are 

s t a r t i n g t o do some of t h i s m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g , some 

assessments, f o r example, of Libyan partners. Was t h a t your 

understanding as well? 

A Yes. But, again, very l i m i t e d . We didn't have a u t h o r i t y 

yet t o begin the actual t r a i n i n g --



Q Okay. 

A -- but the i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i n -- obviously these were Libyan 

decisions, but working with the Libyans to say, what type of c a p a b i l i t y 

do you want? What u n i t are you going t o base t h i s on? A process t h a t 

the Libyans, w i t h the s i t e s e c u r i t y team's assistance, but the Libyans 

going through a screening process t o i d e n t i f y the i n d i v i d u a l s who would 

go through the t r a i n i n g . So, yes, there was -- the Site Security Team 

was able to accomplish some o f those tasks t h a t would be preparatory 

o the actual conduct of m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g . 

Q And t h i s would have been before, then, I think I heard you 

say before the formal approval of 1208 

A Yes. 

Q -- per se? 

A Correct. 

Q Okay. Do you happen t o r e c a l l when the 1208 program was 

o f f i c i a l l y approved? 

A I do not. I'm assuming i t ' s i n the record someplace, but 

I don't. 

Q Do you happen t o r e c a l l i f i t was p r i o r t o the September 11th 

attack? 

A The U.S. approval, which was -- which required both 

Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s 

both Secretaries had approved the 1208, the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y 

t r a i n i n g , but the Libyans had not yet f o r m a l l y approved i t and l a i d out 

how they would e f f e c t i t . And as my r e c o l l e c t i o n o f where things --



Q Sure. 

A -- stood., i t c e r t a i n l y was a point of discussion i n August 

with -- tha t I had wit h Ambassador Stevens i n terms of t r y i n g t o best 

determine how do we move forward a f t e r the s i t e security team's mission 

ended on the, I t h i n k , 3rd of August. 

Q And i f I could j u s t c l a r i f y , I t h i n k our understanding was 

that 1208 at the time, t h a t may have changed subsequently, I'm not sure, 

but at the time, i t was Secretary of Defense and chief of mission, Vice 

Secretary of State. For 1208. I'm j u s t curious, was t h a t you 

r e c o l l e c t i o n or -¬

A I thought i t was -- I thought i t was one of these so-called 

dual keys t h a t required both State and Defense, but I -- i t was chief 

of mission, and I --

'Q That may be. Okay. Thank you. That's h e l p f u l . 

Q So we also have some information collected from these 

interviews and so f o r t h t h a t suggests t h i s m i l - t o - m i l a c t i v i t y , these 

assessments t h a t you talked about, when I say, picked up the pace and 

broadened t h e i r scope i n t h i s f i n a l SST deployment, so the A p r i l , May, 

Dune, time frame, which might suggest t h a t when the second deployment 

was -- beg your pardon -- the second extension was authorized, that 

might have been a t r i g g e r t o implement some of the m i l - t o - m i l things 

t h a t you t a l k e d about describing the need f o r i n December. Do you have 

any r e c o l l e c t i o n of that timing or tha t -¬

A Well, from the outset, the Libyans, p a r t i c u l a r l y the chief 



of defense and ministers of defense, those i n d i v i d u a l s , changed over 

time, were very supportive of beginning t h i s t r a i n i n g , but they also 

had a very f r a g i l e government, the T r a n s i t i o n a l National Council and 

then i t s f o l l o w ons i n Libya. So they were -- they were proceeding quite 

cautiously i n terms of commencing, at least i n a v i s i b l e way, U.S. 

m i l i t a r y support t o the Libyans. 1 t h i n k t h a t had more t o do w i t h Libyan 

domestic p o l i t i c s than anything else. 

So I th i n k once we knew t h a t the 1208 was going t o be approved on 

the U.S. side, or i t was approved on the U.S. side, then I t h i n k t h a t 

gave the chiefs of mission, i t was probably Ambassador Stevens f o r the 
_ ^ _ _ v i v j _ r '* 

most part by t h i s point, the confidence t h a t we could be a l i t t l e more 

forward leaning with the Libyans i n terms of preparing t o do t h i s . 

And my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t Ambassador Stevens would press the 

Libyans, and p a r t i c u l a r l y the minister of defense and the prime 

minister, t o say, we're ready t o begin and we want t o begin, but we -- but 

obviously, we need your approval t o be able t o do t h i s . 

Part of i t was j u s t , again, i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of a place, of u n i t s , 

of a l l those t h i n g s , but there was also an issue of exchange of diplomatic 

notes. While the Site Security Team operated under the chief o f mission 

a u t h o r i t y , then they were protected, they had the normal immunities and 

protections t h a t any member of the U.S. Embassy would have. 

When the Site Security Team mission ended i n August of 2012 and 

then the team would then operate under combatant command a u t h o r i t y , 

absent a Status of Forces Agreement or an exchange of diplomatic notes, 

there was no overarching diplomatic immunity or protection f o r the 



uniformed m i l i t a r y personnel. And t h a t became a b i t of a stumbling 

block i n terms of when to get s t a r t e d . 

And, again, the context of a l l t h i s i s as those conversations are 

occurring, the Libyans are also i n the midst of elections and forming 

a new government. So one of the challenges Ambassador Stevens and his 

s t a f f had i s , who do I t a l k to? Who -- you know, i n the Libyan 

Government. Who are the -- who people that can a c t u a l l y commit? You 

know, who can sign an exchange of diplomatic notes that we have a 

reasonable assurance t h a t our m i l i t a r y personnel w i l l be protected? 

Q So that's very h e l p f u l . And looking a t , I t h i n k , some 

a d d i t i o n a l questions when we get t o the August time frame along those 

discussions t h a t you were mentioning, but again, i n , say, February when 

Ambassador Cretz was s t i l l there and the S i t e Security Team was up f o r 

renewal, you have no p a r t i c u l a r r e c o l l e c t i o n s , then, I take i t , of 

discussions w i t h Ambassador Cretz about expanding the m i l - t o - m i l : 

a c t i v i t i e s , perhaps any objections he might have had t o expanding 

m i l - t o - m i l a c t i v i t i e s or, f o r t h a t matter, perhaps he had -- he was going 

t o e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y embrace the expansion of m i l - t o - m i l a c t i v i t i e s ? 

A My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s Ambassador Cretz was supportive of moving 

forward, but I t h i n k , again, w i t h a degree of caution, given the 

f r a g i l i t y of the Libyan Government, but i n p r i n c i p l e , my r e c o l l e c t i o n 

i s that he was supportive and understood the value of the 

m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagement t h a t would -- t h a t would f o l l o w 

what --we didn't r e a l l y know what i t was going t o be at t h a t time, but 

would f o l l o w the Site Security Team whenever that mission changed. 
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Q And j u s t t o help you out. General, on t h a t , I know i t was 

a long time ago, obviously, do you r e c a l l , was there perhaps a memorandum 

of agreement of some sort, perhaps i n the May 2012 time frame, between 

you and Ambassador Cretz r e l a t i n g t o t h i s issue about moving SST t o move 

n i l - t o - m i l engagements? Do you happen t o r e c a l l that? 

A I do not. I remember a f t e r the discussion w i t h Ambassador 

Stevens i n August of 2012, a memorandum of record kind of c o d i f y i n g what 

we had t a l k e d about --

Q S u n _ J 

A -- but I don't r e c a l l - - i t wouldn't be a l l t h a t unusual, 

• 

but I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y whether there was such a record of 

conversation with Ambassador Cretz. 

BY _____ 

Q And, again, I take i t , the discussions were a long time ago, 

you don't have any previous r e c o l l e c t i o n of the s p e c i f i c s , i n other 

words, 16-member SST or the composition o f the team? 

A Well, I t h i n k the composition -- again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s 

t h a t the composition of the team was, "negotiation" may not be q u i t e 

the r i g h t word, but when the Department of State requested of Department 

of Defense, you know, we'd l i k e t o team f o r t h i s c a p a b i l i t y , my guess 

i s , I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , i t probably - - i t probably s p e c i f i e d 

a number of personnel, because there's physical l i m i t a t i o n s , f r a n k l y , 

on how many people the Embassy could support, and so t h a t became a 

part -- you know, once Department of Defense approved State's request. 



then on the m i l i t a r y side, t h a t resulted i n a Secretary -- i n a Secretary 

of Defense execution order t o me and A f r i c a Command said - - t o say do 

t h i s . And, again, I c e r t a i n l y read the execution order at the time, 

and I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , but I would --I'm reasonably c e r t a i n 

that i t specified a number of personnel t o be deployed. 

BY mMmUW ot2-'2-
Q; ; And on t h a t , General, i f I may, we understand t h a t during 

the e a r l i e r days, during, f o r example, Operation Odyssey Dawn, The 

Un i f i e d Protector, Odyssey Guard, there were some kind of r e s t r i c t i o n s 

on boots on the ground with respect t o U.S. engagement i n Libya. Do 

you r e c a l l , was the SST i t s e l f , was t h a t i n some way an exception t o 

th a t or was there some way i t was worked out such t h a t they could I 

accommodate the boots on the ground concerns? 

A Well, I do r e c a l l having discussions w i t h the Chairman of 

the Doint Chiefs, with the Secretary of Defense t h a t said, you know, 

at the conclusion of the -- of Odyssey Dawn, the U.S.-led e f f o r t , which 

was -- lasted only a few weeks. And then Operation Unified Protector, 

the NATO-led operation, once t h a t had concluded, then there was -- I 

do r e c a l l having discussions t h a t , say, we need now t o have - - i n order 

t o have a normalized m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y r e l a t i o n s h i p with a new Libyan 

Government and a new Libyan m i l i t a r y , the no-boots-on-the-ground p o l i c y 

has t o change. And the Site Security Team was probably the f i r s t step 

i n t h a t d i r e c t i o n . 

Q Okay. Oh, and one other question. I'm sorry. As a chi e f 

of mission a u t h o r i t y e n t i t y as opposed to a COCOM aut h o r i t y e n t i t y , do 



you r e c a l l , did the SST count against the boots on the ground as such, 

or was t h a t sort of a workaround, or how did t h a t work exactly? 

A Well, I t h i n k , again, because they -- because there was a 

s p e c i f i c execution order from the Secretary o f Defense, you know, t o 

me, as a combatant commander, made j u s t i n a p r a c t i c a l sense, the 

Secretary of Defense gives me an order t o go do t h i s , you know, we're 

going t o go do t h i s . 

Q Sure. 

A We probably had a discussion about what does t h i s mean about 

the no-boots-on-the-ground kind of overarching p o l i c y , but a t t h a t 

p o i n t , I t h i n k the -- again, my sense at the time probably was, you know, 

t h i s i s the -- t h i s i s the f i r s t step toward l i f t i n g the no boots on 

the ground, because while i t made sense during combat operations, i t 

didn't make sense i n an era of a new r e l a t i o n s h i p with a new Libya. 

O U ^ m Thanks. 

BYWMH j4RA 
Q And when you made reference t o specified the various things 

about the SST, you mean t h a t there's a number specified? 

A I believe so. I t would be normal i n -- i t would be normal 

i n a -- i n a Exec Sec execution order t o say, you know, I'm d i r e c t i n g 

you t o deploy t h i s c a p a b i l i t y on t h i s t i m e l i n e f o r t h i s purpose. And 

most often there would be a personnel number a t t r i b u t e d t o t h a t , you 

know, whether i t was a, you know, deploy 16 people or whether i t was 

a deploy no more than or something, but t h a t would be a normal part of 

an execution order. 
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Q And i t might also specify the MOS tha t should be included 

or at least the functions t h a t should be represented? 

A The c a p a b i l i t i e s of the team would be directed i n 

the execution order. 

Q And the f a c t t h a t those i n the SST were Special Forces would 

be spe c i f i e d , or t h a t -¬

A Maybe not. I mean, i t could have been, but maybe -- you 

know, t h a t t y p i c a l l y would -- the sourcing of the - - o f the team would 

probably not necessarily be d i r e c t e d , other than t o say, A f r i c a Command, 

you do t h i s , you know, you don't -- we're not going t o provide you people 

from other places, but I don't - - i t would be a l i t t l e b i t unusual t o 

get t o t h a t l e v e l t o say they must be Special Operations, unless there's 

a s p e c i f i c need f o r t h a t c a p a b i l i t y . 

Q And i s there a p a r t i c u l a r reason t h a t the SST was comprised 

of special operators? 

A Yes, f o r a couple of reasons. One, again, i s i n my s e l f i s h 

motivation of a precursor t o m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagement, the 

Special Operations f o l k s had the r i g h t s k i l l s t o t r y t o s t a r t t h a t 

r e l a t i o n s h i p D u i l d i n g . Frankly, i n many cases, Special Operations 

personnel, f o r the most par t , having been through a special s e l e c t i o n 

and t r a i n i n g process, there's a l e v e l of maturity and judgment, knowing 

t h a t , again, a small team operating i n unfamiliar t e r r i t o r y , you know, 

we didn't have l o t s of people wi t h experience i n Libya, i n t e r a c t i n g i n 

an interagency way with the United States Embassy, i t j u s t made sense 

t h a t , t o me, at l e a s t , t h a t Special Operations personnel f o r the most 



part were probably the r i g h t choice f o r t h i s mission. 

Q And s i m i l a r l y , the f a c t t h a t i n 2005 when the li e u t e n a n t 

colonel was put i n charge, does t h a t indicate desire f o r a 

p a r t i c u l a r -- I mean, f o r 15 other m i l i t a r y members, t h a t maybe the 

senior o f f i c e r f o r a team of t h a t size, or not? 

A I t h i n k , my -- again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t when we were 

t a l k i n g about the l e v e l of the S i t e Security Team commander, a couple 

of things came i n t o play. Again, recognizing that t h i s i n d i v i d u a l was 

going t o have d a i l y or at least near d a i l y i n t e r a c t i o n w i t h I 

the Ambassador and senior members of the Ambassador's team, you need 

Isomeone with enough rank t o kind of hold t h e i r own i n t h a t discussion. 

Same f o r i n t e r a c t i o n s with the Libyans. You didn't want t o , you know, 

send i n a lie u t e n a n t , you know, t o be dealing with a chief of defense 

of a newly formed m i l i t a r y . 

And then the t h i r d piece of t h i s was the defense attache was a 

lieutenant colonel, 05 l e v e l , and didn't want t o have someone senior 

t o the defense attache. I f we sent a colonel or a Navy captain, an 06, 

i n there, t h a t could have complicated things, because now you have a 

more --

Q I see. 

A - - i n the m i l i t a r y hierarchy, a more senior o f f i c e r t o the 

defense attache, and t h a t could have been a l i t t l e b i t complicated, 

so -- but u l t i m a t e l y 05, and the Special Operations Command A f r i c a had 

what they would i d e n t i f y the r i g h t kinds of people to f i l l those 

requirements. 



Q And did you ever meet or d i d you know Lieutenant Colonel 

I who was the SST --

A I didn't know him w e l l , but I did -- I met him -- I don't 

r e c a l l -- again, I don't r e c a l l i f I met him i n December of 2011, but 

I do r e c a l l meeting him on subsequent v i s i t s t o Libya. 

Q And perhaps you got reports from him? 

A I mean, they wouldn't come d i r e c t l y t o me, but, yes, I would 
,i - • -

, . • • •. 

see the -- t y p i c a l l y not the s p e c i f i c report t h a t he had sent, but I 

would see the nature of the r e p o r t i n g , as Special Operations Command 

and my s t a f f would -- would report on conditions. 

Q SUre. 

Mr. Issa. I f I could jump i n f o r a second. While we're s t i l l on 

the selection of the SST commander, the reason f o r t h a t s e n s i t i v i t y of 

not greater, not less, d i d i t include the f a c t t h a t they were both going 

t o be under chief of mission? I n other words, you were sending people 

t o work together under an Ambassador. Was t h a t part of the 

Consideration? Would i t have been d i f f e r e n t had SST been sent i n 

i n i t i a l l y as T i t l e 10? 

General Ham. No, Mr. Chairman, I don't t h i n k -- I don't think I 

would have made a d i f f e r e n t determination on the rank or the grade of 

the commander i f they -- i f t h a t team had deployed under a combatant 

command a u t h o r i t y . I t was more the point of not wanting t o trump the 

attache, i f you w i l l , by sending a more senior o f f i c e r i n . 

Mr. Issa. And on September 11th, 2012, the SST, of course, was 

back under T i t l e 10, under your command, correct. 



General Ham. That's correct. 

Mr. Issa. While the m i l i t a r y attache would s t i l l have been under 

chief of missions. 

General Ham. Yes, s i r . 

Mr. Issa. So j u s t f o r the record, i t ' s f a i r t o say t h a t the 

Ambassador, or the charge at that moment had the a u t h o r i t y t o send the 

attache anywhere he wanted t o , while only you could dispatch or not 

dispatch the T i t l e 10 personnel t h a t were on the ground i n Libya? 

General Ham. Yes, s i r . I n a te c h n i c a l sense, t h a t ' s r i g h t , but 

obviously, you know, one of the -- one of the p r i n c i p l e s t h a t I t r i e d 

t o establish at A f r i c a Command was we recognize -- even though m i l i t a r y 

personnel may be i n a country under combatant command a u t h o r i t y , we 

always recognized t h a t the senior American i n t h a t country was the j 

Ambassador or the, i n t h i s case the charge d ' a f f a i r e s , and we were going 

t o do a l l t h a t we could t o be supportive of t h a t senior American o f f i c i a l . 

Mr. Issa. And j u s t f o l l o w i n g up on what you had said e a r l i e r , i n 

t h i s case Gregory Hicks could have dispatched SST members i n ways that 

would not put them i n the p o s s i b i l i t y of absence of SOFA, you know, i n 

p o s s i b i l i t y or l i k e l i h o o d o f using harm, but i f they were t o f i r e a 

weapon, they would have no diplomatic cover at the time o f 

September 11th. I s t h a t correct? 

General Ham. Yes, s i r , Mr. Chairman. That was one of the 

concerns post-August 3rd, was, what are the protections, the legal 

protections of m i l i t a r y personnel who are not under chief o f mission 

a u t h o r i t y . That was -- as many may r e c a l l , that was brought t o l i g h t , 



I believe on the 6th o f August, when there -- when there was a shooting 

i n c i d e n t with members of the former Site Security Team and members of 

the Libyan m i l i t i a , and I t h i n k that r e a l l y -- that brought a very sharp 

focus t o t h i s issue o f le g a l protections f o r m i l i t a r y personnel. 

Mr. Issa. So i t ' s f a i r t o say that as of August 6th, 2012, DOD 

and the State Department had an acute awareness that T i t l e 10 personnel, 

and I don't want to put words i n your mouth, but needed to be protected 

from any a c t i v i t y t h a t could, absent some agreement t h a t wasn't i n place, 

put them i n p e r i l of domestic arrest and prosecution? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k what t h a t i n c i d e n t at the 

ibyan checkpoint brought t o -- brought t o l i g h t was, yes, m i l i t a r y 

personnel not under ch i e f of mission a u t h o r i t y are l e g a l l y vulnerable, 
• 

and t h a t -- and I t h i n k t h a t brought -- t h a t highlighted the need f o r 

the Embassy t o push even harder with the Libyan Government f o r the 

approval and the exchange of diplomatic notes so t h a t the team members 

would be protected. 

I t also, I t h i n k , factored i n t o the decision of how many m i l i t a r y 

personnel would stay i n Libya u n t i l such time as diplomatic notes were 

exchanged and u n t i l such time as the e l e c t i o n issue s e t t l e d i n Libya 

and the Libyans were ready t o proceed with the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y 

t r a i n i n g . So I -- i t was, I t h i n k , a l l of these events kind o f coming 

together around, you know, the 6 August and days t h e r e a f t e r that 

p r e c i p i t a t e d t h a t discussion. 

Mr. Issa. So i t ' s f a i r t o say both on the ground and at AFRICOM 

on August 1st, 2012, had the consulate f a c i l i t y i n Benghazi been 



attacked, a view of T i t l e 10 personnel responding might have been very 

d i f f e r e n t than i t was on September 11th, 2012, because of the events 

of early August? 

General Ham. On August 1st, the Site Security Team s t i l l operated 

under chief of mission a u t h o r i t y , and i t was at i t s f u l l strength. 

Mr. Issa. I guess I'm inappropriately saying t h a t . I f not f o r 

the events of August 6th, on September 11th, would there have been the 

l e v e l of concern of T i t l e 10 personnel going downrange t o Benghazi t h a t 

obviously was on the minds o f both people i n Libya and people at AFRICOM? 

I n other words, t h a t shooting or t h a t exchange of gunfire had an e f f e c t 

on how people at AFRICOM viewed T i t l e 10 personnel being used i n response 

. " ' -if. 

t o p r o t e c t i n g e i t h e r themselves or diplomatic personnel? I s t h a t 

correct? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I ' d say tha t the checkpoint shooting 

of August 6th was a f a c t o r , c e r t a i n l y a s i g n i f i c a n t f a c t o r , but not the 

only f a c t o r i n determining the number of m i l i t a r y personnel who would 

remain i n country under combatant command aut h o r i t y . And I -- had 

th a t -- I t h i n k what you're asking, Mr. Chairman, i s had t h a t shooting 

not occurred, would things have been d i f f e r e n t ? And I -- i t ' s hard to 

say? 

Mr. Issa. I t ' s a judgment c a l l -.¬

General Ham. Yeah. 

Mr. Issa. -- but did i t change the considerations t h a t would have 

been i n the minds of people, which i s d i f f e r e n t than was i t a t i p p i n g 

point or not? I understand i t ' s hard t o say --



General Ham. Yeah? 

Mr. Issa. - - i t absolutely would have or absolutely wouldn't 

have, but was i t a f a c t o r t h a t became i n play that short time l a t e r when 

you had an actual t h r e a t t o American personnel and you had T i t l e 10 

people, who everyone was acutely aware did not have diplomatic cover? 

General Ham. I t h i n k , Mr. Chairman, the more s i g n i f i c a n t impact 

was how many DOD people remained i n Libya. Leaping forward t o 11, 12 

September, I don't r e c a l l , there probably was at some l e v e l , but I don't 

r e c a l l a discussion t h a t said when there was, again, a small number 

of -- DOD people were i n Libya, when there was a decision t h a t two of 

them move forward w i t h others t o Benghazi, I do not r e c a l l at l e a s t anyone 

r a i s i n g t o my l e v e l t h a t says, hey, wait a minute, you know, these guys 

don't --we haven't --we don't have exchange of diplomatic notes, these 

guys don't have diplomatic p r o t e c t i o n , they shouldn't go. I do not 

r e c a l l t h a t kind of a discussion, or the absence, i f you w i l l , of 

diplomatic notes being an impediment t o those DOD people. 

I t h i n k , again, Mr. Chairman, t h i s i s i n the world now 

of hypotheticals, had there been -- had the Site Security Team been 

extended or had there been more DOD people i n T r i p o l i under combatant 

command a u t h o r i t y , i t ' s hard t o judge what t h a t would r e a l l y -- how t h a t 

r e a l l y would have played out on September 11th and 12th. You know, 

would somebody have made a bigger issue out of the absence of diplomatic 

protections? I t h i n k that's j u s t -- i t ' s j u s t something we can't know 

i n hindsight, but there would at least have been greater c a p a b i l i t y i n 

T r i p o l i had the team been --



Mr. Issa. Well, i n the hearing, Admiral Mullen had said, i n his 

judgment, that had there been a s u f f i c i e n t armed c a p a b i l i t y i n Benghazi, 

had there been Americans w i t h weapons on the w a l l , so t o speak, t h a t 

there wouldn't have been an attack, i n his judgment, t h a t u l t i m a t e l y 

i t was the v u l n e r a b i l i t y t h a t was a f a c t o r , which was a c t u a l l y a surprise 

t o me i n the hearing, t h a t i t was --he was as candid i n his judgment. 

During the period of time from early August u n t i l September, was 

there any communication, t o your knowledge, t o the T i t l e 10 personnel 

i n T r i p o l i , i n Libya, as t o changes i n t h e i r response or t h e i r movements 

as a r e s u l t of t h e i r l o s i n g t h e i r diplomatic cover? : 

General Ham. I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , Mr. Chairman, what -¬

Mr. Issa. Were there any discussions t h a t you had or thoughts you 

had as t o t h e i r movements, t h e i r response i f attacked and so on? 

General Ham. I don't r e c a l l . Again, I don't r e c a l l having 

t h a t s p e c i f i c of a discussion t h a t said, okay, you know, S i t e Security 

Team mission has ended on the 3rd of August. Combatant command 

people -- m i l i t a r y people are now under combatant command a u t h o r i t y and 

here's what t h i s means. 

What -- I'm confident t h a t t h a t conversation probably occurred. 

I don't r e c a l l i t s p e c i f i c a l l y , but I don't -- I also don't t h i n k i t 

would have -- I t h i n k , u n t i l the 6th of August, i t didn't have a 

s i g n i f i c a n t impediment on how the DOD, non-chief-of-mission-authority 

personnel conducted themselves. 

Mr. Issa. Okay. Can I j u s t do one more thing? I t ' s way back, 

but e a r l i e r on you did some -- you said something that was very 



reminiscent, because I've heard i t so many times on my t r i p s i n t o 

Afghanistan and I r a q . When you were describing your f i r s t t r i p i n t o 

Libya and you were describing the normalization, i f you w i l l , you know, 

shops were open, people were doing things, the way you described i t was, 

i f not i d e n t i c a l , reminiscent t o what I've heard i n going i n t o theater 

when they were describing, you know, oh, yeah, you can now go down t h i s 

lane. I was with the commandant some years ago, and we walked down, 

w i t h guards on -- you know, heavy, heavy armor on both sides, we walked 

down the s t r e e t w i t h one of the v i l l a g e leaders. So tha t term probably 

has l e v e l s . 

When you used t h a t l e v e l o f a c t i v i t y , what l e v e l -- can you 

describe i t i n a l i t t l e b e tter d e t a i l of, you know, was t h i s a place 

i n which, you know, you would -- you would leave your daughter t o go 

out on a date, or was t h i s an area i n which you would have a cappuccino 

without a large contingent of people with weapons? Or was t h i s more 

simply t h a t people didn't run f o r cover and move i n the shadows; they 

walked through the s t r e e t when they were indigenous people t r y i n g t o 

do business? You know, can you quantify, because i t does seem l i k e 

there's a l o t of -- tha t term gets used from not c u r r e n t l y having machine 

gun f i r e , t o ready f o r elections and m i l i t i a s going away? 

General Ham. Yeah. Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k i t ' s a great question. 

And, of course, i t ' s a -- you know, i t ' s a l i t t l e --a l i t t l e d i f f i c u l t 

t o judge where on t h a t scale T r i p o l i was based on being there f o r a couple 

of hours and, as you wel l understand, you know, wi t h the Secretary of 

Defense, with the minister of defense, with the chief of defense, with 



the combatant commander. 

Mr. Issa. He wasn't doing a cappuccino -¬

General Ham. I mean, there's a -- so you're i n a security bubble, 

so you have -- I always would remind myself t h a t , you know, I wasn't 

a l l t h a t o f t e n afforded t o see r e a l i t y . I mean, you're i n the s e c u r i t y 

bubble. 

When I -- Mr. Chairman, what I -- what I would j u s t -- what I j u s t 

t r i e d t o describe as a sense of normalcy was perhaps a sense of normalcy 

as much as an outsider could, from a Libyan perspective, t h a t the Libyans 

appeared t o me t o be kind of going about t h e i r d a i l y routine i n a 

normalized fashion. There were t r a f f i c , there were t r a f f i c jams, there 

were -- again, the shops were open, vendors were open, gas s t a t i o n s were 

open. I mean, i t was -- you know, markets were there. I t was j u s t kind 

of a -- i t j u s t -- nothing - - i t didn't s t r i k e me as anything abnormal. 

Mr. Issa. Other than Libyans were s t i l l seeing AK-47s and 

m i l i t i a s ? 

General Ham. But not so -- w e l l , but -- but i n T r i p o l i , i t 

was -- they were -- again, I'm not -- I wasn't allowed t o see r e a l i t y , 

So we'd go t o a checkpoint, and i t was obvious t h a t i t was a check point 

t h a t was not necessarily under government c o n t r o l , because they -- I 

mean, you know, t y p i c a l l y you j u s t get breezed through, but they di d n ' t ; 

they'd stop and they'd question and a l l t h a t . So there was -- there 

was t h a t which -- that aspect of i t , which conveyed that the ce n t r a l 

government had s t i l l a long way t o go t o exert i t s c o n t r o l . 

While T r i p o l i , i n my view, i n December of 2011 appeared p r e t t y 



normal f o r a normal Libyan, as much -- again, as much as an outsider 

can judge t h a t , I don't t h i n k t h a t t h a t -- t h a t i t was - - i t i s n ' t a 

place where I t h i n k outsiders, i n p a r t i c u l a r Westerners, would f e e l 

p a r t i c u l a r l y comfortable, again, because of the m i l i t i a presence, and 

i : 

I t h i n k because o f , you know, 40 years of a closed -¬

Mr. Issa. Of a captain running the place. 

General Ham. -- society, So I would say, you know, normalcy 

r e t u r n i n g , yes. You know, i f at -- i f the other end of the spectrum 

i s Geneva, i t wasn't Geneva, you know, but -- so I t h i n k progress, but 

c e r t a i n l y a long way t o go s t i l l ? 

Mr. Issa. So closer to Afghanistan a year or so i n t o our presence 

there or I r a q even a l i t t l e sooner. I mean, i t ' s t h a t sort o f people 

back on the s t r e e t s and commerce going on, but s t i l l , i n the case compared 
~. - • .> 'JTv 4 ~. ' < . i 

t o Afghanistan, a lack of true government c o n t r o l over -- and, of course, 

we weren't there, so -- i n those other two examples, we asserted c o n t r o l , 

but what you're saying i s m i l i t i a s had the a b i l i t y t o stop the Secretary 

of Defense i n h i s movements. A l i t t l e b i t of a pucker f a c t o r even though 

he had m i l i t a r y , because these people -¬

General Ham. Right? 

Mr. Issa. -- had weapons that were not under the c o n t r o l of the 

host nation. 

General Ham. That -- Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k that's -- t o me, the 

overarching t h i n g was tha t there was not - - i t was clear t o me from 

discussions w i t h others and, f r a n k l y , the -- i t ' s j u s t one anecdote i n 

t h i s . I n the meeting with the minister of defense and the m i l i t a r y 



c h i e f s , the m i l i t i a commander f o r the a i r p o r t walked i n t o the meeting, 

and --



RPTS BLAZE3EWSKI 

Mr. Issa. 3ust t o l e t you know who was i n charge? 

General Ham. Well, and the t h i n g t h a t was i n t e r e s t i n g was how 

d e f e r e n t i a l the minister of defense was t o t h a t m i l i t i a commander, and 

so t h a t , I t h i n k t h a t t o me conveyed t h a t t h i s i s s t i l l very f r a g i l e , 

but also i n December of 20111 t h i n k there was, Libyans were s t i l l l a r g e l y 

i n a period of joyous celebration, so there was, I t h i n k , there were 

American f l a g s ; I don't know whether those were, you know, put out there 

because the Secretary of Defense was there or not, but there j u s t seemed 

t o be, you know, t h i s r e a l sense of we have a new beginning now. I th i n k 

t h a t changed over time as the m i l i t i a became more s t r i d e n t i n t h e i r 

i n t e r n a l c o n f l i c t s and struggle f o r c o n t r o l , but i n December of 2011, 

i t was p r e t t y calm, and I th i n k again a sense of optimism abiding 

throughout the c i t y . 

Mr. Issa. Thank you. 

General Ham. I f I may, Mr. Chairman, j u s t one other note t o say, 

t o the best of my knowledge, the Site Security Team, while i t was 

operating as the S i t e Security Team, I don't t h i n k the team or any member 

ever t r a v e l e d t o Benghazi. I t h i n k they only stayed inside T r i p o l i , 

at l e a s t t o the best of my knowledge. 

BY WmmMW OfcL. 

Q Actually, General, since you brought i t up, I was going t o 

ask you l a t e r , but we understand from some documents t h a t we reviewed 

t h a t there was at least a discussion among State Department o f f i c i a l s , 



perhaps j u s t i n the Embassy, about sending a permanent contingent of 

SST personnel t o Benghazi, and I'm j u s t wondering i f that ever, i f those 

discussions ever percolated up t o your l e v e l . Were you ever made aware 

of those or brought i n t o those discussions at a l l ? 

A I don't remember having t h a t discussion. I t would -- I 

t h i n k , again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n of the execution order, the team operating 

under c h i e f of mission a u t h o r i t y , I don't r e c a l l t h a t the execution order 

l i m i t e d the team geographically, so i f the chief of mission had a need 

f o r the team or members of the team t o go anywhere i n Libya, I t h i n k 

t h a t was i n his a u t h o r i t y t o do so. 

Q So understanding t h a t the exhort t o your understanding 

wouldn't have l i m i t e d t h a t , any decision not t o send them t o , f o r 

example, Benghazi on a permanent basis, t h a t would have been a State 

Department decision, i s t h a t my understanding? 

A The r e l a t i o n s h i p was such -- again, I believe knowing 

Ambassador Cretz and Ambassador Stevens, I'm c e r t a i n t h a t they would 

have said. Hey, I'm t h i n k i n g about doing t h i s , do you have any problem 

wi t h i t ? ;J 

Q Okay. 

A And maybe they d i d , you know, at kind of the s t a f f - t o - s t a f f 

l e v e l . 

Q Sure. 

A I don't remember having t h a t discussion e i t h e r w i t h 

Ambassador Cretz or with Ambassador Stevens. 

Mr. Issa. There was one l a s t t h i n g , and i t w i l l be quick. Keeping 
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i t not at a c l a s s i f i e d level,, when you had the conversations w i t h the 

f^^Mm^i - on t h a t t r i p and subsequent t r i p s , did .you"— do you 

s p e c i f i c a l l y ' r e c a l l a port i o n of the b r i e f i n g , or your questions : 

'including specifics\-about Benghazi .and t h e various f a c i l i t i e s there?'; 

Not: the content,, j u s t did you have conversations that'included those 

questions?; ' _ ._, 

'General Ham. About.the U.S. f a c i l i t i e s , : Mr. Chairman 

•Mr.'./IssaV " Yes, s i r _ _ ___ _ 

beneral Ham. •. No', I don't r e c a l l having.that conversation. " I t ; 

teas --- "with . t h e ^ n e conversations were much more about, 

where are the nodes o f the" extremist organization, you know, how do we; 

see them seeking t o e s t a b l i s h , , i n some cases reestablish t h e i r network's,, 

land, i t was,'again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n was i t was much more "about Derna i h 

the f a r east and probably a - l i t t l e "bit-about Benghazi but not so much; 

j •, • • 

about Benghazi. \ 

Mr. Issa. ' But not - based' on the f a c i l i t i e s . ; 

General Ham. - Not based on the.U.S. f a c i l i t i e s , no, s i r , ; ; 

Mr. Issa. Thank you, s i r . ; 

H R l g ^ g m p " ius.t.for'the record, I t h i n k Colonel |||§! d i d go t o 

Benghazi twice.. 

9_HHB T n a t ' s correct. I 

f&>\ Mjp||j|||jj||^rrfHe~ l ^ s - t i ^ i e d before"'*!!©̂  

Mr. Richards. ' I don't t h i n k he spent, a night there, I j u s t want 

t o c l a r i f y . . _ 

Mr. Issa. Right, but he t e s t i f i e d i n open hearings on some of the 



Again, but I take i t you don't remember that or knew 

i 
d e t a i l s . 

AIM 

that? 

General Ham. I don't, but, again, operating under chief of 

mission a u t h o r i t y , t o me t h a t seems p e r f e c t l y normal i f t h a t ' s what the 

chie f of mission needed him to do. 

0^7- And j u s t to be clear, my question was s p e c i f i c a l l y 

about sending a permanent contingent of SST, not any temporary t r i p s 

they may have made t o do security assessments or anything of t h a t nature. 

General Ham. My sense i s the r e l a t i o n s h i p was such t h a t the 

Embassy would have advised A f r i c a Gommand they were t h i n k i n g about doing 

t h i s , do you guys have any concerns? 

That's f i n e . We have only about 3 minutes, so I 

propose t h a t we, rather than s t a r t a new l i n e of i n q u i r y . 

A c t u a l l y , could I j u s t -- . 

We have j u s t 3 or 4 minutes. 

Actually I t h i n k we have 2 minutes, so let's^go o f f 

Okay, we'll go o f f the record. 

Mr. Issa. Can I use the 3 minutes? 

§mMWWW Sune-
Mr. Issa. I may be going i n and out, General. 

A s l i g h t digression. I was given the opportunity t o go to 

S t u t t g a r t and v i s i t the various commands, including obviously AFRICOM, 

and the b r i e f i n g was i n one of your f a c i l i t i e s , and they went through 



a l i t t l e b i t , Dune, you might remember her, about a 30-something year 

ol d Asian woman. 

General Ham. Dr. Bando. 

Mr. Issa. Dr. Bando. 

General Ham. Yes, s i r . 

Mr. Issa. She was the only one that happened t o be there t h a t 

seemed t o have a l o t of c o n t i n u i t y , but they gave us an idea of steps 

t h a t they would take without d i r e c t i o n when there was an event, an a l e r t , 

something. Oh September 11 -- and we' 11 get back t o t h i s i n more d e t a i l , 

but I want t o sort of give you an a l e r t -- what were you aware of o f f 

the top of your head t h a t was going on or l i k e l y going on down range 

i n S t u t t g a r t based on the a l e r t t h a t something was happening on the 

ground f i r s t i n Egypt and second i n Libya? I f you could opine on t h a t 

s h o r t l y , and then w e ' l l r e v i s i t i t sometime l a t e r , but I s o r t of wanted 

t o get you t h i n k i n g i n those terms. 

Also one other quick question t h a t goes wi t h that i s , were you 

provided any documents, e i t h e r ones t h a t you retained or other documents 

so t h a t you could prepare yourself f o r today's hearing? 

General Ham. I f I may, Mr. Chairman, I ' l l take your second 

question f i r s t . I d i d r e t a i n personal, private counsel i n preparation 

f o r t h i s testimony, and t h a t personal counsel provided me with some, 

I suspect not a l l , but documents t h a t were i n the public domain. So 

whether they were t r a n s c r i p t s of hearings that had been released by the 

Congress, some of which had been redacted, so I had those i n terms of 

preparation, and some media reporting. So that was the extent. And 



as indicated, I did not have access t o c l a s s i f i e d information, and i f 

I may, Mr. Chairman, j u s t t o note t h a t I also purposely d i d not have 

conversations with the -- I t h i n k the previous o f f i c e r s and others who 

have been questioned by, i n t h i s process and others, and w i t h one 

exception, I did have a discussion w i t h Rear Admiral Retired Richard 

l a n d o l t , but i t was about an employment p o s s i b i l i t y , not --we 

s p e c i f i c a l l y steered clear o f any comments about Benghazi. 

To the f i r s t p oint, Mr. Chairman, and maybe now i s as good a time 

t o provide maybe j u s t kind o f a general overview from my perspective 

of how events unfolded on 11-12 September. Is t h a t -¬

Mr. Issa. Well, we're t e c h n i c a l l y out of time. So you guys 

decide the rules. 

_| General, the way we're constrained t o do t h i s by the 

rules i s the majority gets an hour and the minority gets an hour. We 

w i l l d e f i n i t e l y come back t o th a t . 

Mr. Issa. I did i t as an a l e r t , i n a sense, th a t t h a t was an area 

of i n t e r e s t , and I want t o make sure I'm i n the room f o r i t , but I want 

t o respect the back and f o r t h we usually do. 

General Ham. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Issa. Thank you, General. 

[Recess.] 

EXAMINATION 

Q I t i s 11:20. We can go back on the record. General Ham, 

I would l i k e t o take t h i s opportunity t o thank you f o r your service and 
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ODZ-

f o r speaking with us today. My name i s ̂  Jg, I'm w i t h the 

minority s t a f f of the Oversight and Government Reform Committee. I'm 

joined by my minority colleagues on both the Oversight and Government 

Reform Committee, | Wand Armed Services Committee, 

During our discussion my colleagues and I would l i k e t o ask you a bunch 

:of questions, many on topics t h a t we've already touched upon, so i f those 

t o p i c s seem redundant, again, i t ' s t o e s t a b l i s h a clear record, and so 

I apologize i f there i s any redundancy t o those questions. 

So my f i r s t question, s i r , i s you were interviewed by the 

Acc o u n t a b i l i t y Review Board? 

A I was. 

Q Okay, and can you t e l l us about your experience, the nature 

of the questions asked, and i t s thoroughness? 
. . . - ; 

|a My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s i t was i n November of 2012. I a c t u a l l y 

interviewed by video teleconference as i t was impossible f o r me t o appear 

personally before the Board. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s a l l of the 

A c c o u n t a b i l i t y Review Board members were present, chaired by Ambassador 

Pickering and cochaired by Admiral Mullen. I t lasted a few hours t o 

my r e c o l l e c t i o n . I t focused s p e c i f i c a l l y I t h i n k on my understanding, 

the Command's understanding of the i n t e l l i g e n c e leading up t o September 

11th, the actions of 11-12 September 2012 i n Benghazi, my discussions 

w i t h the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs, w i t h the Secretary of Defense, 

and decisions t h a t were made as the events were unfolding. My 

estimation, I thought the Accountability Review Board was, they were 

very professional i n t h e i r approach, they were obviously very, very well 



prepared. I'm c e r t a i n t h a t they had spoken with a number of other 

i n d i v i d u a l s before they spoke with me. They were very knowledgeable 

of the matters at hand, the attack at the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y 

I n Benghazi, and while they were c e r t a i n l y professional i n t h e i r dealing 

with me, my sense was there were, they didn't p u l l any punches. I mean, 

they were hard questions, they were i n my view d i f f i c u l t questions, you 

know, asking about, you know, the nature of decisions t h a t were made. 

So my sense was i t was qu i t e a -- I f e l t i t was qu i t e a thorough i n q u i r y 

when I appeared before them.: 

Q Okay. And you were provided w i t h the opportunity t o share 

a l l the information you deemed pertinent with the Board? 

A Yes. There were no co n s t r a i n t s . I t was conducted at a 

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n l e v e l t h a t did not i n h i b i t the conversation whatsoever. 

Q Okay. As part of our i n v e s t i g a t i o n on the Oversight and 

Government Reform Committee, we interviewed Admiral Mike Mullen on June 

19, 2013, and he described the ARB's review of the m i l i t a r y response 

pn the night of the attacks. I w i l l make t h i s Exhibit No. 1. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 1 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

8Y QV 2. 

So describing the ARB's review of the m i l i t a r y response on 

the night of the attacks, Admiral Mullen stated on page 53 the f o l l o w i n g , 

quote, " I personally reviewed and as the only m i l i t a r y member of the 

ARB," A-R-B, " I personally reviewed a l l of the m i l i t a r y assets t h a t were 

i n theater and available. Now, I also did t h i s i n conjunction w i t h - -we 



l i s t e n e d t o --we interviewed General Ham; we interviewed Admiral Tidd, 

who was the operations o f f i c e r f o r the Joint S t a f f , who was the current 

operations o f f i c e r . We also brought back the -- Tidd's predecessor, 

a Marine three star whose name I am blanking on r i g h t now, t o look at 

the p o s s i b i l i t y of moving forces. We walked through the forces t h a t 

moved, the ones t h a t could or couldn't t h a t night, and then a f t e r those 

interviews or i n conjunction w i t h those interviews, we a c t u a l l y went 

t o the Pentagon, and we reviewed with many -- many of the J o i n t S t a f f 

t h a t I know, knew from my time there I have great regard f o r . And we 

walked through the force posture i n Europe n o t i o n a l l y and looked at every 

single U.S. m i l i t a r y asset t h a t was there and what i t possibly could 

have done, whether i t could have moved or not. And i t was i n that 

i n t e r a c t i o n that I concluded, a f t e r a detailed understanding of what 

had happened that night, t h a t from outside Libya we'd done everything 

possible t h a t we could." 

General Ham, do you agree w i t h Admiral Mullen's findings t h a t the 

m i l i t a r y d i d everything i t could on the night of the attacks? 

H i do.I 

Q And do you believe t h a t Admiral Mullen has the capacity t o 

evaluate the m i l i t a r y movements and issues on the night of the Benghazi 

attacks? 

A I do. 

OP 2- HRpi-- °kay. I ' l l t u r n t o my colleague Peter Kenny here. 

BY g H M E 

Q General, thank you. At the beginning of the l a s t hour your 



counsel read from a statement t h a t enumerated the various times during 

which you appeared before Congress t o discuss the incidents or the 

attacks i n Benghazi, and I would l i k e t o j u s t maybe hear from you d i r e c t l y 

about some of your p r i o r appearances. 

So I would j u s t l i k e t o ask you, General, t o the best o f your 

r e c o l l e c t i o n , how many times have you appeared before Congress and 

provided information related t o the Benghazi attacks? 

|A I t h i n k my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h r e e , three hearings, two posture 

hearings, one each before the Senate and House Armed Services \ 

Committees, both of which had a b i t of a discussion about Benghazi and 

c e r t a i n l y was an opportunity f o r members of those two committees t o ask 

about the events i n Benghazi, a c l a s s i f i e d hearing w i t h the House Armed 
i 

Services Committee Subcommittee on I t h i n k Oversight and 

I n v e s t i g a t i o n s , which was at the time chaired by Mrs. Roby. I t h i n k 

those were the three formal hearings. There was a discussion with the 

House Oversight and Government Reform Committee i n a c l a s s i f i e d session, 

not a hearing, but a b r i e f i n g , i f you w i l l , and also a c l a s s i f i e d b r i e f i n g 

w i t h , p a r t i c u l a r l y with Senator Lieberman and Senator Col l i n s about the 

matters of Benghazi. A number of phone c a l l s with various members of 

both Chambers as w e l l . 

Q So j u s t t o summarize some o f t h a t , so i t i s i n f a c t the case 

t h a t you've appeared numerous times, also had numerous conversations 

w i t h Members of Congress to include members from the House Armed Services 

Committee as w e l l as the House Oversight and Government Reform 

Committee, i s t h a t accurate? 
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A Yes. And I guess the one comment I would add was t h a t the 

Dune 2013 hearing with Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of the 

House Armed Services Committee was a f t e r I had r e t i r e d from Active Duty. 

A l l the previous I was s t i l l on Active Duty. 

Q Thank you, s i r , that's h e l p f u l . And during these previous 

appearances and your previous discussions on the attacks i n Benghazi, 

were you i n any way prevented or i n h i b i t e d from providing f u l l and 

accurate answers t o the questions t h a t were posed t o you? 

A No, c e r t a i n l y , no constraints t h a t way. 

A Well, with one exception. There were a couple o f the phone 

c a l l s and the posture hearings were u n c l a s s i f i e d , so, obviously, i n 

those sessions, I could not present any c l a s s i f i e d information, but I 

don't t h i n k t h a t t h a t provided an impediment. Certainly i n the 

hearings, i f the answer to a question by a Member would necessitate a 

c l a s s i f i e d response, there was always the opportunity t o say t o the 

questioning Member, May I come back t o you i n a c l a s s i f i e d session, and 

I t h i n k with regard -- I t h i n k i n the Senate Armed Services Committee 

posture hearing, I t h i n k t h a t happened, i 

jQv Thank you, s i r . And some of the occasions, the hearings, 

the discussions we were j u s t t a l k i n g about, those took place or occurred, 

i t sounds l i k e they occurred p r i m a r i l y during 2013, and I j u s t would 

l i k e t o know how, you know, today you would characterize your 

r e c o l l e c t i o n o f the events on the night of September 11th and 12th, 2012, 

today as compared t o when you f i r s t appeared before Congress. Can you 
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characterize, i s your r e c o l l e c t i o n today be t t e r , i s i t worse, i s i t the 

same? 
• M H M ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

A Well, I t h i n k over time, some of the d e t a i l s fade, so with 

regard t o the s p e c i f i c t i m i n g of events, such as, f o r example, meetings 

d i t h the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f or with the Secretary 

f Defense, you know, probably i n l a t e 2012 and early 2013 I probably 

ould have given a p r e t t y accurate i f not d e f i n i t i v e d e f i n i t i o n o f when 

i d those meetings occur. Now my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s a l i t t l e more general, 

I t h i n k , rather than a s p e c i f i c t i m i n g . But I t h i n k the -- and t h e other 

d i f f i c u l t part o f t h i s , of course, i s as the events of September 11th 

and 12th were unfolding i n r e a l time, and we make decisions based on 

what you know and what information t h a t you have at the time, and 

sometimes th a t information i s o f t e n incomplete, sometimes ambiguous, 

sometimes contradictory, and so you are t r y i n g t o sort through a l l of 

t h a t and make as good a decision as you can based on what you know and 

make good recommendations t o others based upon what you know. Now, i n 

A p r i l of 2014, i t ' s hard t o compartment, you know, what d i d I know then 

as opposed t o what has become known since then. I mean, I know a l o t 

ore about the events t h a t unfolded i n Benghazi th a t night now than I 

di d . As one example, I've been able t o see the c l o s e d - c i r c u i t 

t e l e v i s i o n recordings from the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y i n Benghazi. 

Obviously, I didn't see t h a t as the events were unfolding, and that 

b u i l d s , t h a t contributes t o a more complete understanding of the events 

as they were unfolding but didn't have access t o tha t at the time. 

Q Okay. You mentioned during the l a s t round t h a t your p r i v a t e 



counsel had made available t o you some public t r a n s c r i p t s r e l a t e d t o 

the attacks, and I would j u s t l i k e t o ask whether you've personally had 

the opportunity t o review some of the statements you made during the 

June 26, 2013, b r i e f i n g between, before the House Armed Services 

Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations? 

A I did. I t h i n k t h a t was one of the t r a n s c r i p t s t h a t was 

released p u b l i c l y . I believe there are some elements of that which had 

been redacted, which I obviously was not able t o review, but, yes, t h a t 

t r a n s c r i p t was made available t o me. 

Q And you had mentioned j u s t a moment ago t r y i n g t o compartment 

some new information versus information as you knew i t the night of the 

attacks. Can I ask what -- has any new information surfaced since t h a t 

b r i e f i n g , since the Dune 26, 2013, b r i e f i n g , come t o your a t t e n t i o n t h a t 

would cause you t o revise any of those statements you previously made? 

A Since the Dune 26, 2013? 

Q Yes, s i r . 

A No, not tha t I can r e a d i l y t h i n k of. 

Q Okay, thank you. I would l i k e j u s t t o provide a l i t t l e road 

map f o r you. I know during the l a s t round you had a f a i r l y exhaustive 

discussion about the Site Security Team, and I think we would l i k e t o 

r e t u r n t o that at some point, but i f we could, I think we would l i k e 

t o f a s t forward t o the night of the attacks, and I th i n k t h i s i s where 

Chairman Issa had l e f t o f f i n the l a s t round. 
'' ' ' 

General, before discussing, you know, your decisionmaking process 

and how you and others would have arrived at cer t a i n decisions on the 
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night of the attacks with regard t o s p e c i f i c options, I would j u s t l i k e 

t o begin with a discussion of what forces were, i n f a c t , deployed on 

the night of the attacks, and i n order t o help or assist i n t h a t I would 

l i k e t o mark Exhibit 2. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 2 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

________ op t 
|Q General, again, t h i s i s a p o r t i o n of a transcribed i n t e r v i e w 

t h a t the House Oversight and Government Reform Committee conducted o f 

Admiral Mike Mullen, the former Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f 

and the vice chair of the A c c o u n t a b i l i t y Review Board. I t ' s dated June 

19, 2013. Again, r e f e r r i n g t o the m i l i t a r y ' s response on the night of 

the attacks, Admiral Mullen stated, and t h i s i s beginning on page 65, 

and I quote, "Well, I would go back t o I t h i n k i t ' s important i n my 

experience with two Presidents i s t h a t when something l i k e t h i s happens, 

the Presidents say do everything you possibly can do, and t h a t ' s a l l 

the guidance I need t o move forces and c e r t a i n l y with two Secretaries 

f Defense th a t I served w i t h , t h a t ' s a l l the -- a l l the guidance 

Secretary Gates and Secretary Panetta would need. So we're -- and i n 

f a c t i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n i t does not seem t o be, at least from a public 

standpoint, widely understood, we moved a l o t of forces t h a t night. 

They don't move i n s t a n t l y , but we had a s i g n i f i c a n t force t h a t was 

deployed doing other th i n g s , Special Operations Force i n Europe, i n 

Croatia, which was redeployed t o a base i n southern Europe. We had a 

s i g n i f i c a n t force from the United States which was deployed t o a base 
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i n Southern Europe. So there were a l o t of forces moving. And you make 

hose packages, i f you w i l l , as robust as possible because you don't 

know when i t ' s going t o end, and you don't know exactly what's going 

t o happen next, and I'm very confident t h a t was done. A l l of t h a t while 

you're t r y i n g t o put together the p i c t u r e as r a p i d l y as possible, moving 

a drone over -- a UAV, unarmed UAV over Benghazi as r a p i d l y as possible 

}to give your, give yourself better s i t u a t i o n a l awareness. That was 

done. You're p u l l i n g every single spring you possibly can t o f i n d out 

what's going on i n c l u d i n g those forces t h a t are -- and t h i s i s n ' t j u s t 

the Pentagon, t h i s i s I c e r t a i n l y saw t h i s i n the State Department,: 

I saw t h i s i n the i n t e l l i g e n c e community from my review, i f you w i l l , " 

close quote. 

F i r s t , General, I would l i k e t o ask, do you agree with Admiral 

Mullen' s assessment th a t the U.S. m i l i t a r y , quote, "moved a l o t of forces 

t h a t n i g h t , " close quote? 

• 

A I do agree w i t h t h a t . 

Q Okay. And t o the best t h a t you're able t o do so, 

understanding t h a t t h i s i s a c l a s s i f i e d s e t t i n g , but the best that you 

can provide your response t o the next question i n an u n c l a s s i f i e d format, 

can you j u s t walk us through some of the forces t h a t the U.S. m i l i t a r y 

activated and moved on the night of the attacks? 
Spend as much time as you need on t h i s , s i r . 

General Ham. Perhaps i t would be h e l p f u l j u s t t o kind of s t a r t 

w i t h an overview, from my perspective, i f you w i l l , kind of how things, 

from my perspective, how things unfolded t h a t night, and then we can 



t a l k about the s p e c i f i c s of force movement. I s that okay i f we do that? 

Please, s i r . 

General Ham. So and w i t h the understanding t h a t these events, 

again, were unfolding i n r e a l time, and so decisions made upon, again, 

• 

Incomplete, sometimes contradictory information. I t h i n k , as many 

people know, I happened t o have been at the Pentagon on September 11th 

f o r a meeting o f a l l the combatant commanders and the service chiefs 

called by the Secretary of Defense and Chairman of the Joint Chiefs o f 

S t a f f , a meeting that occurred three or four times a year, so not 

p a r t i c u l a r l y unusual. I was n o t i f i e d by the A f r i c a Command Joint 

Operations Center based i n S t u t t g a r t t h a t there was an attack ongoing 

a t the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y i n Benghazi. Didn't know much more 

at t h a t point. I immediately n o t i f i e d the Chairman of the J o i n t Chiefs 

p f S t a f f . I j u s t walked down the h a l l t o his o f f i c e , t o l d him what we 

knew. We went upstairs t o b r i e f Secretary of Defense on what was \ 

happening. And during those, you know, short meeting i n the chairman's 

o f f i c e , short meeting i n the Secretary's o f f i c e , b i t s and pieces of 

information are coming i n , the most important of which i n the early 

stages was tha t the Ambassador was at -- Ambassador Stevens was at the 

Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y . Secretary of Defense was very rap i d , i n 

my view, i n making decisions t o f i r s t a l e r t and n o t i f y and deploy the 

Commander's In-Extremis Force. This i s a Special Operations Force 

based i n Europe. I t was at t h a t time shared between European Command 

and A f r i c a Command. A f r i c a Command d i d not gain i t s own Commander's 

In-Extremis Force u n t i l 1 October of 2012. So t h i s i s a shared force. 
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The Secretary o f Defense made the decision t o a l e r t t h a t f o r c e , happened 

t o be i n Croatia i n -- f o r a deployment. S i m i l a r l y ordered the a l e r t 

and n o t i f i c a t i o n and deployment of Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Teams 

based i n Spain, so those were the f i r s t forces t h a t started t o move. 

Again, I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c t i m i n g , but not long a f t e r those 

i n i t i a l discussions, we got the sad news t h a t at the Temporary Mission 

F a c i l i t y , there was one dead. We learned soon th e r e a f t e r t h a t i t was 

Mr. Smith, a member of Ambassador Stevens' team* Ambassador Stevens 

was unaccounted f o r . A team from the annex, another U.S. f a c i l i t y i n 

Benghazi, had moved t o the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , secured a l l of 

the Americans, less Ambassador Stevens, moved them back t o the annex, 

the second f a c i l i t y i n Benghazi, and the attack then s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

subsided i n Benghazi. At t h a t point i n m i l i t a r y t h i n k i n g i n terms of 

now responding t o an ongoing attack, a besieged diplomatic f a c i l i t y , 

I f you w i l l , now the more l i k e l y s i t u a t i o n i s we p o t e n t i a l l y have a 

hostage rescue of a U.S. Ambassador which we j u s t didn't know where he 

might be. The Secretary of Defense then alerted the | 

t o a staging base i n Europe. 

A few hours a f t e r t h a t , the Libyans recovered the body of 

Ambassador Stevens, so we sadly knew there were now two dead. The 

Embassy had put i n t o motion a plan t o get an a i r c r a f t i n t o Benghazi and 

then move a l l the Americans from Benghazi back t o T r i p o l i . A team 

deployed from T r i p o l i , got detained f o r a number of hours at the Benghazi 



a i r p o r t , was not allowed t o move, and i n t h a t period, that delay i n moving 

o f f the a i r f i e l d , a second attack occurred. This one again focused oh 

the annex, the second f a c i l i t y , and again t r a g i c a l l y two more were 

i . • 

k i l l e d , Mr. Woods and Mr. Doherty were k i l l e d i n t h a t attack. A l l the 

Americans then moved t o Benghazi and subsequently evacuated t o T r i p o l i 

and then u l t i m a t e l y evacuated t o Germany. So th a t ' s kind o f a broad 

overview from my perspective of how things played out. 

• - . -

So back t o the sp e c i f i c question, the two immediate teams i n 

theater, i n the European theater were the Commander's In-Extremis Force 

and the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Teams, both o f which were alerted 

f o r movement and a c t u a l l y prepared f o r movement soon a f t e r we learned 

of the attacks i n Benghazi. 
0O\ 

Q Thank you, that's very h e l p f u l . I t h i n k we would l i k e t o 

maybe unpack some of that and then walk through a few of those items. 

Does the f a c t t h a t the m i l i t a r y , the Department of Defense began moving 

those forces, does that suggest t o you t h a t the Department was tak i n g 

i t s response to the attacks seriously on the night of? 

A Yes. I mean, again, as the commander of Africa Command, t h i s 

was a very, very serious matter. That's why, you know, went immediately 

t o see the Chairman and the Secretary as soon as we learned of the 

attacks. 

Q Okay. And j u s t t o take a l i t t l e b i t of a step back, the 

process t h a t was underway, the decisionmaking process about which 

options t o u t i l i z e , was t h a t a process t h a t considered a l l available 



options? 

A Yes. So one of the things I didn't mention t h a t occurred 

very quickly upon the command learning of the attack was that the deputy, 

the m i l i t a r y deputy commander of A f r i c a Command ordered the 

re p o s i t i o n i n g of an unmanned a e r i a l vehicle which had been operating 

i n the eastern p o r t i o n o f Libya toward Benghazi. He made that decision. 

I c e r t a i n l y , when I learned of i t , very much approved of i t , but that's 

the kind of i n i t i a t i v e t h a t we would expect people t o implement. So 

jthat was the biggest challenge was t o t r y t o gain some understanding 

of what was happening i n Benghazi. So, from a m i l i t a r y standpoint, 

g e t t i n g the Predator overhead was a f i r s t necessary s t a r t . The 

communications w i t h those who were on the ground i n Benghazi was l a r g e l y 

over commercial c e l l phones f o r the most part since the Temporary Mission 

F a c i l i t y had been attacked p r e t t y severely, and then the people moved 

put of there, so communications were spotty, i f you w i l l , from Benghazi. 

So that was the f i r s t t h i n g was t o t r y t o understand what was happening. 

Q General, at the outset, you mentioned t h a t upon learning o f 

the attacks, you f i r s t n o t i f i e d the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f 

General Dempsey, and then the two of you also n o t i f i e d the Secretary 

of Defense, then Secretary of Defense Panetta. Can you j u s t describe 

f o r us what the response was. Would you say t h a t they became immediately 

engaged upon learning of the attacks? 

A Yes, both of them very much so. So I was i n my -- A f r i c a 

Command has a l i a i s o n o f f i c e at the Pentagon, which i s where I was. As 

soon as I was n o t i f i e d of the attack, I called the Chairman of the Joint 



Chiefs of S t a f f o f f i c e , I said I'm walking down the h a l l , I need t o see 

him. I t ' s a p r e t t y uncommon t h i n g t o say I need t o see him r i g h t away. 

He obviously made time f o r t h a t . The combatant command says I've got 

t o see you r i g h t away. I saw him, he was very clear t h a t , the Chairman 

of the "Joint Chiefs of S t a f f , t h a t t h i s was a very serious matter. My 

r e c o l l e c t i o n i s , you know, a quick discussion of what forces do we have 

a v a i l a b l e , b i t s and pieces of information were coming i n , and he said 

very q u i c k l y , I mean, w i t h i n j u s t i n i t i a l n o t i f i c a t i o n t o him, we need 

t o go see the Secretary, so his o f f i c e called the Secretary's o f f i c e , 

but we didn't wait. We j u s t immediately walked ups t a i r s . Secretary 

Panetta saw us immediately upon a r r i v a l , and i t was very, very clear 

t o me t h a t both the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs o f S t a f f understood the significance of t h i s i n i t i a l report of 

an attack and were f u l l y engaged. 

JQ And not t o jump too f a r ahead, but was i t your sense that 

both General Dempsey and Secretary Panetta remained engaged throughout 

the night? 

A Yes. I had a couple of discussions w i t h the Secretary of 

Defense, many more discussions throughout the night with the Chairman 

of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f and p a r t i c u l a r l y with h i s , members of the 

Joint S t a f f and p a r t i c u l a r l y those at the, i n the National M i l i t a r y 

Command Center, kind o f the nerve center, i f you w i l l , of the Joint S t a f f . 

Q Thank you, s i r . We understand t h a t s h o r t l y a f t e r you 

n o t i f i e d both Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey tha t they traveled 

t o the White House f o r a previously scheduled meeting, and we f u r t h e r 
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understand t h a t while yourself did not attend the meeting, you again 

spoke with Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey on t h e i r r e t u r n . 

I would l i k e t o ask you about those conversations, and i n order 

to do so w e ' l l mark t h i s as Exhibit 3. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 3 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

DD\ M M This i s a portion of a hearing t r a n s c r i p t from the, 

February 7, 2013, Senate Armed Services Committee hearing on the 

Benghazi attacks. I ' l l j u s t give you a moment, s i r , t o read t h a t . Take 

your time, please. 

General Ham. I'm j u s t t r y i n g t o -- who's the witness? 

So t h i s i s Secretary Panetta t e s t i f y i n g . D 0 \ 

OX>\ 

General Ham. Okay. So as I look, I'm looking at page 8, 

Yes. 

General Ham. I s t h i s now Secretary -¬

This i s Secretary Panetta. 

General Ham. Speaking? 

j p. Yes, s i r . 

General Ham. Beginning on page 8? 

Yes, s i r . And j u s t so you know, I'm going t o focus 

on some portions from page 9 and page 31. 
j 

General Ham. Okay. 

OPl ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
Q General, I would l i k e t o draw your a t t e n t i o n t o the top of 

e 9. I ' l l read a po r t i o n of t h i s t r a n s c r i p t i n t o the record. Here 

DIM 



Secretary Panetta t e s t i f i e d t h a t , quote, "Soon a f t e r the i n i t i a l reports 

about the attack i n Benghazi were received, General Dempsey and I met 

wit h President Obama, and he ordered a l l a v ailable DOD assets t o respond 

t o the attack i n Libya and t o protect U.S. personnel and i n t e r e s t s i n 

the region, I t ' s important t o remember t h a t i n a d d i t i o n t o responding 

t o the s i t u a t i o n i n Benghazi, we were also concerned about p o t e n t i a l 

t h r e a t s t o U.S. personnel i n Tunis, T r i p o l i , Cairo, Sanaa, and elsewhere 

t h a t could p o t e n t i a l l y require a m i l i t a r y response. I n consultation 

w i t h General Dempsey and AFRICOM Commander General Ham, I dir e c t e d 

several s p e c i f i c actions. F i r s t , we ordered a Marine Fleet 

A n t i t e r r o r i s m Secure Team, a FAST team, stationed i n Spain t o prepare 

t o deploy t o Benghazi. A second FAST platoon was ordered t o prepare 

[to deploy t o the Embassy i n T r i p o l i , a Special Operations Force which 

was t r a i n i n g i n Central Europe was ordered t o prepare t o deploy t o an 

intermediate staging base i n Southern Europe, Sigonella, and a Special 

operations Force based i n the United States was ordered t o deploy t o 

an intermediate staging base i n Southern Europe as well at Sigonella," 

close quote. 

And j u s t to cap on, tag on t o the end of t h a t , on page 31, Secretary 

Panetta also t e s t i f i e s , and I'm i n the middle of the page here, and i n 

response t o a question Secretary Panetta stated t h i s , quote, "He," 

r e f e r r i n g t o the President, "basically said, Do whatever you need to 

do t o be able t o protect our people there," close quote. 

And, General, I j u s t would l i k e t o ask you again, the actions that 

were d i r e c t e d by the Secretary of Defense on the night of the attacks. 
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did they t o you r e f l e c t the seriousness and importance that the 

: 

Department attached t o i t s response? 

A I believe so, yes. 

|Q Did anybody from the State Department, inc l u d i n g the 

Secretary, ever object t o the sending of these m i l i t a r y forces to the 
i 

region? 

A Not t o my knowledge, i 

^ ^ ^ B Okay. Was i t your impression that the State Department, 

in c l u d i n g the Secretary, was f u l l y behind your m i l i t a r y e f f o r t s on the 
, v J S M B H ^ M ^ B M B B B B B M B H M M B B ^ B M B B H B ^ B I B B H B B ^ H H H N B H H M H B I B B B H 

i g h t of the attack? A I don't have any personal knowledge and had no personal 

conversation w i t h the Secretary o f State, but I believe t h a t t o be the 

Q Okay. And a f t e r they both returned t o the Pentagon, 

Secretary Panetta and General Dempsey provided you w i t h an update on 
i 

t h e i r conversations. I s that correct? ; 

A I t was more upon t h e i r r e t u r n providing them with what 

in f o r m a t i o n , what f u r t h e r information we had learned while they had been 

i n t h e i r meetings at the White House, but i t was clear, c e r t a i n l y from 

both the Secretary of Defense and the Chairman, you know, that they were 

both f u l l y engaged i n t h i s and exploring what were the best ways that 

the U.S. m i l i t a r y could support response t o t h i s attack. 

Q Okay. I would l i k e , i f I may, at t h i s point to enter, t h i s 

w i l l be Exhibit --

fl_ B Do you want t o enter the whole thing? 
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mmmW Sure. 

Exhibit Exhibit 

O D\ 

t?V\ 

from the "June 26, 2013, b r i e f i n g before the House Armed Services 

Subcommittee on Oversight and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s . 

[Ham Ex h i b i t No. 4 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

BY j|HBM: 

Q General, I would j u s t l i k e t b d i r e c t your a t t e n t i o n t o pages 

73 and 74. And here, s i r , you engage i n an exchange with Congressman 

Chaffetz, who i s a member on the Oversight and Government Reform 

Committee, and th a t exchange reads as f o l l o w s , and I quote: 

"Mr. Chaffetz: What was your understanding t h a t the President was 

aut h o r i z i n g you to do? 

"General Ham: The Secretary of Defense gave me clear d i r e c t i o n 

at the outset, you know, t o deploy forces again i n a n t i c i p a t i o n t h a t 

the f i r s t mission was a p o t e n t i a l hostage rescue of the U.S. Ambassador, 

recovering evacuation of wounded, and other persons from Benghazi. 

"Mr. Chaffetz: Was there -¬

"General Ham: And then as t h a t s h i f t e d , when the Ambassador's 

body had been recovered, then i t s h i f t e d t o i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and pursuit 

of the perpetrators," close quote. 

General, i t sounds l i k e the Secretary of Defense had provided some 

d i r e c t i o n e a r l y on t o deploy various units f o r m u l t i p l e possible 

missions, whether t h a t be evacuation of c e r t a i n personnel or a hostage 



63 

rescue p o t e n t i a l l y of a U.S. Ambassador. I s t h a t your understanding 

as well? 

A Yes. As the report of the, the i n i t i a l report of the attack 

commenced, again the s i t u a t i o n , at le a s t i n my mind, was quite unclear. 

We didn't know exactly what the nature of a m i l i t a r y mission might be, 

and the Secretary, again, was quick t o approve the a l e r t , n o t i f i c a t i o n , 

and deployment of the most available forces t o respond t o any unfolding 

contingency, which i s the Commander's In-Extremis Force and the Fleet 

A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Team. 

So can I ask t h i s , General, the three u n i t s t h a t you describe 

t h a t moved t h a t night, were those u n i t s capable of responding t o the 

p o t e n t i a l missions t h a t you understood them t o be that night? Were 

they - - i n other words, were they the r i g h t tools f o r the various jobs 

t h a t you understood at the time? 

A I n my judgment, yes. Beginning with the r e d i r e c t i o n of the 

Predator t o t r y t o gain s i t u a t i o n a l understanding because absent t h a t , 

i t was very d i f f i c u l t t o determine what force would be required f o r what 

mission and what would be the environment i n t o which t h a t force might 
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be inserted. 

Q Thank you. General. And, General, remaining i n t h i s 

t r a n s c r i p t here, I would l i k e t o t u r n your a t t e n t i o n t o page 45 of the 

t r a n s c r i p t . 

Let me j u s t ask a quick question, s i r . Those forces, we had 

a discussion about the l e g a l protections of the T i t l e 10 forces and 

Whether or not t h a t influenced the decision, T i t l e 10 forces i n T r i p o l i , 

and whether t h a t influenced operational decisions t h a t night, but of 

course, none of those deploying forces have those l e g a l protections, 

it's a l l done under the a u t h o r i t y of the President, r i g h t ? So there's 

no consideration i n a time of -- I guess I ' l l rephrase i t . So those 

l e g a l protections considerations don't apply t o any of the forces t h a t 

n i g h t . I s t h a t correct? 

A I don't know from a l e g a l standpoint whether they would apply 

or not. I do not r e c a l l --
• 

Q Influence the decision to deploy? 

A I do not r e c a l l there being any discussion, at least i n the 

discussions I had with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, w i t h the 

Secretary of Defense, with the operations o f f i c e r f o r the Joint S t a f f , 

I don't remember any conversation t h a t said, Well, wait a minute, we 

don't have the l e g a l protections. I don't r e c a l l any such conversation. 

I t may have occurred at the s t a f f l e v e l , but I don't remember i t r i s i n g 

t o my l e v e l , and I c e r t a i n l y don't remember i t being an impediment i n 

any way t o deployment of any of the forces. 
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Q 3 Because i n a time of c r i s i s , provided i t ' s l e g a l under our 

domestic law, we're going t o do what we need t o do t o rescue our people? 

A I believe t h a t t o be the case, and i t c e r t a i n l y was my opinion 

Thank you. 

Q General, I would l i k e t o s h i f t gears and again focus you on 

page 45. This i s the June 26, 2013, b r i e f i n g , u n c l a s s i f i e d t r a n s c r i p t , 

and I would j u s t l i k e t o read a b r i e f , somewhat b r i e f quote from t h i s 

page. You state the f o l l o w i n g , quote, " I w i l l admit to g i v i n g a l o t 

o f thought about close a i r support, and i n the lead up t o September 11th 

iin the discussions about what forces should we have av a i l a b l e , i t was 

my determination, obviously w i t h advice from others, but the 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y was mine as the commander, was t h a t close a i r support 

was not the appropriate t o o l i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n . And as I look back on 

the events of t h a t day and say and t h i n k i n my own mind, would a i r have 

made a d i f f e r e n c e , and i n my m i l i t a r y judgment, I believe the answer 

i s no. I t was a very uncertain s i t u a t i o n and an environment which we 

now, which we know we had an unknown surface-to-air threat w i t h the 

p r o l i f e r a t i o n p a r t i c u l a r l y of shoulder-fired surface-to-air missiles, 

many of which remain unaccounted f o r , but mostly, i t was a lack of 

understanding of the environment, and hence the need f o r the Predator 

t o t r y t o gain an understanding of what was going on. So, again, I 

understand that others may disagree w i t h t h i s , but i t was my judgment 

t h a t close a i r support was not the r i g h t t o o l f o r that environment," 



close quote. 

General, you touch on some examples here, but can you j u s t maybe 

explain f o r us more what you mean when you say t h a t the attack of f i g h t e r 

a i r c r a f t was, quote, "not the r i g h t t o o l f o r the environment," close 

quote? ! 
" . ' '• . .• - ;•>- " • i ' . , . . „ . v. r. . " ' ' ... 

I . I , - . , • * • 

A In the days and weeks leading up t o September 11th across 

the A f r i c a Command area of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , we had a l o t of focus on what 

I n t e l l i g e n c e , i s there i n t e l l i g e n c e t h a t would indicate t h a t an attack 

against U.S. persons or f a c i l i t i e s or i n t e r e s t s i s imminent, how ought 

we best posture our f o r c e , and what' s the nature of the type of attacks 

t h a t we could, we might a n t i c i p a t e , and so, i n that time, my assessment 

was w i t h l o t s of input, obviously, from the s t a f f and from the service 

component commanders of A f r i c a , saying Army, Air Force, Navy, Marine 

Corps, and Special Operations, the view was i f there i s going, i f there 

i s going to be an attack on September 11th, t o the best of my knowledge, 

there hadn't been an attack, a s i g n i f i c a n t attack on the anniversary 

o f September 11th p r i o r , but i f there was going t o be an at t a c k , i t was 

l i k e l y t o be an improvised explosive device or a car bomb or a sniper 

or a kidnapping, some mission l i k e t h a t or an attack l i k e t h a t against 

American persons or f a c i l i t i e s or i n t e r e s t s . I f those were, and I 

thought they were, the more l i k e l y types of attacks t h a t we could 

a n t i c i p a t e , then how ought we be best postured t o m i l i t a r i l y respond 

t o t h a t , t o those kind of attacks? And i n that consideration I 

considered, and the s t a f f , we had obviously, i t wasn't j u s t a single 

person, but the s t a f f helping me through t h i s , I came to the conclusion 
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t h a t close a i r support was not a m i l i t a r i l y appropriate response t o the 

types of events t h a t we envisioned, at least t h a t I envisioned t h a t might 

occur on September 11th. So based upon t h a t , I could have but chose 

not t o d i r e c t the a i r component commander t o place s t r i k e a i r c r a f t on 

heightened a l e r t because, again, i n my assessment, th a t wasn't the 

: 

nature of the response t h a t we would need. 

Q And was there anything, did those circumstances change o 

the night of the attack? I n other words, was there any information that 

would have caused you to revise or reassess t h a t decision? 

A Again, as I look back t o how the events were unfolding i n 

r e a l time, the s t a f f I'm sure had, the A f r i c a Command s t a f f I'm sure 

had a more exhaustive conversation with the Air Component Command, but 

I d i d consider one of the responses t h a t we did t a l k about, t h a t I did 
r • • - • • . • [ • 

t a l k about w i t h my s t a f f was, i s there an a i r response to t h i s ? We looked 

at the posture of a i r c r a f t , but o v e r r i d i n g that t o me was, again, not 

the r i g h t m i l i t a r y instrument to respond i n t h i s circumstance, and then, 

again, I w i l l go back to my general overview t h a t says, i n my 

r e c o l l e c t i o n , about an hour a f t e r the attack began, i t l a r g e l y subsided, 

and the team from the Annex had moved a l l the Americans, less the 

Ambassador, back t o the Annex. Again, the f i g h t i n g s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

subsided. I t didn't appear that there was any spe c i f i c s i g n i f i c a n t 

m i l i t a r y action directed against U.S. personnel i n Benghazi at that 

p o i n t , and so, again, j u s t i n my mind reaffirmed my decision t h a t a i r 

was not a good response and, at t h i s point, not needed because the attack 

had l a r g e l y subsided. 
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Q_ Thank you, General, that's very h e l p f u l . So, on the night 

o f , i t does sound t o us l i k e you gave at least that option some s o r t 

pf serious thought or you or at the Joint S t a f f l e v e l rather than 

something that was j u s t quickly considered and dismissed, i s t h a t a f a i r 

assessment? 

A Yes. Again, when an incident l i k e t h i s occurs, t h e s t a f f , 

the operations and i n t e l l i g e n c e s t a f f at the Command i s now again f i r s t 

t r y i n g t o gain s i t u a t i o n a l understanding and secondly, what are the best 

methods? You know, how ought we be prepared t o respond? What are the 

options t h a t we want t o lay out? And c e r t a i n l y an a i r response was one 

of those considerations. Ultimately, i t was my decision t h a t said no, 

not the r i g h t response i n t h i s circumstance. 

Q General, many m i l i t a r y experts have also added t o t h i s ; 

scbnversation and stated that not only the considerations t h a t you j u s t 

mentioned but t h a t i t would have also been impr a c t i c a l t o deploy e i t h e r 

attack or s t r i k e a i r c r a f t on the night of the attacks. For instance, 

Admiral Mullen, General Dempsey, they both p u b l i c l y t e s t i f i e d t h a t some 

sort of f a s t mover i n the region would have taken 20 hours t o spool up 

and deploy. Was that f a c t generally w e l l understood w i t h i n AFRICOM, 

, .; ,,; . ^ M. ' ' • • {• • ••>. r •; -

t h a t i t would take a s i g n i f i c a n t amount of time t o , given the a l e r t status 

at the time, t o prep an a i r c r a f t ? 

A Yes. So there was -- again, as the events were unfolding, 

one of the things the operations center does i s make sure i t has open 

l i n e s of communication wi t h the component. So the a i r component, which 

was headquartered i n Ramstein, to have a clear understanding of what 



the c a p a b i l i t i e s would be. So I t h i n k there was a very clear 

understanding of the t i m e l i n e s t h a t might be required f o r the deployment 

of a i r forces, and again as the attacks subsided, s i g n i f i c a n t l y subsided 

i n Benghazi, i t appeared t h a t again t h a t was perhaps the wrong 

instrument. 

|The other challenge, of course, I t h i n k , i s a very uncertain 

environment. We knew there was a p r o l i f e r a t i o n p a r t i c u l a r l y o f manned 

portable a i r defense systems, and --

Q How serious was t h a t threat? ; 
_______________H____H__H_________— 

A Well, i t was unknown. We knew there were manned portable 

•systems since the collapse of the Qadhafi regime t h a t were unaccounted 

f o r and c e r t a i n l y some large number of them i n my view, and I t h i n k the 

i n t e l l i g e n c e would support t h i s under, you know, under c o n t r o l o f e i t h e r 

m i l i t i a or v i o l e n t extremist organizations i n Libya, so i t was a very 

unclear s i t u a t i o n t h e r e , and I t h i n k t h i s applies generally with the 

Whole idea of hypotheticals or, you know, what i f . We don't r e a l l y know 

what had happened, had I made a d i f f e r e n t decision, had s t r i k e a i r c r a f t 

deployed, we don't r e a l l y know what the outcome would have been. Maybe 

i t would have been p o s i t i v e , but maybe i t would have got shot down. 

Maybe i t would have k i l l e d c i v i l i a n s . I mean, there's so many unknowns 

i f we go down the hypothetical path t h a t I'm reluctant t o do so. 

Q Thank you. General, I would l i k e t o now turn t o some 

allegations t h a t c e r t a i n DOD personnel i n T r i p o l i were ordered to stand 

down on the night o f the attacks. You've previously addressed t h i s 

topic s p e c i f i c a l l y during the Dune 26, 2013, b r i e f i n g , again before the 
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House Armed Services Subcommittee on Oversight and I n v e s t i g a t i o n s , and 

I would l i k e t o t u r n your a t t e n t i o n now t o page 30 of the u n c l a s s i f i e d 

t r a n s c r i p t , of Exhibit 4, and draw your a t t e n t i o n t o an exchange between 

yourself and Congressman Conaway, and the exchange reads, and I quote: 

"Mr. Conaway: Were you aware of Lieutenant Colonel | 

a c t i v i t i e s on the l l t h ? Were you i n communication wi t h him? 

"General Ham: I was not i n d i r e c t communication w i t h him. I had 

et him previously, but as the events unfolded i n T r i p o l i and Benghazi, 

was not i n d i r e c t contact with him. 

"Mr. Conaway: Did you receive an order to not go from anybody i n 

your chain of command? 

"General Ham: He did not. I didn't know t h a t night. I know now 

that Lieutenant Colonel | ( requested approval t o move t o Benghazi 

i n the morning of the 12th, and i t i s understandable t o me why he would 

want t o do t h a t . What m i l i t a r y people want to do i s move t o the sound 

of the guns. The decision was, no, you have a mission i n T r i p o l i , " close 

quote. 

(General Ham, do you r e c a l l t h i s exchange? 
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RPTS HUMISTON  

DCMN HOFSTAD 

[12:12 p.m.] 

General Ham. I do. 

B Y f l ____|ODJ 
Q Okay. I s i t s t i l l an accurate r e f l e c t i o n , t h a t you weren't 

i n d i r e c t contact with Lieutenant Colonel | | -¬

A That i s correct. 

Q --on the night of the attacks? 

General Ham, you then continued t o state t h i s - - o r the exchange 

continues, and I quote, "Mr. Conaway: Whose decision was that? 

"General Ham: Rear Admiral Losey, as the commander of the Special 

nations Command A f r i c a , j " 

"Mr. Conaway: Okay. Did you agree with t h a t decision, I guess? 

"General Ham: I didn't know of i t at the time. I c e r t a i n l y agree 

w i t h i t now," close quote. 

General, I'd j u s t l i k e t o ask, do you s t i l l agree th a t the order 

given by Admiral Losey was --do you s t i l l agree with t h a t decision? 

A I do agree with Admiral Losey's decision. At the time, the 

s i t u a t i o n i n T r i p o l i was very uncertain. There was a re a l concern, 

s i g n i f i c a n t concern on the part of the Embassy t h a t the Embassy and i t s 

personnel i n T r i p o l i might be threatened. And so there was a necessity 

t o make sure there was adequate s e c u r i t y there. 

And Lieutenant Colonel I I and his team were among the only 
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security elements t h a t could have played out - - o r could have 

contributed t o s e c u r i t y . And they d i d . I t ' s my understanding a f t e r 

the f a c t that they were very s i g n i f i c a n t l y involved i n securing the 

movement of U.S. personnel from one f a c i l i t y t o consolidate i n a single 
i • 

f a c i l i t y . 

'• _____ 
And, importantly, Lieutenant CblonelJ | had w i t h him a medical 

person, w e l l - t r a i n e d , t h a t was necessary. And I t h i n k , i f I remember 

the t i m e l i n e r i g h t , had Lieutenant Colonel | | and team moved t o 

Benghazi, then by the time the people from Benghazi a c t u a l l y got t o 

T r i p o l i , there would not have been a medical person i n T r i p o l i . 

So i t i s very, very understandable t o me why Lieutenant Colonel 

wanted t o go t o Benghazi. Had I been i n his shoes, I believe 

I would have wanted t o dp the same t h i n g . But I believe the decision 

t o say, no, you have a v a l i d mission i n T r i p o l i , unknown t h r e a t , I t h i n k , 

was a sound m i l i t a r y decision. 

ATM 

Q Dust t o get two things on the record r e a l quick, s i r , i s i t 

unusual t h a t a l i e u t e n a n t colonel did not have d i r e c t communication w i t h 

the combatant commander? 

A No, that's not at a l l unusual. 

Q And was Rear Admiral Losey's decision t o t e l l him t o remain 

i n T r i p o l i and continue that mission w i t h i n the scope of the Admiral's 

authority? 

A I t very much was, yes. 



Q Thank you. 

BY mMmUW 
i ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

Q And, again, General, j u s t t o c l a r i f y t h i s , you had mentioned 

you learning about these fa c t o r s a f t e r the f a c t . And, again, j u s t t o 

c l a r i f y , that's because you weren't d i r e c t l y involved i n the 

decision-making w i t h respect t o the order t h a t n i g h t . I s t h a t correct? 

A That's co r r e c t . Admiral Losey made t h a t decision. I t was 

w i t h i n his a u t h o r i t y t o make that decision. My guess i s t h a t the A f r i c a 

Command operations center knew of the conversation. I did not that 
: 

n i g h t . I learned of i t l a t e r . 

Q Thank you, s i r . 

BY tmUmW:
 OX>*2_ 

Q Dust very b r i e f l y , s i r , do you r e c a l l the aid t h a t was . 

rendered by Colonel \ ( t e a m on the i n j u r e d personnel as they 

returned from Benghazi t o T r i p o l i and, sor t of, what assistance they 

were able t o provide? 

A I don't r e c a l l the spe c i f i c s of the medical aid t h a t was 

rendered. But I do remember, when I met with many of the people who 

had been evacuated t o Germany, when I met them as they were departing 

Germany f o r the United States, and a couple other members who had 

remained i n the h o s p i t a l at Landstuhl, Germany, they were complimentary 

of having the aid av a i l a b l e when they arrived back i n T r i p o l i . But I 

don't remember the s p e c i f i c s . 
Q Okay. 

So, General, I t h i n k , rather than s t a r t i n g a new l i n e 
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o f i n q u i r y , w e ' l l j u s t 

Wait, wait, wait. I ' l l take t h i s opportunity 

ftP\  

Q S i r , we've been t a l k i n g about Libya i n s o r t of a vacuum. 
i 

Could you spend 3 minutes going around the AFRICOM's area o f 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t h a t summer of 2012 and the other areas and concerns you 

had, n a t i o n a l security p r i o r i t i e s , and sort of help us understand Libya 

i n the context of the rest of your AOR? 

A In the lead-up t o September 11th, there was a broad concern 

about U.S. m i l i t a r y personnel -- U.S. personnel w r i t large, but my focus 

was s p e c i f i c a l l y on m i l i t a r y personnel -- across the continent. And 

so there were, you know, cautions about, you know, j u s t not a good day 

t o , you know, be out t r a v e l i n g i n , you know, non-mission-essential -- but 

j u s t being heightened, heightened awareness of your surroundings on 

those days. So there was a broader understanding of the s i g n i f i c a n c e 

o f 11 September. 

As i t turned out, there -¬

Excuse me, s i r . What I r e a l l y meant was Libya i n the context 

1 

Q 

Of AQIM 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

-- Somalia, a l l the other things t h a t AFRICOM 

Yeah. 

-- had to focus on. 

So there were a couple of areas t h a t we were p a r t i c u l a r l y 
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focused on. There was a threat stream i n Khartoum that the Embassy was 

concerned about, and so we had a response force i n | | t h a t was 

watching t h a t very c a r e f u l l y . There was a thr e a t stream i n Tunis, which 

was also of concern. And i n Niger and northern Mali, the t h r e a t of A l 

Qaeda i n the Lands of the Islamic Maghreb, who had conducted attacks 

previously; there was concern there. And then, l a s t l y , Boko Haram i n 

northern Nigeria. 

j5o there was a broad general sense, but there were a couple of 

s p e c i f i c places where the threat r e p o r t i n g was of greater concern. None 

of them rose t o a l e v e l , t o my r e c o l l e c t i o n , of an imminent attack against 

U.S. persons or i n t e r e s t s . But, c e r t a i n l y , some places across the area 

'of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y were receiving greater focus than others. 

Q Thank you. 

\ B B Okay. We'll go o f f the record. 

[Recess.] 

B B B a c k o n t n e n e c o r d - A n d t h e t i m e i s 12:28, we'll 

c a l l i t . 

B Y ^ B M l o p . z 

Q General, so I j u s t wanted t o step back, i f I could, i n the 

i n t e r e s t of moving as chronologically as possible. And I j u s t want t o 

also say t h a t , t o the extent that I'm repeating any questions t h a t may 

have been addressed already, that i t should not be in t e r p r e t e d , by any 

means, of us questioning p r i o r answers. I t ' s j u s t , i n the i n t e r e s t of 

e s t a b l i s h i n g a precise record, I need t o march through t h i s t h i n g as 

best I can. 



So I j u s t want t o ask your indulgence, s i r , i f I could. 

So with reference to the SST and discussions about whether or not 

t o extend SST as a chi e f of mission a u t h o r i t y e n t i t y , on 9 July of 2012, 

Embassy T r i p o l i had sent a cable t o Washington i n which i t requested 

a d d i t i o n a l s e c u r i t y personnel, t o possibly include SST. 

Were you contemporaneously aware of t h a t cable from the Embassy 

t o D.C. ? 

A I don't know tha t I was aware of the s p e c i f i c cable, but 

c e r t a i n l y aware of a conversation about whether or not State would ask 

t o extend the Si t e Security Team. 

^ 
Mr. Richards. Can you j u s t c l a r i f y what you mean by "Washington, 
• • 

D.C"? 

• Well, a c t u a l l y , what I can do i s I can introduce --

Mr. Richards, Great. 

• -- the cable i n t o the record as Exhibit 5. 

[Ham Exhibit No.. 5 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

P • I'm going t o put that i n f r o n t of you. And, s i r , 

i f I could j u s t d i r e c t your a t t e n t i o n t o the f i r s t paragraph. 

Mr. Issa. I s t h a t Foggv Bottom? 

OXL1. OXL1. B T h a t ' l l work. Although I believe --

Mr. Richards. I t i s the Department of State, not the Pentagon. 

Mr. Issa. Well, the Pentagon i s not i n Washington. 



^ 
Q I ' 11 give you a chance t o read i t , and then I ' 11 j u s t go ahead 

and read i t i n t o the record. 

jAnd I'm only going t o read the f i r s t two sentences of the f i r s t 

paragraph. 

Q For the record, t h i s i s a 9 July 2012 cable from Embassy 

T r i p o l i t o Washington, D.C, comma, Secretary o f State, marked 

"Routine." I t ' s u n c l a s s i f i e d , marked "SBU." 

And the f i r s t two sentences of the f i r s t paragraph read, "Summary 

and Action Request: Embassy T r i p o l i requests continued TDY security 

support f o r an a d d i t i o n a l 60-days, through mid-September 2012. Post 

assesses a minimum of 13 TDY U.S. security personnel, e i t h e r DS MSD, 

domestically assigned HT tra i n e d DS agents, DS SPS, or DOD/SST personnel 

or a combination of these personnel, are required to maintain current 

t r a n s p o r t a t i o n security and incident response c a p a b i l i t y while we 

t r a n s i t i o n t o a l o c a l l y based security support st r u c t u r e , " unquote. 

Now, s i r , I ' l l j u s t help you out. So, based on information that 

we've reviewed subsequently, i t appears t h a t at least some i n the 

Pentagon viewed t h i s language i n t h i s July 9th cable as a request, a l b e i t 

perhaps a t a c i t one, by Embassy T r i p o l i f o r an extension of the SST team. 

And so, t o the extent t h a t you were aware of t h i s cable 

contemporaneously, I mean, did you view t h i s cable t h a t way? 

A No. 

Again, I don't r e c a l l being aware of t h i s s p e c i f i c cable. But, 



^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 

procedurally -- and I'm captured by my own experience on the Doint 

S t a f f -- procedurally, i n order f o r Department of Defense 

t o ->- i n t e r n a l l y i n Department of Defense, what they would do i s they 

would extend the execution order t h a t I was i n receipt of from the 

Secretary of Defense. 

!ln order f o r t h a t t o happen, i t would require a request from the 

Department of State, not the Embassy, but from the Department of State 

fto DOD t o say, we'd l i k e to extend or modify or do whatever they wanted 

t o do w i t h the Site Security Team. 

Q Okay. That's h e l p f u l . And we're going t o t a l k i n a minute 

about State Department and the Dbint S t a f f and t h e i r i n t e r a c t i o n on t h i s , 

but one other question before I move forward. 

Were you aware around t h i s time, Duly, the summer of 2012, were 

you aware of any views of the Ambassador, Ambassador Stevens, of his 

team at the Embassy, or perhaps even the DOD personnel i n Libya about 

the value of SST remaining i n Libya f o r s p e c i f i c a l l y personnel security 

purposes? And tha t would be as opposed t o , you know, the m i l - m i l 

t r a i n i n g mission t h a t we've discussed. Were you aware of any of those? 

A B r i e f l y . 

I n discussions with Ambassador Stevens about the extension of the 

Site Security Team, my message, what I t r i e d t o convey t o Ambassador 

Stevens was, f i r s t of a l l , I was supportive of extending the teams, of 

the S i t e Security Team, f r a n k l y , mostly f o r s e l f i s h reasons of 

maintaining a m i l i t a r y presence upon which t o b u i l d r e l ationships with 

the Libyans and at some point begin i n a meaningful way our 



i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagement. 

But I also knew tha t there was some reluctance -- was aware 

secondhand of some reluctance of the Department of State main t o request 

o f DOD a f u r t h e r extension of the Site Security Team. 

Q And that's h e l p f u l . Could you j u s t expand on what t h a t 

reluctance t h a t you were aware of was, number one? And, two, how d i d 

l 

you become aware of that perceived reluctance? 

A Well, i t was p a r t l y i n discussion with Ambassador Stevens, 

n our discussions, I would, again, make i t known t o him t h a t I was 

supportive and prepared t o extend the team, should t h a t be the decision, 

but t h a t , obviously, I couldn't do t h a t on my own a u t h o r i t y , nor could 

he do i t on his own a u t h o r i t y . 

,Q Sure. 

A I t required main State t o DOD t o request. And absent t h a t , 

then we knew tha t the Site Security Team mission would end on the 3rd 

of August. 

Mr. Issa. So i t ' s your testimony t h a t you had i t secondhand but 

the f i r s t h a n d was Ambassador Stevens. 

General Ham. Well -¬

Mr. Issa. The way you said you got i t secondhand, you got i t from 

the Ambassador? 

General Ham. Well, Mr. Chairman, not only from Ambassador 

Stevens, but I have a c i v i l i a n deputy at A f r i c a Command who i s a very 

senior career f o r e i g n service o f f i c e r , former ambassador, and a .former 

p o l i c y advisor, who was also a senior career foreign service o f f i c e r . 



ley had co n n e c t i v i t y w i t h the Department of State and w i t h the 

Embassy, 

So I probably -- I c e r t a i n l y d id hear i t i n -- I don't r e c a l l 

Ambassador Stevens ever saying to me s p e c i f i c a l l y , you know, State i s 

hot going to ask DOD of t h i s , you know, t o extend the S i t e Security Team. 

But, c l e a r l y , i n our s t a f f - t o - s t a f f i n t e r a c t i o n s , i t became p r e t t y 

apparent as Duly was ending t h a t the Site Security Team would -- t h a t 

there would not be a request forthcoming from the Department of State 
I 

t o DOD t o extend the team. 

Mr. Issa. So, from a v a r i e t y of sources, you became aware t h a t 

there was a reluctance. In spite of t h a t , Ambassador Stevens made the 

request. 

.General Ham. I know now, reading t h i s cable, t h a t he made a 

request, and one of the a l t e r n a t i v e s t h a t he offered was perhaps the 

Site Security Team, but not as the only option, 

BY wmtrnwaw 
jp. And we've heard s i m i l a r things or observed s i m i l a r things 

about t h i s reluctance, but j u s t , from your o p t i c , what was the s p e c i f i c 

reluctance t h a t you were able to garner from perhaps your s t a f f at 

AFRICOM on the part of the State Department about SST? What was the 

reluctance there? 
- " . . . . . •. 

A Frankly, I don't r e a l l y know why main State would be 

re l u c t a n t . My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s tha t State d i d not pay. I t h i n k t h i s 

was an unfunded request from State t o Defense. 

I do know t h a t , I t h i n k , at lower l e v e l s at the Pentagon there 



was some reluctance t o t h i s request, but never -- i n my discussions with 

the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs, with the Secretary of Defense, there 

was never any hesitancy t o support the mission. I t was b a s i c a l l y , you 

know, i f State asks, and based on my recommendation t h a t I was prepared 

and supportive of t h i s , they were supportive, as they were f o r the 

! 

i n i t i a l deployment and the extensions. 

Mr. Issa. I want t o eodify f o r the record -- and I'm t a k i n g some 

of your words, so i f I'm mischaracterizing, please stop me. 

jBut i t was obviously i n Ambassador Stevens' best i n t e r e s t --he 

wrote the cable, and you had conversations with him - - t o have an 

extension of the SST. I t was i n your best i n t e r e s t , because t h a t gave 

you, a l b e i t backdoor, but m i l - t o - m i l opportunities t h a t came w i t h having 

t h i s group of a dozen-plus m i l i t a r y personnel on the ground. 

And the cost -- t h a t ' s the important part I want t o get t o -- the 

cost of t h i s team was borne by the Department of Defense and not by 

Department of State. I s t h a t correct? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s , yes, that t h i s was 

provided e s s e n t i a l l y at no cost t o Department of State. Now, they \ 

obviously incurred costs f o r l i v i n g accommodations and food, sustenance 

and subsistence -¬

Mr. Issa. But no s i g n i f i c a n t costs f o r -¬

General Ham. -- but they didn't pay f o r the personnel, f o r the 

t r a i n i n g , and a l l of t h a t . 

I would, though, Mr. Chairman, j u s t again say, as I read 

t h i s message from Embassy T r i p o l i , i n my i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t ' s not a 



s p e c i f i c request, please ask DOD t o extend the Site Security Team. I t 

o f f e r s the Si t e Security Team as one of a number of p o s s i b i l i t i e s f o r 

added security. 

Mr. Issa. So i t ' s f a i r t o say, though, he's asking f o r Diplomatic 

Security or SST. And the Diplomatic Security comes out of a budget 

tha t -- i n open hearings, there has been a complaint t h a t there was about 

£200 m i l l i o n less i n s e c u r i t y i n t h a t f i s c a l year than what the President 

land the State Department o r i g i n a l l y requested. I n the case of the 

m i l i t a r y personnel, they would be s u b s t a n t i a l l y f r e e . 

So he's asking f o r both, but your understanding i s , obviously, 

Diplomatic Security they pay f o r , the others you don't. So, i n a sense, 

he's saying, "You f i g u r e i t out. Whether you have money f o r i t or not, 

you have two options." I s t h a t -- that's p r e t t y much -- c u t t i n g through 

a l l the diplomatic, he's asking f o r s e c u r i t y , and one of them doesn't 

cost the State Department any money. 

And the actual question f o r you would be, you didn't have a 

f i n a n c i a l negative t o providing these troops? I n other words, i t was 

i n your best i n t e r e s t , and you didn't have a budgetary c o n s t r a i n t , did 

you? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, no. I was, from an A f r i c a Command 

standpoint, prepared t o and supportive of continuing the S i t e Security 

Team i f so ordered. I'm, f r a n k l y , personally Unaware of what the 

i n t e r n a l State deliberations may have been with regard t o a response 
• 

to t h i s Embassy cable. 



Q And you believe -- excuse me -- and you believe you made i t 

clear t h a t the Department of Defense was prepared t o provide or continue 

the SST i f i t was requested from the Department of State? 

A Well, l e t me t r y t o be as precise as I can. I obviously was 

hot i n a p o s i t i o n t o approve. I couldn't say, "We w i l l do t h i s , " because 

t h a t , obviously, was a decision u l t i m a t e l y f o r the Secretary of Defense. 

What I di d convey t o Ambassador Stevens and I conveyed to the 

Chairman and t o the Doint S t a f f was, I am supportive of the S i t e Security 

Team staying, I am prepared f o r the personnel t o continue t h e r e , and, 

as the chairman has mentioned, i n my view, i t was i n A f r i c a Command's 

best i n t e r e s t t o have the personnel stay there. 

But I had no a u t h o r i t y -- Ambassador Stevens had no a u t h o r i t y t o 

ask me, can these guys stay? He obviously had to ask, you know, ask 

i 

main State; main State had t o ask DOD. And, again, I'm unaware of the 

i n t e r n a l State Department conversations or del i b e r a t i o n s . 

Mr. Issa. But these kinds of things, General, was i t f a i r to say, 
i 

because some of t h i s record may someday go t o a public t h a t doesn't 

understand how these things work, i s i t f a i r t o say t h a t a l i t t l e b i t 

l i k e when a high-ranking o f f i c e r wants to v i s i t a country, there's an 

informal communication t o say, i f we ask, w i l l we be t o l d yes, and you 

get t h a t assurance before you make an ask t h a t would be a no, t h a t t h a t 

pre-work i s part of the process i n which you had a conversation w i t h 

Ambassador Stevens so t h a t he would not make a request which would be 

summarily, you know, declined f o r some reason that he could preclear? 

I mean, i s n ' t t h a t sort of what you and your deputy, a former 



ambassador, would do i n the process, i s , without stepping over your 

a u t h o r i t y , make people aware of whether or not you could favorably , 
; ,. ••••... . •<• . 

recommend t o your leaders that you could comply with the order, t h a t 

you had the assets and the capability? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I t r i e d to make i t clear to Ambassador 

Stevens why I was supportive and that we were prepared. S i m i l a r l y , t o 

the Doint S t a f f and t o the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs, and t o those 

i n the Of f i c e of the Secretary of Defense who managed such t h i n g s , I; 

conveyed my support. 

And, again, I obviously can't -- I didn't have the a u t h o r i t y t o 

make the decision, but I'm confident t h a t those i n senior leadership 

positions i n the Pentagon, both uniformed and c i v i l i a n , knew of my 

support. 

And, again, t h i s f a l l s i n t o the hypothetical category, but I had 

a high degree of confidence, not c e r t a i n t y , but a high degree of 

confidence t h a t , had the Department of State requested an extension of 

the Site Security Team, t h a t DOD, probably l a r g e l y based on my 

recommendation and willingness t o support, probably would have said yes. 

But I don't know t h a t w i t h c e r t a i n t y -- can't know t h a t with c e r t a i n t y . 

Mr. Issa. Thank you. 

BY ̂ nWmWW orz7_ 

Q So, General, moving forward, we know t h a t on 13 Duly of 2012, 

Under Secretary f o r Management Patrick Kennedy, State Department, 

informed Lieutenant General Bob Neller at the Doint S t a f f t h a t the 

Department of State would not be requesting another extension of the 



To the best of your r e c o l l e c t i o n , when di d you become aware of that 

decision by the State Department?] 

A Probably about t h a t same time. I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y . 

£ Sure. And did any o f f i c i a l s from the State Department or 

the Joint S t a f f consult with you or AFRICOM, maybe at the s t a f f l e v e l , 

about t h a t decision t o end SST by the State Department? 

A I'm c e r t a i n we d i d , because part of the discussion was, okay, 

what happens on the 3rd of August --

Q Sure. Yeah. 

A -- when the au t h o r i t y f o r the S i t e Security Team expires? 
• 

What happens at t h a t point? So I'm confident -- I don't r e c a l l 

s p e c i f i c s , but I'm confident we had those discussions. 

Q So, more dealing w i t h the aftermath, because i t i s u l t i m a t e l y 

a State Department decision, i f I understand you c o r r e c t l y . Is t h a t 

f a i r t o -¬

A Well, a c t u a l l y , i t was j o i n t . I mean, i t had t o begin with 

a State Department request of DOD t o extend the team, and then DOD would 

make i t s decision. As I've stated, I believe w i t h high confidence t h a t 

DOD would have ordered me t o , you know, t o continue the deployment of 

the team. 

Q Sure. 
mMMMMMMMMMi . . . — 

And you mentioned j u s t e a r l i e r b r i e f l y some concerns you may have 

been aware of, sort of, at the mid-level of the Pentagon. This i s 

somewhat consistent w i t h some things that we've seen. And, you know, 



we understand, f o r example, that the SST personnel were highly t r a i n e d 

s pecial forces, t h a t they would normally be doing more s e n s i t i v e 

missions than personnel security d e t a i l s . 

But, t o the best of your r e c o l l e c t i o n , I mean, do you r e c a l l what 

some of those concerns might have been inside the Pentagon t h a t you 

mentioned about extending SST? 

WM Well, going back t o the o r i g i n a l request f o r the S i t e 

Security Team from State t o DOD, again, while t h a t c e r t a i n l y was -- t h a t 

was u l t i m a t e l y approved and resulted i n an execution order, and I was 

\ % : - '. ' ' • ' ' ' 

supportive of i t , of the deployment of t h a t team, there were those at 

more j u n i o r l e v e l s , you know, not higher than kind of mid-management 

l e v e l s , both uniformed and c i v i l i a n , at the Pentagon t h a t b a s i c a l l y were 

'• fic' • •' •• S: . v*' - A. ,. . . . 

of the opinion t h a t says, hey, we're stretched, you know, the Department 

i s stretched, and we have a l o t of a c t i v i t i e s ongoing, and, you know, 

secu r i t y of diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s i s p r i n c i p a l l y the r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of 

the Department of State i n co l l a b o r a t i o n w i t h the host nation, and DOD 

shouldn't be g e t t i n g i n t o t h a t business. 

And I understand t h a t . In my view, i t ' s a p r e t t y parochial view 

of things and didn't r e f l e c t the -- perhaps not unique, but p a r t i c u l a r 
; 

circumstances t h a t were prevalent i n Libya at the time. 

Q Sure. 

And j u s t t o emphasize again, I mean, you've said -- I mean, the 

message, as I understand i t , coming from you and the other t o p - l i n e f o l k s 

at the Pentagon was supportive of the extension, i f requested. 

A That was very c l e a r l y my view, yes. 



Q Okay. Thanks. 

So j based on documents reviewed by the committee, we're aware t h a t 

there were a series of discussions post the decision t o end SST by the 

State Department, both by email and i n person, between you and Ambassador 

Stevens i n the month of August 2012. 

We've ta l k e d a l i t t l e about t h i s , I t h i n k , i n the f i r s t hour, but 

I j u s t want t o step back and c l a r i f y the record as much as we can. 
: 

And those discussions between you and Ambassador Stevens, as I 

understand them, based on the documents, concerned the f u t u r e of the 

AFRICOM personnel i n Libya post-SST and the parameters of security force 

assistance missions l i k e the 1208 program. 

We understand t h a t Ambassador Stevens had some concerns about the 
i , ' - ' • 

loss of diplomatic p r i v i l e g e s and immunities t h a t were enjoyed by SST 

personnel under chief of mission a u t h o r i t y . And that occurred as of 

4 August 2012 when the SST mission reverted t o a COCOM mission. And 

also t h a t the Government of Libya had not yet agreed to a SOFA, which 

would provide the l e g a l protections t h a t the team would enjoy under COCOM 

au t h o r i t y . 

So I guess the f i r s t question I wanted t o ask you i s , we understand 

t h a t , on or about 4 August 2012, when the SST reverted t o COCOM, that 

you may have signed a memorandum t o Rear Admiral Losey, the SOCAFRICA 

commander. And t h i s i s , I want t o emphasize, a c l a s s i f i e d memorandum, 

and we' re i n a c l a s s i f i e d s e t t i n g . But t h i s memorandum t o Admiral Losey 

authorized him t o continue the 1208 mission i n Libya without adequate 

status protections, which would expose U.S. DOD personnel t o the f u l l 
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extent of the law and practices of the Libyan Government. 

F i r s t of a l l , my f i r s t question i s , do you r e c o l l e c t t h a t 

memorandum? 

A I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c s , but, yes, I do remember doing 

t h a t . I t was not a routine matter, but when there was a requirement, 

a v a l i d requirement, f o r U.S. m i l i t a r y personnel under combatant command 

a u t h o r i t y t o operate i n a country where there was not a Status of Forces 

Agreement or not an exchange of diplomatic notes t h a t provided f o r 

s e c u r i t y , then, under DOD p o l i c y and i n concert w i t h the chi e f s of 

mission i n the p a r t i c u l a r country, I could sign such a memorandum. 

I 

And b a s i c a l l y what that memorandum said: I understand, as the 

commander who i s ordering the deployment of these forces, I understand 

t h a t they are not protected by a Status of Forces Agreement. I 

understand they're not protected by an exchange of diplomatic notes. 

But, having reviewed a l l the relevant information, I determine t h a t the 

mission should go forward. 

And, obviously, t h i s i s done i n c o l l a b o r a t i o n with the Embassy. 

Q Sure. 
; 

A -- u l t i m a t e l y , I'm the guy t h a t signs i t that says, yes, 

you can deploy, absent the normal protections which we would l i k e t o 

have f o r m i l i t a r y personnel. 

Q And you an t i c i p a t e d my second question about t h i s , which was, 

t h i s was not a, perhaps, routine matter, but i t sounds l i k e t h i s was 

at least a procedurally necessary matter given the circumstances you 
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were facing at the time. I s t h a t f a i r ? 

A I t i s -- again, Libya, c e r t a i n l y , a d i f f e r e n t circumstance. 

A more normal circumstance f o r such a memorandum might be something such 

as a ship v i s i t i n a p a r t i c u l a r port i n A f r i c a i n a country where we 

didn't have a Status of Forces Agreement, where we would work w i t h the 

Ambassador, again, t o make sure t h a t the m i l i t a r y personnel -- t h a t we, 

i n concert between the command and the Embassy, had at least a high enough 

degree t h a t we could resolve any matter i n v o l v i n g a U.S. m i l i t a r y 

personnel s a t i s f a c t o r i l y with the host nation. 

Q Sure. 

And, a c t u a l l y , s i r -- oh, sorry. Go ahead. 

Mr, Issa. General, having Tijuana i n my backyard, I'm very aware 

of s a i l o r s and marines ending up i n Tijuana and having t o be pu l l e d out 

i n a place where they don't get special treatment. 
" ; 

But another example th a t I want t o make f o r the record i s assets 

t h a t you c o n t r o l l e d out of D j i b o u t i t h a t operate throughout a number 

of areas o f A f r i c a . Were they i n a s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n , or were they 
V ~ ' - ' ' .' 'v V \ 

covered - - o r were they a l l covered under other procedures? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, i t ' s mixed. The team i n D j i b o u t i i s 

protected -- I believe there's a Status of Forces Agreement. At least 

there's an exchange of diplomatic notes. So -¬

Mr. Issa. So that's a safe haven while they're there. 

General Ham. So while they're i n D j i b o u t i , they're okay. 

But as they deploy f o r s p e c i f i c missions i n East A f r i c a , then i t 

i s very much a case-by-case. I f they go t o Kenya, there's a Status of 
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Forces Agreement. I f they go t o Burundi, there's not. And so we would 

have t o make t h i s same kind of determination i n concert with t h e U.S. 

Embassy, do we want to do t h i s and do we have s u f f i c i e n t confidence t h a t 

i f a s i t u a t i o n arises t h a t w e ' l l be able t o work with the host nation 

t o s a t i s f a c t o r i l y resolve i t . 

Mr. Issa. But i t ' s f a i r t o say t h a t your predecessor, your 

successor, from time t o time had t o approve T i t l e 10 assets t h a t went 

i n t o countries without a SOFA and they went i n armed? 

-

General Ham. I t varied, but sometimes, yes, Mr. Chairman, they 

d i d go armed, but not always, I t h i n k . My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s not always. 

Mr. Issa. You know, and I only want t o deal i n not a l l the 

exceptions, but on one or more occasions -- and l e t ' s j u s t say, on more 

than one occasion, you would, e i t h e r d i r e c t l y or through your 

surrogates, would have t o authorize T i t l e 10 assets t o deploy out o f 

D j i b o u t i or other places in t o countries i n Af r i c a i n which there was 

no SOFA agreement. 

General Ham. Now, Mr. Chairman, i f . . — 

Issa. With weapons. 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, yes, but, t o my r e c o l l e c t i o n , t h a t was 

not an a u t h o r i t y that could be delegated. 

Mr. Issa. Okay. 

General Ham. I t was e i t h e r me or the acting -- i f I was absent, 

then the m i l i t a r y deputy acting on my behalf. 

Mr. Issa. But you did do t h a t , since i t wasn't delegated. You 

had t o do i t on more than one occasion. 
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General Ham. That's correct, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Issa. Thank you. 

BY t _ | _P: r ^ ^ A 

Q So, General, when you learned t h a t the SST was not going t o 

be renewed -- or, beg your pardon, t h a t the State Department was not 

going t o request the SST t o be renewed, was i t your understanding at 

the time that the purpose of that request was because the State 

Department intended t o provide t h a t s e c u r i t y f u n c t i o n i t s e l f ? 

A I --

Q Or did you have no understanding of -¬

A I simply -- I simply I'm j u s t unaware of the -- again, 

the response t o the previous cable t h a t we looked a t . I j u s t don't know 

the i n t e r n a l State Department d e l i b e r a t i o n s . I j u s t don't know. 

Q Including the conversation w i t h Ambassador Stevens? 

A Well, w i t h Ambassador Stevens, again, i t was simply me 

conveying t o him my support f o r the team's extension and why. And, at 

some poi n t , i t became clear t h a t main State was not going t o request -- I 

don't know -- Ambassador Stevens and I , t o the best of my r e c o l l e c t i o n , 

never t a l k e d about what his advice was to State or what State's response 

was t o him or any i n t e r n a l State Department deli b e r a t i o n s on t h i s matter. 

!Q So I take t h a t t o mean t h a t t h a t includes the f a c t t h a t you 

never had any i n d i c a t i o n from Ambassador Stevens' druthers t h a t any 

reluctance or ambivalence about the SST was related to the m i l - t o - m i l 

a c t i v i t i e s t h a t they were undertaking, t h a t that was the o r i g i n of the 

Department of State's --
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A I am unaware th a t t h a t was a concern. 

Q Unaware of -¬

Right M 

And do you have any understanding i f Ambassador Stevens ever 

discussed the prospect of the m i l ^ t o - m i l a c t i v i t i e s or the expansion 

of m i l - t o - m i l a c t i v i t i e s with a higher a u t h o r i t y , l e t ' s say the Deputy 

Secretary of State? 

A I do not know. 

Mr. Issa. Can I ask one more question? Because i t ' s s o r t of 

germane t o t h a t l i n e I j u s t went through. 

On September 11th, T i t l e 10 assets i n country, you said only you 

or your deputy could deploy them. Is t h a t also true once they were i n 

country? 

I n other words, lieutenant colonel's there; people are being 
i 

attacked, presumably captured or k i l l e d downrange. Who had the 

a u t h o r i t y t o allow someone t o go t o Benghazi? Was i t already i n country, 

and thus they had been allowed t o deploy? Or did they need s p e c i f i c 

a u t h o r i t y from you or your deputy? 

General Ham. I t h i n k , Mr. Chairman, not from me personally or the 

deputy. 

But given the nature of t h a t team from Special Operations Command 

A f r i c a , and c e r t a i n l y with the consent or approval from the Embassy f o r 

i n t e r n a l t r a f f i c - - I ' d have t o look more s p e c i f i c a l l y i f there was any 

other kind of constraint i n the order t h a t deployed the team post S i t e 

Security Team -- I would be very surprised i f there was any kind of 



c o n s t r a i n t l i k e that t h a t said, you have t o ask -- you know, i f you're 

going t o leave T r i p o l i , you have t o , you know 

Mr. Issa. Well, I was more meaning t h a t they were deployed f o r 

a non-combat, non-aggressive r o l e ; they were now, as you're w e l l aware, 

g e t t i n g on an airplane t o go down t o where l i v e g u n f i r e was occurring, 

and a decision was made t o send them somewhere else. 

But the question r e a l l y was, the a u t h o r i t y t o send them i n had i t s 

own caveats, because the a u t h o r i t y t o send them i n said what they would 

do. Going downrange and f i g h t i n g t h e i r way i n , presumably, t o rescue 

•the Ambassador i f he were s t i l l a l i v e was not w i t h i n t h e i r d e s c r i p t i o n . 

So i f they were s i t t i n g i n Rota, Spain, under AFRIGOM and they 

wanted t o get on a plane and go t o Benghazi, they would have needed yours 

or your deputy's a u t h o r i t y ; i s t h a t correct? 

General Ham. Yeah, Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k I misunderstood the 

i n i t i a l part of your question. I thought you were t a l k i n g about the 

former Site Security Team personnel who were already i n Libya. 

Mr. Issa. I was. I was. 

General Ham. Okay. 

Mr. Issa. What I'm saying i s t h a t they were c e r t a i n l y not there 

t o f i g h t t h e i r way i n and rescue people, but that was the mission that 

became a mission on September 11th and 12th of 2012. 

General Ham. Right. 

Mr. Issa. So, from a question of a u t h o r i t y , s i t t i n g i n D j i b o u t i , 

they needed your authority t o go t o Benghazi and f i g h t . S i t t i n g i n 

T r i p o l i , d id they need yours or your deputy's a u t h o r i t y t o go i n and 
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f i g h t ? :ight? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I probably need a lawyer t o answer 

t h a t question from a le g a l standpoint. 

Mr. Issa. That's why DOD has so many lawyers now. 

General Ham. Yeah. 

From an operational standpoint, I t h i n k i t played out the r i g h t 

way, t h a t the commander on the ground, Lieutenant Colonel | ( became 

aware o f a s i t u a t i o n and said, I can go and help i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , and 

he made t h a t request -- he made tha t known and appropriately n o t i f i e d 

h i s higher headquarters, said, t h i s i s what's happening, t h i s i s what 

I'm going t o do. 

And though I understand why he was chagrinned at the decision, I 

t h i n k the decision from Special Operations Command A f r i c a t o say, no, 

you need t o stay where you are because of the f a c t o r s t h a t we've discussed 

already f o r the -- I t h i n k t h a t ' s the r i g h t way f o r t h a t t o have played 

out. 

Mr. Issa. No, I th i n k that we could debate whether you needed 

medical personnel t o go t o a ho s p i t a l where there were doctors or whether 

you needed people who could p u l l t r i g g e r s t o go downrange; we could have 

th a t discussion. And I'm sure the War College w i l l have t h a t discussion 

i n the f u t u r e , or at least command and general s t a f f . 

But the question was, many people i n the chain of command have the 

a u t h o r i t y t o say no. Who had the a u t h o r i t y t o say yes t o th a t request? 

Had commanders wanted t o say yes, would they inherently have been doing 

the equivalent of a t r i p from D j i b o u t i t o Benghazi and had t o move i t 
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up the chain to your deputy, who was acting, or you at the Pentagon? 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I don't t h i n k so. Again, given how 

the s i t u a t i o n s were unfolding, I t h i n k had Lieutenant Colonel | 

n o t i f i e d , again, I t h i n k , as was his duty, n o t i f i e d Special Operations 

Command A f r i c a , t h i s i s what I t h i n k I should do, I believe Admiral Losey 

could have had the a u t h o r i t y t o say yes t o t h a t , assuming t h a t the Embassy 

agreed, which I believe they probably d i d . 

So, again, i t ' s always a b i t dangerous dealing with h y p o t h e t i c a l , 

•but Lieutenant C o l o n e l | ( makes the request, works i t s way to Admiral 

tosey from his s t a f f , then Admiral Losey says yes, I believe he has the 

au t h o r i t y t o do t h a t . I also believe Admiral Losey, at t h a t p o i n t , has 

an o b l i g a t i o n t o advise his higher headquarters, A f r i c a Command, th a t 

says, hey, I got a request from my guy on the ground to do t h i s , I have 

approved i t . And, at t h a t point, you know, Vice Admiral Leidig or I 

could have said, no, stop. But I believe i t was w i t h i n Admiral Losey's 

a u t h o r i t y t o have said yes or no. 

Mr. Issa. Yeah. 

I have one f i n a l question. You know, we're the Committee of 

Oversight and Reform, and I am senior member of the committee of 

j u r i s d i c t i o n . But, i n your opinion, a f t e r 40 years of service and l o t s 

of s i t u a t i o n s , T i t l e 10 a u t h o r i t y i n country i n which at a time, whether 

i t ' s a convey being attacked that you're i n or a convoy a few miles away 

being attacked and you're s i t t i n g at a consulate. Embassy, or somewhere 

i n country, the l e v e l of speed and au t h o r i t y t o respond, do you believe 

t h a t the chain o f command, T i t l e 10 chain of command, inherently has 
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You're T i t l e 10, and you're j u s t outside the w a l l i n Cairo, and 

people are going over i t . You're T i t l e 10, and you e i t h e r are or are 

not i n Benghazi, and people are shooting. The chain of command goes 

back t o AFRICOM. The c h i e f of mission or his representative i s r i g h t 

by your side. 
- ------ j - - - • 

from a standpoint of how Congress, i n concert w i t h t h i s 

administration and f u t u r e administrations, creates laws and agreements, 

do you believe t h a t the senior o f f i c e r on the ground, T i t l e 10 senior 

o f f i c e r on the ground, should have the a u t h o r i t y , when the imminent 

t h r e a t of l i f e i s there, t o take action? Or do you believe t h a t t h i s 

chain i s always necessary? 

And t h i s has nothing to do with the events. And I want t o make 

i t very clear, I'm not asking about second-guessing the events there. 

But I am asking -- because a l l the committees of Congress p e r i o d i c a l l y 

have t o ask, have we given the r i g h t a u t h o r i t i e s and organization between 

competing branches of the executive branch? And so t h a t ' s a question 

I ' d l i k e you t o opine on from your h i s t o r y . 

Because as we look at p o t e n t i a l reforms -- and Congressman 

Thornberry i s there and so on -- that may be something th a t the Armed 

Services Committee and the Foreign A f f a i r s Committee may want t o r e a l l y 

look a t , i s , you may be 10, but Americans are i n harm's way i n your 

Immediate AO; what should be the a b i l i t y t o do? 

Are you s a t i s f i e d with the e x i s t i n g system or would more 

f l e x i b i l i t y when you deploy somebody be appropriate under chief of 
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General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k you raise a great issue. I 

t h i n k part of i t goes back t o an e a r l i e r discussion we had about having 

the proper l e v e l of experience and s e n i o r i t y f o r the commander t o be 

able t o make those reasoned judgments. And i t eventually comes down 

t o the exercise of what the Army c a l l s mission command, operating w i t h i n 

the higher commander's i n t e n t . 

|And I t h i n k i n t h i s case and I think i n cases s i m i l a r , the types 

of s i t u a t i o n s that you described, I think i f a m i l i t a r y commander, 

T i t l e 10 commander, or, f r a n k l y , not a commander but a m i l i t a r y 

personnel, has an a b i l i t y t o act instantaneously t o save l i f e or limb, 

t o make a difference i n a s i t u a t i o n , whether they have the t e c h n i c a l l y 

l e g a l a u t h o r i t y to do t h a t , I t h i n k , i s less important than do they f e e l 

empowered t o make t h a t decision. J 

|And I know you don't want t o t a l k about t h i s one s p e c i f i c a l l y , but 

i f I may, wit h Lieutenant Colonel | | 1 t h i n k , had t h i s attack 

unfolded i n T r i p o l i , where he was physically present and could 

instantaneously or near-instantaneously respond, then I t h i n k he had 

an o b l i g a t i o n and a duty t o do so, and as time permitted, "Oh, by the 

way," t o his higher headquarters, "here's what I've done." 

In the circumstance as i t unfolded, i t required movement and a 

degree of preparation, and I t h i n k he was r i g h t . I t h i n k he was r i g h t 

i n his motivation, and I t h i n k he was r i g h t i n his request of the command. 

I t h i n k , Mr. Chairman, i t also raises a more fundamental question 

of, what i s the expectation of the Department of Defense, of the Armed 
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Forces of the United States, f o r c r i s i s response at U.S. diplomatic 

f a c i l i t i e s worldwide? How are the Armed Forces expected t o be postured 

and respond, on what ti m e l i n e s , t o emerging situations? 

And there are a l l kinds of issues w i t h t h a t . I t ' s force*, i t ' s end 

strength, i t ' s posture, i t ' s basing, i t ' s t r a n s p o r t a t i o n and cost and 

a l l of the rest of that t h a t f a c t o r s i n t o t h a t . But I believe that's 
j 

a debate t h a t the Nation ought t o have. 

We have l i v e d f o r 238 years, almost, with the premise that t he host 

nation has primary r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r the p r o t e c t i o n of U.S. diplomatic 

f a c i l i t i e s . Are there some circumstances where we ought t o reconsider 

that? I t h i n k i t ' s a worthy debate. There's probably not a single 

answer t o t h a t question, but I t h i n k the question you raise i s an 

important one. 

Mr. Issa. I m going t o stop now, but i n the next m a j o r i t y hour, 

I'm going t o want t o touch back on FAST team and what the Marines have 

done post and get your i n s i g h t i n t h a t . And then, obviously, I mentioned 

e a r l i e r some of the other areas I gave you a heads-up on. 

But I want t o l e t you f i n i s h yours. And I apologize f o r taking 

so long. 

012/2- | { No apology necessary, s i r . 

Q I f I could j u s t c l a r i f y , though, on one th i n g t h a t we were 

t a l k i n g about j u s t now. And I want t o do t h i s , f r a n k l y , f o r the benefit 

of you, because you've not been i n some of the interviews we've been 

having. We have interviewed both Colonel | J j and Admiral Losey. 



, ' ' ' ' : .'• '•• v ! : . <: . ... „. • • "... .<A •/ i 
And I j u s t wanted t o , f o r your sake, c l a r i f y t h a t , at le a s t our 

understanding from them, from Colonel | ( s p e c i f i c a l l y , i s t h a t when 

he call e d i n t o SOCAFRICA, i t was more t o inform SOCAFRICA of his 

i n t e n t i o n t o proceed on the second response f l i g h t t o Benghazi. 

And i t was at that point when he ca l l e d , f o r purposes of, he t o l d 

us, of Blue Force tr a c k i n g , t o b a s i c a l l y n o t i f y personnel movements 

t h a t --you know, appropriately, i t was at t h a t point t h a t he was t o l d 

by SOCAFRICA -- again, he f u l l y acknowledges l e g a l and l a w f u l order and 

[that he believed at the time t h a t SOCAFRICA had more information than 

he had. But, at that point, t h a t ' s when he was t o l d not to get on t h a t 

f l i g h t t o Benghazi. 

I j u s t wanted to c l a r i f y t h a t f o r you, because I know you haven't 

been i n the interviews. 

^ 
Q Now, i f I could j u s t step back t o August 2012, because we 

were t a l k i n g about the post-SST environment t h a t we a l l found ourselves 

i n . And, as I understand i t , you were having a dialogue with Ambassador 

Stevens about how t o structure the presence of AFRICOM personnel i n Libya 

post-SST. 

Now, emails and documents th a t we've reviewed describe t h i s 

process by which you and Ambassador Stevens reached an accommodation 

on the way forward f o r AFRICOM personnel and the 1208 mission. And what 

I ' d l i k e t o do i s read i n t o the record the content of what we believe 

t o be an uncl a s s i f i e d email from Ambassador Stevens t o the Acting 

Assistant Secretary f o r Near Eastern A f f a i r s , Beth Jones, which 



describes the agreement reached between you. Rear Admiral Losey, and 

Ambassador Stevens on a series of VTCs a f t e r the 6 August 2012 checkpoint 

attack t h a t we t a l k e d about i n the f i r s t hour. 

And I wanted t o show you t h i s document because I thought t h a t you 

would benefit from seeing how f o l k s at the State Department side of the 

house were t h i n k i n g about t h i s issue. 

And I would j u s t note t h a t , while t h i s email appears t o be 

un c l a s s i f i e d , unfortunately, j u s t so you know, we're going through a 

process of document production and discovery w i t h the State Department. 

And the way t h a t the State Department has produced documents, there's 

been a l o t of redactions and things t h a t make i t very d i f f i c u l t sometimes 

t o be 100 percent clear sometimes both who's saying what t o who but also 

whether i t ' s , i n f a c t , c l a s s i f i e d or not. 

|so, out of an abundance of caution, I wanted t o run t h i s through 

a c l a s s i f i c a t i o n review with State before f o r m a l l y introducing i t i n t o 

the record. So I won't introduce t h i s as an e x h i b i t now. But what I 

would l i k e t o do i s show i t t o you, give you an opportunity t o read i t , 

and then I ' l l read i t i n t o the record, i f t h a t ' s okay with you, s i r . 

So t h i s i s an August 8th email from Chris Stevens. And you can 

j u s t s t a r t r i g h t here, and I ' l l give you a minute t o read through t h a t , 

s i r . 

Q Okay. Let me have t h a t . That's the only copy I have. 

So, f o r the record, t h i s i s an email from Christopher Stevens t o 

Beth Jones, the Acting Assistant Secretary f o r Near Eastern A f f a i r s . 
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So I j u s t want t o ask you f i r s t , s i r , to the best of your 

, • ' I " . - yl ' 
r e c o l l e c t i o n , i s what Ambassador Stevens l a i d out here consistent with 

the parameters of the agreement t h a t you reached with him? 

A I t does. I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c numbers of personnel, 

but t h i s seems t o be the r i g h t range. 

Q Okay. 

And j u s t i f I may, t h i s i s generally consistent -- t h i s i s the 

post-checkpoint attack. So you'd mentioned i n the f i r s t hour t h a t i t 

played some ro l e i n the discussions that were ongoing. I s t h a t a f a i r 
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assessment? This i s , I guess, 2 days a f t e r the attack. 

A Yes. I n my view, at l e a s t , the attack at the Libyan 

checkpoint emphasized quite c l e a r l y the need f o r immunities and l e g a l 

protections f o r m i l i t a r y personnel remaining i n Libya who were not under 

chief of mission a u t h o r i t y . 

Q And so the pause i n the 1208 m i l - m i l a c t i v i t y , t h a t was an 

agreed-upon pause u n t i l the necessary status protections could be 

negotiated? Was t h a t a f a i r -¬

Well, again, gainihg the le g a l protections was one component 

f o r the change, as referred t o i n the email that you j u s t read. I t ' s 

also the Libyans were not ready t o begin the t r a i n i n g . The Ambassador, 

jl t h i n k r i g h t f u l l y , wanted t o get the Libyan acceptance i n w r i t i n g and 

t o make sure t h a t , again, as the Government of Libya was i n the midst 

of the e l e c t o r a l process, and j u s t to get the f a c i l i t i e s and the 

Jpsonnel i d ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ J 

So there were a number of reasons, but, c e r t a i n l y , l e g a l 

protections f o r DOD personnel were among those reasons f o r delaying the 

implementation of 1208. 

Q And, t o your knowledge, did the State Department or, I should 

say, the Ambassador or the Embassy, did they then proceed expeditiously 

t o seek the necessary c o l l a b o r a t i o n with the Libyan Government t o 

achieve t h a t status of forces -¬

A Yes. I n my personal conversations w i t h Ambassador Stevens 

and the defense attache and feedback from the s t a f f , we knew and I knew 

t h a t the Ambassador, as indicated i n that email, was pressing the Libyan 
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Government f o r these approvals so t h a t we could proceed. 

Q And we understand -- j u s t one l a s t question on t h i s --we 

understand t h a t the Government of Libya was i n a b i t of, i t ' s f a i r t o 

say, t u r m o i l at t h i s period i n time. Was the Embassy successful i n 

obtaining t h i s Status of Forces Agreement p r i o r t o the attack of 11 

September, or were those, t o your knowledge, s t i l l ongoing p r i o r t o the 

attack? 

A To the best of my knowledge, t h a t remained an unresolved 

matter on 11 September. 

Q Did the Ambassador share any challenges that he may have had 
• • • 

i n g e t t i n g t h a t subsequent t o t h i s ? I mean, was i t a challenging -¬

A Yes. 

Q -- process? 

A My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t , i n his discussion with h i g h - l e v e l 

o f f i c i a l s , with the Prime M i n i s t e r , with the Prime Minister's chief of 

s t a f f , t h a t there was agreement i n p r i n c i p l e of the necessity of g e t t i n g 

the exchange of diplomatic notes accomplished. But, again, i n the 

f l e d g l i n g nature of the Libyan Government, what ought t o have been a 

[ f a i r l y r outine diplomatic endeavor, they j u s t -- there wasn't the 

experience on how t o do t h a t . 

So I t h i n k i t was j u s t -- I don't know t h a t anyone i n -- I'm not 

aware t h a t anyone i n the Libyan Government was opposed t o t h i s . I t h i n k 

i t was j u s t process. They didn ' t have the systems i n place t o 

e x p e d i t i o u s l y deal with a request from the U.S. Ambassador l i k e t h i s . 

Q ' Understood. 



Q So when you learned t h a t there was going t o be no request 

t o renew the SST team, did t h a t cause you some angst, because, 

p o t e n t i a l l y , without the team being renewed, t h a t might c a l l i n t o 

question t h e i r status i n country and consequently complicate your 
i 

nascent m i l - t o - m i l e f f o r t s ? 
i 

A Yes. I was concerned t h a t we might experience a loss o f 

momentum. Not t h a t there had been great momentum, but there had been 

some i n i n t e r a c t i o n with the Libyans, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n members of the 

S i t e Security Team helping the Libyans select the personnel f o r 1 

t r a i n i n g , s t a r t t o t h i n k about where would the t r a i n i n g occur and the 

l i k e . I was worried t h a t i f the DOD personnel who were going t o oversee 

t h a t t r a i n i n g had t o leave theater t h a t we would lose momentum. 

Q I t would set you back. 

A _^_^_^_| 

Q And t h a t element, not the s i t e security, physical s e c u r i t y , 

but the loss of momentum i n the m i l - t o - m i l , do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n s 

i f Ambassador Stevens was sympathetic t o your concern t h a t you would 

lose momentum, p o t e n t i a l l y lose personnel, as a r e s u l t of the SST not 

A Ambassador Stevens, I t h i n k , was very, very supportive of 

the 1208 program as i t was l a i d out and wanted i t t o get approved. And 

I believe he -- again, he pressed Libyan o f f i c i a l s , up t o and i n c l u d i n g 

the Prime Mi n i s t e r , f o r approval so tha t we could begin t h i s . 

The 1208 program as i n i t i a l l y envisioned was r e l a t i v e l y 



small-scale, purposely so, one, t o make sure we had the r i g h t people, 

but also as a way t o demonstrate our commitment t o the Libyans, to get 

a small win, i f you w i l l , t o say, you know, we're serious about wanting 

t o be a m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y partner w i t h you, here's what we want t o 

! v ' v ' ; : • . •. :.'\ . 

do, and i f t h i s f i r s t endeavor works t o your s a t i s f a c t i o n , then we can 

s t a r t t a l k i n g about something larger-scale. 
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Q And i s i t your r e c o l l e c t i o n t h a t before the checkpoint 

i n c i d e n t , so between the SST's e x p i r a t i o n and the checkpoint i n c i d e n t , 

t h a t i t was the i n t e n t i o n t o r e t a i n the f u l l 16 personnel i n country 

but t r a n s i t i o n t h e i r a u t h o r i t y t o COCOM auth o r i t y and kind of wait out, 

i f you w i l l , remain i n country and wait out u n t i l the m i l - t o - m i l 

proceeded? 

A That was my desire was t o keep the team there so t h a t so t h a t 
_ 

we were ready t o be --

Q The f u l l 16? 

A The f u l l 16 from the previous S i t e Security Team so t h a t we 

could continue the momentum, continue the e f f o r t on the 1208, and then 

when the Libyans were ready, we were postured. I th i n k the shooting 

a t the Libyan checkpoint caused a l l of us t o pay more a t t e n t i o n t o the 

l e g a l protections issue. That, combined w i t h the f a c t t h a t the Libyans 

again were s t i l l i n the throes of e l e c t i o n , s t i l l i n the process of, 

forming the government, the f a c t t h a t the Libyan Government was not 

forthcoming i n the exchange of diplomatic notes I th i n k i s what caused 

the Ambassador t o say we're not going t o be able t o begin the 1208 i n 

earnest f o r a while, l e t ' s take a pause, l e t ' s , you know, keep a small 

number of people here t o kind of keep the relationships warm but get 

the rest back t o S t u t t g a r t , and when we're ready t o proceed, then bring 

them back. I thought i n my personal discussions w i t h Ambassador Stevens 
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As I t h i n k the cable t h a t we talked about j u s t a few moments 

t h a t t h a t was a very reasonable way ahead. 

Q That's very h e l p f u l . Thank you. And we know t h a t t h a t 

number u l t i m a t e l y s e t t l e d at s i x , again the post-SST Team Libya? 

A Correct. 

Q Do you remember i n your discussions or the discussions t h a t 

took place, did i t go from, whereas the idea was we have 16 now w e ' l l 

go s t r a i g h t t o 6, was there some debate about where that was s e t t l e d 

but, d i d i t s t a r t lower and get higher? Do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n 

how the number six was determined? 

B 

ago in d i c a t e s , I t h i n k the i n i t i a l discussion was two t o f o u r . My 

r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t i n conversation with Rear Admiral Losey he said, 

you know, we probably could use a couple more, and so as I went, when 

Ambassador Stevens was i n S t u t t g a r t , again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s I 

proposed t o him, said we would l i k e t o do s i x , could we keep s i x , and 

he was agreeable t o t h a t . 

Q So you started maybe two t o four remaining and Admiral Losey 

countered w i t h something higher? 

A With a couple more. That's my r e c o l l e c t i o n , yes. 

Q But the two to f o u r maybe was your suggestion? 

A I t h i n k that's r i g h t , yeah. 

Are we out of time? 

I t h i n k j u s t a few more minutes. I j u s t have one 

l a s t question, and i t relates t o the topic you've been precisely t a l k i n g 

about, so the Senate Select Committee on I n t e l l i g e n c e released a report 



109 

on Benghazi on 15 Danuary of t h i s year, and there's a statement here 

I j u s t wanted t o run by you t h a t relates t o j u s t what we've been t a l k i n g 

about. I've marked the page there, marked i t as Exhibit 6. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 6 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

You can read i t from r i g h t here, and I w i l l read i t i n t o 

the record as you read i t , j u s t i n the i n t e r e s t s of time: Quote, and 

t h i s i s page 20, "DOD confirmed t o the committee," the Senate Select 

Committee on I n t e l l i g e n c e , "that Ambassador Stevens declined two 

ispecific o f f e r s from General Carter Ham, then the head of AFRICOM, t o 

sustain the SST i n the weeks before the t e r r o r i s t attacks. A f t e r 

reading the August 16, 2012, EAC, Emergency Action Committee, cable, 

General Ham called Ambassador Stevens and asked i f the Embassy needed 

the SST from the U.S. m i l i t a r y , but Stevens t o l d Ham i t did not. Shortly 

t h e r e a f t e r , Stevens tr a v e l e d t o Germany f o r a previously scheduled 

meeting wi t h Ham at AFRICOM headquarters. Ham, again, offered t o 

sustain the SST at the meeting and Stevens again declined," unquote. 

;So I guess my only question, General, i s from my perspective, based 

on the conversation we've j u s t been having about the cooperative 

negotiations between you and Ambassador Stevens, i s t h i s your 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of t h i s exchange, or i s i t somewhat d i f f e r e n t ? 

General Ham. I t h i n k there i s a f a i r l y s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e . 

I , of course, had no a u t h o r i t y t o o f f e r t o Ambassador Stevens t h a t the 

team be extended. I did convey t o him tha t I was supportive of the 

extension and prepared t o support the extension should I be ordered t o 
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do so, and t h a t order began wi t h a request from main State t o DOD. So 

I t h i n k the word " o f f e r " i s probably not quite the r i g h t word. 

And t o t h a t point, I t h i n k what I understand from 

our previous discussion i s t h a t Ambassador Kennedy had already i n Duly 

informed DOD that they wouldn't be re q u i r i n g an SST. 

General Ham. 

OP-2.1 

BY 

Thank you, that's very h e l p f u l . 

Q So one f i n a l question I t h i n k before we' re out of time today. 

So you described the number being s e t t l e d on si x i n t h i s i n t e r i m period 

u n t i l a l l the proper a u t h o r i t i e s were obtained. Did you have any kind 

of ballpark of how long t h a t was going t o be u n t i l the a u t h o r i t i e s were 

i n hand? 

I t c e r t a i n l y was - - i t was unknown pre c i s e l y , but we were 

t h i n k i n g , I t h i n k Ambassador Stevens and I kind of i n the back of our 

minds had about a month or so i n terms of g e t t i n g the exchange of 

diplomatic notes resolved, the Libyans moving forward f o r m a l l y , signing 

and accepting the 1208. So we kind of thought about a month, at least 

t o the best of my r e c o l l e c t i o n . 

Q And then i t was your expectation t h a t upon achieving those 

a u t h o r i t i e s the number would go back up t o 16? 

A The team t h a t had been brought back t o S t u t t g a r t would go 

back t o Libya t o begin the 1208 process i n earnest. 

Got i t , very good. That's very h e l p f u l t o 

understand, 



OQJL- m So I t h i n k we're a l l set. We'll go o f f the record, 

and w e ' l l take a break. 

[Recess. ]j 

BY fWmWmW °° ̂  
!Q Let's go back on the record. The time i s now 1:45. 

jGeneral, we appreciate your patience today. During the l a s t round 

as we l l as rounds before we've had an extended conversation about the 

S i t e Security Team, SST team, and we would l i k e t o pick up from there 

and kind of ask some f o l l o w up, some c l a r i f y i n g questions based on some 

of the statements, information you j u s t provided to us. I would l i k e , 

i f I may, t o f i r s t r e f e r back t o Exhibit 5, which i s the Duly 9 cable 

and, General, I would j u s t l i k e t o ask you, again, you described your 

awareness generally of t h i s cable when you f i r s t read i t , and I j u s t 

want t o be as clear as possible as t o whether or not you viewed t h i s 

jcable as a request f o r an extension of the Site Security Team a f t e r August 

un 
A As I read t h i s , I do not i n t e r p r e t i t as a s p e c i f i c request 

f o r extension of the S i t e Security Team. I n my view, i t i s Ambassador 

Stevens suggesting extension of the S i t e Security Team or pa r t of i t 

as a p o t e n t i a l r e s o l u t i o n of the request that he makes. 

Q Thank you, s i r , and again, t h i s i s the Duly 9, 2012, cable, 

and can I j u s t ask, are you basing t h a t determination, i t sounds l i k e , 

based on some of your conversations with Ambassador Stevens, your 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of them as w e l l as your reading here t h a t the s p e c i f i c ask 

or the request, i f you w i l l , i t seems t o lay out a number of p o t e n t i a l 



options f o r security resources. I s t h a t your understanding as well? 

They mention various Diplomatic Security Service agents. 

A Again, I don't r e c a l l i f I saw t h i s actual cable at the time 

i t went out. I'm j u s t saying t h a t as I read t h i s today, I do not --my 

personal i n t e r p r e t a t i o n i s t h i s i s not a sp e c i f i c request f o r extension 

of the S i t e Security Team but, rather, a request f o r a d d i t i o n a l s e c u r i t y 

and a suggestion t h a t one possible source f o r a d d i t i o n a l s e c u r i t y i s 

extending the Site Security Team. 

Q And j u s t so t h a t the t i m e l i n e i s absolutely c l e a r , but the 
r 

decision by the State Department not t o renew or to rerequest SST came 

a f t e r t h i s cable. I s t h a t correct? Sometime i n mid August? 

A I'm not aware of the State Department's decision t i m e l i n e . 

Q Okay. I would also l i k e j u s t t o take a d i f f e r e n t look at 

t h i s cable, i f I could draw your a t t e n t i o n t o paragraph"5, the l a s t 

sentence i n t h i s paragraph reads, quote, "post anticipates supporting 

operations i n Benghazi wi t h at least one permanently assigned RSO 

employee from T r i p o l i . However, would request continued TDY support 

t o f i l l a minimum of three security positions i n Benghazi," close quote. 
j— . , I——.— — —-.—_.—i _ — . . — . . — . . „ 

General, can I j u s t ask, are you aware of what the s e c u r i t y posture 

was i n Benghazi on the night of the attacks, the Diplomatic Security 

s e c u r i t y posture at the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y ? 

A Not p r i o r t o the attack, no. I did not learn u n t i l the attack 

was underway t h a t the Ambassador and his small team were at the Temporary 

Mission F a c i l i t y . 

Q I would l i k e t o t u r n t o a comment that you made during the 



l a s t round. We were having a discussion about the rerequest of the Site 

Security Team through August, and you had mentioned t h a t you became aware 

t h a t some j u n i o r l e v e l personnel w i t h i n DOD had expressed some concerns 

about an extension, and I was wondering i f we could j u s t maybe t a l k a 

l i t t l e b i t about t h a t and maybe you could help us understand what those 

concerns were and how were those concerns being communicated? 

A I t goes back, f r a n k l y , t o the i n i t i a l request from Department 

• 

of State t o DOD f o r the Site Security Team, and then I do r e c a l l -- I 

don't r e c a l l the sp e c i f i c s . I do r e c a l l t h a t there was some 

disagreement from, at the s t a f f l e v e l , kind of j u n i o r t o mid-level s t a f f 

l e v e l at the Pentagon as t o -- b a s i c a l l y the g i s t o f i t was, you know, 

t h i s i s not a DOD mission. This i s the State Department's mission. The 

DOD i s stretched, and State should provide f o r i t s own security. I 

t h i n k , again, t h a t viewpoint, while somewhat understandable, I t h i n k 

i s p a r t i c u l a r l y parochial, and I t h i n k i s not r e f l e c t i v e of an 

understanding of the conditions as they existed i n Libya at the time. 

So I don't t h i n k t h a t t h a t viewpoint got much c r e d i b i l i t y or much 

t r a c t i o n , i f you w i l l , i n the 3oint S t a f f or i n OSD, and obviously, the 

decision was contrary t o t h a t . The decision was t o deploy the team, 

extend the team, but I th i n k each time there was an extension request, 

there was some surfacing of t h i s notion t h a t , you know, should we r e a l l y , 

should DOD r e a l l y continue t o provide what i s e s s e n t i a l l y a State 

Department mission, but, again, I t h i n k that that argument didn't carry 

a l o t o f weight and c e r t a i n l y was not persuasive inside DOD. 

Q Were any of those s t a f f , did they communicate any of those 



concerns t o the State Department, t o your knowledge? 

A I don't know. 

W I would l i k e t o t a l k now about the time frame a f t e r August 

3rd. There was, I believe i t ' s Exhibit 6, which r e f e r s t o , I guess i t 

uses the SSCI report. Some conversations t h a t you had with Ambassador, 

' 'vr:' - V".- V'v': ' ' Y ' 
Stevens, and I wonder i f we could j u s t d r i l l down a l i t t l e b i t f u r t h e r 

on what those conversations were and what s p e c i f i c a l l y you relayed or 

explained t o the Ambassador at that time. 

jA At what time frame are we t a l k i n g about? 

Q So t h i s i s a f t e r August 3rd, and t h i s i s w i t h respect t o the 

comment t h a t you twice offered a d d i t i o n a l assistance t o Ambassador 

Stevens. 

A Again, I would be very c a r e f u l t o characterize i t . I had 

no a u t h o r i t y t o o f f e r t o Ambassador Stevens t h a t the team be extended. 

j . ':• •.; . . . . 

I did convey t o the Ambassador my desire, my support f o r the team t o 

be extended and the f a c t t h a t we at A f r i c a Command were prepared t o 

support the extension of the team but, c l e a r l y , t h a t absent a request 

from State Department Main t o Department of Defense, then there was no 

au t h o r i t y f o r the team t o continue, at le a s t continue under i t s Site 

Security Team a u t h o r i t i e s . 

And what was the Ambassador's response when you made i t clear 

t o him t h a t DOD would be w i l l i n g t o support a p o t e n t i a l request? 

A Well, again, I was -- I t r i e d t o be very car e f u l because, 

again, I didn't have a u t h o r i t y t o commit DOD. I couldn't say DOD was 

going t o support i t . I n my conversations w i t h the Chairman of the Doint 



Chiefs and w i t h others, I had high confidence that i f State Department 

requested t h a t DOD would approve an extension of the team, but I r e c a l l 

[trying t o make i t and making i t clear to the Ambassador t h a t I could 

not on my own, of my own a u t h o r i t y , approve the extension, and I know 

th a t he understood t h a t . I'm not -- I do not know, f r a n k l y , other than 

the cable t h a t we j u s t looked at, Exhibit 5, I d i d n ' t , I was not aware 

u n t i l I saw t h a t , and again I don't remember i f I saw the exact cable, 

but I wasn't aware of the i n t e r n a l State Department conversations about 

the S i t e Security Team. \ 

Q So I believe you answered t h i s already, but then j u s t to 

[further c l a r i f y , so then you were unaware of whether the decision not 

t o rerequest or request the extension was based on the State Department's 

decision t o t r a n s i t i o n t o a t r a d i t i o n a l s e c u r i t y paradigm where 

Diplomatic Security, the Bureau of Diplomatic Security, i t s own i n t e r n a l 

s e c u r i t y services as w e l l as host nation support would provide Embassy 

s e c u r i t y ? ! 

A Yeah, I simply don't have any i n s i g h t i n t o the r a t i o n a l e of 

the State Department's decision making. 

Q Are you f a m i l i a r with any other Embassies i n your AOR on the 

continent t h a t where maybe high r i s k or high t h r e a t type locations where 

the State Department does r e l y , i n f a c t , on i t s own security resources 

and host nation support? 

A Well, most. A s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f erence being t h a t i n many, 

perhaps most of those diplomatic, those Embassies, there's also a Marine 

s e c u r i t y guard detachment, and while as we know not p r i n c i p a l l y charged 



w i t h the physical security of the Embassy, that that's a component of 

o v e r a l l s e c u r i t y , but f o r most U.S. Embassies i n A f r i c a , i t i s a 

combination of e i t h e r host nation security forces or i n some cases a 

contracted s e c u r i t y force t h a t provide security at the U.S. Embassies. 

Again, and some, most, but not a l l , have, also have a Marine s e c u r i t y 

guard detachment. 

i Hi _____ _ _ __ __ ••••{ H_HI _H ____ 

Q Okay. We had discussed the 1208, Section 1208 t r a i n i n g 

program t h a t was planned and i n the process of being implemented. I 

was wondering i f we can j u s t take a step back and maybe you could describe 

f o r us, you know, the benefits, a t least based on your experience, of 

these t r a d i t i o n a l or more normalized m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y engagements 

w i t h countries where we t r y to develop partner country's capacity, 

whether i t ' s to defeat v i o l e n t extremist organizations or otherwise. 

Can you maybe j u s t t a l k about some of the benefits of those types of 

programs? 

A One of the primary missions o f A f r i c a Command i s t o 

strengthen the defense c a p a b i l i t i e s of A f r i c a partners so that they're 

i n c r e a s i n g l y capable of providing f o r t h e i r own defense, c o n t r i b u t i n g 

t o regional s t a b i l i t y and security as w e l l . So a part of that o v e r a l l 

strategy i s a m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y r e l a t i o n s h i p t o help host nations 

develop the kinds of m i l i t a r y forces t h a t they need f o r t h e i r own 

s e c u r i t y . From a U.S. perspective, there are a couple of benefits i n 

doing so. One, i f a nation has i t s own capable, w e l l - t r a i n e d m i l i t a r y 

forces t h a t are d i s c i p l i n e d and subordinate t o l e g i t i m a t e c i v i l i a n 

c o n t r o l , we t h i n k that contributes o v e r a l l to s e c u r i t y , lessens the 



l i k e l i h o o d of c o n f l i c t , but i f c o n f l i c t emerges, they're also better 

t r a i n e d , equipped, and prepared t o more e f f e c t i v e l y deal with c o n f l i c t . 

And I t h i n k an underlying p r i n c i p l e i s t h a t i n A f r i c a , i t ' s b e t t e r f o r 

. , • • - . 

the Africans t o do that than an outside force, whether that be U.S. or 

others. So tha t ' s kind of the overarching p r i n c i p l e of the 

m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g programs. 

I n the p a r t i c u l a r case of Libya, i n the aftermath of the r e v o l u t i o n 

and the t o p p l i n g of the Qadhafi regime, there was e s s e n t i a l l y a t o t a l 

collapse of defense and security i n s t i t u t i o n s across Libya, b a s i c a l l y 

having gone from c o n t r o l by one man or one fa m i l y , i f you w i l l , and how 

do you b u i l d a f t e r 40 years of t h a t , how do you help a nation b u i l d the 

kinds o f security forces that i t needs? And so t h i s 1208 e f f o r t was 

an i n i t i a l e f f o r t with the Libyans t o t r y t o help them b u i l d , f i r s t , 

a small, very small Special Operations c a p a b i l i t y t h a t the Libyans 

recognized t h a t they needed t o deal w i t h an emerging extremist t h r e a t 

i n t h e i r country, but i t also was a way t o convey to them our commitment, 

the United States' commitment t o Libya, and i f we could achieve success 

i n t h i s r e l a t i v e l y small endeavor, t h a t might lead t o a larger-scale 

operation w i t h more, with larger m i l i t a r y forces i n Libya. So those 

are some of the reasons why we sought t o undertake t h i s e f f o r t i n Libya. 

!Q Thank you, that's very h e l p f u l , s i r . I would l i k e to t u r n 

how t o the checkpoint incident, and there was a discussion about an email 

r e l a y i n g some events, and of course you're seeing that email f o r the 

f i r s t time today. I s that r i g h t ? You haven't seen that email p r i o r 

t o t h i s ? 



Not t o my r e c o l l e c t i o n I have not. 

And so I would j u s t l i k e t o ask a few questions about some 

of the developments around t h a t time frame with respect to the detachment 

t h a t was i n T r i p o l i . You had mentioned th a t i t was your desire t o keep 

the f u l l 16-person Special Operations Forces u n i t i n T r i p o l i at t h a t 

time i n order t o maintain the momentum i t had b u i l t up with respect t o 

the t r a i n i n g program. Is t h a t generally accurate? 

That's c o r r e c t J J 

Q Okay. And I guess can you help us j u s t understand a f t e r the 

checkpoint in c i d e n t , and we've seen some of the concerns now raised about 

the p r i v i l e g e s , immunities, the diplomatic status of the stay-behind 

forc e or of the t r a i n i n g force, how do we get from your desire t o keep 

the f u l l complement there down t o the six t h a t u l t i m a t e l y d i d stay 

behind? Can you j u s t kind of walk us through t h a t process? 

A Yes. So I was -- you're correct, I was desirous of keeping 

the f u l l team so t h a t we could maintain r e l a t i o n s h i p s with the Libyans, 

so t h a t the team could Continue t o b u i l d t h e i r understanding of the 

environment i n which they were operating and also t o be prepared when 

the Libyans gave formal approval t h a t there would be no h e s i t a t i o n , and 

we could begin the t r a i n i n g i n earnest. That changed, obviously, on 

August 3rd, upon the ending of the Site Security Team mission and the 

team then operating under combatant command a u t h o r i t y , vice c h i e f of 

mission a u t h o r i t y , which they had operated under as the Site Security 

Team. The shooting incident at the Libyan checkpoint on August 6th I 

t h i n k served as, r e a l l y brought i n t o focus the issue of legal protections 



and immunities f o r U.S. m i l i t a r y personnel not operating under chief 

of mission a u t h o r i t y . Certainly i t was recognized before t h a t , but t h i s 

was kind of a c r y s t a l l i z i n g event, i f you w i l l , and i t contributed, along 

w i t h two other circumstances, I t h i n k , t o r e v i s i t i n g what the r i g h t 

number of personnel. The other two events, the other two issues being 

the Libyan Government t r y i n g t o form i n the immediate post-election 

period. The government s t i l l had not quite been formed, and so that 

created d i f f i c u l t y i n g e t t i n g approvals of the diplomatic notes t h a t 

would provide the l e g a l protections, and then, l a s t l y , g e t t i n g formal 

Libyan Government approval of the 1208 program i t s e l f . Ambassador 

Stevens I t h i n k r i g h t f u l l y said, you know, i n order f o r us t o proceed, 

we r e a l l y need the formal approval of the Libyan Government i n order 

t o commence t h i s t r a i n i n g i n earnest, and I t h i n k he was r i g h t i n t h a t 

view. So i t wasn't j u s t the checkpoint incident i n i s o l a t i o n . I t was 

the checkpoint incident and the other f a c t o r s t h a t caused, I t h i n k , a l l 

of us t o say l e t ' s take a look at what's the r i g h t number to remain i n 

country. 

Q Okay. There have been some public allegations t h a t I would 

ask you t o maybe respond t o those, but i t ' s been alleged that you may 

have wanted to withdraw the e n t i r e 16-person team, but the Ambassador 

had t o convince you or was somehow able t o convince you t o leave 6 behind. 

I s t h a t accurate? 

A That i s not accurate. I was i n i t i a l l y desirous of the whole 

team staying. Again, a f t e r the i n c i d e n t , the checkpoint incident of 

August 6th, i n , f r a n k l y , a continuing dialogue with Ambassador Stevens, 



we had l o t s of conversations, I t h i n k the thought was w e ' l l leave a small 

number of personnel i n Libya to maintain contact with the Libyans. Most 

of the team w i l l redeploy t o Germany, and then t h e y ' l l be c a l l e d back 

when we're ready t o begin the t r a i n i n g i n earnest and have the diplomatic 

pro t e c t i o n s . 

I t h i n k my i n i t i a l proposal was somewhere i n the range of keeping 

two to f o u r personnel there. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s Rear Admiral Losey, 

the commander of Special Operations Command A f r i c a , suggested s i x would 

probably be a better number t o l e t us continue t o i n t e r a c t w i t h the 

Libyans. Ambassador Stevens concurred w i t h t h a t . And when he v i s i t e d 

the command headquarters i n mid August i n S t u t t g a r t , Germany, we kind 

o f s o l i d i f i e d t h a t agreement, t h a t we would keep si x personnel, keep 

the others i n Germany t o be c a l l e d back t o Libya when the conditions 

were r i g h t . ' 

Q Okay. So i s i t f a i r then t o describe t h i s as a c o l l e g i a l 

dynamic i n which both parties u l t i m a t e l y ended up agreeing and 

concurring i n the decision t o draw down t o t h a t number? 

A That's c e r t a i n l y my view. I believe Ambassador Stevens was 

h i g h l y supportive of the 1208 program. He wanted t o get i t underway, 

as did I . Again, my i n i t i a l view was we ought t o keep the whole team 

th e r e , but given the three conditions, the checkpoint i n c i d e n t , the 

slowness of forming the Libyan Government, and the lack of approval from 

the -- formal approval t o begin the t r a i n i n g , I thi n k a l l of those three 

combined that brought me t o a point i n close agreement wi t h the 

Ambassador. 



(2 And can I j u s t ask a quick question. I f there had been an 

incident i n v o l v i n g a DOD personnel i n country, a shooting, f o r example, 

iwithout the p r i v i l e g e s and immunities i n place, what kind of issue does 

t h a t create f o r the Ambassador and yourself? 

A Well, i t becomes quite problematic, again, absent a Status 

of Forces Agreement or other le g a l protections. Basically what has t o 

happen i n those circumstances, t h a t the Ambassador, his or her l e g a l 

s t a f f , regional security o f f i c e r , general counsel or others then go i n t o 

a laborious discussion w i t h the host nation because i f you don't 

have -- the United States Government i n those circumstances does not 

have the force of law to say, w e l l , you agreed t h a t you would allow us 

t o exercise j u r i s d i c t i o n i n t h i s course, i n t h i s case, so i t becomes 

a d e l i b e r a t i o n , a conversation w i t h the host nation government rather 

than implementation of a previously-agreed-upon set of rules i n the case 

of apprehension or misconduct by a U.S. person. 

Q So i t could be a very serious matter, i n other words? 

A I t c e r t a i n l y can be. 

Q So would you say that then the reasons that the Ambassador 

had f o r t h r o t t l i n g back or bringing down the number from 16 t o what you 

agreed upon, u l t i m a t e l y 6, were l e g i t i m a t e reasons or l e g i t i m a t e 

concerns? 

A I agreed with the Ambassador. Again, I i n i t i a l l y wanted t o 

keep a l l 16 there. As the conditions unfolded, I t h i n k the mutually 

agreed upon number of six was the r i g h t decision. 
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Q General, another a l l e g a t i o n , and again j u s t we would l i k e 

t o ask f o r your b r i e f response t o t h i s , i t ' s t h i s a l l e g a t i o n t h a t the 

Ambassador had wanted t o postpone the decision t o draw down the Special 

Forces u n i t but t h a t the Department, DOD, acted without the Ambassador's 

concurrence, which was required. Is t h a t accurate? 
• 

A That i s c e r t a i n l y not accurate from my perspective. Again, 

at the conclusion of the Site Security team, the team then f e l l under 

combatant command a u t h o r i t y , vice chief of mission a u t h o r i t y . I t was 

u l t i m a t e l y a mutually agreed upon decision t o go t o six members of the 

team would remain i n Libya, and then the rest would be on r e c a l l status 

from Germany when the conditions were r i g h t . 

Q And i n the course of these conversations, d i d the Ambassador 

ever express t o you any security r e l a t e d concerns about drawing down 

from 16 t o 6? 

A I don't -- I don't r e c a l l t h a t being a to p i c of discussion 

because, of course, t h a t was -- with the team there under combatant 

command a u t h o r i t y , t h a t was not t h e i r mission. Their mission was no 

longer the personal p r o t e c t i o n , t r a n s p o r t a t i o n , communication, 

medical. The nature of t h e i r mission s h i f t e d . So I don't r e c a l l . I f 

there was conversation, i t wasn't a major part of the conversation of 

how many people should stay. 

Thank you, s i r . 

I j u s t have one f i n a l question. I believe what was 
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the Dune 26, 2013, e x h i b i t - - i s t h a t 3? 

Mr. Richards. I t ' s 4. 

Four. I f you can j u s t go t o page 14. And, again, 

s i r , quoting from the second paragraph, t h i s i s about the SST team and 

discussions between you and the Ambassador, and you say, quote, I am 

not aware of the i n t e r n a l discussions e i t h e r at the Embassy or between 

the Embassy and Main State as to why the SST was not extended beyond 

the 3rd of August, and t h a t i s not a topic Ambassador Stevens and I 

discussed. 

And I believe you've alluded t o the f a c t that you did not discuss 

t h a t , but j u s t f o r the record, i s t h a t s t i l l accurate? 

General Ham. That i s a correct characterization of my 

r e c o l l e c t i o n . 

Okay. 

o D | 

Q General, I would l i k e t o return t o our discussion about the 

night of the attacks. Dust at the outset here, around the October 2012 

time frame, Congressman Chaffetz from the House Oversight and Government 

Reform Committee had made a number of appearances on national t e l e v i s i o n 

where he recounted some conversations he had with you during a t r i p t h a t 

he had made t o Libya i n October 2012. Could I j u s t ask you, do you r e c a l l 

I do. ̂ "Congressman- Chaffetz came f i r s t t o the AFRICOM 

headquarters i n S t u t t g a r t , Germany. We had a b r i e f i n g with him, and 

then we flew together t o , t o and from T r i p o l i . 



Q And I would j u s t l i k e t o go ahead and mark Ex h i b i t 7. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 7 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 

Q This i s a posting from a Web s i t e called the Gateway Pundit. 

The posting i t s e l f i s dated October 28, 2012, and i t ' s e n t i t l e d , quote, 

"Top AFRICOM Commander General Carter Ham Was Never Ordered t o Save U.S. 

Men i n Benghazi," close quote, and t h i s Web s i t e contains a l i n k t o a 

YouTube video of a national t e l e v i s i o n interview on or around October 

28, 2012, i n which Congressman Chaffetz stated the f o l l o w i n g , and I 

quote, " I can t e l l you t h a t i n a f i r s t h a n d account i n my meeting with 

General Ham, I asked very s p e c i f i c a l l y , d i d we have resources i n the 

area? The answer i s yes. Did we have proximity? The answer i s yes. 

And then asked why we didn't send i n some of those assets, the general 

said he was not requested t o do so, meaning that somebody higher up than 

him, he's a fo u r - s t a r general, which there aren't a whole l o t o f people 

between him and the President, did not request him t o take a c t i o n , " close 
-

quote. 

General> I would j u s t l i k e t o discuss those comments, those 
• 

characterizations of your conversation of what took place on the night 

of the attacks and, you know, perhaps t i e i t back to some of the 

statements th a t we read e a r l i e r from Secretary Panetta, from General 

Dempsey as wel l as yourself regarding the d i r e c t i o n to deploy numerous 

forces on the night of the attacks. I s i t accurate t o say t h a t none 

of your superiors requested you t o take action on the night of the 
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_H ____ I 

________ 

A No. I n conversation with the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs 

of S t a f f and the Secretary of Defense, the conversation r e a l l y was more 

along the l i n e s of, you know, what do you need? What can we do? And 

every request f o r forces that I asked of the Secretary of Defense was 

inH__fl 

Q I s i t accurate t h a t you had assets t h a t could have responded, 

but they did not because the request wasn't made of you? 

A I t h i n k i t , again, depends on one's perspective. There 

c e r t a i n l y were s t r i k e a i r c r a f t i n Europe, and i n some people's views, 

those s t r i k e a i r c r a f t were available t o respond. I n my m i l i t a r y 

judgment, they were not the r i g h t instrument t o apply i n t h i s p a r t i c u l a r 

circumstance. So, again, I t h i n k i t probably depends on your point o f 

view as t o whether there were assets a v a i l a b l e t h a t were not employed. 

As the combatant commander, again, I would say t h a t any force t h a t 

I requested of the Secretary of Defense, forces that I needed his 

approval t o move, the Commander's In-Extremis Force, the Fleet 

A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Team, | | i n each 

circumstance the Secretary of Defense, w i t h the advice of the Chairman 

of the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f , gave verbal approval when I asked and then 

followed t h a t up with w r i t t e n execution orders to deploy those forces. 

Q But, again, with respect t o the a v i a t i o n assets, f o r 

instance, the reason you didn't deploy those was not because nobody asked 

you t o but, rather, because you had reached some sort of independent 

determination or p a r t i c i p a t e d i n some sort of consultative process, i s 
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A I had. I n the lead up t o September 11th, the s t a f f and I 

and the A i r Component Commander considered heightening the a l e r t status 

of s t r i k e a i r c r a f t . I chose not t o do th a t because I did not f e e l t h a t 

those assets were the r i g h t t o o l i n response t o the l i k e l y types of 

attacks that might occur or incidents t h a t might occur on September 11th/ 

and on the night of September 11th and 12th, again, I didn't t h i n k t h a t , 

given the uncertainty of the s i t u a t i o n , given the complexity of a large 

[urban environment, and the f a c t t h a t the f i r s t attack subsided p r e t t y 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y about an hour or so a f t e r i t began, t h a t i t was my m i l i t a r y 

judgment t h a t s t r i k e a i r c r a f t , close a i r support were not the 

appropriate t o o l . 

Q Turning back again, General, t o Exhibit 4, the Dune 26, 2013, 

t r a n s c r i p t , I would l i k e t o draw your a t t e n t i o n t o an exchange on -- at 

the bottom of page 36, the top of page 37. 

This i s an exchange between you and the chairman, and the chairman 

states, and I quote, "Sure, t h i s might be a good time t o ask. At some 

poi n t , you know, i n the months t h a t have gone by, the intervening time, 

I heard th a t you made the statement t h a t you were prepared t o go t o t h e i r 

aid, and somebody t o l d you no, and you said. We are going anyway. I s 

t h a t a l l some supposition t h a t comes from some reporter? 

"General Ham: Yes, s i r , no one ever t o l d me no," close quote. 

General, did anyone on the night of the attacks ever i n s t r u c t you 

t o stand down or not go t o the aid of Americans i n Benghazi? 

A They did not. 
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On the night of the attacks, did you or t o your knowledge 

anyone i n your command receive any order from then Secretary of Defense 

Panetta to stand down? 

^ 
Q On the night of the attacks, did you or t o your knowledge 

anyone i n your command receive any order from then Secretary o f State 

H i l l a r y Clinton t o stand down? 

A No, and we would not receive d i r e c t communications from the 

Secretary o f State. 

Q And j u s t one f i n a l matter, General. Again, there have been 
' • .i •* ' . • • 

these public a l l e g a t i o n s , many surrounding the events, including 

r e l a t e d t o you and your actions. A f t e r the attacks, can I ask, was your 

departure from AFRICOM, was t h a t related t o the events i n Benghazi i n 

September 2612? 
• 

A I t was not. I n f a c t , my change of command and retirement 
j 

had been approved i n p r i n c i p l e several months p r i o r t o t h a t i n 

discussions with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f , Chief of 

S t a f f of the Army, and Secretary of Defense. 

Q Who i n S t u t t g a r t would have known about the Annex and the 

Secretary i n Benghazi? 

A The command had 

at the command. I'm c e r t a i n t h a t he and the small 

team knew of his presence. Probably -- I mean, there may have been 

others i n the who may have known 
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about i t . 

Q But probably not i n the plan shop or something l i k e that? 

A I don't know. 

AD\ WMbWUWWM T n a t ' s a 1 1 r i g h t . Thank you. That's a l l . 

• QT^ \ g| Just one f i n a l matter, General. 

f o l l o w i n g the attacks, d i d you p a r t i c i p a t e i n any way i n the 

shaping or the d r a f t i n g of a set of u n c l a s s i f i e d t a l k i n g points t h a t 

were prepared and r e l i e d on during some t e l e v i s i o n appearances on 

September 16, 2012. 
i 

General Ham. I d i d not. 

:ord. I m Okay, go o f f the reco 

fflfficess. ] 

H | S o we're back on the record. I have 2:28 p.m. 

General, we're j u s t going to move as quickly as we can. Just a 

couple o f follow-up questions. There was some discussion j u s t i n the 

l a s t hour about your awareness of t h e ! I ! Annex i n Benghazi, and I know 

you had mentioned t h a t a rep a t S t u t t g a r t who presumably knew. Just 

t o be clear, were you aware t h a t there was such an Annex i n Benghazi 

p r i o r t o the attack of 11 September 2012? 

General Ham. I was not. 

BY mmmmM ^ R - l 
And did you learn of i t i n the course of the attack? I n other 

words, when you were apprised about personnel movements i s when you 

learned about i t ? 

Yes. Shortly a f t e r the attack began, when there was a 
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discussion o f an Annex, and i t was r e f e r r e d t o as an Annex wi t h the team 

tha t could move and did move t o the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , t h a t 

was my f i r s t awareness of the Annex.! 

IQ And from an operations standpoint, did that concern you at 

a l l ? I mean, here's a U.S. f a c i l i t y that you're learning about f o r the 

f i r s t time i n the course of a f i r e f i g h t . 

H Yes, i t did concern me. Not t h a t we were, you know, at 

anytime contemplating m i l i t a r y s t r i k e s i n Benghazi, but i n terms of 

contingency planning and a l l the r e s t of i t , I t h i n k i t ' s important f o r 

our combatant command to have awareness and understanding of a l l of the 

U.S. f a c i l i t i e s i n i t s area of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . My guess i s , again, 

obviously, I'm c e r t a i n , v i r t u a l l y c e r t a i n that the H i ' representative 

at the command knew of i t and had we ever gotten t o the business o f doing 

[st r i k e planning, t h a t would have been surfaced immediately, but i t 

shouldn't, i n the midst of a c r i s i s i s not the time, i s not the ideal 

[time to become aware of such f a c i l i t i e s . 



130 

How many times and when roughly did you v i s i t , do you r e c a l l ? 

wM The f i r s t v i s i t t o T r i p o l i was i n December of 2011, along 

with the Secretary of Defense, and over the course of my time at the 

command, I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , but I probably went t o T r i p o l i 

four or f i v e times. 

Q ^ ^ _ l — i o k a v-

Did you v i s i t Libya between December 11th and the attack? 

Yes. I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y when, but I'm c e r t a i n t h a t 

I v i s i t e d at l e a s t once and probably more than once between December 

of 2011 and September o f 2012. 

Q Do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n t h a t maybe you were 

contemplating or your s t a f f was contemplating on your behalf a v i s i t 

i n around the time of the attack? I ' ve seen some paperwork th a t suggests 

t h a t the groundwork was necessary f o r a senior leader v i s i t of commander 

U.S. AFRICOM i n early October, la t e September, but t h a t may have been 

occurring without your knowledge. 
• 

• . 

A Yeah, I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y . I t would have made sense 

because when Ambassador Stevens and I j o i n t l y made the decision t o reduce 

the size of the U.S. m i l i t a r y team i n T r i p o l i , the thought was about 

a month or so f o r the Libyans t o kind of get t h e i r approvals t o begin 



the 1208, so i t seems l o g i c a l t o me t h a t the s t a f f was kind o f t h i n k i n g 

about, okay, i t would probably be a good time f o r the commander t o go 

back i f the Libyans w i l l be i n a p o s i t i o n , i t would be a new government, 

i n a po s i t i o n t o t a l k about the m i l i t a r y - t o - m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g endeavor. 

0_ So that's h e l p f u l because I've also seen some paperwork t h a t 

suggests separately but approximately the same period of time again, 

September, early October, Admiral Losey was planning a senior leader 

v i s i t t o Libya. So from what you're saying - - w e l l , do you have any 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of that? 

A I don't, but --

Q I t would make sense? 

A I t would be normal f o r Admiral Losey t o make a v i s i t . His 

would be, would probably be a l i t t l e more t a c t i c a l about the s p e c i f i c s 

of beginning the t r a i n i n g program and mine would probably be a foctis 

a l i t t l e b i t with t h e Chief of Defense, Minister o f Defense l e v e l . 

Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , the State Department, what was commonly 

c a l l e d the consulate by some i n Benghazi. Forgive me i f you've answered 

t h i s already, I may have missed i t , but p r i o r t o the 11 September attack 

i n Benghazi, were you aware of the State Department f a c i l i t y there? 

A I knew there was a Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y i n Benghazi, 

yes. 
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And when did you become -- l e t me ask i t l i k e t h i s : Had 

you been aware of i t since the time when i t was Envoy Stevens l o c a t i o n 

during the revolutionary period of Libya? When did you become aware 

H I knew that Mr. Stevens, then Mr. Stevens was i n Benghazi 

coordinating w i t h members of the Libyan opposition. I don't r e c a l l , 

you know^ when did t h a t , when did i t change i t s designation, i f you w i l l , 

of a Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , but I knew there was a place i n Benghazi 

where the U.S. Government operated from. 

Q And w i t h respect t o , we know that DOD of t e n provides 

noncombatant evacuation services t o U.S. o f f i c i a l Americans i n places 

l i k e Libya. We understand t h a t during Operation Odyssey Guard, the 

State Department mission i n Benghazi was, and I should c l a r i f y , t h i s 

i s post the reopening o f the Embassy i n T r i p o l i , so about the October 

time frame of 2011, we understand t h a t the State Department mission i n 

Benghazi was s t i l l i n communication w i t h the AFRICOM Doint Personnel 

Recovery Center, i n case there was a need t o evacuate mission personnel. 

To your knowledge, was there a point at which AFRICOM stopped 

communicating w i t h the Benghazi Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y about 

p o t e n t i a l evacuation needs of State Department personnel or was t h a t 

a continuous dialogue t h a t AFRICOM would have continued t o have wi t h 

the State Department personnel i n Benghazi? 

A Well, i t would have been continuous, but once the Embassy 

was reestablished, the communication would have been p r i n c i p a l l y 

through the Embassy and the regional security o f f i c e r . 



Q Thank you. I f I could j u s t now f a s t forward -¬

A And, i f I could, i t ' s also possible, I j u s t don't know, that 

i n the coordination f o r noncombatant evacuation, the AFRICOM s t a f f who 

oversees i t , they may w e l l have been aware at t h a t point of the Annex. 

I j u s t , I personally was not aware of t h a t f a c i l i t y . 

Q Thank you, s i r . I f I could j u s t f a s t forward now t o r i g h t 

before the attacks of 11 September 2012, when d i d you learn t h a t 

Ambassador Stevens planned t o t r a v e l t o Benghazi? 

A I did not know beforehand. I knew s h o r t l y a f t e r the attack 

was reported. One of the f i r s t pieces of c r i t i c a l information was that 

the Ambassador was present. 

H When you learned i t , were you surprised t h a t the Ambassador 

was i n Benghazi on the anniversary of September 11th? 

A No, not p a r t i c u l a r l y . 

Q Were you aware of any d e t e r i o r a t i n g s e c u r i t y concerns i n 

pastern Libya generally or Benghazi s p e c i f i c a l l y leading up t o the 

attacks of 11 September? ] 

A Yes, very much so. More so i n eastern Libya, p a r t i c u l a r l y 

i n the c i t y of Derna, but post the collapse of the Qadhafi regime i n 

Libya, the i n t e l l i g e n c e reporting became very focused on v i o l e n t Islamic 

extremist organizations e i t h e r e s t a b l i s h i n g themselves or i n some cases 

re e s t a b l i s h i n g themselves i n eastern Libya centered around Derna. 

There was -- the s i t u a t i o n from Benghazi was c e r t a i n l y a presence of 

extremist organizations, but also i n s i g n i f i c a n t competition with 

m i l i t i a and those who had p a r t i c i p a t e d i n the Libyan r e v o l u t i o n , but 



the r e a l focus f o r us f o r extremist organizations and a widening network 

was focused and centered around Derna. 

Q And were you aware, j u s t b r i e f l y , were you aware, there would 

have been a series of incidents, security incidents i n Benghazi, attack 

on the consul i t s e l f , where there was a hole blown i n the w a l l . There 

was an attack on the B r i t i s h Ambassador s h o r t l y t h e r e a f t e r , a series 

of other attacks on western targets and government o f Libya targ e t s i n 

Benghazi i n the weeks and months preceding the attack. Was t h i s 

something t h a t you were aware of as AFRICOM commander t h a t you were 

tracking? 

A Yes. The d e t e r i o r a t i n g s e c u r i t y s i t u a t i o n generally, and 

then the s p e c i f i c attacks. I n hindsight, as we looked at the reporting 

of a l l the incidents t h a t had been reported, some of them i n the media, 

^o^e'^F*Sfem*ttere i n the Congress and o t h e r j | ^ i o t a l l of the incidents 

t h a t were reported p u b l i c l y had made i t i n t o the i n t e l l i g e n c e community 

rep o r t i n g , but any incident t h a t made i t i n t o the i n t e l l i g e n c e community 

repor t i n g I was aware of generally, i n some cases s p e c i f i c a l l y . For 

example, the attack on the B r i t i s h Ambassador was something t h a t would 

have been included i n my d a i l y i n t e l l i g e n c e update, but I t h i n k i t 

i s - - i t c e r t a i n l y was apparent t o me and t o others t h a t the security 

s i t u a t i o n broadly across the east was d e t e r i o r a t i n g and c e r t a i n l y a 

concern i n Benghazi. 

Q And to your knowledge, did anyone at AFRICOM, including 

yourself, raise t h i s with State or other o f f i c i a l s i n Washington 

perhaps? I mean, was t h i s a topic of conversation about the downward 
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trend of security i n the eastern part of Libya? 

A Yes, i t was a s i g n i f i c a n t t o p i c of discussion, and i t had 

from a m i l i t a r y standpoint manifested i t s e l f a couple of d i f f e r e n t ways. 

One was the urgency, i n my view, of e s t a b l i s h i n g the 1208 t r a i n i n g 

program t o s t a r t t o work with the Libyans so t h a t they would have a 

c a p a b i l i t y t o deal w i t h , deal e f f e c t i v e l y with some of these extremist 

organizations. I t factored s i g n i f i c a n t l y i n requests f o r i n t e l l i g e n c e 

s u rveillance and reconnaissance assets, both manned and unmanned 

because, again, the greatest s h o r t f a l l was understanding the 

environment that was unfolding i n Libya. So i n t e l l i g e n c e , 

s u r v e i l l a n c e , and reconnaissance from a m i l i t a r y standpoint was a very, 

very high p r i o r i t y . Some of t h a t necessitated, much of i t necessitated 

i n t e r a c t i o n with the Libyans. They had, i t was t h e i r a i r space 

obviously. They were broad -- the Libyan Government was broadly 

supportive but had periodic concerns, p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r manned systems 

t h a t could be a l i t t l e b i t noisy, and they got, again, some public 

complaints about t h a t . 

B Y M H 

Q So, General, i n September 2012, say j u s t the day before the 

attack, as I understand, there were 10 uniformed personnel i n Libya, 

10 U.S. uniformed m i l i t a r y personnel i n Libya. One was Lieutenant 

Colonel | | and the f i v e other members of the former Site Security 

Team. One was the defense attache. Lieutenant Colonel 

you know, warrant o f f i c e r assigned t o him, Mr. Taylor, there was the 

Office o f Security Cooperation o f f i c e r , Lieutenant Colonel 
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and then I t h i n k the day of the attack ( i n a u d i b l e ) a s t a f f sergeant, 

a r r i v e d t o be part of the OSC team. That adds up t o 10. I s there any 

p a r t i c u l a r reason you knew t h a t number? You knew i t was six of course 

from the former SST team? 
• 

. -y. 

A Well, and c e r t a i n l y knew the attache and --

Q Had int e r a c t i o n s with the attache? 

A Right, sure. 

Q And how about Lieutenant Colonel I 

A C e r t a i n l y , I would see Lieutenant Colonel | | i n v i s i t s 

when I would v i s i t Libya. 

Q So, i n general terms, you had, what would I say, an 

understanding of the approximate size of the number of uniformed 

personnel t h a t led -- , 

A That's co r r e c t - J  

Q And i n considering at your command posture the forces i n your 

command should assume i n a n t i c i p a t i o n of the 9/11 anniversary, you had 

a very good explanation and discussion I t h i n k about considering f i g h t e r 

a i r c r a f t and changing the posture and the decision made about t h a t . You 

made a qui t e clear explanation about t h a t . In the course of t h a t 

discussion or i n the course of considering, contemplating the posture 

t h a t the f i g h t e r wing at Aviano might assume, di d you have any reason 

t o know t h a t the wing there was i n a t r a i n i n g posture on September 11th 

or a n t i c i p a t e d being i n t r a i n i n g posture on September 11th? 

A I did not know t h a t at the time. But I would also say t h a t , 

again, i f I had made, i f my determination p r i o r t o September 11th had 
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been t h a t s t r i k e a i r c r a f t were an appropriate response, then, and I have 

f u l l confidence t h a t i f I had direct e d the A i r Component Commander t o 

have a i r c r a f t on some kind of heightened a l e r t status, they would have. 

_ _ B Oh, c e r t a i n l y , I understand t h a t . I didn't mean t o suggest 

otherwise. Absolutely. And, s i m i l a r l y , did you know i n the days 

before 9/11 t h a t the EUCOM Commander's In-Extremis Force was going t o 

be i n Croatia on a t r a i n i n g mission! 

A I d i dn't personally know t h a t , but I'm sure that was known 

w i t h i n my operations s t a f f , -j 

Q And how about there's been various discussions about a 

FAST team was sent to Sanaa. Again, that's a l i t t l e f a r a f i e l d , but 

i s there any p a r t i c u l a r reason t o have any v i s i b i l i t y i n t o the dispatch 

of the FAST Team i n or around t h i s period of time? 

J Again, i t may have been part of a normal i n t e l l i g e n c e 

b r i e f i n g , but I don't have any s p e c i f i c r e c o l l e c t i o n of t h a t . 

Q_ Fine, I understand. And you mentioned, I t h i n k , some sor t 

of response team th a t was i n D j i b o u t i i n and around t h i s period of time. 

A So D j i b o u t i i s the one forward operating base t h a t A f r i c a 

Command maintains on the African continent. The commander of Combined 

Joint Task Force Horn of A f r i c a had formed e s s e n t i a l l y out o f hide a 

small response force f o r any possible contingency. At the time, I t h i n k 

he was t h i n k i n g mostly of Khartoum, but t h a t was good i n i t i a t i v e and 

a good way t o have a force postured f o r Eastern A f r i c a . 

Q And my understanding t h a t t h a t team was not, correct me i f 

I'm wrong on t h a t , t h a t team was not p o l i t i c a l t o a Libya s i t u a t i o n , 
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j u s t the distances are so great? 

A Correct. That was designed s p e c i f i c a l l y f o r a possible 

i . '• . • • . • 
deployment w i t h i n the Combined Joint Task Force Horn of A f r i c a area of 
i ••' 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , which i s e s s e n t i a l l y East A f r i c a . 

:Q I see, very good. 

Mr. Chaffetz. General, good t o see you. Thank you f o r being 

here. I thank you f o r your service, I appreciate i t . You've done a 

l o t f o r t h i s Nation at every l e v e l o f the m i l i t a r y , your r i s e t o a 

fo u r - s t a r general i s a great success story and should be recognized as 

such, and appreciate your service through the decades that you've done 

i t . 
• . . . - -

General Ham. Thank you, Congressman. 

Mr. Chaffetz. I wish you nothing but the best. I t ' s an amazing 

I 

system we have where Representatives come and chat about these things 

and have discussions and ask very pointed questions, and I'm g r a t e f u l 

f o r t h a t , t h i s opportunity, and I'm g r a t e f u l f o r the i n t e r a c t i o n t h a t 

we have to ask these because we do need t o learn from mistakes and t r y 

t o do the best we can to make sure they never, ever happen again. So 

I have a few questions that I would l i k e t o ask as w e l l , and I know you've 
been over t h i s ground mul t i p l e times. 

You d i d have some assets t h a t may not have necessarily been 

reporting d i r e c t l y t o you but t h a t were i n some proximity to Libya. 

You've also, I believe, t e s t i f i e d and said p u b l i c l y that you believe 

t h a t the f i g h t i n g was, a f t e r I believe an hour, hour and a h a l f , and 

I don't want t o put words i n your mouth, but describe t o me what you 



saw from the beginning of the attack and then about an hour, hour and 

a h a l f i n t o i t , you believed t h a t the f i g h t i n g had changed, correct? 

General Ham. I do, Congressman, I t h i n k probably, maybe not the 

best, but i n my view, an appropriate descriptor would be t h a t as the 

[team from the Annex a r r i v e d at the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y and secured 

a l l of the U.S. personnel there, less Ambassador Stevens, but t o include 

Mr. Smith's remains, t h a t the f i g h t i n g i n and around the Temporary 

f i s s i o n F a c i l i t y s i g n i f i c a n t l y subsided and t h a t the team from the Annex 

was then able t o successfully evacuate a l l the persons from the Temporary 

Mission F a c i l i t y back t o the Annex. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And at t h i s p o i n t , you have, you do have an unmanned 

a i r c r a f t that i s able t o see at l e a s t part of what's happening there 

at t h a t point, correct? 

General Ham. Yes, Congressman. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s i t a r r i v e d a 

l i t t l e more than an hour a f t e r the attack began that the Predator, which 

had been diverted from east Libya, arrived over Benghazi. 
' . . . 

Mr. Chaffetz. And there was s t i l l some f i g h t i n g , there was s t i l l 

small arms f i r e and other types of weapons being used, correct? 

General Ham. I thin k t h a t t h a t i s t r u e . I don't r e c a l l , again, 

t h a t there was any s i g n i f i c a n t l e v e l of f i g h t i n g . Again, I t h i n k i n 

my view the word "subsided" i s good, and the Predator i s not p a r t i c u l a r l y 

good at i d e n t i f y i n g , you know, p a r t i c u l a r points of o r i g i n of small arms 

f i r e , so the Predator would not, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n i t s early deployment 

as the operators were t r y i n g to get bearing and get f a m i l i a r with an 

area over which they had not previously or habitually operated, the 



Predator would not have detected small arms f i r e unless the operator 

r e a l l y zoomed i n on a p a r t i c u l a r point i f there was cause t o do so. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And you're also g e t t i n g communications from the 

people on the ground. There are various people using telephones and 

communicating back to not only m i l i t a r y points of contact but also the 

State Department and others, correct? 

General Ham. Yes, Congressman, but, again, you know, I t h i n k you 
• 

characterized i t c o r r e c t l y , c e l l phones and I don't r e c a l l t h a t any of 

those conversations were coming d i r e c t i n t o the A f r i c a Command Doint 

Operations Centers. They would go back p r i n c i p a l l y t o T r i p o l i , and then 

communications then relayed, the nature of communications relayed from 

T r i p o l i t o various points, one of them being the A f r i c a Command 

headquarters, and f o r the most p a r t , i t was the defense attache at 
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Mr. Chaffetz. So who else f e l t l i k e i t was over? 

Mr. Richards. I'm sorry, he said "subsided." I j u s t want t o 

c l a r i f y t h a t p o i n t . 

Mr. Chaffetz. Well, subsided. At what point did you a c t u a l l y 

f e e l l i k e t h a t the f i g h t i n g was over and t h a t our U.S. personnel were 

saf<|| 

General Ham. When the team from the Annex had arr i v e d at the 
" ' -'V 

Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y and was able t o secure and evacuate a l l the 

U.S. personnel, less the Ambassador, i n c l u d i n g the remains of Mr. Smith, 

and, again, based on the reporting and the information that I had, t h a t 

the f i g h t i n g had s i g n i f i c a n t l y subsided, t h a t t h a t was the c o n d i t i o n 

t h a t applied then. And the focus, at t h a t p o i n t , s h i f t e d t o p o t e n t i a l 
• -f.y' • • -

hostage rescue of an unaccounted-for Ambassador. 

Mr. Chaffetz. What t o o l s were at your disposal -- i f i t had 

subsided, there's an opportunity t h a t i t could have escalated or t h a t 

i t could have diminished to nothing, correct? 

General Ham. Well, c e r t a i n l y . I t h i n k , you know, there's 

c e r t a i n l y a range of p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 

M r « Chaffetz. Did you plan f o r the p o t e n t i a l that h o s t i l i t i e s 

were going t o escalate? 

General Ham. My sense was and I t h i n k the sense that we received 

v i a the Embassy was, again, t h a t a l l U.S. personnel had been evacuated 
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from the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y t o the Annex and the Ambassador was 

missing. And t h a t became the focus of our e f f o r t s at t h a t p o i n t . 

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you t h i n k they were safe?: 

General Ham. The personnel at the Annex?; 

Mr. Chaffetz. Yes. 

General Ham. Largely, yes, because, again, the f i g h t i n g had 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y subsided. I don't r e c a l l , whether at the operations 

center and then relayed t o me, I simply don't r e c a l l t h a t there were 
K8Ĥ HhH____k___H 
any reports o f f i g h t i n g at the Annex. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Did you plan or put anything i n motion i f the 
1 J r r J o 

f i g h t i n g were t o escalate? 

General Ham. The emphasis at t h a t point was g e t t i n g the forces 

. • . • i •• • • . 
postured f o r a p o t e n t i a l hostage rescue. That was the emphasis. 

Mr. Chaffetz. So there was nothing else i n motion i f the others 

t h a t were s t i l l a l i v e came under f u r t h e r attack? 

General Ham. Well, there were forces i n motion. The Commander's 

In-Extremis Force, the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Team, those forces 

had been al e r t e d and n o t i f i e d f o r deployment -¬

Mr. Chaffetz. So when --

General Ham. -- by the Secretary of Defense. 
_ , . - — i — — 1 

Mr. Chaffetz. When did the FAST team -- I believe there were two. 

they operate on an N plus 6, correct? 

General Ham. My memory's, f r a n k l y , a l i t t l e foggy, but t h a t 

sounds about r i g h t . 

Mr. Chaffetz. When did that N s t a r t ? That i s , when d i d t h a t clock 



s t a r t t i c k i n g ? "Ladies, gentlemen, prepare," when did t h a t s t a r t ? 

- K A' AW'4-.',: • :-V •',.. ••• X i v - : ,: ; 
General Ham. I can't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c time. My guess i s th a t 

! 

i t ' s probably i n a Doint S t a f f o f f i c i a l record someplace. 

But i n an early conversation w i t h the Secretary of Defense, the 

g i s t o f the conversation i s , what do you need? And, at t h a t p o i n t , he, 

the Secretary of Defense, gave verbal approval t o begin the movement 

of the Commander's In-Extremis Force and of the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m 

Mr. Chaffetz. To move the Commander's In-Extremis Force, when did 

^that start?l 

General Ham. Again, I don't r e c a l l the sp e c i f i c t i m i n g . I t was 

early on i n a conversation w i t h the Secretary of Defense. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And t h i s i s one of my great concerns, i s t h a t i f 

you have a FAST team t h a t operates on an N plus 6 and they're not able 

to get there u n t i l 9:00 p.m. the next night, why the lag? When d i d t h a t 

s t a r t s 

General Ham. Congressman, I can't answer. I simply do not 

r e c a l l the -¬

Mr. Chaffetz. Do you t h i n k i t ' s a f a i r question? 

General Ham. I do. I j u s t don't have the answer f o r you. The 

answer, I'm c e r t a i n , i s i n the record someplace. I j u s t don't have i t . 

Mr. Chaffetz. And that's one of my f r u s t r a t i o n s , i s I don't have 

••'.r ".• I••".-''. * •'• _'v " 
i t e i t h e r , and I've been asking f o r a long time. 

The Commander's In-Extremis Force, they operate on an N plus -- and 

I'm not sure what t h a t timeframe i s . Do you have any idea when they 



started? 

General Ham. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s , i n one of my early conversations 

w i t h the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f and the Secretary of 

r " ••' ."•' • : 

Defense, I had asked f o r , and was approved, f o r the a l e r t n o t i f i c a t i o n 

and deployment of the Commander's In-Extremis Force and the Fleet 

A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support, 

So my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t the Secretary gave verbal approval 

s h o r t l y a f t e r the attacks began. And then a formal w r i t t e n execution 

order came sometime a f t e r that> but the wheels had already been put i n 

( _ Q D 

Mr. Chaffetz. And, again, j u s t f o r my own e d i f i c a t i o n , t h i s i s 

one o f the concerns that I have, i s I don't know when t h a t s t a r t e d . I 

know they operate on supposedly a very f a s t t i m e l i n e , a quick t i m e l i n e , 

but I j u s t don't understand why they weren't put i n t o motion sooner as 

a contingency t o give the President options. And I t h i n k i t ' s something 

we seriou s l y need t o look a t . 

I f , as you say, an hour t o an hour and a h a l f , you believe t h a t 

the mission was changing t o one of p r i m a r i l y recovery and a p o t e n t i a l 

hostage s i t u a t i o n , i f that was not the case, i f we were s t i l l under 

atta c k , what would have been done d i f f e r e n t l y ? 

General Ham. Well, Congressman, y o u ' l l understand my reluctance 

t o deal i n h y p o t h e t i c a l . 

As these events were unfolding i n realtime and as -- i n my view, 

the primary r o l e f o r the U.S. m i l i t a r y a f t e r the team from the Annex 

had moved persons from the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y back t o the Annex, 



the role f o r the U.S. m i l i t a r y now s h i f t s p r i n c i p a l l y t o hostage rescue. 

I asked f o r and the Secretary of Defense, again, with the support 

o f the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of S t a f f , gave verbal approval t o 

begin the deployment of that u n i t . Written orders followed sometime 

t h e r e a f t e r . 

Mr. Chaffetz. Do you r e c a l l when tha t started? 

the 

General Ham. I t was not long a f t e r we learned t h a t the people from 

Annex had secured a l l the personnel, less the Ambassador. So, I 

mean, w i t h i n an hour or 2, I t h i n k . 

Again, Congressman, I understand your desire f o r the s p e c i f i c s . 

I simply don't have i t . You know, at what time did the Secretary give 

t h a t verbal approval, at what time was the execution order released, 

Mr. Chaffetz. And --

l_l M M r- Chaffetz? 

Mr. Chaffetz. Go ahead. 

( L A c t u a l l y , I t h i n k j u s t t o help i t be a 

discussion, i f I could, I was going t o give t h i s t o you anyway, but I ' l l 

j u s t do t h i s now. 

I don't know what e x h i b i t we're on. Do we know? 

Mr. Richards. Eight, I t h i n k . 

01-1- Eight? I t h i n k i t ' s 8, too. Okay. 

[Ham Exhibit No. 8 

was marked f o r i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . ] 



_ M S o w n a t t n i s i s i s -- t h i s i s a DOD o f f i c i a l t i m e l i n e 

that was released. And I'm j u s t going t o mark r i g h t here, because I 

t h i n k t h i s i s the part t h a t you and Mr. Chaffetz were discussing, j u s t 

Mr. Chaffetz. So i f the primary - - i f there are two concerns that 

are foremost i n your mind, one i s p o t e n t i a l hostage, the other i s 

recovery, why i s i t t h a t the - - l e t me t r y t o f i n d i t here on the t i m e l i n e 

f o r you -- why i s i t that --on page 2, f i r s t item under Wednesday, 

September 12th, "AFRICOM orders a C-17 a i r c r a f t i n Germany t o prepare 

to deploy t o Libya t o evacuate Americans." 

Why does i t take so long to s t a r t t o even prepare t o e x t r a c t people 

f r o m j f l l ! l | | _ | . 

General Hani. Congressman, I ' d s t a r t by saying t h a t the mission, 

Ithe m i l i t a r y mission, a f t e r , i n my view and I t h i n k the view o f the! 

command, t h a t the attack at the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y had l a r g e l y 

subsided, the mission was hostage rescue. You said "recovery." \ 

1 didn't say "recovery," and that's not a phrase t h a t I would use. So 

hostage rescue became the focus of our e f f o r t s . 

I don't r e c a l l at t h a t point what the s p e c i f i c s of the discussion 

with the Embassy was about the movement of the personnel from Benghazi. 

I simply j u s t don't r e c a l l the nature of t h a t conversation and what 

timelines the Embassy was t h i n k i n g about and the l i k e . 

Mr. Chaffetz. So you had no contingencies f o r an escalation of 

violence on the f a c i l i t y where there was now consolidation? 

General Ham. The understanding of the s i t u a t i o n , which we 
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w ere g e t t i n g --we were s t a r t i n g to b u i l d s i t u a t i o n a l understanding. 

A Predator overhead; a second Predator came i n . Reports t h a t we were 

g e t t i n g d i d not, i n my view, give any i n d i c a t i o n t h a t there was a 

l i k e l i h o o d of f u r t h e r e s c a l a t i o n of f i g h t i n g . : 

Mr. Chaffetz. And w i t h a l l due respect, I j u s t f i n d that stunning. 

A, tha t didn't t u r n out t o be t r u e . B, everybody th a t I'm aware of did 

ot t h i n k t h a t our U.S. personnel were u l t i m a t e l y safe. Is t h a t f a i r , 

n your mind?j 

General Ham. Congressman, you can come t o whatever conclusions 

the information you have leads you t o . The information I had -- again, 

as t h i s was unfolding i n r e a l t i m e , not i n hindsight, but i n realtime, 

my sense was, and I t h i n k the sense of most others was, when the U.S. 

persons were evacuated t o the Annex and f i g h t i n g had l a r g e l y subsided, 

then the conditions had s i g n i f i c a n t l y changed i n Benghazi. 

Mr. Chaffetz. What s p e c i f i c a l l y d i d your superiors t e l l you t o 

|H 
General Ham. My superior was the Secretary of Defense, obviously. 

The law requires t h a t operational orders are normally transmitted via 

the Chairman of the 3oint Chiefs of S t a f f . 

Congressman, I t h i n k , as you know, I happen to have been i n the 

Pentagon t h a t day, along with a l l the other combatant commanders and 

service c h i e f s . So I met with the Chairman immediately upon learning 

t h a t there had been an attack. A f t e r a very b r i e f discussion, we walked 

upstairs and met with the Secretary of Defense. 

And the g i s t of the conversation was, what do you need, from the 
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Secretary and the Chairman t o me, and discussions, again, about FAST, 

about the Commander's In-Extremis Force, 

|. And those were approved. But there 

_̂ HH „____ 
Mr. Chaffetz. Those are things t h a t you asked f o r . 

General Ham. Yes. No force t h a t I asked f o r was -- no request 

t h a t I made of the Secretary was ever disapproved. 

Mr. Chaffetz. What s p e c i f i c a l l y did he command or ask you t o do? 

General Ham. Well, the general d i r e c t i o n was, you know, we need 

t o do what we need t o do t o support the Embassy and t o get our people 

•BB 
Mr. Chaffetz. So t o support the Embassy, does that mean tha t the 

! 

State Department was going t o make decisions about what t o do or not 

m 

General Ham. Well, Congressman, I t h i n k i t ' s not q u i t e t h a t 

clean. But i t ' s very much a co l l a b o r a t i v e e f f o r t . The then-charge 

d ' a f f a i r e s on the ground, obviously the senior American now ex e r c i s i n g 

a u t h o r i t y i n Libya, he's advised by a whole team, t o include a defense 

attache and a | And 

there are c e r t a i n l y m i l i t a r y personnel there, as w e l l . 

So i t ' s very much a U.S. Government c o l l e c t i v e and, I would say, 

from my perspective, l a r g e l y cooperative e f f o r t t o deal with an emerging 

c r i s i s . 

Mr. Chaffetz. So the Secretary of Defense, i s i t f a i r t o say, gave 

you no s p e c i f i c orders t o engage i n the f i g h t ? 
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• I 
General Ham. The Secretary of Defense u l t i m a t e l y issued very 

•" , i . . . ' . • . 

s p e c i f i c orders, i n terms of an execution order w i t h regard t o deployment 

of the Commander's In-Extremis Force, the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support 

Team, | _| 

Mr. Chaffetz. Did he d i r e c t you t o prepare them, or did he d i r e c t 

you t o have them engage i n the f i g h t i n Benghazi?; 

General Ham. My request of the Secretary was, these are the 

c a p a b i l i t i e s t h a t I t h i n k w i l l be most useful as we learn more about 

t h i s s i t u a t i o n . And he made those forces available t o me t o employ at 
• r. 

my d i r e c t i o n as the combatant commander. 

In my experience -- and, admittedly, you know, I've been a 

combatant commander at t h i s p oint f o r about a year and a h a l f and had 

been d i r e c t o r f o r operations on the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f f o r a while 

before t h a t . But, i n my experience, i t ' s not p a r t i c u l a r l y normal f o r 

the Secretary of Defense t o issue t a c t i c a l d i r e c t i o n t o a combatant 

commander. Rather, the Secretary of Defense makes forces available 

based upon assessment of the s i t u a t i o n f o r employment by a combatant 

commander. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Were you ever commanded t o engage i n the f i g h t i n 

Benghazi? 

General Ham. I didn't need t o be, Congressman. I mean, I didn't 

need anybody t o t e l l me, you need t o take action here. There are 

Americans i n harm's way. 

Mr. Chaffetz. So the Secretary of Defense i s making forces 

available. And are you saying t h a t you, and you alone, made the decision 

* - > 



t o not engage i n the f i g h t there i n Benghazi? 

General Ham. I would strongly disagree w i t h your , 

cha r a c t e r i z a t i o n . As the s i t u a t i o n unfolded and the conditions 

changed s i g n i f i c a n t l y over time, i n some cases over a very short period 

v..' .' " , 
of time, i n my view, again, as the events were unfolding i n realtime, 

t h a t the m i l i t a r y forces t h a t were deployed were appropriate f o r the 

conditions as they existed i n realtime. 
• 

Mr. Chaffetz. So when we started t o take more f i r e and we l o s t 

two more Americans and we were under heavy attack, you would agree t h a t 

the conditions changed, correct? 

General Ham. They did, Congressman. 

Mr. Chaffetz. And so, what did you do i n response t o that? 

General Ham. I t h i n k , again, Congressman, as these events 

unfolded i n realtime, I t h i n k i t ' s important t o go back i n time t o what 

led t o t h a t s i t u a t i ° n ? ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

As the U.S. personnel were evacuated from the Temporary Mission 

F a c i l i t y t o the Annex, less Ambassador Stevens, and then a few hours 

l a t e r Ambassador Stevens' remains were recovered, and a t t h i s point a l l 

Americans who had been i n Benghazi were accounted f o r , r e g r e t t a b l y two 

dead, Ambassador Stevens and Mr. Smith, the Embassy put i n t o motion what 

I believe was a sound plan from the Embassy t o evacuate a l l personnel 

from Benghazi back t o T r i p o l i . And they dispatched a small team from 

T r i p o l i by a i r c r a f t t o Benghazi t o f a c i l i t a t e t h a t . 

Again, as events were unfolding i n realtime, t h a t seemed to me t o 

be very reasonable. The information we had, admittedly secondhand or 
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so, was that the Embassy had coordinated t h a t move with the Libyan 

Government f u l l y and t h a t a l l was t o be expected t o proceed smoothly. 

j/dhen the team arrived at Benghazi A i r p o r t , they were not allowed 

t o leave. The Embassy team was detained or somehow pro h i b i t e d from 

moving o f f of the Benghazi A i r p o r t f o r some number of hours. And i n 

that number of hours i s when I believe the second attack was able t o 

occur. 

Nad the t i m e l i n e f o r evacuation from Benghazi occurred on or near 

a t i m e l i n e t h a t the Embassy had planned i n agreement with t h e Libyan 

(Government, then Americans would have been out of Benghazi by the time 

the second attack occurs. There l i k e l y would not have been a second 

attack. 

Mr. Chaffetz. So you had f u l l a u t h o r i t y t o do what you needed t o 

do from the very beginning of t h i s attack? 

General Ham. Yes. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Was there any d i r e c t i o n from the Secretary of 

Defense t h a t was s p e c i f i c i n i t s nature i n terms of what you should 

s p e c i f i c a l l y do? 

General Ham. Yes, Congressman. Again, i n the very s p e c i f i c 

nature -- I mean, execution orders, which I presume are matters f o r the 

record, and I would assume t h a t the committees have access t o those, 

though they were c l a s s i f i e d , perhaps are s t i l l c l a s s i f i e d , they are very 

s p e c i f i c as t o what the deployment of forces mean. 

But i n the conversation with the Secretary of Defense, with the 

Chairman of the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f , the Secretary of Defense, as a l l 

i 
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of us were, t r y i n g to gain better understanding, his basic guideline 

t o me i s , what do you need? And he gave me every force t h a t I asked 

f o r . 

Mr. Chaffetz. I n retrospect, i s there anything you would do 

d i f f e r e n t l y ? 

General Ham. Yes, Congressman, there i s . I would begin probably 

w i t h an obvious statement of advise the Ambassador t o not go to Benghazi. 

But I say t h a t a l i t t l e tongue-in-cheek, because, i n my view, no one 

understood the conditions i n Libya, and Benghazi s p e c i f i c a l l y , better 

than Ambassador Stevens. And I'm convinced, i f he thought there was 

a l i k e l i h o o d o f attack, not out of any personal concern -- I believe 

he was a personally brave man -- but he would not have put others at 

r i s k i f he thought there was an attack. But, c l e a r l y , I would s t a r t 

mi^H 
The second piece, I t h i n k , would be, as the personnel from the 
• R'"-' • 'AVBSKI 

Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y were consolidated at the Annex, then I would, 

n hindsight -- again, not as events were unfolding i n realtime, but; 

i n hindsight -- I would t r y t o work w i t h the charge d ' a f f a i r e s , w i t h 

w i t h the Libyan contacts t h a t I had, c h i e f of 

iefense, M i n i s t e r of Defense, t o hasten the movement out of the Annex 

t o the Benghazi a i r p o r t and e i t h e r from there back d i r e c t l y t o Germany 

or to T r i p o l i , as the Embassy had requested. 

Mr. Chaffetz. Going back t o the e x f i l , why, do you r e c a l l , did 

i t take so long f o r the C-17 t o be prepared and then deployed i n t o Libya? 

General Ham. Congressman, I don't -- again, i n hindsight, i t 
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s l i k e a long, long time. I t h i n k i n realtime, w i t h the uncertainty 

as the s i t u a t i o n was unfolding -- and, f r a n k l y , my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s 

they -- I don't remember whether e i t h e r a i r p o r t , Benghazi or T r i p o l i , 

were safe for night landings. I j u s t don't r e c a l l . But I j u s t , i n the 

ack of my head, there's something t h a t says t h a t was a part of t h i s 

conversation. 

Mr. Chaffetz. My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s they didn't have the a b i l i t y t o 

•land at night, and t h a t was part of the problem. But landing at 2:15 

i n the - r . or-departing Germany at 2:15 i n the afternoon put them probably 

at more r i s k of landing at night on the other end. 

But, nevertheless, one of my concerns, going t o the t i m e l i n e again 

on t h i s same document, on Wednesday, September 12th, 7:57 p.m. , the EUCOM 

Special Operations Force and associated equipment arrives a t an 

intermediate staging base i n southern Europe. 

I don't know i f you can shed l i g h t on t h i s , but one of my concerns 

i s , why, when a team operating on N plus, whatever t h a t number i s , i s 

supposed t o be able t o deploy so quickly, why did i t take u n t i l nearly 

8:00 p.m. of the f o l l o w i n g night t o get there? That's j u s t t o the 

staging base. 

General Ham. Congressman, they very c l e a r l y could have arrived 

somewhere else sooner, but as the nature of the missions changed --so 

r * ; v; • • ; • * v -

there was an i n i t i a l a l e r t and n o t i f i c a t i o n , very uncertain s i t u a t i o n 

i n Benghazi. We didn't know what was going t o happen. Again, as the 

events t h a t I've already described unfolded and the nature of the 

missions changed a b i t from immediate response to hostage rescue, and 
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then, with the recovery of the Ambassador, t h a t no longer was a m i l i t a r y 

mission, t h a t the next step p o s t - c r i s i s , post-this-immediate-crisis, 

[we viewed, was the next l i k e l y mission would be i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , pursuit 

of the perpetrators of t h i s . 

And so, as those missions were unfolding, at some p o i n t , I don't 

e c a l l the s p e c i f i c point, but i t was f o r the Commander's In-Extremis 

f o r c e , while they were prepared t o move and could have moved, there was 

no mission t o move them toward at the time. 

[[Discussion o f f the record.] 

Q General, I want t o -- I believe t h i s i s something t h a t you 

i • •> : •' y •-• 

[talked about e a r l i e r , and I think you're going t o understand why t h i s 

i s of i n t e r e s t . I t h i n k you said you were with the AFRIGOM l i a i s o n at 

the Pentagon on the day of the attack. 

A Yeah. At the Pentagon. 

Q S i r -

A I got n o t i f i e d at the l i a i s o n o f f i c e . 

(J Sorry. And I guess, because word had come through them or 

to the --J 

A I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y whether I was at the o f f i c e or 

whether someone tracked me down wherever I Was, but, yeah. 

Q And, obviously, we're intensely i n t e r e s t e d i n how the events 

were characterized t o you, as to whether or not there was an attack under 

way, a disturbance of some sort, a shooting. Do you have any 

r e c o l l e c t i o n of -- you've used the word "attack" today. I don't know 



i f you have a r e c o l l e c t i o n of how i t was -¬

A I don't remember s p e c i f i c a l l y when the operations center 

i n i t i a l l y n o t i f i e d me of the incident. I don't remember what word they 

may have used. 

But i t c e r t a i n l y became apparent very quickly, I mean, very, very 

quickly. I mean, there were reports of rocket-propelled grenades being 

f i r e d and the l i k e . And I don't know how you characterize t h a t other 

than an attack. 

Q Sure. And i s t h i s s o r t of information, rocket-propelled 

grenades, shooting, and so f o r t h , the sort of description t h a t you 

remember conveying to General Dempsey and Secretary Panetta? 

A Yes. Again, I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , you know, i f I knew 

about RPGs when I walked i n t o the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs of Staff 

o f f i c e or i f I learned about i t while I was i n his o f f i c e or en route 

t o the Secretary. But, again, i t was very clear i n my mind very, very 

quic k l y that t h i s was an attack, t h i s wasn't -- you know, th a t ' s the 

best way I can explain i t . 

Q Sure, s i r . And I don't question t h a t f o r a second. I'mjust 

t r y i n g t o e s t a b l i s h -- you said very q u i c k l y i t became apparent to you. 

I t h i n k you're conveying t o us t h a t you very quickly conveyed those 

impressions t o others. 

A To the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs and the Secretary, yes. 

Qi Right. I mean, obviously, there's l o t s of discussions about 

who knew what when about what was going on i n Benghazi, which i s why 

t h i s i s of i n t e r e s t t o us. And so, again, we're interested t o know i f 



you t h i n k , from your r e c o l l e c t i o n , General Dempsey and Secretary Panetta 

departed the Pentagon and went t o the White House with some understanding 

t h a t the events that were under way i n T r i p o l i were an attack, as you 

would commonly describe i t , as opposed t o a tumultuous protest or 

something of t h a t nature. 

Do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n of, kind o f , the information t h a t you 

believe you imparted t o them and t h a t they may have gone on t o the White 

House with? 

A I obviously do not know what the nature of t h e i r 

conversations were at the White House --

Q I understand t h a t , but -¬

A but I do --

Q — you know what information you imparted 

A Yes. ____________ 

Q - - t o them before they l e f t . 

A And I don't -- I c e r t a i n l y do not r e c a l l , i n those very 

i n i t i a l discussions, of any discussion about protests or 

demonstrations. I don't t h i n k there was I j u s t don't r e c a l l t h a t 

t h a t entered i n t o the conversation. I t was c l e a r l y about an attack on 

a U.S. diplomatic f a c i l i t y . 

Q When you say "those conversations," you mean -¬

A With the Chairman and the Secretary. 

Q -- which was i n the Secretary's o f f i c e , I t h i n k you said. 

A I n i t i a l l y w ith the Chairman i n h i s o f f i c e — 

Q Right. 
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then we walked up. he and I walked together t o the 

ecretary's o f f i c e . 

b And do you have any knowledge, was the information t h a t the 

Chairman and the Secretary were receiving about the events i n T r i p o l i , 

jwere you t h e i r sole conveyor of information? Or while you were i n 

b r i e f i n g them, were s t a f f o f f i c e r s coming i n with other updates or there 

was some other input describing the si t u a t i o n ? 

|A I believe I was the f i r s t one. Just by the nature of the 

[communications, I t h i n k I was the f i r s t one to n o t i f y the Chairman of 

the J o i n t Chiefs of S t a f f and then, together, n o t i f y the Secretary. 

[But as I had a very short meeting i n the Chairman of Joint Chiefs 

i " ; . 

of S t a f f o f f i c e , as we were walking, as we were i n the Secretary of 

Defense's o f f i c e , more information would come. Some of i t came from my 

l i a i s o n o f f i c e at the Pentagon. Some of i t came from the Joint S t a f f 

National M i l i t a r y Command Center. I suspect some of i t came from 

representatives of the i n t e l l i g e n c e community who work at the Pentagon, 

as w e l l . 

0_ And t o the extent you were p r i v y t o these incoming, you know, 

discussions or t h i s piece of information, do you r e c a l l hearing anything 

t h a t ran counter t o your assessment of an attack? I mean, someone come 

i n and say, w e l l , we've got a protest run amok, or we've got some confused 

circumstance, we don't know what i t i s . Do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n 
o f 

A I have no r e c o l l e c t i o n of such a comment. And, again, t h i s 

was unfolding 



I understand. 

-- p r e t t y f a s t . 

I Understand. 

Because, kind of, the d i r e c t i o n from the Chairman of the 

Doint Chiefs and Secretary, when they t o l d me t h a t they had a scheduled 

meeting wi t h the White House, i t was, you know, l e t ' s get what we can. 

And my r e c o l l e c t i o n also i s t h a t , as they were t r a v e l i n g , I t h i n k , 

you know, t h a t the National M i l i t a r y Command Center was feeding ' 

information, you know, t o t h e i r executive o f f i c e r s and those kinds of 

m_BH 
Q Because they would have secure communications i n the car, 

so they could receive information. 

A Correct, 

Q And you didn't accompany them, r i g h t ? 

A I did not. 

Q And I am not t r y i n g t o be pedantic about t h i s , but, I mean, 

were you w i t h the Secretary and the Chairman u n t i l they l i t e r a l l y 

departed f o r the White House or went t o t h e i r cars? 

A I don't remember s p e c i f i c a l l y . But, again, that I have a 

vague r e c o l l e c t i o n , a f t e r that f i r s t i n i t i a l meeting, and i t wouldn't 

be a l l t h a t unusual, I may w e l l have walked out of the b u i l d i n g with 

the Chairman, you know, j u s t kind of g i v i n g him the l a s t information 

we had as he prepared t o move t o the White House. 

Q Now, how about on the return? I thin k you said t h a t when 

they got back from the White House, you imparted t o them some information 



about what had changed i n the i n t e r i m , i n t h e i r absence. 

A Correct. 
i 

Q_ I t h i n k that's what you said. 

A That's r i g h t . Because when they came back from t h e White 

House, we reconvened. And, obviously, the two of them were i n t e r e s t e d 

i n , you know, what more do we know about t h i s situation? And so there 

as a b i t of t h a t discussion. But most of i t was focused on, what do; 

e do now? I 

Q And what did you know new about the situation? Do you 

emember what you knew then? 

A My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s , upon re t u r n from t h e i r meetings at the 

h i t e House, when they returned, e i t h e r r i g h t then or s h o r t l y 

hereafter, was when we learned t h a t a l l the Americans had been accounted 

or, Mr. Smith dead, Ambassador unaccounted f o r . And that's when the 

focus s h i f t e d t o hostage rescue, I 

And i s i t your r e c o l l e c t i o n t h a t when you reported t h a t back 

t o them when they got back, t h a t was new information t o them? I mean, 

they did n ' t say, oh, yeah, we heard while we were -¬

A I t h i n k i t was -- I t h i n k i t was new. Again, the time i s 

a l i t t l e foggy, but I t h i n k i t was new information t o me and, I believe, 

new information t o them, I believe. 

Q Okay. That's very h e l p f u l . Thank you. 

To t a l k j u s t b r i e f l y about the f i g h t e r a i r c r a f t , the Aviano f i g h t e r 

wing, you've explained why th a t was an inappropriate t o o l t o posture 



d i f f e r e n t l y t h a t day, on that day. I understand t h a t explanation. 

Dust f o r the record, I want t o e s t a b l i s h t h a t , on the n i g h t of the 

attack, j u s t as you considered f i g h t e r a i r c r a f t s at Aviano an 

inappropriate t o o l , i n your mind, t o use at the issue under way, 

presumably you considered NATO attack a i r c r a f t equally inapplicable t o 

the scene, t o the events in Benghazi? 

A My thought wasn't s p e c i f i c t o Aviano. I t was more a 

discussion of our s t r i k e a i r c r a f t ; i s close a i r support an appropriate 

t o o l to use i n t h i s circumstance. And my m i l i t a r y judgment was, no, 

i t was not. 1 

M̂ ^̂ B 
H I do not r e c a l l t h a t we had a conversation t h a t s a i d , okay, 

you don't want t o use American a i r c r a f t , would you use -- I th i n k i t 

was -- once I had made a decision and said, I don't think close a i r 

support i s the r i g h t t o o l , I don't t h i n k there was a f u r t h e r discussion. 

Now, there may have been at the s t a f f l e v e l . I mean, there may 

! 

have been, you know, some AFRICOM, EUCOM discussions that s a i d , hey, 

are there any NATO a i r c r a f t t h a t might be more available, you know, on 

a quicker timeline? That may have occurred, but I don't know. 

Q But you don't have any r e c o l l e c t i o n -¬

A I do not. 

Q -- of those discussions. 

And I'm j u s t going to run through a couple things. 

How about dispatching an armed drone? 

A We didn't have -- we had unarmed f l y i n g out of Sigonella at 
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the time. There was a c a p a b i l i t y t o arm them at Sigonella. 

and, at that p o i n t , i t was more important -- the c o l l e c t i o n was the 

p r i o r i t y . Understanding was the highest p r i o r i t y , t r y i n g t o understand 

what was going on. 

I see. I understand. 

Mr. Issa. But your question was, did you r e j e c t the use of t h a t 

a i r c r a f t , hot the t i m e l i n e . 

Or even consider -¬

Mr. Issa. Were you considering i t , regardless of the timeline? 

General Ham. I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , Mr. Chairman, 

whether we had t h a t discussion. I mean, I'm sure at some point we had 

a conversation about arming, but I don't remember the t i m i n g of i t . 

| \W But you were aware at t h a t time of the timeline? 

General Ham. I knew t h a t there was a c a p a b i l i t y t o arm the 

Predators at Sigonella. 

r W Okay. 

Mr. Issa. But you didn't launch a Predator from Sigonella. You 

repositioned an e x i s t i n g one, i s my understanding. 

General Ham. We did, Mr. Chairman, but then we did launch a 

second. 

Mr. Issa. Was there s t i l l one on the ground at Sigonella? 

General Ham. Yes, there were -- there were two. So the 
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one -- again, I t h i n k i t ' s i n the t i m e l i n e , but the f i r s t one had 

been f l y i n g . The secopd one was preparing to f l y , t o take o f f , to 

r e l i e v e the f i r s t one on s t a t i o n . Yeah. 

And, f i n a l l y , d i d you contemplate, have discussions 

or consider the dispatch of an AC-130 t o the T r i p o l i area? 

General Ham. I did not. I t h i n k I knew t h a t there were no AC-130S 

pLn theater. And I believe t h a t was an accurate statement. 

That you t h i n k you knew tha t at the time? 

General Ham. I do. 

Okay, I was going t o change t o p i c s , but do you have 

anything you want t o 

Mr. Issa. Dust to f o l l o w on t h a t , did you order an inventory of 

assets t h a t could be brought t o bear at any point during those f i r s t 

few hours?; 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I mean, I d idn't need t o do t h a t 

s p e c i f i c a l l y . The operations center at S t u t t g a r t , working under the 

d i r e c t i o n of the m i l i t a r y deputy, had already done t h a t . And so, i n 

my discussions w i t h them, i t was an abbreviated conversation, but 

b a s i c a l l y the word back t o us was, hey, General, here's the forces that 

we've got and the posture. 

But, c e r t a i n l y , the operations center had the d e t a i l e d information 

of forces a v a i l a b l e , and i n complete cooperation w i t h European Command, 

who owned most of those forces. 

Mr. Issa. But you didn't ask f o r an inventory f u r t h e r of possible 

assets, i n c l u d i n g D j i b o u t i , Cairo --



General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I -¬

Mr. Issa. -- Tel Aviv? 

General Ham. Yeah, I t h i n k t h a t the sense was t h a t the operations 

center had, kind of, t o t a l v i s i b i l i t y , i f you w i l l , of the m i l i t a r y 

assets t h a t could have responded under the d i r e c t i o n of the m i l i t a r y 

deputy commander. They, kind o f , consolidated that down and said, okay,; 

you know, General, here's the s t u f f t h a t r e a l l y i s no-kidding a v a i l a b l e 
; 

f o r us f o r employment.] 

Mr:.. Issa. But your testimony today i s t h a t the f i g h t e r a i r c r a f t 

were not used because they were inappropriate, i n your opinion, f o r the 
j 

b a t t l e , f o r the mission. 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, t h a t ' s correct. And t h a t ' s why, ; 

p r i o r t o September 11th, why I had not directed the a i r component t o 

have s t r i k e assets on heightened a l e r t . 3 

Mr. Issa. The only reason I f o l l o w up on that i s t h a t many people 

have said, including SecDef"s representatives, they"ve harped on the 

nearest re f u e l e r s being i n B r i t a i n , when, i n f a c t , there were r e f u e l e r s 

closer. 

Your testimony i s the refuelers were not the determining f a c t o r . 

You determined t h a t the mission did not f i t the a i r c r a f t , regardless 

of whether or not you could top them o f f . 

General Ham. Mr. Chairman, I t h i n k that's an accurate 

cha r a c t e r i z a t i o n . I f I had directed the a i r component commander p r i o r 

t o September 11th, said, hey, I want X number of a i r c r a f t postured f o r 

response, then the a i r component commander would have taken action not 



only t o have the s t r i k e a i r c r a f t but a l l the supporting a i r c r a f t . There 

would have probably been an AWACS which would be necessary, the r e f u e l e r . 

They would have, done a l l t h a t . 1 

Those systems were not postured on the September l l t h because of 

my previous decision. 

Mr; Issa. Right. But I s t i l l would -- the chicken or egg. 

I s r a e l has AWACS. They have seven KC-135s. They r e g u l a r l y t r a i n and 

top o f f pur a i r c r a f t . There were assets t h a t were p o t e n t i a l l y 
1 

a v a i l a b l e . 
L. __ t _. _ ... 

Notwithstanding those assets t h a t I'm sure you knew t h a t European 

Command had the a b i l i t y t o ask f o r , you made a determination on 

September l l t h not t o use combatant f i g h t e r a i r c r a f t ; i s t h a t correct? 

General Ham. I t i s , Mr. Chairman. I'd made a decision p r i o r t o , 

[in terms of staging them i n a heightened a l e r t , and I did make a decision 

as events were unfolding i n realtime t h a t s t r i k e a i r c r a f t were not 

appropriate f o r the conditions as they were unfolding i n realtime. 

|V|r. Issa. Thank you. Thanks a l o t . 1 

Og/2. V- W e r e o u t °f time, so we'll go o f f the record. 

[Recess.] 

__—— 11 I t ' s a quarter t i l l . We can go back on the record. 

BY CD2. 

Q General, i n the l a s t hour, i t was implied that the Secretary 

of Defense wasn't c a l l i n g the shots at Benghazi, t h a t he wasn't, sort 

of, the t a c t i c a l i n d i v i d u a l making these decisions. 

But i s n ' t i t the case t h a t , very early on i n the attacks, he gave 
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ou f u l l a u t h o r i t y t o do what you needed t o do and tha t what you asked 

or, i n terms of t o o l s , he provided? 

A The conversation with both the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs 

f Staff and the Secretary were very much i n the -- f i r s t of a l l , t r y i n g 

o understand what was happening, but very clear d i r e c t i o n from the 

Secretary t o me was, you know, do a l l t h a t -- you know, b a s i c a l l y , what 

you need? And, again, as I made those requests of him, he approved 

everything t h a t I asked f o r . " 

{So i t was very clear, he was engaged, he was focused. And I t h i n k , 

again, i n my experience as d i r e c t o r f o r operations and i n the year and 

;a h a l f or so as a combatant command, appropriately t o a combatant 

: * • 

commander, saying, you know, I'm g i v i n g you these resources, I'm g i v i n g 

you a u t h o r i t y t o implement. And I t h i n k that's the -- I t h i n k that's 

the appropriate r o l e , i n my view, of a Secretary of Defense-combatant 

commander r e l a t i o n s h i p . 

Q And t h a t was going t o be my next question, s i r . You're the 

combatant commander, so you're the commander, but also then the person 

t h a t would determine the t a c t i c s , i f you w i l l , i n terms of how t o deploy 

those forces. Is t h a t correct? 

A Well, u l t i m a t e l y , yes. I mean, obviously, there's a 

tremendously talented supportive team, ranging from Lieutenant Colonel 

and the defense attache, who were on the ground. Special 

Operations Commander A f r i c a , Rear Admiral Losey, Vice Admiral Leidig, 

my m i l i t a r y deputy, advised by a whole s t a f f . So there's a whole bunch 

of experts who are w r e s t l i n g with these issues and u l t i m a t e l y d i s t i l l i n g 



But, yes, u l t i m a t e l y , as the commander, the combatant commander, 

i t i s my r e s p o n s i b i l i t y t o make those decisions t o say, yes, we're going 

t o do t h i s , no, we're not going t o do t h a t . And I had been given the 

f u l l support and, again, a l l o f the assets t h a t I asked f o r by the 

Secretary of Defense i n order t o execute those tasks. ; 
• ...... •, • . 

Q Okay. So t o be as clear as I can, then, the Secretary o f 

pefense empowered you t o exercise your best m i l i t a r y judgment and 

respond t o the attacks as you saw f i t and as they were unfolding. 

A Yes. 

And then, early on, i t was determined, i n consultation w i t h the 

Chairman of the Doint Chiefs o f Staff and yourself and I guess the 

Secretary, that a CIF would be made available, a FAST would be made 
^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

a v a i l a b l e , and then, a b i t l a t e r , | _| I s t h a t 

correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. And j u s t so I understand, these were made avai l a b l e 

r e l a t i v e l y early on i n the evening or as the attacks were communicated 

t o Washington? 

A Yes, very quickly. Again, I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c 

t i m e l i n e s , but i n early conversations with the Secretary, he gave verbal 

approval t o begin t o a l e r t and deploy those forces, followed, as 

procedurally must be, followed by a w r i t t e n execution order. But he 

gave verbal approval very quickly. 



Q . Okay. 

And I'm going t o be very clear about t h i s next set of questions. 

So not t o oversimplify the a p p l i c a t i o n of those forces, why don't you 

ju s t simply, as soon as you hear the f i r s t gunshot or learn of the f i r s t 

gunshot i n Benghazi, j u s t say, "You're going t o Benghazi, no matter what, 

you are going t o Benghazi," and so you s t a r t the clock r o l l i n g ? 

I'm gathering t h a t you're t r y i n g t o assess what's going on on the 

ground and f i g u r e out what t o o l best f i t s the job. But could you 

explain, sort of, you have t h i s package of forces, while at the same 
• '. t * 

time you're t r y i n g t o understand the dynamics on the ground and how you 

then r o l l those forces t o the region and apply them? 

A Yes. One of the challenges i s , how do you do those two t h i n g s 

that you described simultaneously: gain s u f f i c i e n t understanding of 

the events as they are unfolding and the environment i n which they are 

unfolding f o r p o t e n t i a l operations; at the same time, g e t t i n g the forces 

t h a t are most l i k e l y t o be useful postured so that they could be applied 
i 

i n a useful way. 

I don't know t h i s f o r c e r t a i n , but my guess i s , given how Special 

Operations forces, kind of, monitor operations, my guess i s the 

Commander's In-Extremis Force was already t h i n k i n g about and probably 

ta k i n g some preliminary steps t o gather t h e i r personnel, t h e i r 

equipment, before any s p e c i f i c order. I mean, they are, by t h e i r 

nature, a very aggressive, i n i t i a t i v e - t a k i n g organization. 

So, again, I don't know that f o r c e r t a i n , but my guess i s , when 

the order, i f you w i l l , came t o the Commander' s In-Extremis Force, "Hey, 
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et ready f o r p o t e n t i a l employment i n Libya," the answer was probably, 

you know, we're already leaning forward i n that d i r e c t i o n . 

•They couldn't a c t u a l l y move, they had no a u t h o r i t y to a c t u a l l y 

e, absent the Secretary's decision. But they would have already been 

leaning forward. 

B 
jo, Dust t o c l a r i f y the t i m e l i n e , when you say those forces have 

been alerted v e r b a l l y e a r l y , i s i t safe t o say p r i o r t o the movement 

from back t o the Annex? Were they i n motion by the time American 

personnel i n Benghazi were consolidating at the Annex? Was the process 

|in motion, not necessarily the forces physically moving. 

A I'm c e r t a i n t h a t the I'm r e l a t i v e l y c e r t a i n , my 

e c o l l e c t i o n , ; | 

Because, again, my r e c o l l e c t i o n was that occurred a f t e r the Secretary 

and the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs of S t a f f returned from the White 

House and we knew t h a t everybody was accounted f o r except f o r the 

Ambassador. _| 

Again, I don't r e c a l l the s p e c i f i c t i m e l i n e s , but my r e c o l l e c t i o n 

i s t h a t the verbal d i r e c t i o n t o a l e r t and deploy the Commander's 

In-Extremis Force and the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Team occurred 

before -- the verbal, before they went t o the White House. But, again, 

I'm not --my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s not precise on the timing of t h a t . 

Q What I was g e t t i n g at i s the discussion about, you know, we 

did n ' t know i t was over w i t h --we knew the f i g h t i n g had subsided, but 



we didn't know i t was over, and why would we not continue t o a l e r t , 

marshal, and deploy av a i l a b l e forces. 

But as your s t a f f was developing courses of a c t i o n , you had 

already -- you had the s i t u a t i o n a l awareness of what you had a v a i l a b l e . 

Nationally, I guess, besides the Special Operations Task Force t h a t i 

deployed, global response i s maybe the 82nd or i f there's a Ranger 

regiment b a t t a l i o n back i n CONUS, that's 36 hours out. 

Are there any other forces that I'm missing t h a t , i n your judgment, 
• •.' ;. ' 

;could have a l e r t e d , marshaled, and deployed and been useful i n t h i s 
_ 

operation? 
. . . _ . . . . . 

A I don't t h i n k so. C e r t a i n l y , as the events were unfolding 

i n realtime, I t h i n k we i d e n t i f i e d the forces t h a t would be of greatest 

u t i l i t y and available. So I'm pretty confident i n the judgment and 

decisions that were made, again, as events were unfolding i n realtime. 

So I don't maybe another way t o ask -- to t h i n k about i t , you 

know, was there anything l e f t on the shelf. 

Q That's r i g h t . 

A And I don't -- not i n my --

Q So there's no point i n asking f o r something i f you know 

nothing i s useful anyway. So the absence of the ask does 

ot necessarily i n d i c a t e the absence of consideration. 

A I'd come back t o an e a r l i e r statement to say, again, you know, 

obviously, ably assisted by my s t a f f --

Q Right. 

A -- and by subordinate commanders, you know, I made requests 



through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs t o the Secretary of Defense, 

and everything t h a t I asked f o r was approved. So we weren't la c k i n g , 

you know, f o r response forces. I mean, there wasn't, you know, another 

Special Operations team or something else, t h a t I'm aware o f , t h a t could 

have been made available but e i t h e r wasn't or I didn't ask f o r . 

Q Right. I mean, that's the issue, r i g h t ? When you say, 

"Everything I asked f o r was approved," some could i n t e r p r e t t h a t , "Well, 

you didn't ask f o r enough." And the reason, I guess I'm g e t t i n g at, 

the reason one doesn't ask f o r enough i s one already knows t h a t ' s a l l 

there i s , so what's the point i n making another request. 

And I'm wondering i f t h a t 's t h e sort of s t a f f work t h a t probably 
\ \ '•<"-.: ';• ' - . 

went through teeing up courses of action f o r you on t h a t night. 

A I t h i n k i t , f r a n k l y , was more of , again, as pur s i t u a t i o n a l 

understanding improved over time and as the conditions changed, you 

know, c r i s i s response, you know, response t o a diplomatic f a c i l i t y under 

attack, now t h a t attack l a r g e l y subsided, Americans, less the Ambassador 

was missing, i n r e l a t i v e safe haven at another U.S. f a c i l i t y i n Benghazi, 

focus s h i f t s t o hostage rescue. D i f f e r e n t kind of force, d i f f e r e n t kind 

of c a p a b i l i t y , d i f f e r e n t kind of t i m e l i n e , f r a n k l y , t o execute that 

mission. 

Mission s h i f t s again when the Ambassador' s body i s recovered. And 

now the emphasis r e a l l y i s , how do we support the Embassy on the 

evacuation of the people from Benghazi t o T r i p o l i ? And t h a t r e a l l y 

became -- you know, a f t e r the Ambassador's body was recovered, that 

became the focus of our e f f o r t s at that point. 



And we did have the again, the assets t h a t were going t o be used 

f o r t h a t were from in-theater t h a t the Embassy had coordinated w i t h the 
• , ir- . • : •-• '• 

Libyans. I t h i n k i n one case they contracted f o r an a i r c r a f t , but 

bthers, I t h i n k , were Libyan a i r force a i r c r a f t . So, I mean, there 

wasn't a need f o r f u r t h e r U.S. m i l i t a r y c a p a b i l i t y , at t h a t p o i n t , t o 

execute what was then the primary mission, which was get the people out 

of Benghazi, back t o T r i p o l i . 

D_ I n the general sense, as you were looking across ; 

pre-September 11 and making decisions, what are the costs associated 

w i t h holding units t o a higher a l e r t status than a normal duty status? 

A Well, I mean, i t varies by component. Most costly i s the 

a i r component, t o have the --

Q Not j u s t d o l l a r s . 

A Right. But j u s t i n terms of personnel, I mean, i n order t o 

have some number of s t r i k e a i r c r a f t on some heightened a l e r t status, 

t h a t also means command and c o n t r o l , t y p i c a l l y AWACS, tankers, 

maintenance crews, ammunition. I mean, i t gets t o be a p r e t t y extensive 

l i s t . And you can wear people out p r e t t y quickly i n a -- with the force 

s t r u c t u r e t h a t existed i n Europe at the time, t h a t was not b u i l t t o have 

forces on heightened a l e r t status f o r long periods of time. 

So we would have p r e t t y quickly exhausted the a b i l i t y of European 

Command t o support t h a t heightened a l e r t status f o r a long period of 

time. And then the a i r component commander, European Command, would 

have t o then go back t o the larg e r force pool. And, of course, t h i s 

i s at a time when the U.S. m i l i t a r y force i s engaged p r e t t y s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
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elsewhere g l o b a l l y . And, f r a n k l y , I t h i n k i t would have been tough f o r 

the Armed Forces, f o r the A i r Force and f o r others, t o provide the forces 
• 

necessary. 

So i t ' s a p r e t t y c ostly endeavor when you put forces on heightened 

a l e r t . 
. • " i f i'j .t. 

Q Thank you. 

Q Let me r e v i s i t what I st a r t e d with e a r l i e r . Congressman 

Chaffetz implied t h a t there was no contingency plan, i n the sense t h a t , 

a f t e r the f i r s t attack, you weren't planning f o r the p o s s i b i l i t y of 

something else. 

And I guess what I'm t r y i n g t o understand i s t h a t , early on, you 

have the CIF, the FAST, | | at your disposal, 

and you begin spooling them up t o move t o the region, correct? 

A That's correct. 

Q Okay. So -¬

A What we didn't know -- I mean, again, as the nature of the 

mission changed over time, so i t was unclear, i n my view, of, you know, 

where should they go, when should they get there, and what would be the 

nature of the mission. But, yes. 

Q And so that's exactly the question -¬

A But they were moving, yeah. 

Q That's exactly what I want you t o f l e s h out. From a 

combatant commander perspective, what are the concerns of adjusting the 

mission based on the flow of i n t e l l i g e n c e that you're receiving? 



I n other words, i t 1 s easy t o s i t back and say, w e l l , you j u s t should 

have deployed the FAST team and j u s t kept i t moving t o Benghazi. But, 

f o r example, i f a FAST team arrives i n the middle of the night i n an 

uncertain s i t u a t i o n , i s t h a t a possible r i s k y scenario? 

And so are you constantly t r y i n g t o understand what you're dealing 
• 

w i t h on the ground t o , A, understand i f the t o o l i s appropriate and, 

B, adjust the a p p l i c a t i o n of that t o o l based on the r i s k t h a t you might 

be receiving? 

A Yes. And I t h i n k t h i s c h a racterization of r i s k i s p r e t t y 

important. In t h i s circumstance, at the i n i t i a l attack, where there 

i s a U.S* diplomatic f a c i l i t y under attack, t h a t the a c c e p t a b i l i t y of 

r i s k , t o me, at t h a t p o i n t , i s very -- I mean, I'm w i l l i n g t o accept 

a l o t of r i s k t o i n s e r t a m i l i t a r y force t h a t might be able t o make a 

diff e r e n c e i n an attack against a diplomatic f a c i l i t y , recognizing a l l 

the inherent dangers and r i s k s . But as a m i l i t a r y commander, you say, 
i 
i f I've got Americans under duress, my r i s k acceptance i s p r e t t y high. 

The conditions change. Most Americans now are i n r e l a t i v e safe 

haven ^ a j j -

Q And give -- I'm sorry - - g i v e me t h a t , sort of, i n realtime -¬

A Yeah. 

Q -- f o r you, the i n i t i a l changes. 

A An hour and a h a l f , 2 hours or so a f t e r the i n i t i a l report, 

you know, the Americans, less Ambassador Stevens, who was unaccounted 

f o r , and Mr. Smith, who we know i s dead at t h i s point, they' re i n r e l a t i v e 

safe haven at the Annex i n Benghazi. 



So, again, the emphasis s h i f t s on, do we have a hostage rescue 

sit u a t i o n ? That's a very d i f f e r e n t type of a mission. And t h a t , more 

than anything else, requires very, very det a i l e d i n t e l l i g e n c e and 

understanding of the area. So that's a much more deliberate action. 

And while my l e v e l of acceptance of r i s k would be high i n the 

execution of hostage rescue, u n t i l you had some idea of, you know, the 

conditions'under which you might conduct a hostage rescue, t h a t ' s a 

d i f f e r e n t -- that's a d i f f e r e n t f a c t o r . 

Once the Ambassador i s recovered, we know we no longer have hostage 

rescue, and the mission i s t o help the Embassy evacuate the people out 

of Benghazi, who were not under duress -- I mean, they were under, you 

know, r e l a t i v e safe haven. Again, the f i g h t i n g had l a r g e l y subsided, 

at l e a s t as I perceived i t . 

And I understand that my perception, g e t t i n g reports second- and 

thirdhand, may have been d i f f e r e n t from those who were on the ground, 

you know, t h a t say, hey, we're s t i l l g e t t i n g shot at here p e r i o d i c a l l y . 

That's a d i f f e r e n t sense. 

But the issue then i s , okay, yes, there's a degree of urgency, but 

i t ' s c e r t a i n l y not the degree of urgency as when people were d i r e c t l y 

under attack. So a l l of t h a t f a c t o r s i n , I t h i n k , to l e v e l s of 

acceptance of r i s k i n determining possible courses of ac t i o n . 
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Q General, j u s t t o f o l l o w up on t h a t p o i n t . You've used t h i s 

phrase unfolding i n real time several times today, and I t h i n k i t ' s very 

h e l p f u l f o r you t o j u s t walk us through how circumstances as you perceive 

them changed throughout the course of the night and how that informed 

our decision making. I would j u s t l i k e t o ask, General, you know I've 

read some of your statements before where you place an emphasis, a 

p r i o r i t y on, you know, the i n t e l l i g e n c e , surveillance, and 
• 

reconnaissance, and so I j u s t wanted t o ask on the night o f the attacks, 

d i d you have a p e r f e c t l y complete p i c t u r e of what was unfolding i n 

Benghazi, did you have perfect information? 

A No, c e r t a i n l y not. I t was very confusing, as might be 

expected i n a circumstance l i k e t h i s . I t took a long while t o b u i l d 

understanding, most of i t coming from reports from those who were on 

the ground i n Benghazi, some of i t coming from once the Predators got 

overhead and we gained a l i t t l e b i t of i n f o r m a t i o n from there; | 

so i t took a long while t o 

understand, t o have a fundamental understanding of how things were 

unfolding. And I think even a f t e r the second attack at the Annex and 

people had been evacuated, for me personally, I think i t was probably 

only i n hindsight that I had a p r e t t y clear understanding, when we had 

a chance t o look at a l l the i n t e l l i g e n c e reporting, look at the 

c l o s e d - c i r c u i t TV, to look at the analyzed Predator feeds, not j u s t the 
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'raw feeds, so i t was a p r e t t y confusing night. 

Q Thank you, s i r , that's very h e l p f u l . And j u s t t o be clear, 

you've never claimed t o have some sort of perfect information on the 

night of the attacks? 

A No, c e r t a i n l y not. 

Q You j u s t described f o r us some of the sources of information 

and r e p o r t i n g . I n the early phase of the night i s i t f a i r t h a t most 

of your rep o r t i n g was eoming at least through AFRICOM was being reported 

by the PAT, who was i n T r i p o l i ? 

A That's correct, so the defense attache i n T r i p o l i was 

receiving i n f o r m a t i o n , I presume mostly by nonsecure commercial c e l l 

phone, and then he was relaying t h a t , the defense attache r e l a y i n g t h a t 

back t o the combatant command operations center. That was the primary 

source of our information. 

Q And you had mentioned also that some of your understanding, 

your s i t u a t i o n a l awareness was enhanced somewhat by the UAV, the feed, 

although i t sounds l i k e t h a t was a marginal improvement of your 

understanding, i s t h a t also f a i r ? 

A Yes. The a r r i v a l of the Predator and then u l t i m a t e l y a 

second Predator t o help gain understanding, they're amazingly capable 

platforms, but they are at t h e i r best when the analysts are able t o focus 

t h e i r c o l l e c t i o n on a sp e c i f i c point looking f o r s p e c i f i c i n d i c a t o r s . 

In t h i s circumstance the Predators, my r e c o l l e c t i o n , had not r o u t i n e l y 

operated over Benghazi, so i t wasn't an area the Predator operators were 



So i t was a d i f f i c u l t 

rhallenge t h a t night because we were t r y i n g t o use the Predator as the 

>nly platform we had at the time, e s s e n t i a l l y t o give us a general 

understanding and then work toward the s p e c i f i c , 

Q And j u s t so I can be clear, the two data points we j u s t 

r e f e r r e d t o , the reporting from the DAT T r i p o l i and the UAV t h a t had 

been repositioned, neither of those gave you the sense that there was 

an ongoing siege i n Benghazi at the Annex? 

A That i s correct. My sense was, based on the information that 

I had from a multitude o f sources, was t h a t once the Annex team had: 

evacuated a l l the U.S. personnel, less Ambassador Stevens from the 

[Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , t h a t the f i g h t i n g had l a r g e l y subsided. 

I'm c e r t a i n i n Benghazi that there was sporadic g u n f i r e , but i t 

didn't - - i t was not my understanding t h a t there was any concerted e f f o r t 

t o t a r g e t Americans or American f a c i l i t i e s a f t e r the subsiding of the 

i n i t i a l attack at the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y . 

Q Okay. Although t o be f a i r , there were, i t did sound l i k e 

there were some l i n g e r i n g concerns about T r i p o l i , i s that -¬

A Yes. There was, I t h i n k , as I r e c a l l , a very r e a l threat 

stream i n T r i p o l i . I t was unknown. I t h i n k , you know, i t was a 



reasonable precaution taken by the Embassy t o say i f our diplomatic 

f a c i l i t y i n Benghazi i s under attack, you know, we need t o pay a t t e n t i o n 

to what's happening here i n T r i p o l i , and I t h i n k the decisions by then 

charge d ' a f f a i r e s at T r i p o l i t o consolidate the U.S. personnel at one 

f a c i l i t y was warranted. , As i t turns out, I don't t h i n k there were any 

attacks against American personnel t h a t n i g h t , but there c e r t a i n l y were 

ind i c a t i o n s t h a t there might be. 

jQ We talked a l i t t l e b i t about how you perceived the mission 
r • 

t o change throughout the course of the night, and I would j u s t l i k e to 

ask when the mission, i t became somewhat clear t o you t h a t there would 

e an evacuation component t o t h a t , I would j u s t l i k e t o understand, 

you know, there were some questions I t h i n k about the C-17, the a i r l i f t , 

. . - " - •'• . • ' ' •' ,'. 3 • H| Br'V 

and j u s t based on the l i m i t e d information and the t i m e l i n e , t r y i n g t o 

reconcile or understand what the basis f o r those delays might have been, 

but I j u s t -- I would l i k e t o ask you, did you consider i t a p r i o r i t y 

t o get people out of harm's way on the night of the attacks? 

A Yes. Again, as the U.S. personnel were consolidated at the 

Annex, and p a r t i c u l a r l y a f t e r the recovery of Ambassador Stevens' 

remains, and f o r the most part, my understanding was t h a t , again, the 

best term I can come up with i s r e l a t i v e safe haven. I mean, t h i s i s , 

a f t e r a l l , t h i s i s Benghazi, t h i s i s not -- i t i s s t i l l a place with 

a f r a g i l e s e c u r i t y environment, but i t was very clear t h a t the Embassy 

was very highly -- was a very high p r i o r i t y i n us i n support along with 

the others, the safe evacuation of the personnel from Benghazi was a 

high p r i o r i t y . 



Q And, again, j u s t discussing some of the a i r l i f t 

c a p a b i l i t i e s , was i t your understanding t h a t the CIF or the FAST team, 

th a t those did or did not have dedicated a i r l i f t c a p a b i l i t i e s , and t h a t 

may have played some r o l e i n the timing f o r t h e i r deployment t h a t night? 

A My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t the Commander's In-Extremis Force 

had dedicated a i r c r a f t that were collocated at an a i r f i e l d nearby where 

the element was t r a i n i n g i n Croatia. I t h i n k t h a t i s -- t h a t at l e a s t 

i s my r e c o l l e c t i o n . And tha t would be normal f o r the Commander's 

In-Extremis Force t o have those a i r c r a f t , so I would -- I t h i n k the 

Commander's In-Extremis Force could deploy, could move on f a i r l y short 

n o t i c e , again, because of my r e c o l l e c t i o n t h a t they had dedicated 

a i r c r a f t . The Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Teams did not have dedicated 

a i r c r a f t , so part of the issue i n the a l e r t n o t i f i c a t i o n of them was 

also a l e r t n o t i f i c a t i o n t o a i r crews and a i r c r a f t t o execute t h a t mission 

as w e l l . 

Q, Okay. General, I would j u s t l i k e t o ask, are you f a m i l i a r 

w i t h the Accountability Review Board, the f i n a l report t h a t was issued 

by the Accountability Review Board i n December? 

A I know there i s a report. I read the Accountability Review 

Board's p u b l i c l y releasable report. I believe there i s a c l a s s i f i e d 

r e p o r t , but i f there i s , I have not seen i t . 

Q Are you f a m i l i a r w i t h the recommendations i t made, the public 

recommendations i n tha t report? I believe there may have been 24. 

A I mean, I don't r e c a l l s p e c i f i c a l l y , but generally yes, I 

r e c a l l t h a t , the Accountability Review Board making recommendations. 



Q Okay. I n your time as commander at AFRICOM f o l l o w i n g the 

attacks, were you made aware of any improvements i n security at Embassies 

or diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s w i t h i n your AOR? 

A I n the f o l l o w on, the days and weeks f o l l o w i n g the attacks 

i n Benghazi, the changes i n force posture occurred quite q u i c k l y i n i 

A f r i c a Command. One of the important steps was on the 1st of October 

of 2012, the command gained i t s own Commander's In-Extremis Force. 

This previously the Commander's In-Extremis Force was shared with 

European Command, I t had been a c t u a l l y long i n planning f o r A f r i c a 

Command t o have i t s own. Most combatant commands or a l l geographic 

combatant commands are supposed t o have t h e i r own Commander's 

In-Extremis Force. With A f r i c a Command being new and Special 

Operations Forces being stretched i n the l a t e 2000s with commitments 

to I r a q and Afghanistan, i t j u s t took a long time t o stand up i t s own 

Commander's In-Extremis Force, but t h a t occurred on the 1st of October, 

which gave the commander of AFRICOM his own dedicated Commander's 

In-Extremis Force. That's a good t h i n g . 

The Marine Corps established what they called the Special Purpose 

Marine A i r Ground Task Force f o r C r i s i s Response based i n Spain, I 

r e c a l l . I don't remember the exact ti m i n g , but i t occurred, I believe, 



i n the autumn of 2012, a very rapid response, again, t o provide t o the 

commander of A f r i c a Command a w e l l t r a i n e d , more capable f a s t , speedy 

response team. The command, w i t h i n i t s own resources, formalized the 

establishment of the East A f r i c a C r i s i s Response Force, b u i l t upon the 

forces t h a t were available i n D j i b o u t i . Lastly, the Army established 

a program c a l l e d Regionally Aligned Forces, which made a v a i l a b l e , again, 

t o the commander of A f r i c a Command the Army forces on a much more 

predictable basis than had occurred before, some of which could be used 

f o r c r i s i s response. I t h i n k we saw some of t h a t i n the response t o 

unrest i n South Sudan j u s t i n the past several months. So there was 

the command, and the Department of Defense w r i t large i n my view 

responded quite quickly and made s i g n i f i c a n t s t r i d e s forward i n a 

r e l a t i v e l y short period of time t o provide t o A f r i c a Command more 

responsive forces than had existed previously. 

Q_ Thank you, s i r . I know you've been r e t i r e d now f o r a l i t t l e 

b i t , but j u s t given the breadth of your experience, do you have any 

recommendations f o r us or where the committees can be looking i n order 

t o e i t h e r improve interagency coordination, contingency planning or 

j u s t shore up diplomatic security broadly speaking? 

A Well, I t h i n k c e r t a i n l y i t begins with t h a t , and I t h i n k t h a t , 

you know, as an outsider now looking i n , you know, the Department of 

State needs t o have capable, robust security forces f o r i t s personnel, 

p a r t i c u l a r l y those who are i n h i g h - r i s k posts. I t h i n k , as I've 

mentioned, I t h i n k i n response t o a question by Chairman Issa, I thin k 

i t i s appropriate f o r us, f o r the U.S. Government t o look more 



j h o l i s t i c a l l y a t , what i s i t t h a t we expect of the United States Armed 

Forces i n c r i s i s response w i t h regard t o diplomatic f a c i l i t i e s ? I t h i n k 

i t ' s a big question and has l o t s o f implications f o r force s t r u c t u r e 

jand a u t h o r i t i e s and basing and host nation costs and a l l the l i k e , but 

I t h i n k i t ' s a debate t h a t ' s worthy of having, and so I t h i n k , as we 

move forward, that's where I t h i n k our e f f o r t s should focus. 

• " i 

OP\ H _g Thank you, s i r . Go o f f the record.; 

[Discussion o f f the record.]! 

0. Thank you, General, and i t ' s 4:20, and f i r s t , I j u s t want 

' ' •• •. ' 

t o say tha t there's been a l o t of discussion about decisions made and 
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pot made, and I j u s t want t o say t h a t we're not here, I want you t o know 

t h i s , and I want t o say on the record t h a t we're not here t o second guess 

your command decisions taken i n the heat of the moment and i n the fog 

of war. We also -- I j u s t want t o put t h a t on the record, s i r , t h a t 

t h a t ' s not what we're about here today. 

A I understand. 

Q And r e a l l y what we' re t r y i n g t o understand i n part i s whether 

there may have been information gaps f o r various f o l k s t h a t were making 

decisions t h a t night, and that's one of the intentions of the questions 

t h a t I'm going t o ask you. Also, I j u s t want t o say, again, as I said 

e a r l i e r , some of these questions are going t o be retreads of things t h a t 

we've talked about two or three times today, and I apologize f o r t h a t . 

I j u s t want t o make sure the record i s as clear as possible, and I'm 

sure you understand there's sometimes a difference between what question 
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I s asked and how i t ' s asked, so I j u s t want t o say that and sor t of j u s t 

ask f o r your forbearance as I move through t h i s as quickly as I can. 

With respect t o the -- l e t me ask you t h i s f i r s t : Gn the night 

o f , when you're i n the Pentagon w i t h Secretary Panetta, General Dempsey, 

and there's these meetings that are going pn t h a t are i n t h i s t i m e l i n e , 

dp ypu have access to information from other parts of DOD other than 

AFRICOM? Are you g e t t i n g information from, say, 

A Yes. 

Okay. • 

A The Predator feed c e r t a i n l y would be available at the AFRICOM 

Jo i n t Operations Center, probably was available at the Pentagen National 

M i l i t a r y Cpmmand Center. I j u s t don't r e c a l l . I t ' s j u s t a matter, 

f r a n k l y , of s h i f t i n g i t . And c e r t a i n l y , we were in;J 

|, so there was very, very close communication w i t h them, 

w i t h European Command p a r t i c u l a r l y , Transportation Command, who had 

obviously almost a l l the m o b i l i t y assets, H 

So a broad spectrum. I f e l t comfortable t h a t , 

p a r t i c u l a r l y at the AFRICOM Doint Operations Center, t h a t we had access 

t o a l l of those who had a ro l e t o play i n events as they were unfolding. 

Q Thank you. And with respect t o the t i m e l i n e here, where i t 

t a l k s about the 6 t o 8 p.m. time frame where Secretary Panetta, and t h i s 
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i s D.C. time, where Secretary Panetta convenes a series of meetings i n 

|the Pentagon w i t h senior o f f i c i a l s , i n c l u d i n g yourself and General 

Dempsey, and you discuss a d d i t i o n a l response options f o r Benghazi and 

f o r the p o t e n t i a l outbreak o f f u r t h e r violence throughout the region. 

Ww, i t says here that there were, Secretary Panetta d i r e c t e d or 

provided verbal authorization to these three units we've been t a l k i n g 

about, the FAST platoon, the EUCOM CIF and the Special Operations Force 

[in the U.S. My question, s i r , i s would you explain what t h i s verbal 

authorization consists of and how i t d i f f e r s from formal authorization? 

A Yes. So when the Secretary gives verbal aut h o r i z a t i o n , then 

th a t allows elements t o begin movement and proceed, and i t 

c a r r i e s -- again, I'm not a lawyer. I would defer t o others, but my 

sense i s i t carries the f u l l weight o f the law. This i s a l e g a l order 

from competent a u t h o r i t y , the Secretary of Defense, t o me and t o other 

combatant commanders and f o r c e providers, you know, I'm ordering you 

t o do t h i s . 
i 

Q Okay. 

A Then i t ' s always followed by a w r i t t e n execution order so 

t h a t you have now a document f o r the record and t o c l a r i f y i n g t hings, 

t o say, Oh, w e l l , wait a minute, I didn't understand t h i s i n the verbal 

order. But i t ' s a r e l a t i v e l y normal procedure. 

Q Sure. And was the verbal order t o have them s t a r t to prepare 

t o get ready, or was i t s p e c i f i c a l l y to go and do X? 

A I t was w i t h regard to the f i r s t two decisions, which was the 

Commander's In-Extremis Force and the Fleet A n t i t e r r o r i s m Support Team. 
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My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s the f i r s t , w ith regard t o the Commander' s In-Extremis 

f o r c e , i t was aut h o r i t y t o a l e r t , prepare to move and, at my d i r e c t i o n , 

deploy and employ t h a t f o r c e . So he gave, the Secretary o f Defense gave 

a l l the a u t h o r i t y t h a t he needed t o t e l l t h a t force t o be ready t o move, 

and d i r e c t i o n t o me that says they now operate under your c o n t r o l . When 

you t e l l them t o move and where t o move and what t o do, that's what they 

do. 

Q So you have a n t i c i p a t e d my next question. So with respect 

t o the two units you mentioned, FAST, EUCOM CIF, were you e s s e n t i a l l y 

iven operational c o n t r o l of these u n i t s by Secretary Panetta? 

A Yeah. And again, I believe that's what the w r i t t e n execute 

rder would be. So the Secretary's verbal order probably was not quite 
O <><; i • 
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t h a t clear i n m i l i t a r y terminology. He would say, Do t h i s . But then, 

i n the w r i t t e n order, then i t would codify the command and c o n t r o l 

r e l a t i o n s h i p , I am t r a n s f e r r i n g operational c o n t r o l of the Commander's 

In-Extremis Force from commander European Command t o commander A f r i c a 

Command. 

Q Is i t f a i r t o say t h a t at the giving of the verbal order, 

your understanding was t h a t you had operational c o n t r o l o f those teams? 

A Correct, yes. 

Q Thank you. We talked about i t a l i t t l e b i t already, but I 

j u s t want t o step back about your perspective from Washington about, 

you know, how there was t h i s f i r s t attack, i t subsided about an hour 

or so a f t e r i t had begun, and t h a t the mission had s h i f t e d at t h a t point 

i n some way. I j u s t want t o step back and ask you about that b r i e f l y , 



and I want t o emphasize, I'm not here t o question your p r i o r statements, 

however, we do want t o understand where there may be gaps i n information 

that was provided t o you and t o others i n positions of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 

Now, I j u s t want t o say t h a t based on information t h a t the committee 

has reviewed, we know t h a t while a l l the Americans did evacuate the State 

Department f a c i l i t y i n Benghazi by about 11:20 p.m., so about an hour 

and a h a l f a f t e r the attack began, we also know t h a t the Americans i n 

Benghazi continued t o receive a considerable amount of f i r e , both en 

route t o the Annex i n Benghazi, and then once they arrived at the Annex, 

and t h a t t h a t incoming f i r e continued u n t i l a f t e r 1 a.m. on the 12th. 

So I j u s t want t o ask, at the time were you aware of t h i s , t h a t the 

Americans i n Benghazi continued to take h o s t i l e f i r e f o r at least another 

2 hours a f t e r evacuation of the State Department f a c i l i t y there? 

A I don't r e c a l l discussions t h a t the personnel at the Annex 

or the Annex i t s e l f were subjected t o any sustained l e v e l of attack. 

I would caveat t h a t by saying, I also understand t h a t I was rece i v i n g 

information second or t h i r d hand, so from Benghazi to T r i p o l i t o 

S t u t t g a r t t o Washington, and so, you know, what understandably would 

be a very concerning e f f e c t , Hey, we're i n Benghazi, we're g e t t i n g shot 

at, t h a t as i t works i t s way through the various levels and f i l t e r s 

probably becomes less intense. A l l of that t o say, you know, I probably, 

I c e r t a i n l y d i d not have the same t a c t i c a l understanding of the 

environment as did those who were i n Benghazi. 

Q Sure. And j u s t t o f o l l o w up on t h a t , and you've alluded to 



i t I t h i n k already a l i t t l e b i t , at the Annex now, post evacuation of 

the State Department f a c i l i t y , we have | | personnel. We have State 

Department personnel. I s i t possible t h a t because those i n d i v i d u a l s 

'are feeding information i n t o t h e i r respective chains i n the bureaucracy/ 

i s t h a t , may t h a t account f o r the p o t e n t i a l gap i n the information t h a t 

you were aware of at the time, you know, where you sat at the Pentagon?: 

A Well, I t h i n k there are a number of f a c t o r s that were 
• 

c o n t r i b u t i n g t o less than complete information. F i r s t , I mean, the 
.,; \ 

people i n Benghazi c l e a r l y are i n c r i s i s mode. 

I 

Q Sure. 

A They've got some wounded. They've j u s t been subjected t o 

a p r e t t y s i g n i f i c a n t attack. Their Ambassador i s missing. They have 

one dead already. So there, I mean, you can j u s t imagine the t u r m o i l 

t h a t was ongoing. And then now there's the question of again r e p o r t i n g . 

I don't know, but my assumption i s t h a t the people who worked at the 

Annex probably had good, reasonably good secure communications back t o 
The State Department people didn't. They were 

working p r i n c i p a l l y o f f commercial c e l l phones. That sometimes can 

lead t o gaps and seams i n the information j u s t because of the nature 

of communications means, and then as t h a t gets, again, f u r t h e r f i l t e r e d 

at T r i p o l i and disseminated f u r t h e r back to Washington to both the 

i n t e l l i g e n c e community, t o State, and t o DOD, t o AFRICOM, and, again, 

i n a l l o f i t s components there, so i t ' s I t h i n k r e l a t i v e l y normal t h a t 

i n c r i s i s s i t u a t i o n the information sometimes was incomplete, sometimes 

confusing, and sometimes even contradictory. 
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• 
Thank you. And t h i s may be r h e t o r i c a l and fo r g i v e me i f i t 

I s , but i f you had access t o the information at the time on t h a t night 

Where you sat i n the Pentagon t h a t these Americans were s t i l l under f i r e , 

would th a t have al t e r e d your assessment th a t the attack had ended about 

an hour or so a f t e r or subsided about an hour or so i n t o i t ? 

A I t h i n k i t ' s hard t o judge. Clearly, I th i n k my 

Understanding now w e l l a f t e r the f a c t i s t h a t the l e v e l of f i g h t i n g , 

jven though there was sporadic f i r e s t i l l d i r e c t e d toward the Annex,; 

i t was nothing l i k e the i n t e n s i t y t h a t had occurred at the Temporary 

Mission F a c i l i t y . So there was, I t h i n k , a s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e i n 

the l e v e l of violence t h a t had existed i n the i n i t i a l attack and t h a t 

which was occurring a t the Annex. So, again, i t ' s hard t o judge. I f 

I had known t h a t then, what difference would i t have made i n how I would 

have thought d i f f e r e n t l y ? I don't r e a l l y know. The emphasis, again 

f i r s t hostage rescue, t h a t went away upon the recovery of the 

Ambassador's remains, and then the r e a l focus was evacuation of the 

personnel i n Benghazi, and as I have stated i n response t o a previous 

question, I t h i n k , again, knowing now what I know, I would l i k e t o t h i n k 

t h a t I would have been much more f o r c e f u l with engaging with the Libyans, 

engaging with others t o say, We've got t o get these people out of Benghazi 

f a s t rather than wait f o r the s i t u a t i o n t o resolve i t s e l f at the a i r p o r t . 

Q Sure. 

Was t h a t what 

your assessment was? 



A The Commander' s In-Extremis Force e x i s t s , they are very w e l l 

t r a i n e d . They're more hig h l y t r a i n e d than a normal Special Forces u n i t , 

Q Could we j u s t t a l k b r i e f l y about the information gap you had 

w i t h respect t o the ongoing f i r e f i g h t i n Benghazi post-evacuation of 

the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y . Hypothetically, i f you had not had t h a t 

information gap and had been aware of what was going on, th a t Americans 
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jere s t i l l under f i r e i n Benghazi, my question i s , would the EUCOM CIF 

jave been an option f o r you? Would you have considered EUCOM CIF t o 

send i t i n f o r a s s i s t i n g those Americans t h a t were s t i l l under f i r e , 

or would that have been not something you would have considered? 

A I t h i n k , again, hypotheticals are always fraught w i t h some 

danger, 

Understood. 

A But the CIF could have been one of those elements again 

hasten the evacuation out of Benghazi, and had I had a d i f f e r e n t 

I;'-" , - , -

appreciation f o r the l e v e l of f i g h t i n g post-Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , ; 

I would l i k e t o think t h a t I would have had a d i f f e r e n t consideration. 

That's not t o say I would have employed them, but i t would have been 

a consideration! 

Q And then r e a l quick with respect t o the FAST. You may or 

may not, we interviewed Rear Admiral Landalt recently, and Admiral 

Landalt h e l p f u l l y t a l k e d with us about how the Marine FAST platoon i s 

not a force that's designed t o move of f e n s i v e l y i n t o a s i t u a t i o n l i k e 

the Benghazi attack but more t o secure a piece of r e a l estate, l i k e the 

Embassy i n T r i p o l i . That having been said, i n the meetings and the 

conversations you were involved with i n Washington th a t night, was there 

ever a consideration o f sending the FAST platoon t o Benghazi, or was 

the i n t e n t i o n t o always send FAST j u s t t o T r i p o l i t o secure the Embassy 

there? 

A The i n i t i a l discussion was that one FAST team would be 

ale r t e d f o r deployment t o Benghazi and a second to T r i p o l i , which I t h i n k 
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i n the i n i t i a l i n d i c a t i o n was probably the r i g h t decision because, 

again, the s i t u a t i o n was very unclear and uncertain, and we didn't know, 

you know, was there going t o be, would there be a requirement t o secure 

the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y ? 

Q That a n t i c i p a t e s my next question. Was the FAST, was there 

discussion o f sending the FAST t o the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y ? Was 

that the thinking? Was t h a t discussed, sending the FAST t o the TMF?; 

A Yes, I t h i n k w i t h the discussion of one of the FAST Teams 

to Benghazi, at l e a s t i n my mind, what t h a t meant most l i k e l y would be 

secure the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y , and then the second FAST team1 

• 

I n t o T r i p o l i t o secure --

Q To your knowledge, did th a t option of sending them t o the 

TMF i n Benghazi, d i d that reach the planning stage or was i t simply 

something t h a t was discussed at a higfi l e v e l and something t h a t you would 

consider i f needed? 

A I don't know s p e c i f i c a l l y what d i r e c t i o n was given t o the 

FAST team i n terms of t h e i r actual deployment. 

Q Okay. 

r ^ r f t j p|| ^ Because the s i t u a t i o n may have changed by the time 

they were prepared t o deploy? 

General Ham. Yes, but I do t h i n k the i n i t i a l thought was perhaps 

t h a t they would head t o Benghazi, and i n my view at least, the l i k e l y 

employment f o r them was t o secure the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y . 

B 
Q Were you aware of any discussion about FAST having t o wear 
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c i v i l i a n clothes i f they were t o go i n t o e i t h e r Benghazi or T r i p o l i ? 

Was that discussed?^ 

I know about i t a f t e r the f a c t . I don't remember i f I knew 

as i t was occurring, but I know now th a t there was -- I guess the 

best way t o state i t i s whether i t was a request or a demand of t h e Libyan 

Government t r a n s l a t e d , transmitted through the Embassy that says, you 

know, we don't want these guys a r r i v i n g i n uniform, and so there was 

a communications delay while the team t r a n s i t i o n e d i n t o c i v i l i a n \ 

.clothes. That probably cost a couple of hours t o do t h a t . 

H So, e a r l i e r on i n the evening, was tha t discussed i n the 

context of considering sending FAST t o Benghazi? I n other words, my 

question i s , was i t discussed i f we send FAST t o Benghazi, they're going 

t o have t o put on c i v i l i a n clothes to get from the a i r p o r t t o the TMF? 

Was t h a t discussed or was i t kind of OBE by tha t point?, 

A I don't remember t h a t occurring at the i n i t i a l p o i n t . I 

th i n k my r e c o l l e c t i o n was, again, and I don't remember the s p e c i f i c 

t i m i n g o f t h i s , but my vague r e c o l l e c t i o n i s tha t i t was a very l a t e 

a r i s i n g issue, t h a t i t did probably i n s e r t a couple o f hours delay i n 

g e t t i n g the team t o T r i p o l i . 

So, with respect t o Colonel and I know we talked, 

you t o l d some of my colleagues e a r l i e r t h a t at the time you weren't aware 

o f the issue w i t h Colonel c a l l i n g i n and informing of h i s i n t e n t 

t o go t o Benghazi. I j u s t want t o c l a r i f y . We interviewed Colonel 

and he t o l d us that when he arrived at the 

found there t o be a very capable organic defense c a p a b i l i t y at the 



and t h a t t h a t f a c t informed his decision t o j o i n the 

second response f l i g h t t o Benghazi. In f a c t . Colonel | | : t o l d us 

th a t upon completing the evacuation of the State Department personnel 
i ' • 
from the Embassy | j| he f e l t t h a t his mission, which 

he had been given by Colonel I 1 to safeguard the Embassy 

personnel, was complete at t h a t point 

I , and i t would therefore allow him t o reasonably proceed t o 

a z i , 

ou've mentione 

perspective at the time, Colonel 

again today> t h a t from your 

team was one of the only 

t r a i n e d defense forces i n T r i p o l i , and i t was therefore appropriate f o r 

him t o a c t u a l l y stay i n T r i p o l i . I n the vein of us t r y i n g t o understand 

What information gaps, again, you may have been working w i t h , were you 

• 

aware at the time about the inherent defense c a p a b i l i t i e s ! 

| and how that may have informed or not informed Colonel 

t h i n k i n g about going t o Benghazi? 

A Well, I c e r t a i n l y knew t h a t there was an element t h a t did 

provide security 

Q You mentioned you had been there. 

A Yeah, I've been there. I was not aware, f r a n k l y , u n t i l j u s t 
now of Lieutenant Colonel assessment t h a t that force was 

capable i n i t s e n t i r e t y of providing security f o r the consolidated 

Embassy s t a f f ! |, so I j u s t , i t was not something I was aware 

of as events were unfolding. 

Did you learn t h a t j u s t i n t h i s conversation? 
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General Ham. Yes. 

Why don't you go ahead. 

BY " |AP~\  

n Two quick questions, General. When the defense i n Benghazi 

were known t o be underway and verbal au t h o r i z a t i o n was given t o the CIF 

ito prepare the FAST deployment and so f o r t h , presumably i s i t correct 

then t h a t you were asking f o r a s i t u a t i o n report on those assets. I r i 

other words, the a u t h o r i t y has been given t o move these f o l k s , how do 

jwe standi what's t h e i r posture, what are we looking at? 

A Yes. So the d e t a i l s would be monitored at the Doint 

Operations Center, but c e r t a i n l y , you know, as events are unf o l d i n g , 
: ... ' • • l 

you know, and the s t a f f would relay t o me here's the s i t u a t i o n , here's 

the posture of those forces. 

i • — — • i 

Q Am I correct t o understand from something you said e a r l i e r 

t h a t at maybe one of those reports they said, General, you know, t h a t 

the CIF, the EUCOM CIF has been a l e r t e d , i t ' s been shopped t o us, but 

they are on t r a i n i n g mission i n Croatia. I s t h a t when you learned t h a t 

t h a t was the l o c a t i o n o f the CIF? 

A Probably a l i t t l e sooner than t h a t . We probably learned 

p r e t t y q u i c k l y from the AFRICOM Doint Operations Center t h a t the CIF 

was i n Croatia. 

Q But my point though, i s or my question i s t h a t you learned 

t h a t i n the course of contemplating a response? 

A That's correct. 

Q And d i d t h a t make you uncomfortable i n any way or disappoint 



you because you thought t h a t might impede t h e i r response? Did you have 

' • , , • • , • 

any p a r t i c u l a r reaction t o t h e i r t r a i n i n g i n Croatia? 

H No. I was probably a l i t t l e surprised t h a t they were i n 

Croatia, but I also learned t h a t they had deployed w i t h a i l of t h e i r 

equipment and wi t h t h e i r dedicated a i r c r a f t , and again having years of 

experience with Commander's In-Extremis Force, I f e l t that they would 

be ready t o respond t o whatever we needed them t o do. 

Q Sure. And i n the case of the CIF or the two FAST teams as 

you maybe got periodic updates about here's the status now, here's the 

u n i t ' s preparations, were you at any time disappointed, d i s s a t i s f i e d 

or uncomfortable with the speed and extent t o which they were f o l l o w i n g 

through on the orders t h a t had been issued t o prepare t o respond t o 

A Again, i n hindsight, p a r t i c u l a r l y the FAST teams would 

probably maybe not have dedicated a i r l i f t f o r them but have designated 

a i r c r a f t t o be ready t o respond on a f a s t e r t i m e l i n e t o deploy the FAST 

teams, at least the f i r s t one. 

Q But were you struck by tha t problem that evening, or i s t h i s 

something you thought l a t e r looking back? 

A Well, probably a l i t t l e b i t of both. I mean, my guess i s 

I was probably a l i t t l e disappointed -- I mean, not disappointed, but 

maybe chagrined t h a t i t might take, t o get the a i r l i f t there might take 

a l i t t l e b i t longer than I would have l i k e d , and then, i n hindsight, 

I t h i n k , you know, as the s i t u a t i o n calmed down and we had an opportunity 

t o kind of look at how do we want t o posture f o r the f u t u r e , one of the 
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pieces of t h a t i s at least f o r the FAST team 1> the one that's on f i r s t 

a l e r t , again, i t ' s very, very costly t o have a i r c r a f t s i t t i n g on a ramp 

someplace, but t o have designated a i r c r a f t and a i r crews t h a t could be 

called on not an immediate time but a shorter t i m e l i n e t o deploy the 

FAST I t h i n k would be h e l p f u l . ; 

- - • • • 

Q And here you're t a l k i n g about the l i f t f o r the FAST? 

A L i f t f o r the FAST. 

• 

Q Are there other forces, again t r y i n g t o t h i n k of your mindset 

tha t evening, you know, you t h i n k about responding t o t h i s event i n 

T r i p o l i , the GIF, the FAST, were there other forces you remember t h i n k i n g 

t h a t night or other elements you were t h i n k i n g , gosh, you know, I'm 

absent t h i s or what would be good i n t h i s p o s i t i o n i s t h i s t o o l and I 

don't have t h a t . I s there something t h a t s t i c k s i n your mind t h a t you 

thought t h a t n i g ^ H 

A Well, I would begin wi t h the c o l l e c t i o n , and I t h i n k I was 

pr e t t y consistent i n my time as the AFRICOM commander t o say t h a t , you 

know, t h a t the greatest resource s h o r t f a l l f o r A f r i c a Command was 

i n t e l l i g e n c e , surveillance, and reconnaissance. I t h i n k t h a t j 

th a t -- that c e r t a i n l y remained t r u e throughout the period of my time 

i n command, so th a t ' s I t h i n k , I put t h a t at the top of the l i s t . I f 

you said what would you l i k e t o have had more of on September l l t h , i t 

would have been r a p i d l y deployable i n t e l l i g e n c e , s u r v e i l l a n c e , and 

reconnaissance t o better understand the events as they were unfolding. 

Q That's very h e l p f u l . Thank you. Then one other comment. 

Are you aware t h a t I th i n k on the 13th of September, the f i g h t e r wing 



at Aviano did put, I t h i n k the former wing commander t o l d us, two planes 

on s t r i p a l e r t , they came o f f the chain of posture and were on s t r i p 

a l e r t f o r 45 days or so. Do you have any r e c o l l e c t i o n of -- t h i s was 

a f t e r the f a c t of course. 

A I was probably aware of t h a t , p a r t i c u l a r l y as events were 

now unfolding i n Tunis, and there was s t i l l the l i n g e r i n g concern i n 

Khartoum, uncertainty i n Mali and Niger and northern Nigeria. So I'm 

c e r t a i n t h a t I was aware of i t at th a t time t h a t they placed those 

a i r c r a f t on heightened a l e r t . 

Q You're l i n k i n g the heightened a l e r t t o a c t i v i t i e s i n Tunis 

and so f o r t h , presumably because you thought those planes on heightened 

a l e r t might be u t i l i z e d i n Tunis or u t i l i z e d i n the broader sense, might 

be dispatched t o Tunis or other danger locations? 

A Having seen, obviously, witnessed and l i v e d through the 

events as they unfolded i n Benghazi, having seen some very, very 

large-scale demonstrations and well-organized a c t i v i t i e s i n Khartoum, 

and so, you know, I t h i n k that i t was a prudent decision t o then say, 

okay, l e t ' s have that c a p a b i l i t y so t h a t i f we encounter something else 
i 

large scale, which I had not anticipated before September l l t h , t o have 

t h a t c a p a b i l i t y . 

Q I see, very good. Again, you don't remember, you say you 

don't doubt t h a t those planes were on a l e r t , but you don't r e c a l l ? 

A Yeah, I don't r e c a l l . I don't t h i n k i t began w i t h me. I 

don't t h i n k i t was me t u r n i n g i n t o the A i r Component Commander t o say, 

do t h i s . I t h i n k i t more l i k e l y was the A i r Component Commander coming 
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to me and saying, Hey, boss, we're going t o do t h i s because of the 

uncertainty and what we've seen unfold i n the past couple of days, we're 

^oing t o do t h i s f o r the next 45 days.! 

ft\L\ || p [ Fine, thank you. 

^ust a couple more questions, and I t h i n k we're 

almost done. J 

APA M H I I'm done. 

DY — — O t ^ -

Q Any point during the evening of 11 September i n t o 12 

September, do you r e c a l l any discussion, or were you pri v y t o any 

discussion t h a t events i n Benghazi may have been related t o a YouTube 

video that may have been i n s u l t i n g t o the Prophet Muhammad, was t h a t 

discussed at a l l ? 

A C e r t a i n l y not as the events were unfolding i n r e a l time. 

Very, very l i t t l e discussion that I can r e c a l l about why did t h i s happen. 

I t wasn't -- there j u s t wasn't time f o r t h a t , f r a n k l y . I t was t r y i n g 

t o gain understanding of what was happening and what ought we be doing 

i n response t o th a t and t o shape a c t i v i t i e s f o r the f u t u r e . So my 

knowledge about, you know, conversations about the video, about 

demonstrations, f r a n k l y about, you know, d i r e c t i o n from A l Qaeda main 

and protests f o r the k i l l i n g of Abu L i b i , I mean, a l l of th a t was, at 

least t o me, was mostly a f t e r the f a c t . 

Q Okay, okay. We also understand there may have been a lessons 

learned document prepared by DOD f o r the Benghazi in c i d e n t , but did you 

p a r t i c i p a t e i n any formal a f t e r - a c t i o n review t o d i s t i n g u i s h between 
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from lessons learned, but any formal a f t e r a c t i o n review of AFRICOM's 

• • 
response t o what took place i n Benghazi? 

|_H Several subordinate units joined Special Operations 

Command, Special Operations Command A f r i c a , A i r Components, some others 

d i d t h e i r formal, did I think a f t e r - a c t i o n reports. We did not do a 

[formal a f t e r - a c t i o n report at A f r i c a Command, but, rather, s h i f t e d our 

[focus i n t o implementation of what some people have termed the new normal. 

Q Sure. 

A You know, okay, given what we have j u s t been through and what 
\-. 

we have learned, how do we need to posture ourselves, not only at the 

headquarters but with forces, so p u t t i n g those things i n t o a c t i o n , and 

f r a n k l y , we also s t a r t e d , again, p r i n c i p a l l y with | 

e n t i t i e s i n support of the FBI now i n the business 

o f i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of perpetrators. So tha t became a big p a r t of our 

mmediate post-attack e f f o r t s as w e l l . 

Q Thank you. One l a s t -¬

Mr. Richards. Can I j u s t add one point? 

Yeah, please. 

Mr. Richards. A l l a f t e r - a c t i o n reports regarding the incident 

were delivered t o the House Armed Services Committee, and I don't know 

i f the ones he l i s t e d are necessarily a l l accurate. For example, I'm 

not sure i f SOC A f r i c a had one or not, but I defer, a l l of them were 

delivered to the HASC, so I j u s t want t o say th a t f o r the record. 

0(O»"B W I appreciate t h a t , also the House Oversight and 

Government Reform Committee requested the lessons learned document t h a t 



Q One l a s t question. General. You mentioned you were 

nterviewed by the ARB. Was t h a t an in-person interview or VTC or how 

did t h a t happen? 

A My p a r t i c i p a t i o n w i t h the Accountability Review Board was 

by c l a s s i f i e d VTC, j u s t -- I t h i n k j u s t the mechanics of t i m i n g and 

a v a i l a b i l i t y o f them didn't allow me t o be there i n person. 

Q Sure. Was th a t j u s t the one time, t h a t interview? 

Q Okay, and was t h a t j u s t you one on one w i t h the member, I 

shouldn't say one on one, but was i t simply you wi t h the members of the 

ARB, or was i t part o f a group interview of AFRICOM personnel? 

A I t was me w i t h no one else i n the room on my end, and I t h i n k 

the members of the Acco u n t a b i l i t y Review Board. I don't r e c a l l i f they 

had any of t h e i r supporting s t a f f on t h e i r side, but on my side, i t was 

j u s t me. 

Q Okay. And do you remember roughly how long the interview 

lasted? 

A A couple of hours at l e a s t . 



201 

j Q Okay. , 

j A Yeah. I t was p r e t t y lengthy. 

I Q Thank you. That' s a l l the questions, unless • -- you' re good? 

W Y e s « 

• _ • _ • _ • _ 
• Okay. I j u s t want to thank you on behalf of 

everybody f o r your time today. We r e a l l y appreciate i t . 

minute 

Our colleagues are going t o take over f o r j u s t a 

OB.2-

[ R e c e s M 
_"T* 
BY 

Off the record. 

AD \ 

Q Two r e a l qiiick t a c t i c a l l e v e l questions. I f you had asked, 

i f you determined t h a t the CIF would be useful i n sort of a semi-forcible 

entry, you know, move t o the o b j e c t i v e , given what you know about how 

long i t takes them t o a l e r t , marshal, and deploy, and then time o f f l i g h t , i 

would they have gotten t o Benghazi before Benghazi was evacuated? And 

I t h i n k Benghazi was evacuated, l e t ' s see, 9:40 t o 7:40, doing the math 

i n p u b l i c , 10 hours I guess. 

A Again, hypotheticals are always dangerous, but i n a perfect 

world, yes, the Commander's In-Extremis Force could have deployed and 

a r r i v e d at Benghazi before a l l o f the, before the evacuation occurred. 

I t would have been close, but I t h i n k they --

Q They would have had t o f i g h t t h e i r way o f f the a i r -- the 

team t h a t deployed from T r i p o l i , the small team, was delayed at the 

a i r f i e l d ? 
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A Right. But I'm s t a t i n g i n a perfect world, with no other 

disruptions or d i s t r a c t i o n s , was i t physically possible t o a l e r t and 

deploy the Commander' s In-Extremis Force from Croatia and have them land 

i n Benghazi before the U.S. personnel were evacuated, I t h i n k the answer 

to t h a t question i s yes. When you s t a r t t o put i n a l l o f the other 

complicating f a c t o r s , you know, would the Libyans block the a i r c r a f t 

from landing, would -- you know, a l l the r e s t , a l l of the rest of t h a t , 

would there have been, you know, would the a i r c r a f t get shot at by some 

m i l i t i a , would -- I mean, a l l the other things, the what-if s t h a t could 

happen, and I t h i n k the answer t o the question i s a l i t t l e more 

speculative, but i f you j u s t look at i t cleanly, no d i s t r a c t i o n s , no 

disturbances, from a l e r t , I t h i n k that the team, the Commander's 

In-Extremis Force could have arrived at Benghazi p r i o r t o the evacuation 

of the U.S. personnel. 

Q Thank you. There's some speculation about how preplanned 

t h i s attack was. I wonder, the enemy, he applied p r e t t y accurate mortar 

f i r e on the Annex, but he didn't get his mortars i n operation u n t i l about 

7 hours i n t o the f i g h t . Do you draw any implications from t h a t sort 

of thing? 

A I do. I do believe, given the precision of the attack t h a t 

i n my estimation, i t was a w e l l - t r a i n e d mortar crew, and i n my 

estimation, they probably had a w e l l - t r a i n e d observer. Given what we 

would c a l l i n m i l i t a r y terms the bracketing method of round short, round 

long, next round on t a r g e t , that shows a degree of s o p h i s t i c a t i o n and 

m i l i t a r y t r a i n i n g t h a t i s r e l a t i v e l y unusual and c e r t a i n l y I t h i n k 



indicates t h a t t h i s was not a pickup team, t h i s was not a couple of guys 

-

Who j u s t found a mortar someplace. I th i n k there probably again, 

I'm not current i n the i n t e l l i g e n c e , and I've been away from the 

i n t e l l i g e n c e f o r a long time, but my personal view i s given the time 

lapse between the subsiding of the attack at the Temporary Mission 

F a c i l i t y and then the mortar attack at the Annex, I t h i n k , I don't know 

t h i s , but I t h i n k i t ' s reasonable t h a t a team came from outside of 

Benghazi, t h a t they saw -- tha t i t was an opportunity t h a t these v i o l e n t 

extremist organizations saw and said, Let's get somebody there. 

Because absent t h a t , i f the team was already there, then why didn't they 

shoot sooner? So I t h i n k t h a t , again, i n my view, t h a t time delay, t h a t 

i n a b i l i t y of the team t o get o f f of the Benghazi a i r p o r t and get to the 

Annex and back I t h i n k allowed s u f f i c i e n t time f o r the second attack 

t o be organized and conducted. 

A P | "__•__•____! That's a l l . 

BY ••___•"§ O D \ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Q General, j u s t returning to the CIF f o r j u s t a moment, could 

you j u s t c l a r i f y f o r us what the response time would have been f o r t h a t 

u n i t on t h a t night? 

A My r e c o l l e c t i o n i s t h a t they were on an N+6, meaning from 

n o t i f i c a t i o n t o 6 hours, wheels up. I t h i n k t h a t ' s r i g h t , but we should 

probably look i n the record t o make sure that that's correct. But I 

would also say t y p i c a l l y they move f a s t e r than t h a t , and p a r t i c u l a r l y 

I t h i n k i n t h i s circumstance where the members would say, you know, 

there's Americans, they probably would have been ready t o move sooner 
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than t h a t , but I believe t h a t was the established a l e r t posture.! 

Q Okay, so N+6. And so j u s t r e f e r r i n g t o the t i m e l i n e , Exhibit 

8, between 12 and 2 o' clock l o c a l time roughly when the prepare t o deploy 

order i s given; f o r the CIF, so tak i n g t h a t as the s t a r t i n g p o i n t , then 

f a s t forward 6 hours? 

A > Right.! 

Q That's i n c l u d i n g time of f l i g h t from Croatia? That's 

a f t e r 

A I mean, i t would be close. I t would be very, very close I 

t h i n k . 
i 

Mr. Richards. Just t o c l a r i f y , a f t e r the second attack or a f t e r 

:he evacuation? Because he was speaking t o the evacuation. 

00 \ ^ _ _ P R i g h t _ _ 

Mr. Richards. Which didn't occur u n t i l , f i n i s h u n t i l many, many 

hours. So I t h i n k there was a l i t t l e disconnect on your question. So 

I take your p o i n t , but I j u s t want to c l a r i f y . 

QQ \ (J W Sure. I guess we could take both of those. 

BY ( • • • • S O p | 

Q So they a r r i v e d , they would have, under best conditions, 

ar r i v e d a f t e r the second attack, the mortar attack on the Annex? 

A Again, I t h i n k i t would be a very near run t h i n g . I mean, 

, you know, winds and, you know, a i r speed and, you know, whether 

they are able t o deploy a l i t t l e b i t e a r l i e r than N+6, you know, a l l 

of those f a c t o r s , there again I t h i n k i n a perfect world without a l l 

of the d i s t r a c t i o n s and disturbances, my estimation i s t h a t they could 
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have a r r i v e d i n Benghazi p r i o r t o the evacuation.! 

Q To the evacuation, okay, thank you. Do you know j u s t offhand 

what the f l i g h t time would be from -¬

I don't r e c a l l o f f the top of my head. Probably 3 or 4 hours. 

Three or four hours. 

Given t h a t , they would have had an impact on the 

come, i t 's a p o s s i b i l i t y they would have had an impact on the outcome. 

General Ham. I would agree wi t h t h a t c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n . I t i s not 

a given, but again, I t h i n k w i t h l o t s o f caveats about wind and a i r speed, 

and you know, would they be allowed, would the a i r f i e l d be blocked and 

a l l the rest of that kind of s t u f f , I t h i n k i t i s possible t h a t the team, 

th a t the CIF could have arrived p r i o r t o the evacuation of U.S. personnel 

from Benghazi. 

And when we say evacuation, we don't mean evacuation fr o i 

the Annex to the a i r p o r t , we mean f i n a l departure from Benghazi a i r p o r t ? 

A I t h i n k those were near simultaneous. I t h i n k the move from 

the Annex to the a i r p o r t was not a very long period of time. I don't 

t h i n k t h a t took very long to do t h a t . So I t h i n k a r r i v i n g at the Benghazi 

a i r p o r t , I t h i n k you're at t h a t point, my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s 10 or 15 minutes 

away from the Annex, but I don't - - I mean, i t wasn't very f a r from the 

a i r f i e l d t o the Annex. 

Q Right, but there was also some delay then once Americans had 

a r r i v e d after? 

No, no, I'm t a l k i n g about had the CIF landed at Benghazi 
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your question. I thought the question was, you know, i f they a r r i v e d 

a t the a i r p o r t , would the people s t i l l have been at the Annex or -- and 

I t h i n k , again, the time distance between the Annex and the Benghazi 

a i r p o r t was not p a r t i c u l a r l y s i g n i f i c a n t . I t h i n k my r e c o l l e c t i o n i s 

i t was 15 minutes or so, so something along those l i n e s . So a r r i v a l 

at Benghazi i s j u s t about, you know, i s not, would not be a s i g n i f i c a n t 

delay, and p a r t i c u l a r l y the way the CIF i s postured, they can posture 

e s s e n t i a l l y t o r o l l o f f o f the a i r c r a f t ready t o deploy. I mean, they 

wouldn't have everything w i t h them, but they would have e s s e n t i a l l y what 

they would need. So they could, again, perfect world, which never 

e x i s t s , you know, they could have r o l l e d o f f the a i r c r a f t and gotten 

t o the Annex i n 10 or 15 minutes. 
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RPTS HUMISTOf 

DCMN SECKMAN 

BY _ _ j _| OP 

Q General, can I ask you a quick question? I t was your 

understanding on the night of the attacks t h a t there were two p r i n c i p a l 

attacks, and I t h i n k you characterized between those two attacks as 

sporadic f i g h t i n g or a l u l l ? 

A Yes. Well, I don't -~ I don't know t h a t I used the word 

" l u l l , " but i n my view, the attack on the Temporary Mission F a c i l i t y 

subsided s i g n i f i c a n t l y when the personnel from the Annex evacuated a l l 

of the U.S. personnel, less Ambassador Stevens, back t o the Annex. 

I don't know r e c a l l reports of any sustained or precise f i r e 

directed against U.S. personnel or the Annex i n the intervening period. 

I'm aware a f t e r the f a c t t h a t my understanding o f the character --my 

chara c t e r i z a t i o n o f the l e v e l of f i r i n g i n Benghazi, which I probably 

t h a t night would have characterized as sporadic, may be very d i f f e r e n t 

than what those at the Annex or how those at the Annex would have describe 

i t t h a t n i g h t . 

Q Okay. And, s i r , where was your information coming from with 

respect t o what was taking place at the Annex? How did t h a t information 

flow, do you know? 

A Most of i t came s t i l l from the State Department personnel, 

l a r g e l y through commercial c e l l phone back t o the Embassy, t o include --

Q I n T r i p o l i ? 

A I n T r i p o l i . To include the defense attache. And the 
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defense attache was our primary means of information flow from the 

Embassy at T r i p o l i . There was -- I don't know, but I'm confident i n 

saying there was also i n t e l l i g e n c e r e p o r t i n g from the Annex t o ___ 
__________ 

I , and then fromH I t o the] 

|, which my i n t e l l i g e n c e d i r e c t o r a t e and p a r t i c u l a r l y my | 

representative at S t u t t g a r t would have been aware o f . So those were, 

I t h i n k , the p r i n c i p a l information flows. We had a deputy commander, 

c i v i l i a n deputy commander, and the fo r e i g n p o l i c y advisor i n contact 

not, w i t h the charge, because we t r i e d t o be very r e s p e c t f u l of 

understanding what the charge was going through at t h i s time, t o -- you 

know, he didn't need other people nagging him f o r information, but wi t h 

others at the Embassy to get information. And also i n conversation, 

I t h i n k , with the Doint w i t h the Doint S t a f f and with f o l k s i n D.C. 

So t h a t ' s I t h i n k that's -- and f o r me personally, I was g e t t i n g 

p r i n c i p a l source of information from my operations center, but also 

g e t t i n g information from the National M i l i t a r y Command Center at the 

Pentagon and from people who worked i n the i n t e l l i g e n c e community at 

the Pentagon as w e l l . 
\ 

Q Okay. And so i f there was -- and I don't want t o 

characterize what the f i g h t i n g was between those two events, but i f i t 

was heavy f i g h t i n g , why wouldn't that have been conveyed t o you through 

e i t h e r the DAT chain o f command or from the Annex chain of command up 

t h e i r chain o f command to wherever t h a t goes? 

A I believe i t would have been. I f the - - I believe that i f 

the personnel at the Annex f e l t that they were 
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being subjected t o an intense, deliberate f i r e and an assault, I believe 

the characterization of t h a t l i k e l y would have come through i n the 

reporting. So my sense --my description o f the f i g h t i n g having 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y subsided and sporadic f i r e i s probably a 

mischaracterization a t the low end of the spectrum. 

I've also found out from personal experience, when somebody's 

shooting at you, no matter how often or -- I mean, i t i s intense f i r e . 

So I also understand why those on the ground would have a d i f f e r e n t 

c haracterization. 

i-' *_ i _ » _* 
But I believe i f i t was a concerted e f f o r t and an attack, i f you 

w i l l , I believe t h a t c h a r a c t e r i z a t i o n would have come through i n 

rep o r t i n g and necessitated, f r a n k l y , a d i f f e r e n t response, because the 

environment was d i f f e r e n t than I had characterized i t . 

Q Okay. J 

QP\ i pf Thank you. 

General Ham. Okay. 

OD2._"_"___p o f f the 
[Whereupon, at 5:07 p.m., the interview was concluded.] 


