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Good morning. This is a transcribed interview of
General Carter Hm
Wl cone, General, and thank you for com ng today.
| think those i ntheroomhave alreadyintroduced thensel ves. And
for the record, the record of our proceedings will showthose who are
inattendance. However, fortherecord, again, |
I'ma professional staff nmenber with the House Armed Services Conmi ttee.
As you may know, General, the Commi ttee on Oversight and Gover nment
and the Committee on Arned Services among t he commttees in
the US House of Representatives who are investigating nmany aspects
of the attack on the US facilities i n Benghazi, Libya, in
2012. The topics being considered include how the US Government was
prepared i nadvance of those attacks, how i t responded when t he attacks
started, and what changes have been instituted as a result of lessons
learned.
| am joined today by colleagues representingthe chairman and
ranking mnority menbers of the Conmttee on Oversight and
Reformand the Conmittee on Arned Services. Infact, | amjoined today
by the chairman of the Arnmed Services Conmttee and the chairman -- oh,
and the chairman of the Oversight and Governnment Reform Conmittee, in
addition to the staff.
In order to simplify these proceedings, |I'm nmaking these
introductory remarks and will start the questioning, but please
understand that this interview i s an equal and joint effort of both

comm ttees.



Ve will proceed inthe following way. | and arepresentative of

the other commttee's chairman will askquestions for the first hour.

Then for the ranking minority menbers will have ant o

pose questions. V& will alternate this way until our questions are
V& will recess for a short lunch or not, as you maybe

and take other breaks, but please | et us knowwhen we areswitching
questioners i f you need sone additional time for any

During our we will ai mt ohave only one questioner
at atime. Anexceptiontothis may occur if anadditional staff
requires afollowupfor I nsuchinstances, it's usually

efficient t odothat as we proceed rather than at t he end.

Al so, because, obviously, the transcriptionist cannot record
gestures, we askthat youanswer orally, andi fyouforget t odo
the transcriptionist may remnd you todoso. Thetranscriptionist nay
al so yout ospell certain terms or unusual phrases that you m ght
use i n your answers.

V& hopeto proceed methodically and generallychronologically, and
sone of our questions mght appear to be basic, but this i s doneto help
us clearly establish facts andt oclearly understand the situationi n
Li bya.

V& ask that yougive conplete and ful some replies t o questions
based on your best recollections. Please provide unclassified
information t othe greatest extent possible. [ fit's necessaryto

provide classified informationi nresponse t oquestions, everyonei n



this roomisclearedtothe top secret and therefore, you should
hot hesitate to provide relevant information and details up to that
classification level.

Furthermore, i f a questioni s unclear or i f you are uncertainin

your response, pleaselet us know | fyou do knowor remenber t he answer

to a question or do not remenber, simply say so.

You shoul d al so understand that although this interview is
under oath, law, you are required to answer questions from Congress
truthfully, including questions posed by staffers inan interview
as this.

Do you understand these circumstances?

General Hwm | do.

Thank you. |s there any reason you are unable to
provide your ow truthful answers to today's questions?

General Hwm No such reason.

Thank you. Pursuant to an agreenment between the
Armed Services and Oversight and Government Reform Committees and the
Depart ment of Defense, a transcript of today's proceedings will be

provided to the Departnent as soon as i tis prepared. The Department

will confirmthat the transcript containstop secret material, or
alternatively, i twill apply a lower t o the docunent.
The document -- has also agreed to return the original transcript to

the commttees, along with a second version that includesonly secret

information.

In conducting this work, the Department has agreed not to share



the contents of previous interview transcripts with interviewees
subsequently appearing before the conmttee or to usethese docunments
to prepare interviewees for their appearances.

Wth this i n mnd, hast heDepartnent nade any
transcriptipn from previous interviews available t oyouin
for today?

CGeneral Ham They have

Finally, I note that you are by an

attorney fromt he Department of | ask the DD counsel t o please
state your name for the record any statements younmnmay wish to

M. Richards. M name i sEdward Richards. |'m
Agency counsel. And before we begin, 1'd just like t otake a
to state for the record that General Ham a highly decorated
Arny veteran andformer conmbatant conmander, has cooperated fully
t he numerous Congressional investigations t odate.
Specifically, he acconpani ed Congressman Chaffetz on his tour of the
US facilities inTripoli in October 2012. Further, he provided a
tel ephoni ¢ Benghazi briefingto Senators MCain and G ahamon COctober
19t h, 2012. General Ham al so briefed the chairman andranki ng menber
of the Senate Homel and Security and Governnent Reform Committee on
Decenber 6th, 2012, t oassist intheir bipartisan Benghazi
investigation and report. Additionally, General Ham provided a

regardi ngBenghazi t o menbers of t he House Oversi ght

and Government Reform Committee, along with Congressman

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



O Dune General Hm provided a classified Benghazi
briefing tothe House Arned Services Committee, along with menbers of
the House Oversight and Governnent ReformCommittee, at the request of
the chairman of the HASC Oversight and Investigation Subcomm ttee.
Further, General Hm testified regarding Benghazi at the US Africa
Conmand posture hearings before the Senate House Arrred Servi ces
Comm ttees on March 7th, 2013, and March 15th, 2013. I n addition
these congressional engagements, on Novenber 7th, 2012, Gener al
appeared the AccountabilityReview Board, chaired by Admiral
Mul I en and Anmbassador Pickering, to answer their questions regarding
Benghazi .

Neither the ARB report nor any of the nmany congressional reports
regarding the tragic events have taken issue with General Hams
decisions inresponding tothe attacks of Septenber 11th and
Thank vyou.

Thank you.

And, General, again, w appreciate very nuch your service and for

your patience and your participation today.

Do you have any introductory remarks that you --

General Hm | do not.
Thank you. S the clock now reads [ think,
and | "Il start now the first hour of questions for representatives of

the commttee chair.

EXAM NATI ON



Q So, General, canyoutell us when you becane AFR CCM
commander ?

A March 9th, 2011.

Q You becane AFR GOM conmmander when, General ?

A March 9th, 2011.

Q And when di d your tenure as AFRI GCM comrander end?
A April 5th, 2013.
Q

Andinthe that you were AFR COMcomander, di d you visit

I did. Several times. Thefirst, | believe, was i n
Decenber of 2011.

Q And, General Ham what about the subsequent visits? Doyou
remenber t he specific --

A I don't remenber the specific dates, but several visits, four
or five, probably.

Q Four or five others or

A Four or five other visits, yes.

Q Sodirecting your attention nowt o the Decenmber 1lth visit,
you went t olLibya i ntheconpany of t he Secretary of Defense, Leon
Panetta, at that time? | sthat correct?

A Vé net i nTripoli, but, yes, i twastheSecretary of
Defense's visit, and |1 joined himfor that visit.

Q And did youstay forthe -- didyouoverlap precisely --in
other words, did youstay inthe time that hewas there? Youwerei n

the country atthe same time he was?



A I think I probably arrived maybe an hour or so before he di d
and probably departed an hour or so after he departed.
Q | see. And while youwere -- youwere in correct?

A Correct.

And di dyou form while you were there, a particular
i mpression of thesecurity situation i nLibya or Tripoli i nparticular
during your wvisit?

A Yes. A couple of things struck ne during -- this was ny
first visit tolLibya. First, was the presence of different militia,
nost noticeableat theTripoli airport, butthen aswe --aswe traveled
fromtheairport totheUS diplomaticfacilities, nunber of
checkpoints, again, manned by militia, but generally, | was struck by
the normalcy, i fyouwill, of Tripoli at that time, traffic, theshops
opened, vendors, people out just, you know, doing apparently normal
daily activities.

Q And i nconnection with thediplomaticfacilities, did you
have any particular impression of theextent t owhich they were secure,
insecure? Didyou have any particular impressions of thesecurity of
the actual facilities, thediplomatic facilities themselves?

A | don't recall anything out of theordinary, any remarkable
recollections of security at thediplomaticfacilities i nTripoli.

Q And when you were i ncountry with t he Secretary of Defense,
did you and he have an occasion totalk about either of those topics,
which i st osay, thesecurity situation i nLibya writ large? And I

presume you didn't have an opportunitytotalk about thephysical
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security since you said you didn't have any particular observations
about that. Didyou have an opportunity while you were i ncountry to

reflect on what you were seeing with the Secretary?

A Yes. The purpose of the Secretary of Defense's visit
was there were several purposes, one of which was afirst
LI , . o' "d o\
by him hi s counterparts, with themnister of defense, neet the

of defense, meet the prime minister of the -- the newly
government officials i n Libya, that was t he
primary purpose, but alsotakingtheopportunityof being theret o meet

US Government Enbassy and I

t o get their assessnent of the security situation i n Libya
post the collapse of the Qadhafi regine.

Q And after leavingthecountry and returning, didyou go back
to AFRI QM headquarters at the end of that, or --

A I think so, but I'm not exactly sure.

Q | nany event, whenyou returnedt oheadquarters, didyou have
an occasion to share thediscrete impressions that you had of the
security situation with those i nyour command or others after you left
the country?

A Yes. Normally | would do a couple of things. | would
normal |y have a post-travel meeting with the senior |eaders of the
command, both themilitary and thecivilian deputy, thesenior enlisted
| eader, chief of staff, nost oftenthe intelligence officer, the

of ficer, those gener al

and flag officer and senior executive service level people, just tokind



of back brief on observations andtheir --sothat they understood,
but i twould also be i ntypically a weekly report that | would send
through t he Chairman of t he Chiefs of Staff totheSecretary of
Defense. Most often there would be a summary of t he previous week's
activities and a forecast of the comng week's activities.

Q And again, ingeneral terms, canyourecall the sort of things
that youbriefed out of your observations, having left the country

and maybe having an opportunityt othink about intotality your

A Yes. | think, i nDecenber of 2011, there was agenui ne
of optimsm by thelLibyans fromtheprinme on down. At that
first visit, the mnisterof defense had been amilitia comrander during

the -- during thelibyan uprising and revolution, who had -- again,
think, a well-intentioned man, but | guess ny overall impression was
those who were i nsenior positionsi nthis newly established Libyan
Governnent di d not have t he background and experience that had prepared
themt ooperate at that level, whether they were themilitary officers
or those i ncivilian positions.

Secondly, a very noticeable concern, | think, across the US
Government and themilitary, at the and i nthe intelligence

community for thegrowing presence of violent Islami c extremist

organi zations, particularly i ntheeastern -- thefar eastern portion
of Libya and i ntheCity of Derna, and t heopportunity to
talk with the | | and others i nTripoli who had a deeper

understanding of that conditionwas very helpful.

Q And i nyour reports or your briefings out on these



t wo di d you recommend any particular actions on thetwo points?
Again, the -- how do | characterize it? The maybe |ack of capability
in the Libyan Government and then the growing extrem sts? Wre
keyed actions, then, that you reconmended i n connection with those two
observations?

A Yes. Inthe discussions with the Secretary of Defense, |
obviously don't neanto speak for the Secretary of Defense, but | think
he noted the sane thing internms of lack of experience and
within the institutionsof the Libyan Government and felt that there
were effortsthat we -- we, Department of Defense, could undertake
in partnershipwith the Enbassy and the Departnment of State, as the
Gover nment has inother places, to help build the
hel p the Libyans build the institutions of government that they -- that
they required.

The specific militaryfocus we had already begun thinking
but I think thetrip to Libya and the interactionwith Libyan
probably crystalized thinking, ny owmn and that with the nmenbers of the
command to say, what ought we be doing to help the Libyan military
reestablish itself, and not as a model of the previous Libyan arny, but
an army, a military that would be appropriate to the needs and
requirements of a non-authoritariangovernment in Libya?

Q And | don't want to junp ahead too nuch, then, but was, in
fact, a plan developed to get to the sort of devel opment of a Libyan
military that you had contenplated?

A Yes. There was general acceptance by the uniformed and



civilian leadership of the Libyan Governnent. They were desirous of
atraining professional devel opment relationship withthe
United States, | think with the right decisionto begin small and
initially focus on a special forces capability for the Libyans, and so
that was the initial focus. |t has since -- again, with the changes,
with the frequent changes i nLibyan Government, it' sbheendifficult
have continuity of effort inthose undertakings, and we see that

still ongoing today as Command and ot hers seeking to help the
Li byans build the forces they need.

Q | understand. Later I'm going to ask you to draw that
alittle bit, but I just want to, for our purposes right now, to
understand, then, that that thought was one of the upshots of your
Decenber visit, as | understand you to say?

A Well, the idea of training and helpingthe Libyans develop

the forces, | think predated the visit t o Decenber, but -- the Decenber

of 2011 visit, but inny mind, and i tcrystalized it, and forthe -- and
for me, i tws the -- and | think for the Secretary of Defense, the
opportunity to neet personallywith the Libyan both military

and civilian, who would be responsibleon the Libyan side for approving

and implementing a program So that -- | think that
Q | see.
A -- that assurance from the Libyans that they wanted to do

this probably gave some inpetus to nmoving forward.
Q | see. And | take i tfrom your description, then, that

that -- those programs had not yet begun?



A That's correct.
They were contenpl ated?
A That's correct.

So, then, let ne back up for just a bitand go back to your
actual visit in i n Decenber 2011 and talk about the
security of the diplomatic facilities there. Do you have any

of a Site Security Teamor site support teambeing at
Enbassy i nLibyaduring your visit there? I'msorry. USDdDteam
as the site security, site support team
A I don't recall specifically whenthe Site Security Team was
requested, approved and deployed, but they probably were there in
time frame, because | think --ny recollection isthat the State
Department requested this capability of the Department of Defense
order to repopulatethe US Enbassy in Tripoli.
And just to helpyou General, actually, you're
correct. Itws -- the SST would have been approved prior toyour

Dust to help you out with that.

So that getstony point, though. You don't -- | don't nean
this negatively, but you don't have any particular recollection of in
country of seeing the team meeting the team having any particular
i mpressions of the teanf

A | probably met with them |t would be normal forne to
have -- | nean, we're AFR QM fol ks.

Q Sure.



A | probably net with them but | don't have any specific

recollection anything unusual about that encounter.

Q again, | take i tfrom your earlier answer, you don't
particularly remenber how |arge or small t eam was?

A I think --ny recollection i stheteamwas 16, | think,

the right nunber.

Q That's your recollection of when you were there --

Q -- i nDecenber? And, again, you don't remenber i fyou net

the team | eader at the time?

[ | probably did, but I don't specific
recollection of that.

Q Thank you. So now |'m going to just a couple
forward into early part of the next year, which i swhen there were
di scussions within AFRGQMand t he Department of State about extending
the SST team So as we've established, theteamwas there and t he
di scussions canei n February about extending it. This, of course, would
have been the final extension. Nobody knew at thetime i twas going
to be the final extension.

Doyou recall discussions with Anbassador Cretz about what was t he
second extension of the Site Security Teamfrom 90 or 120 days i n the
February 2012 time frane?

A I don't recall the specifics of a conversation, but | had
pretty frequent conversations with Arbassador Cretz, and I'mconfident

that we talked about it. | was supportive of theteams initial



depl oyment and t he subsequent extensions. And | will admt that

of ny support was a selfish motivation. | knewthat we were headed
toward sone kind of military-to-military engagement with the

and the nore -- and because we had essentially no one i nthe US

mlitary, with the exception of a couple of attaches, who had any

experience i n Libya, and had -- and didn't have the no one had
that ny motivation the Command
standpoint was thenore militarypersonnel | can get exposedt o

| anguage, culture, environment, start tobuild relationships, then

t hought was when i t cane time, we had al |t he necessary approvals
to begin themilitary-to-military cooperation and engagenment, |'d be
bhetter postured todothat. So I was supportive of theteams initial

depl oyment and subsequent

Q And actually, sorry. | f1 could, General, just before we
get toofar ahead of ourselves, coul d you maybe wal k us through?  You' ve
alluded t othemilitary-to-military relationship role of the SST. Wat
was your understanding of any other roles or mssions that the SST nay
have had? Wis there, for exanple, a diplomatic security or personnel
security role i naddition tothemilitary-to-military training?

A Yes. M recollectionisthethree principal roles for
Site Security Teamwere personal security f or Enbassy officials;
communi cati ons, because the Enbassy's conmuni cati onshad | argely been
destroyed before i twas reoccupied and and thirdly, a

medi cal capability. | think those were thethree primary purposesthat
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the Department of State asked of the Department of Defense i n deploying
the Site Security Team

Sowhilethe mlitary-to-military engagement was not aprincipal
focus of the Site Security Team | knewthat just inthe normal conduct
of thesite security team s daily activities, they would have an
interaction and engagement with Libyan officials, andaswe could
forward and better understand whoit was onthe Libyan sidethat we would
be working t ostart t obuild therelationships andthetrust,
frankly, with the Libyans, that would i nprove the i mpl ementation of
mlitary-to-military programs once approved.!

hel pful. Thank you.

Iy

So, again, this i sa very important point, | think, to
establish for our investigative record that theSite Security Team
originated with a particular set of responsibilities. And as |
understand what you're saying, then, people have a broader set of
responsibilities, whichist osay, picked upthe mil-to-mil activities
at some | ater date?

A lt"snot quite accurate. The Site Security Team had a set
of responsibilities that was laid out inthe State Department's request
of theDepartment of Defense: Ve would like ateamt odeploy t o
accomplish these tasks, and | think principallythethree tasks
| described. The teamwould deploy under chief of mssion authority,
meani ng they would take their daily direction from the United States

Anbassador and his staff rather than taking daily direction, on the



alternative i s conbatant command authority, i nwhich obviously I
woul dn' t directing their daily activities --

Q Sure.

-- but through exercise of military chain of comand.

the decision was they would under chief of mission
authority. That meant that, while | was advancing t he
mlitary-to-military relationships, they could only dothat withthe
consent andwithin t hebounds established by t hechief of m ssion

authority. Both Ambassador Cretz and Anbassador Stevens were

supportive of those -- of establishing those kinds of relationships
meki ng those kind of interactions, but the first m ssions came
so that there -- thespecifically requested m ssions, personal

security, communications, medical, that came first, andthenthe
mlitary-to-military stuff was kind of on an as available basis, ifyou

will.

Q And we' ve actually, having talked t othe defense attache,
to the head of the Office of Security Cooperation, sone folks fromthe
Enbassy, we do understand that at sone point inthis time frame,
they arestill SST, a chief of mssion authority unit, that theyare
starting t odo some of this military-to-military training, sone
assessments, for exanple, of Libyan partners. Vés that your
understanding as well?

A Yes. But, again, very limited. V& didn't have authority

yet t obegin the actual training --



Ckay.
A -- but the identification i n-- obviously these were Libyan
but working with the Libyans t osay, what type of capability
do you want? Wat unit areyou going t obase this on? A process that
the Libyans, with the site security team s assistance, butt he Libyans
going through a screening process toidentify the individuals who would
go through the training. So, yes, therewas -- theSite Security Team
was able t oaccomplish sone of those tasks that would be preparatory
o theactual conduct of military-to-military training.
Q And this would have been before, then, | think | heard you
say before theformal approval of 1208
A Yes.
Q -- per se?
A Correct.
Okay. Do you happen t orecall when t he 1208 program was
officially approved?
A | do not. I'massuming it'sintherecord someplace, but
| don't.
Do you happentorecall i fi twas prior tothe September 11t h
attack?
A The US approval, which was -- which required both
Secretary of State and Secretary of Defense, ny recollectioni s
both Secretaries had approved the 1208, t he military-to-military
training, butthelibyans had not yet formally approved i t and laid out

how t hey would effect it. And as ny recollection of where things --



Q Sure.
A -- stood., i tcertainly was a point of discussion in August
with -- that | hadwith Anbassador Stevens interms of trying t o best

determ ne howdowe nmove forward after the site security team s m ssion

ended on I think, 3rdof August.

Q i f 1 could just clarify, I think our understanding was
that 1208 the time, that may have changed subsequently, I' mnot
but atthe time, i twas Secretary of Defense chief of mission,
Secretary of State. For 1208. I"mjust curious, was that you

recollection or --

A I thought i twas -- | thought i t was one of these so-called
dual keys that required both State and Defense, butl -- i twas chief
of m ssion, and | --

'Q That may be. Gkay. Thank you. That's

So we also have sone information collected from these
interviews and soforththat suggests this ml-to-mil activity, these
assessnents that youtalked about, when I say, picked upthe pace and
broadened their scope inthis final SST deployment, sothe April, My,
Dune, time frame, which m ght suggest that when the second depl oyment
was -- beg your pardon -- t hesecond extension was authorized, that
m ght have been a trigger t oinplement some of themil-to-mil things
that you talked about describing the need for in Decenber. Do you have
any recollection of that timng or that --

A fromthe outset, thelibyans, particularlythe chief



of defense and ministers of those individuals, changed over
time, were very supportive beginning this training, but they also
had a very fragile government, the Transitional National Council and
thenitsfollowons inlLibya. Sothey were --they were proceeding quite
interms of comencing, at least i na visible way, US

military support tothe Libyans. 1think that had noreto dowith Libyan
domestic politics than anything else.

So | think once we knewthat the was going to be approved on
the US side, or i twas approved onthe US side, then I think that

gave the m ssion, i twas probably Anbassador Stevens for the

nmost part bythis point, the confidence that we could bealittle
forward leaning with t helibyans i nterms of preparing t odo this.

And ny recollection i sthat Ambassador Stevens would press
Li byans, and particularly theminister of defense andt he prime
minister, tosay, we'reready tobegin and we want t o begin, but we -- but
obviously, we need your approval t obe able todo this.

Part of i t was just, again, of a place, of units,
of al | those things, but therewasalsoanissue of exchange of di pl omatic
notes. \While the Site Security Teamoperated under the chief of m ssion
authority, then they were protected, they hadthe normal i mmunities and
protections that any nmenber of t heUS Enbassy woul d have.

Wen the Site Security Team m ssion ended i n August of 2012 and
then t heteam would then operate under combatant command authority,
absent a Status of Forces Agreement or an exchange of di pl omatic notes,

there was no overarching diplomatic immnity or protection for the



uniformed military personnel. And that becane a bit of a stumbling
block interms of when to get started.
And, the context of allthis is as those conversations are
the Libyans are also inthe mdst of elections and formng
a new governnment. So one of the challenges Ambassador Stevens and
staff had is,wo do I talk to? Wo -- you know, in the Libyan
Governnent. o the -- who people that can actually conmt? You
know, who can sign an exchange of diplomatic notes that we have a
reasonabl e assurance that our military personnel will be protected?
Q S that's very helpful. And looking at, | think, sone
additional questions when we get to August time al ong
di scussions that you were mentioning, but again, in, say, February when
Anbassador Cretz was still there and the Site Security Teamwas up
renewal , have no particular recollections, then, | take it, of
di scussions with Anbassador Cretz about expanding the mil-to-mil
activities, perhaps any objections he mght have had to expanding
activities or, forthat matter, perhaps he had -- he was going
to enthusiastically embrace the expansion of mil-to-mi|l activities?
A M recollectioni s Anbassador Cretz was supportive of noving
forward, but | think, again, with a degree of caution, given the
of the Libyan Government, but inoprinciple, ny recollection
is that he was supportive and understood value of the
mlitary-to-military engagenment that would -- that would follow
what --we didn't really knowwhat i t was going to be at that time, but

would follow the Site Security Team whenever that mssion changed.
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Q And just to help you General, on that, | know i t was
alongtime ago, obviously, do you recall, was there perhaps a menor andum
of agreement of sone sort, perhaps i nthe My time frame, between
you and Ambassador Cretz relating tothis issue about moving SST t o nove
nil-to-mi|l engagenments? Do you happen to recall that?

A | do | renmenber wi th Ambassador
Stevens i n August of 2012, a menorandumof record kind of codifying what
we had tal ked about

Q

A -- but | don't recall --it wouldn't be al |that

but 1 don't recall specifically whether there was such a record of

conversation with Ambassador Cretz.

BY
And, again, | take it, the discussions were a long ti me ago,
you don't have any previous recollection of the specifics, in other
wor ds, SST or the composition of the tean®
A Well, I think the composition -- again, ny recollection

that the composition of the teamwas, "negotiation" may not be quite
the right word, but whenthe Department of State requested of

of Defense, you know, we'd Iike to teamfor this capability, ny guess
is, | don't recall specifically, it --i1 probably specified
a nunber of personnel, because there's physical limtations, frankly,
on how nany people the Enbassy could support, and so that becane a

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



then onthemilitary side, that resulted inaSecretary --ina Secretary

of Defense execution order t one and Africa GCommand said - -t 0o saydo
this. And, again, | certainly read the execution order at the time,
and I don't recall but I would --1"mreasonably

that i t specified a nunber of personnel t o be

BY

And on that, General, i fl may, we understand that during
the earlier during, for exanple, Operation Qdyssey Dawn, The
Unified Protector, Gdyssey Guard, there were sone kind of restrictions
on boots on ground with respect t oUS engagenent i nlLibya.
you recall, was theSST itself, was that i nsone way an exceptiont o

that or was there some way i t was worked out such that they could

acconmodate t he boots on ground concerns?
A Well, I do recall having discussions with t hecChairman
the Chiefs, with the Secretary of Defense that said, you know,

at theconclusion of the -- of Gdyssey Dawn, theU.S.-1ed effort, which
was -- lasted only afewweeks. Andthen Operation Unified
the NATO-led operation, once that had concluded, then there was --
do recall having discussions that, say, we need nowt o have --in
to have anormalized military-to-military relationship with anew
Government anda newlibyan military, t heno-boots-on-the-ground policy
has t ochange. AndtheSite Security Teamwas probably thefirst step
in that direction.

Q Ckay. Ch, andone ot her question. [I'msorry. As a chief

of mi ssion authority entity as opposed t o a GIXMaut hority entity, do



you recall, didtheSST count against t heboots ontheground as
or was that sort of a workaround, or how di dthat work exactly?

A Well, I think, again, because they -- because there was a

executionorder t he Secretary of Defense, you know,

nme, as a conbatant conmmander, mnade just i na practical sense, t he
Secretary of Defense gives ne an order t ogo do this, youknow, we're
going t ogo do this.

Q Sur e.

A Ve probably hada discussion about what doesthis
the no-boots-on-the-ground kind of overarchingpolicy, but at that
point, I think the -- again, ny sense at thetime probablywas, you
this i sthe--this isthefirst steptoward lifting the no boots on
the ground, because while it nmade sense during conbat operations, i t
didn't nmake sense i nan eraof a newrelationship with a new

Thanks.

Q And when younade referencet ospecified thevarious things
about t he SST, you nean that there's a nunber specified?

A | believe so. | twould benormal i n-- i twould be
in a--1in aExec Sec executionorder t osay, youknow, |I'mdirecting
you t odeploy this capability onthis timeline forthis purpose. And
nost often there would be a personnel nunmber attributed t othat, you
know, whether i twas a, you know, deploy 16 people or whether i t was
a deploy no nore than or somet hing, but that would be a normal part of

an execution order.
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Q And i t mght also specify theM5 that should be included
or at least thefunctions that should be represented?
A The capabilities of theteamwould be directed i n

the execution order.

And t hefact that those inthe wer e Speci al Forces woul d

be or that --
A Maybe not. | nean, i t could have been, but maybe -- you
know, that typicallywould -- sourcing of the --of theteamwould

probably not necessarily bedirected, other thanto say,

dothis, youknow, youdon't -- we're notgoingtoprovide youpeople
fromother places, but | don't --it would bealittle bit unusual
get t othat t o saythey nmust be Special Operations, unless there's

a specific need forthat capability.

Q And i sthere aparticular reason that t he SST was conpri sed
of special operators?

A Yes, for acouple of reasons. One, again, i sinny selfish
motivation of a precursor tomilitary-to-military engagenent, the
Special Operations folks had theright skills totrytostart that

Frankly, i nmany cases, Special Operations
personnel, for t hemost part, having been through a special selection
and training process, there's alevel of maturity andjudgment, know ng
that, again, asmall teamoperating i nunfamliar territory, youknow,
we didn't have | ots of people with experience i nlLibya, interactingi n
an interagency way with theUnited States Enbassy, i tjust nade sense

that, t one, at |east, that Special Operations personnel forthenpst



part were probably theright choice forthis mssion.

Q And the fact that i n 2005 when t he |ieutenant
colonel was put i ncharge, does that indicate desire fora
particular -- | nean, for 15 other military menbers, that naybethe
senior officer fora teamof that size, or not?

A | think, ny -- again, ny recollection i sthat when we were
talking about thelevel of the Site Security Teamcomander, a couple
of things cane intoplay. Again, recognizing that this individual
going to daily or at least near daily interaction with
t he Anbassador and senior menbers of t he Anbassador's team you need
I soneone with enough rank t o kind of hold their ow i nthat
Sane for interactions with theLibyans. You didn't want to, you know,
send i na lieutenant, you know, t o be dealing with a chief of defense
of a nemy formed military.

And then thethird piece of this was the defense attache was a
[ieutenant colonel, 05 level, and didn't want t o have soneone senior
to thedefense attache. | f we sent a colonel or a Navy captain, an 06,

in there, that could have complicated things, because now you have a

nore --

Q | see.

A --inthemlitaryhierarchy, a more senior officertothe
defense attache, and that could have been a Iittle bit complicated,

so -- but ultimately 05, and t he Speci al Operations Command Africa had
they would identify the right kinds of people tofill those

requirements.



Q And you ever neet or did you know Lieutenant Col onel
who was the SST
A | didn't know him but I did-- | met him-- | don't
recall -- again, | don't recall i fl met himin Decenber of 2011, but
| do recall meeting him on subsequent visits to Libya.

Q And perhaps you got reports from hinf

A I mean, they wouldn't come directly tone, but, yes, I would
see the -- typically not the specific report he had sent, but |
see the nature of the reporting, as Operations

and ny staff would -- would report on conditions.
Q SUr e.
M. Issa. | fl couldjunp inforasecond. VWiile we're still on

the selection of the SST comrander, the reason forthat sensitivity of
not greater, not less, diditinclude thefact that they were both going
to be under chief of mssion? | nother words, you were sending people
to work together under an Anmbassador. \és part of the
Consideration? Wuld i t have been different had SST been sent in
initially Title 107

General Hm No, M. Chairman, | don't think -- | don't think I

woul d have nade a different determination on the rank or the grade of

the commander i fthey -- if that team had deployed under a conbatant
comrand authority. | twas nore point of not wanting totrunp the
attache, i fyou will, by sending a nmore senior officer in.

M. Issa. And on Septenber 11th, 2012, the SST, of course, was

back under Title 10, under your commrand, correct.



General Hm That's correct.

M. Issa. Whilethe military attache would still have been under
chief of m ssions.

General Ham Yes, sir.

M. Issa. So just for therecord, it'sfair tosaythatthe
Anbassador, or the charge at that nmoment had the authority t osend

attache anywhere he wanted to, while only youcould dispatch or not

theTitle 10 were on the ground i n Libya?
Gener al Yes, sir. In atechnical sense, that's right,
obviously, you know, one of the -- one of the principles that I tried

to establish at Africa Command was we recogni ze -- even though military
personnel may be i na under conbatant comrand authority, we
al ways recognized that thesenior American in that country was the
Anbassador or the, inthis casethe charge d' affaires, andwe were going
todoallthat wecouldto besupportive of that senior American official.

M. Issa. Andjust following uponwhat youhadsaid earlier, in
this case Gregory Hicks could have di spatched SST nenbers i n ways that
woul d not put themin the possibility of absence of SCFA you know, i
possibility or likelihood of using harm buti f they were tofire a
weapon, they would have no diplomatic cover at thetime of
Sept ember 11th. | sthat correct?

Gener al Yes, sir, M. Chairman. That was one of t he
concerns post-August 3rd, was, what aret heprotections, thelegal
protections of mlitary personnel who arenot under chief of mssion

authority. That was -- as many rmay recall, that was brought t olight,

n



| believeonthe 6th of when t here -- when there was a shooting
incident with nenbers of the former Site Security Team and nenbers of
the Libyan militia, and|I think that really -- that brought avery
focus tothis issue of legal protectionsfor mlitary personnel.

M. Issa. Soit'sfair tosaythat as of August 6th, 2012,
and t he State Department hadan acute awareness that Title 10 personnel,
and | don't want t oput words i nyour mouth, but needed t obe protected

anyactivitythat could, absent some agreenent that wasn't i nplace,
put them i nperil of domestic arrest and prosecution?

General Ham M. Chairman, | think what that incident at the

i byan checkpoint brought t o -- brought tolight was, yes, military

personnel not under chief of m ssion authority are legally

and that -- and | think that brought -- that highlighted theneed for
the Enbassy t o push even harder with thelLibyan Governnent forthe
approval andthe exchange of diplomatic notes sothat the team nenbers
woul d be protected.

It also, | think, intothe decisionof howmany military
personnel would stay i nLibya until suchtime as diplomatic notes
exchanged and until such time as t heelection issue settled i n
and t he Libyans were ready t o proceed with themilitary-to-military
training. SOl --itwas, | think, al |l of these events kind of
together around, you know, t he 6 August and days thereafter that
precipitated that discussion.

M. Issa. Soit'sfair tosay both onthe ground and at AFR COM

on August 1st, 2012, had t heconsulate facility i nBenghazi been



aviewofTitle personnel respondi ng m ght have been very
different than it was on Septenber 11th, 2012, because of the events

of early August?

General Ham  On August 1st, theSite Security Teamstill operated

chief of mssionauthority, andi twas at its full strength.

Mr. Issa. | I"minappropriately sayingthat. | fnot for
the events of August on Septenmber 11th, there have been
level of concern of 10 personnel goi ng downrange t o Benghazi

obviously was onthe minds of both peoplei nLibyaandpeople at
In other words, that shooting orthat exchange of gunfire an
on howpeopl e at AFR QMviewed Title 10personnel beingused i nresponse
to pr.otecting either themselves or diplomatic personnel? | sthat
correct?

General HHm M. Chairman, |'d saythat the checkpoint shooting
of August 6thwas afactor, certainly asignificant factor, but not

only factor i ndetermi ningthe number of military personnel who woul d

remain i ncountry under combatant command authority. And I -- had
that -- 1 think what you're asking, M. Chairman, i s hadthat shooting
not occurred, would things have been different? And |1 -- hardt o
say?

M. Issa. It's a judgment call

General Ham  Yeah.
M. Issa. -- but didit change the considerations that would have
been i nthe mnds of people, which i sdifferent than was it a tipping

point or not? | understand it's hard t osay --



General Hwm Yeah?

M. Issa. ~--it absolutely would have or absolutely wouldn't
have, but was it afactor that becane i nplay that short time |ater when
you had an actual threat t o American and you had Title 10

peopl e, who everyone was acutely aware di dnot have diplomatic cover?

General Hm I think, M. Chairman, thenore significant impact
was how many DD people remained i nLibya. Leaping forward to 11,
Septenmber, | don't recall, there probablywas at some |evel, but I
recall a discussion that said when there was, again, a small nunber
of -- DD people were i nLibya, when there was a decision that of
themnove forward with otherst oBenghazi, | donotrecall at|east anyone
raising tony level that says, hey, wait a m nute, you know, these guys
don'"t --we haven't --we don't have exchange of di plomatic notes, these
guys don't have diplomatic protection, they shouldn't go. | do
recall that kind of a discussion, or the absence, i fyou will, of
di pl omatic notes being an inpediment t othose DD people.

| think, again, M. Chairman, this i sinthe world now
of hypotheticals, had there been -- had the Site Security Team
extended or had there been nore DD people i nTripoli under combatant
comvand authority, it's hardt ojudge what that would really -- how that
really would have played out on Septenber 11th and 12th. You know,
woul d sonebody have nade a bi gger i ssue out of t heabsence of diplomatic
protections? | think that's just -- it's just something we can't know
in hindsight, but there would at |east have been greater capabilityin

Tripoli had the team been --



M. I|ssa. i nthe hearing, Adm ral Mullen had said, inhis
judgment, that had there been asufficient armed capability in
had there been Anericans with weapons on the wall, so to speak, that
there wouldn't have been an attack, i n his judgment, that wultimately
it was thevulnerability that was afactor, which was actually a surprise
tone inthe hearing, that it was --he was as candid i nhis judgment.

During the period of time fromearly August until Septemnber, was
there any communication, to your know edge, tothe Title 10 personnel
inTripoli, inlLibya, as tochangesintheir response or their novenents
as a result of their losing their diplomatic cover?

General Him | don't recall specifically, M. Chairman, what --

M. Issa. Wrethere any discussions that you had or thoughts you
had as to their novenents, their response i fattacked and so on?

CGeneral Hm | don't recall. Again, | don't recall having
that specific of a discussion that said, okay, you know, Site Security
Team mi ssion has ended on the 3rd of August. Conbatant comrand
people -- military people are now under conbatant comrand authority and

here's what this neans.

What -- |I'm confident that that conversationprobably occurred.
| don't recall i tspecifically, but I don't -- | also don't think
woul d have -- | think, until the 6th of August, i tdidn't have a

significant inpediment on how the DD
personnel conducted thenselves.
M. Issa. GCkay. Can | just do one more thing? It's way back,

but earlier on you did sone -- you said something that was very



because |'ve heard i tsomany times onny trips into
Af ghanistan andlraq. Wen youwere describing your first trip into
Li bya and you were describing the normalization, if youwill, you
shops wer e open, people were doingthings, the way you describeditwas,
if not identical, remniscent towhat |'ve heard i ngoinginto theater
when t hey were describing, you know, oh, yeah, youcan nowgo down this
lane. | was with the conmandant sone years ago, andwe wal ked

with guards on -- you know, heavy, heavy armor onboth sides, we

down t he street with one of thevillage Sothat termprobably
has levels.

Wien youused that level of activity, what level -- can you
describe i tinalittle better detail of, youknow, wasthis a
in which, youknow, youwould -- youwould |eave your daughter t o

out onadate, orwasthis anarea whi ch you woul d have a cappuccino
wi thout a large contingent of people with weapons? O was this nore
simply that people didn't run for cover andnove i nthe shadows; they
wal ked through the street when they were indigenous people tryingt o
do business? You know, canyouaquantify, because i t does seem
alot of --that termgets used not currently having

gun fire, t oready for elections andmilitias going away?

General Ham Yeah. M. Chairman, | think it's agreat question.
And, of course, it's a -- you know, it's a --alittle difficult
tojudge where onthat scaleTripoli was based onbeingthere for acouple
of hours and, as youwell understand, youknow, with the Secretary of

Defense, with the mnister of defense, with the chief of defense, with



t he combatant comrander.

M. Issa. He wasn't doing a cappuccino --

General Ham | there's a-- soyou're inasecurity bubble,
so you have -- | always would rem nd nmyself that, you know, | wasn't
all that often afforded to seereality. | mean, you're i nthe security

Wen | -- Chairman, what | -- what | would just -- what |

tried todescribe as asense of normal cy was perhaps a sense of
as much anoutsider could, a Libyanperspective, that the Libyans
appeared t one t o be kind of going about their daily routine i na
normalized fashion. There weretraffic, thereweretraffic jams,
were -- again, the shops were open, vendors were open, gasstations were
open. | nean, it was -- youknow, markets werethere. |t wasjust kind
of a--it -- nothing - - itdidn't strike nme as anything abnormal.
M. Issa. Other than Libyans were still seeing AK-47s and
mlitias?
General Ham But not so -- well, but -- but i nTripoli, it
was -- they were -- again, I"'mnot -- 1 wasn't allowed t osee reality,
we'd got oacheckpoint, andit was obviousthat it was a check point
that was not necessarily under government control, because they --

mean, you know, typically youjust get breezed through, but they didn't;

they'd stop and they'd question and that. So there was -- there
was that which -- that aspect of it, which conveyed that the central
government had still a long way t ogo t oexert its control.

While Tripoli, i nny view, i nDecenber of 2011 appeared pretty



normal for a normal Libyan, as nuch -- again, as nuch as an outsider
can judge that, I don't think that that -- that i twas - - i tisn't a
pl ace I think outsiders, i nparticular Westerners, would feel
particularly comfortable, again, because of themilitia presence, and
i

| think because of, you know, 40 years of a closed --

M. Issa. OF a captain running the place.

General Ham  -- society, So | would say, you know, normalcy
returning, You know, i fat -- i ftheother end of the spectrum
is Geneva, i twasn't Ceneva, you know, but -- so | think progress, but

certainly a long way togo still?
M. Issa. So closer toAfghanistan ayear or sointo our
there or Iraqg even alittle sooner. mean, it'sthat sort of people

back ont he streets and comerce going on, but still, inthecase conpared

to Af ghanistan, alack of true government control over -- and, of course,
weweren't there, so --inthoseother t woexanples, we asserted
but what you're saying i smilitias hadtheability tostopthe Secretary
of Defense i nhismovenents. Alittle bit of apucker factor even though
he had military, because these people --

General Hwm Ri ght ?

M. Issa. -- had weapons that were not under t hecontrol of the
host nation.

General Ham That -- M. Chairman, | think that's -- tone, the
overarching thing was that there was not - - i twas clear tone from
di scussions with others and, frankly, the -- it' sjust one anecdote i n

this. I nthemeeting with themnister of defense and the military



chiefs, themlitia comander for the airport walked into the meeting,

and --



RPTS BLAZE3EWSKI

M. Issa. 3ust tolet you know who was i n
Gener al and thething that was interesting was

deferential the mnister of defense was that militia conmmander, and

so that, | think that t one conveyed that this i sstill very fragile,
but al so i n Decenber of think there was, Libyans werestill
a period of joyous celebration, sothere was, | think, there

American flags; | don't knowwhet her those were, you know, put out there

because the Secretary of Defense was there or not, but there just seened

to be, youknow thisreal sense of we have a newbeginning now. |

that changed over time as themilitia becane nore strident i ntheir

internal conflicts and struggle for control, but i nDecenber of 2011,
was pretty calm and | think again a sense of optimsm abiding

throughout the

M. Issa. Thank you.

General Hwm [ f1 may, M. Chairman, just one other note t o say,
to t he best of ny know edge, t heSite Security Team while i t was
operating asthe Site Security Team | don't think the teamor any menber
ever traveled t oBenghazi. | think they only stayed inside Tripoli,

at least tothebest of ny know edge.

Q Actually, General, since you brought it up, I was goingto
ask you I ater, but we understand from sone documents that we reviewed

that there was at |east a discussion anmong State Department officials,



perhaps just inthe about sending a permanent contingent of
SST personnel to Benghazi, and I'm just wondering i fthat ever, i f those
di scussions ever percolated up to your level. \Wre you ever nade aware
of those or brought into those discussions at all?

A | don't renenber having that discussion. |t would -- |
think, again, ny recollectionof the execution order, the teamoperating
under chief of mssion authority, | don't recall that the execution order
limted the teamgeographically, so i fthe chief of mssion had a need
for the team or nmenbers of the teamto go anywhere in Libya, | think
that was in his authority to do so.

Q So understanding that the exhort to your understanding
woul dn't have limited that, any decision not to send themto, for
exanmpl e, Benghazi on a permanent basis, that would have been a State

Department decision, i s that ny understanding?

A The relationship was such -- again, | believe know ng
Anbassador Cretz and Ambassador Stevens, I'm certain that they would
have Hey, 1'm thinking about doing this, do you have any problem
with it?

Ckay.

A And maybe they did, you know, at kind of the
level.

Q Sure.

A | don't remenber having that discussion either with
Anmbassador Cretz or with Arbassador Stevens.

M. Issa. Therewas one last thing, and i twill be Keepi ng
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1t not at a c1a551f1ed 1eve1 when you had the conver-satlons w1th the

.
t

,on that tr‘1p and subsequent tr=1ps, did you -- do you
spec1f1cally recall a portlon of the brlefing or your questlons

‘1nc1ud1ng SpechlCS about Benghazl and the varlous fac111t1es there?

]ust d1d you have conversatlons that 1nc1uded those

‘Not the content,

Ham.. About the U S fac111t1es, Mr. Chalrman

No,» I don t recall hav1ng that conversatlon It:‘
the conversations were much more about
wher-e are the nodes o the'extr‘emlst organizatlon, you know, how do wel

! ; :
usee them seeklng to establlsh 1n some cases reestabllsh thelr‘ networ*ks,i

the far east: and probably a 11tt1e b1t about Bengha21 but not so muchj

i

'about Bengha21 %

!
Mr Issa. But not based on the fac111t1es.

Gener‘al Ham Not based on. the U S fac111t1es, no, 51r

$ PR '41
'Mr' Issa. Thank you, sir. |

AK‘ - Just for the record I th1nk Colonel - d1d 8o to‘

Bengha21 tw1ce.‘

021’ That S cor*r*ect

P‘u”\ — He test1f1ed before the --“

Mr‘ R1char‘ds I don t th1nk he spent a n1ght ther‘e, I ]ust want

to clar‘1fy

Mr'. Issa.r 7 Right{but_he.testi‘fied_in open hearings on some of the




details.
Again, butl take i tyoudon't remenber that or knew
that?
General Ham | but, again, operating under chief of
m ssion authority, tonethat seens normal i f s what t he

chief of mssion needed hi mt o do.

And just t obe clear, ny question was
about sending a permanent contingent of SST, not any temporary trips
they nay have madet o do security assessments or anything of that

Ham sense i stherelationship was such thatthe

Enbassy woul d have advi sed they were thinking about
this, doyouguys have any concerns?

That's fine. V& have only about 3 mnutes, sol
propose that we, rather than start a newline of inquiry.

Actually, could I just --

V& have just 3 or 4 mnutes.

Actually I think we have 2 of f

Ckay, we'll go off t herecord.

M. Issa. Can | usethe 3 mnutes?

M. Issa. | may be going i nand out, General.
A slight digression. | was given theopportunity togo to
Stuttgart andvisit the various commands, including obviously AFR GV

and t hebriefing was i noneof your facilities, andthey went through



alittle Dune, you mght renmenber her, about a year
old Asian woman.

General Hm Dr. Bando.

M. Issa. Dr. Bando.

General Hm Yes, Ssir.

M. Issa. She was the only one that happened to be there that
seened to have a | ot of continuity, but they gave us an idea of steps
that they would take without directionwhentherewas an event, an

(h Septenber 11 -- and we' 11 get backtothis i nnore
but I want to sort of give you an alert -- what were you aware of off
the top of your head that was going on or likely going on down
in Stuttgart based on the alert that something was happening on the
ground first Egypt and second in Libya? | fyou could opine on that
shortly, and then we'll revisit i tsonetime [ater, but | sort of wanted
to get you thinking in those ternms.

Al so one other quick question that goes with that i s, were
provi ded any documents, either ones that you retainedor other docunents
so that you could prepare yourself for today's

General Hm [ f1 my, M. Chairman, |' || take your second
question first. | didretain personal, private counsel in
for this testimony, and that personal counsel provided me with sone,
| suspect not all, but documents that were inthe public domain.
whet her they were transcripts of hearings that had been released by the
Congress, sone of which had been redacted, so | had those interns of

preparation, and some nmedia reporting. So that was the extent. And



as indicated, | di dnot have access t oclassified information, and i f
| may, M. Chairman, just t onote that | also purposely di dnot have
conversations withthe -- 1 think theprevious officers andothers who
have been questioned by, i nthis process and others, and with one
exception, | didhave a discussion with Rear Admral Retired Richard
landolt, but i twas about an enploynent possibility, not --we
specifically steered clear of any comments about Benghazi.

To thefirst point, M. Chairman, and maybe now i s as good a
to provide maybe just kind of a general overview from ny
of how events unfolded on 11-12 Septenmber. | sthat

M. Issa. Well, we're technically out of time. So you guys
decide therules.

General, theway we're constrained t odothis by the

rules i sthemajority gets an hour andthe minority gets an hour. W&

will definitely come back t o that.
M. Issa. | didit asanalert, i na sense, that that was an
of interest, andl want t o make sure I'mi ntheroomfor it, but | want

to respect theback andforth we usually do.
General Ham  Thank you, M. Chairman.

M. Issa. Thank you, General.

EXAM NATI ON

Q | ti s11:20. Ve can go back on t herecord. GCeneral Ham

| would like totake this opportunity tothank youfor your serviceand
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for speaking with us today. M name is ['m with the
mnority staff of the Oversight and Governnent Reform Conmittee. I'm
joined by ny mnority colleagues on both the Oversight and
Ref orm Armed Services Comm ttee,
During our discussionny colleagues and | would like to ask a bunch
questions, many on topicsthat we' ve already touched upon, soif those

topics seemredundant, again, it's toestablish a clear record, and so
| apologize i fthere is any redundancy to those questions.

Sony first question, sir,is you were interviewed by the
Accountability Review Board?

A | was.

Q Ckay, and can you tell us about your experience, the nature

of the questions asked, and its

M isi tws in Novenber of 2012. | actually
interviewed by video as it was i mpossibleforne toappear
personally before the Board. M recollection is allof the
Accountability ReviewBoard nmenbers were present, chaired by
Pickering and cochaired by Admral Mullen. |t a few hours
ny recollection. | tfocused specifically I think on ny
t he Command' s understanding of the intelligence | eadingup to Septenber
11th, the actions of 11-12 Septenber 2012 i n Benghazi, ny discussions
with the Chairman of the Chiefs, with the Secretary of
and decisions that were nade as the events were unfolding. M
estimation, | thought the AccountabilityReview Board was, they were

very professional intheir approach, they were obviouslyvery, very well



prepared. I'mcertain that they had spoken with a nunmber of other
individuals before they spoke me. They were very
of the matters at hand, the attack at the Tenporary M ssion Facility
Benghazi, and while they were certainly professionalintheir dealing
with ne, ny sense was there were, they didn't pull any punches. | mean,
they were hard questions, they were i nny view questions,
know, asking about, you know, the nature of decisions that were
Sony sensewas i twas quitea -- | felt i twas quite athorough inquiry
when | appeared before them:
Q Ckay. And you were provided with the opportunitytoshare
all the informationyou deemed pertinent with the Board?
A Yes. There were no constraints. | twas conducted at a
level that didnot inhibit theconversation whatsoever.

Ckay. As part of our investigation on the Oversight and
Government ReformComm ttee, we interviewed Admral M ke Mullen on June
19, 2013, and he described the ARB s review of themilitary response
pn the night of the attacks. | will make this Exhibit No. 1.

[Ham Exhibit No. 1
was nmarked for

8Y 2.

So describingthe ARB s review of themilitary response on
the night of theattacks, Admral Mullen statedon page 53 thefollowing,
quote, " Ipersonally reviewed and as the only mlitary menber of the
ARB " AARB, " Ipersonallyreviewed all of themilitary assets that were

intheater and avail able. Now, | alsodidthisinconjunctionwith- -we



[istened t o --we interviewed Ham we interviewed Admiral
who was t he operations for the Joint Staff, who was t he current
operations officer. W also brought back the-- predecessor,
a Marine three star whose nane | am bl anking on right now t o look
the possibility of noving forces. Ve walked through theforces
noved, t heones that could or couldn't that night, andthen after
interviews or i nconjunction with those interviews, we actually
to t hePentagon, and we reviewed with many -- many of t he
that | know, knewfrom ny time there | have great regard for. And we
wal ked through the force posture i n Europe notionally and|looked at
single US military asset that was there and what i t possibly could
have done, whether i t could have noved or not. And i twas i nthat
interaction that | concluded, after a detailed understanding of
had happened that night, that from outside Libya we'd done everything
possible that we could."

General Ham do you agree with Admral Mullen's findings thatthe
military di deverything i tcould onthenight of the attacks?

H

Q And do you believe that Admral Mullen has thecapacityto
evaluate the military novenents and issues onthe night of the Benghazi
attacks?

A | do.

oP "Il turn tony colleague Peter Kenny here.

BY

Q General, thank you. At t hebeginning of thelast hour your



counsel read froma statement that enumerated the various times during
whi ch you appeared before Congress to discuss the incidents or the
attacks i nBenghazi, and | would liketojust maybe hear you

about of your prior appearances.

So | would just like to ask you, General, to the best of your
recollection, how many times have you appeared before Congress and
provided informationrelated to the Benghazi attacks?

I think ny recollection i sthree, threehearings, two
hearings, one each before the Senate and House Armed Services
Commi ttees, both of which had a bitof a discussion about Benghazi
certainly was an opportunityfor menbers of those two commttees to ask

about the events i nBenghazi, a hearing with the House Arned

Services Committee Subcommittee on | think Oversight and

Investigations, which was at the time chaired by Ms. Roby. | think
those were the three hearings. There was a discussion with the
House Oversi ght and Government ReformCommitteeina session,
not a hearing, but a i fyouwill, and alsoa

particularly with Senator Lieberman and Senator Collins about
matters of Benghazi. A nunber of phone calls with various nmenbers of
both Chanbers as well.

Q S just to summarize sone of that, soitisinfact the case
that you've appeared nunerous times, also had numerous conversations
wi t h Menber s of Congress toincludemenbers t he House Arnmed Services
Comm ttee as well as the House Oversight and CGovernnment Reform

Comm ttee, is that accurate?



p . .

A Yes. And I.guess the on;e comment | woul d add was t hat
Dune 2013 hearing with Oversight andlnvestigations Subcomm ttee of the
House Arned Services Committee was after hadretired fromActive Duty.
Al'l theprevious | was still on Active Duty.
Thank sir, that's helpful. Andduringthese previous
appearances and your previous discussions on the attacks i n
were youi nany way prevented or inhibited from providingfull and

accurate answers t ot hequestions that were posed t oyou?

A No, certainly, no constraintsthat way.

A Well, with oneexception. There were acouple of the phone
calls andthe posture hearings were so, obviously,
those sessions, | could not present anyclassified information, but |

don't think that that provided an inmpediment. Certainly i nthe
hearings, i fthe answer t oa question by a Menber woul d necessitate a
classified response, there was always t heopportunitytosayto the
questioning Menber, May | cone back t o youin aclassified session, and
| think with regard -- I think inthe Senate Armed Services Conm ttee
posture hearing, | think that

Thank you, sir. And sonme of the occasions, t hehearings,
the discussions wewere just talking about, those took place or occurred,
it sounds like they occurred primarily during 2013, and I woul d
like t o know how, you know, today you would characterize your
recollection of the events onthe night of Septenber 11th and 2012,

today as conpared to when youfirst appeared before Congress. Canyou
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i syour recollectiontoday better, i sitworse, i sitthe

sanme?

A Well, | think over time, sone of the details fade, so
regard tothe timng of events, such as, for exanple, meetings

t heChairman of t heJoint Chiefs of Staff or with the
f Defense, you know, probably i nlate and 2013 1

have given apretty accurate i f not o f when
idthose meetingsoccur. Nowny recollectionisalittle nore
| think, rather than aspecifictimng. Butlthinkthe-- andthe
difficult part of this, of course, i sastheevents of Septenber
and 12th were unfolding i nreal time, and we nake decisions based on
what you know and what information that you have at t hetime, and
sometimes that information i soften incomplete, sonetines ambiguous,
sometines contradictory, and so youaretrying tosort through all of
that and as good a deci sion as you can on what you knowand
make recomrendations t oot hers based upon what you know. Now, i n

April of 2014, it"' shard t oconpartment, you know, what di dlI know then

as opposed t owhat has becone known since then. | nmean, | know al ot
ore about t heevents that unfolded i nBenghazi that night nowthan I
did. As one exanple, |'vebeen able t o seethe closed-circuit

television recordingsfromthe Temporary M ssion Facility i n Benghazi .
Obviously, 1 didn't seethat as t heevents were unfolding, and that
builds, that contributes t oanore compl eteunderstanding of the events
as they were unfolding but didn't have access t othat at t he

Q Ckay. Youmentionedduringthelast round that your private



counsel had nade available t oyou sone public transcripts relatedt o
the and | would just Iike to askwhether you've personally had
the opportunity t oreview some of t hestatements you nade during
June 26, briefing between, before t he House Arned Services
Subcomm ttee on Oversight and Investigations?

A I I think that was one of the transcripts that was
rel eased publicly. | believe there are some el ements of that whi chhad
been redacted, which obviously was not able to review, but, yes, that
transcript was nade available t one.

Q Andyou had mentioned just anonment agotrying to conpart ment

new information versus information as youknewi tthe night of the
attacks. Can |l ask what -- has any newinformation surfaced since that

since the Dune 26, 2013, coneto your attention that
woul d cause youto revise any of those statements youpreviously nade?

A Since t heDune 26, 20137

Q Yes, sir.

A No, not that | canreadily think of.

Ckay, thank you. | would like just to provide alittle road
map for you. I knowduring the last round youhadafairly exhaustive
di scussion about the Site Security Team and |l think we would Iike
return t othat at sone point, but i f we could, I think we would Ilike
to fast forward t o the night of the attacks, and |l think this is where
Chairman Issa had left off i nthelast round.

General, before discussing, you know, your decisionmaking process

and how you and ot hers woul d have arrived at certain decisions onthe
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night of the attackswith regard to specific I would just like
to begin with a discussionof what forces were, i nfact, deployed on
the night of the attacks, andinorder to help or assist inthat I would
like t omark Exhibit 2.

[Ham Exhibit No. 2

was marked for identification.]

General, again, this isaportionof atranscribed
that the House Oversight and Governnent Reform Conmittee conducted of
Admiral M ke Mullen, the former Chairman of the Joint of
and the vice chair of the Accountability Board. It's dated
19, 2013. Again, referring tothe mlitary's response onthe night
the attacks, Admral Mullen stated, andthis i s beginning on page 65,
and | quote, I would go back t ol think it's important i n
experiencewithtwo Presidentsi sthat when something like this
the Presidents say do everythingyou possibly cando, andthat's
the guidance | need t onove forces and certainly with two Secretaries
f Defense that | served with, that's all the-- all the guidance
Secretary Gates and Secretary Panetta would need. So we're -- and i n
fact inthis situation i tdoes not seemt obe, at |east from a public
standpoint, widely understood, we noved a | ot of forces that night.
They don't move instantly, but we had a significant force that was
depl oyed doing other things, Special Operations Force i nEurope, i n
Croatia, which was redeployed t oa base i n southern Europe. W hada

significant force fromthe United States which was deployed t oa base



in Southern Europe. Sotherewerealotof forces moving. And younake

hose i fyouwill, as robust as possible because you don't
know when it's going t o end, and you don't know exactly what's going
t o happen next, and |'mvery confident that was done. All of that while

you'retryingtoput together the picture asrapidly as possible, noving

a drone over -- a UAV, unarned UAV over as rapidly as
give give yourself better situational awareness. That
done. You're pulling singlespringyoupossibly cant ofind out

what's going onincluding those forces that are -- andthis isn't just
the Pentagon, this i s | certainly sawthis i ntheState Department,:
| sawthis inthe intelligence conmunity fromny review, i fyou
close
First, General, | would |like t o ask, you agree with Admral
s assessment that the US military, quote, "nmoved alot of forces

that night," close quote?

A | do agree with

Q And t ot hebest that you're able t o do so,
understanding that this isaclassified setting, butthebest that you
can provi de your responsetothe next questioninan format,
can you just walk us through some of t heforces that theUS

activated and noved on t he night of t he attacks?
Spend as nuch time as you need on this, sir.

General Ham  Perhaps i t would be helpful just tokind of start
with an overview, fromny perspective, if youwill, kind of howthings,

fromny perspective, how things unfolded that night, and then we can



talk about thespecifics of force movement. | sthat okay i f we do that?

sir.
General Ham So and with understanding that these
again, were unfolding real time, andsodecisions nmade upon, again,
sometimes contradictory information. I think, as many

peopl e know, | happened t o have been at t he Pentagon on Sept ember

for a meeting of all t he conbatant comranders andt he service

called by the Secretary of Defense and Chai rman of t he Joint Chiefsof
Staff, a meeting that occurred three or four times a year, so not
particularly unusual. | was notified by the Africa Command Joint

Operations Center based i nStuttgart that there was an

at the Tenporary M ssion Facility i nBenghazi. Didn't know much nore
at that point. | immediately notified theChairman of theJoint
pf Staff. I just walked down thehall tohisoffice, told hi mwhat

knew. V¢ went upstairs t obrief Secretary of Defense on what was \
happening. Andduring those, you know, short meeting i nthe chairmn's
office, short meeting i nthe Secretary's office, bits and pieces of
information are coming in, the nost important of which i nthe early
stages was that t he Anbassador was at -- Anbassador Stevens was at
Temporary M ssion Facility. Secretary of Defense was very rapid, i n
ny view, i nmaking decisionst ofirst alert andnotify anddeploy the
Conmmander' s Force. This i s a Special Operations Force
based i n Europe. | twas at that time shared between European Command
and Africa Command. Africa Command di d not gain it sow Commander's

Force until 1 October of 2012. Sothis i sashared force.



The Secretary of Defens"é nadet hedecisiontoalert that force,
to be inCroatia in-- foradeployment. Similarly ordered the alert
and and depl oyment of Fleet Antiterrorism Support
based i n Spain, so those were thefirst forces that started to
Again, | don't recall the specific timng, but not long after
initial discussions, we got the sad news that at t he Tenporary M ssion
there was one dead. W |earned soon thereafter that it was
M. Smth, a nmenber of Anbassador Stevens' Ambassador Stevens
was unaccounted for. Ateamfromthe annex, another US facility
Benghazi, had noved t ot he Temporary M ssion Facility, secured all of
the Americans, |ess Anbassador Stevens, noved them back tothe
the second facility i n Benghazi, and the attack then significantly
subsided i nBenghazi. At that point inmilitary thinking i nterms
now responding t o an ongoi ng attack, a besieged diplomatic facility,
you will, now the nore Iikely situation i swe potentially have a
hostage rescue of a US Anbassador which we just didn't know where he

m ght be. The Secretary of Defense then alerted |

to a staging base i n Europe.

A few hours after that, the Libyans recovered the body of
Anbassador Stevens, so we sadly knew there were now two dead. The
Enbassy had put into motion a plan t oget anaircraft into Benghazi and
then nove all the Americans from Benghazi back to Tripoli. A team

depl oyed Tripoli, got detained for anunber of hours at t he Benghazi



was not al l owed t o nove, andi nthat period, that delay in
off the airfield, a second attack occurred. This one again focused
the annex, t hesecond facility, and again tragically two nore were
killed, M. Wods and M. “were killed inthat attack. Al
then noved t oBenghazi and subsequently evacuated t o
and ultimately evacuated t o Germany. So that's kind of a

overview from ny perspective of how things playedout.

So tothe question, thetwo i mediate teams i n
theater, i nthe European theater werethe Commander's In-Extrem s Force
and t he Fleet Antiterrorism Support Teans, both of which were alerted

novenent actually prepared for movenent soon after we |earned

of theattacks i n Benghazi.

Thank you, that's very helpful. I think we would Iike
unpack sone of that and then walk through a fewof those itens.
Does the fact that themlitary, the Department of Defense began moving
those forces, does that suggest t oyouthat t heDepartnent was taking
its response totheattacks seriously on thenight of?
A Yes. | nean, again, asthe commander of Africa Command, this
was avery, very serious matter. That's why, youknow, went immediately

to seetheChairman and t he Secretary as soon as we |earned of the

Ckay. And just totake alittle bit of a step back, the
process that was underway, t hedecisionmaking process about which

options toutilize, was that a process that considered al | available



options?

A Yes. So one of thethings | didn't mention that occurred
very qui ckly uponthe conmand | earning of the attack was that the
the military deputy commrander of Africa Command ordered t he
repositioning of an unmanned aerial vehicle which had been
inthe eastern portion of Libya toward Benghazi. He nadethat

certainly, when learned of it, very much approved of it, but

the kind of initiative that we would expect people t oinplement. So

was t hebiggest challenge was t otryt ogain some
of what was happening i nBenghazi. So, from a military standpoint,
getting t hePredator overhead was a first necessary start. The
communi cations with those who were onthe ground i n Benghazi was |argely
over commercial cell phones forthe most part sincethe Tenporary
Facility had been attacked pretty severely, andthen t hepeople noved
put of there, socommunications were spotty, i fyouwill, from Benghazi.
Sothat was the first thingwastotryto understand what was

Q General, at the outset, youmentioned that upon learning of
the attacks, you notified the Chairman of the Chi efs of Staff
Gener al and then t hetwo of you also notified the Secretary
of Defense, then Secretary of Defense Panetta. Can youjust describe
for uswhat the response was.  Wuld you say that they becane i mmedi ately
engaged upon learning of the attacks?

A Yes, both of themvery nuch so. So | was i nny -- Africa
Command has a liaison office at the Pentagon, which i s where | was. As

soon as | was of the attack, | called the Chairman of the Joint



Chiefs of Staff office, | said I'mwal king downthehall, | need t o see
him It'sapretty unconmon thing t osay |l need t osee hi mright away.
He obviously nade time forthat. The conbatant command says | ' ve got
to seeyouright anay. | sawhim he was very clear that, the Chairnman
of the Chiefs of Staff, that this was a very serious matter.

recollection is, youknow, a quick discussion of what forces do we have

available, bits and pieces of were comng in, and he said
very quickly, | mean, just initial notificationtohim we
to go seetheSecretary, so hisoffice the Secretary's office,

but we didn't wait. V& just immediately wal ked upstairs. Secretary
Panetta saw us immediately arrival, and i twas very, very clear
to me that both the Secretary of Defense andt heChairman of t he Joint

of Staff understood the significance of this initial report of
an attack and were fully engaged.

And not t ojunp toof ar ahead, but was i tyour sense that

both General and Secretary Panetta remai ned engaged throughout
the night?
A Yes. | had a couple of discussions with t heSecretary of

Def ense, many nore di scussions throughout t henight with the Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff and particularlywith his, menbers of the
Joint Staff and particularlythose at the, i ntheNational Military
Command Center, kind of thenerve center, if youwill, of thelJoint Staff.
Thank you, sir. Ve understand that shortly after you
notified both Secretary Panetta and General Denpsey that they traveled

to thewWiite House f or a previously scheduled meeting, andwe further
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understand that while yourself di dnot attend the meeting, you again
spoke with Secretary Panetta and General Denpsey on their return.
| would like t oask you about those conversations, and i norder
to do so we'll mark this as Exhibit 3.
[ Ham Exhibit No.
was marked f or
This i sa portion of a hearing transcript from
February 7, 2013, Senate Armed Services Committee hearing onthe
Benghazi attacks. just giveyouanonent, sir, toreadthat. Take
your time, please.
General Hm I'mjust trying to-- who's the witness?
Sothis is Panetta testifying.
General Hm Ckay. So as | look, I'mlooking at page
Yes.
Hm | sthis now Secretary --
This i s Secretary Panetta.
General Hm  Speaking?
Yes, sir.
General Hmm  Beginning on page 8?
DM Yes, sir. And just so you know, |'mgoing t o focus

on sone portions from page 9 and page 31.

|
General Hm  Ckay.

Q General, | would like t odraw your attention tothetopof

e 9 ['Il read a portion of this transcript into therecord. Here



Secretary Panetta quote, "Soonafter theinitial reports
about the attack i n Benghazi were received, General Denpsey and |

with President and heordered all available DD assets to respond
to the attack inLibya andt o protect US personnel andinterestsi n
the region, It's importanttorenmenber that inadditionto responding

to the situation in Benghazi, we were also concerned about

threatstoU S personnel i nTunis, Tripoli, Cairo, Sanaa, and el sewhere
that could potentially require amilitary response. 1| n

with General Denpsey and AFR GOM Cormmander Ham | directed
several specific actions. we ordered a Marine Fleet

Antiterrorism Secure Team a FAST team stationed in Spain to prepare
to deploy t oBenghazi. A second FAST platoon was ordered t o

deploy t o the Enbassy i nTripoli, a Special Operations Force which

training inCentral Europe was ordered to prepare to deploy toan
intermedi ate staging base i n Southern Europe, Sigonella, anda

Force based inthe United States was ordered t o depl oy

an intermedi ate staging base i n Southern Europe as well at Sigonella,"
close quote.

And just tocap on, tagontothe end of that, onpage 31, Secretary
Panetta alsotestifies, andI"minthe mddle of the page here, and in
response t oa question Secretary Panetta stated this, quote, "He, "
referring t othe President, "basically said, Do whatever youneedt o
do t obe able t oprotect our people there," close quote.

And, General, | just would like toask you again, the actions that

were directed bythe Secretary of Defense onthe night of the



61

did they t oyoureflect theseriousness and inportance that t he

Department attached toitsresponse?
A | believe yes.
Di d anybody from t he State Department, includingthe

Secretary, ever object t othesending of these military forces tothe
i

region?
A Not t o ny [
Ckay. Wds i t your impression that the State Departnent,
including the Secretary, was fully behind your mlitary efforts onthe
Cight Rf the gtackiave any personal knowl edge and had no personal

conversation withtheSecretary of State, but | believe that t obe the

Ckay. And after they both returned t ot he Pentagon,

Secretary and General Denpsey provided you with an update on
\
their conversations. | sthat correct?;

A | t was nore upon their return providing them with what
information, what informati onwe hadlearned while they had been

in their meetings at t heWhite House, but it was clear, certainly from
both the Secretary of Defense andthe Chairman, you know, that they were

both fully engaged i nthis and exploring what were t he best ways that

the US military could support response tothis attack.
Q Ckay. I would like, i fl may, at this point toenter, this
will be Exhibit --

fl_ B Do you want t oenter thewhole thing?
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o D\ Sur e.

Exhi bit

the 2013, before t he House Arned Services
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations.
[Ham Exhibit No. 4

was marked f or
BY

General, | would just Iike tbdirect your attentionto
73 and 74. And here, sir, you engage i nan exchange with Congressman
Chaffetz, who i sa nmenber on t he Oversight and Governnent Reform
Committee, and that exchange reads as follows, and | quote:

"M. Chaffetz: Wat was your understanding that the President was
authorizing you t o do?

"Ceneral Ham  The Secretary of Defense gave ne clear direction
at theoutset, you know, t o deploy forces again i nanticipation that
the first mssionwas apotential hostage rescue of the US Anbassador,
recovering evacuation of wounded, and other persons from Benghazi.

"M. Chaffetz: Wis there --

"General Hm And then as that shifted, when t he Anbassador's

body had been recovered, then i tshiftedto and pursuit
of the perpetrators,” close quote.
General, i t sounds |like theSecretary of Defense had provi ded sone

direction early ont o deploy various units for multiple possible

m ssions, whether that be evacuation of certain personnel or a hostage
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rescue potentially of a US Anbassador. | sthat your understanding
as wel | ?
A Yes. Asthereport ofthe, theinitial report of the

againthe situation, at |east ny mnd, was quite unclear.
V& didn't knowexactly what t henature of amilitary m ssion m ght be,
and t he Secretary, again, was quickto approve the alert, notification,
and depl oyment of the nost available forcest orespond t o any unfol ding
contingency, which i stheCommander's In-Extrem s Force andt he Fl eet

Support

So canl askthis, General, thethreeunits that you describe
that mnmoved that night, were those units capable of responding t o
potential mssions that you understood themt o be that night? Wre
they --in other words, were they theright tools forthevarious jobs
that you understood at thetime?
A I nny judgment, yes. Beginning with the redirection of the
Predator t otry t ogainsituational understanding because absent that,
it was very t odeterm ne what force would be required f or what

m ssion and what would be t heenvironment into which that force mght



be inserted.
Thank Gener al . General, remaining this
transcript here, | would like toturnyour attentionto page 45 of the

transcript.

Let ne just ask a quick question, sir. Those forces, w had
a discussion about the legal protections of the Title 10 forces and
or not that influencedthe decision, Title 10 forces in Tripoli,
and whether that influenced operational decisions that night, but
course, none of those deploying forces have those |egal
all done under the authorityof the President, right? So
no consideration in atime of -- | guess |'|Il rephrase it. So

| egal protections considerations don't apply to any of the forces that

night. Is that correct?
A | don't knowfrom alegal standpoint whether they would
or not. | do not recall
Q Influence the decision to deploy?
A | do not recall there being any discussion, at least in the

discussions | had with the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, with the
Secretary of Defense, with the operations officer for the Joint Staff,
| don't remenber any conversation that said, Well, wait a mnute, we
have the | egal protections. | don't recall any such conversation,
It my have occurred at the staff level, but | don't renenber i t rising
tony level, and | certainly don't remenber i t being an inpediment in

any way to deployment of any of the forces.



Because i na time of provided it's legal under

domestic |l aw, we're going t odo what we need todot orescue our

A | believethat t obet hecase, it certainly was ny opinion
Thank you.
Q General, | would toshift gears and again focus you

page 45. This i stheJune 26, 2013, briefing, unclassified

and | would just like toread a brief, somewhat brief quote from this

page. You state the following, "I will admt togiving a
of thought about close air and i nthelead upt o Septenber
iin thediscussions about forces should we have available, i t was

ny determination, obviously with advice from others, butthe
responsibility was mine as t he cormander, was that close ai r support
was not t he appropriatetool inthis situation. And as | [ook back on
the events of that day and say and think i nny owm m nd, would air have
made a difference, and i nny military judgment, | believethe

is no. | twas a very uncertainsituation and an environment which we
now, which we know we had an unknown surface-to-air threat with the
proliferation particularly of shoulder-fired surface-to-air missiles,
many of which remain unaccounted for, but mostly, i twas a lack of
understanding of theenvironment, and hence need f ort he Predator
to trytogain an understanding of what was going on. So, again, |
understand that others nay disagree with this, but i t was ny judgment

that close air support was not theright tool forthat environment,”



cl ose quote.

youtouch on sone exanpl es here, but canyoujust maybe
explain for usnorewhat you nean whenyou say that the attack of
aircraft was, quote, "not the right tool for the environment,"

quot e?

A I nt he days and weeks | eading up t o Septenber 11th

the Conmmand of responsibility, we hadal ot of focus on what
i sthereintelligence that would indicate that anattack

against US persons or facilities orinterests isimmnent, how ought
we best posture our force, and s the nature of the type of attacks
that we could, we mght anticipate, andso, inthat time, ny assessment
was with lots of input, obviously, fromthe staff andfromthe service
conmponent commanders of Africa, saying Arny, Air Force,
Cor ps, and Speci al Operations, the viewwas if there i sgoing, if there
is going to beanattack on Septenber 11th, tothe best of ny
there hadn't been an attack, a significant attack onthe anniversary
of September 11th prior, but if there was going to be anattack, it was
likely t obe an i mprovised explosive device or a car bonb or a sniper
or a kidnapping, sonme mssion |ike that or an attack like that against
American persons or facilities or interests. | f those were, and |
t hought they were, t henore likely types of attacks that we could
anticipate, then howought we be best postured tomilitarily respond
to that, t othose kind of attacks? And i nthat considerationl
considered, andthe staff, we had obviously, i twasn't just a single

person, but the staff helping ne through this, |I cametothe conclusion
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that close air support wasnot amilitarily appropriate response to the
types of events that we at least that I envisionedthat m ght
occur on Septenber 11th. So based upon that, | could have but chose
not t odirect the air component commander to place strike aircraft

hei ght ened al ert again, in ny assessment, that wasn'tthe

nature of the response that we woul d need.
Q And was there anything, did those circunstances change

the night of the attack? In other words, wasthere any information that

woul d have caused yout orevise or that decision?
A Again, as | look back t ohowthe events were unfolding
real time, the staff I"msure had, the Africa Command staff |' msure

had a nmore exhaustive conversation with the Air Conponent Comrand,

| did consider oneof the responses that we did talk about, that I did

talk about with ny staff was, isthere an air responsetothis? V& |[ooked
at the posture of aircraft, but overriding that to ne was, again,
theright mlitaryinstrument to respondinthiscircumstance, and
again, | will go back t ony general overview that says, in ny
recollection, about anhour after the attack began, i tlargely subsided,
and the team fromthe Annex had noved al | the Americans, lesst he
Anbassador, back t othe Annex. Again, the fightingsignificantly
subsided. |t didn't appear that there was any specific significant
mlitary action directed against US personnel in Benghazi at that
point, andso, again, just inny mind reaffirmed ny decision that air
was not agood response and, at this point, not needed because the attack

had |argely subsided.
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Thank you, General, that's very helpful. So, on the night
of, it sound tous like you gave at least that option sone sort
serious thought or you or at the Joint Staff level rather than

somet hing that was just quickly considered and di sm ssed, i sthat a fair

A Yes. Again, when an incident like this occurs, the staff,
the operations and intelligence staff at the Gommand i s now again
trying togainsituational understanding and secondly, what aret he best
met hods? You know, how ought we be prepared t o respond? Wat are
options that we want tolayout? And certainly anair response was one
of those considerations. Ultimately, it was ny decisionthat said
not the right response i nthis circumstance.

Q General, many military experts have also added t o this;

and stated that not only theconsiderationsthat you just
mentioned but that it would have al so been impractical t odeploy either
attack or strike aircraft on thenight of theattacks. For instance,
Admi ral Mullen, General Denpsey, they both publicly testified that some
sort of fast mover i ntheregionwuld have taken 20 hours t o spool wup

and deploy. Wis that fact generally well understood within AFR GOV

that it would take a anount of timeto, giventhealert status
at thetime, to prep an aircraft?
A Yes. So there was -- again, as the events were unfolding,

one of thethings the operations center does i smake sure i t has
lines of communication with the component. Sotheair component, which

was headquartered i nRamstein, to have a clear understanding of what



the capabilities would be. So I think there was a very clear

understanding of the timelinesthat mght berequired for thedeploynment

of air and again astheattacks subsided, subsi ded
in Benghazi, i t appeared that again that was perhaps the wrong
instrument.

other challenge, of course, | think, i savery uncertain

environment. W knewthere was a proliferation particularly of
portable ai rdefense systens, --

Q Hw serious was that threat?

A Well, i twas unknown. W there were manned portable
ssystens since thecollapse of theQadhafi regime that were unaccounted
for and certainly sone | arge nunber of themi nny view, and | thinkthe
intelligence would support this under, you know, under control of
mlitia or violent extrem st organizations i nlLibya, soi twas a very
unclear situation there, and | think applies generally with
Whol e i dea of hypotheticals or, you know, what if. Ve don't really know
what had happened, had | made a different decision, had strike aircraft
depl oyed, we don't really knowwhat t he outcome woul d have been. Maybe
it would have been positive, but maybe i t would have got shot down.
Maybe it would have killed civilians. | mean, there's so many
if we go down the hypothetical path that I'mreluctant t o do so.

Q Thank you. General, | would like tonow turn t o some
allegations that certainDD personnel inTripoli were ordered t o stand
down on the night of the attacks. You' ve previously addressed this

topic during t he Dune 26, again before t he
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House Arned Services Subcommittee on Oversight and and
| would like t oturn your attention nowt o page 30 of the unclassified
of Exhibit 4, anddrawyour attentiont o anexchange between
yoursel f and Congressman Conaway, andthe exchange reads, and | quote:
"M. Conaway: Wre you aware of Lieutenant Col onel
activities on the Were you i ncommuni cation with hinf
"General HHm | was notindirect communicationwith him | had
et hi mpreviously, but asthe events unfolded inTripoli and Benghazi,

was not i ndirect contact with him

Conaway: Di dyoureceive anorder t onot gofrom anybodyi n
your chain of command?

"CGeneral Ham He didnot. | didn't knowthat night. | know now
that Lieutenant Col onel | requested approval t onmove t o Benghazi
inthe mrning of thel2th, andi ti s understandable t one why he would
want t odo that. Wat military people want todo i s novet othe sound
of the guns. The decisionwas, no, youhave amssioninTripoli," close

quot e.

Ham do you recall this exchange?
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General Ham | do.

Q I sit still anaccurate that you weren't
in direct contact with Lieutenant Colonel | | --

A That i s correct.

Q --on thenight of the attacks?

CGeneral Ham youthen continued t ostatethis --or theexchange
continues, and | quote, "M. Conaway: Wiose decision was that?
"Ceneral Ham  Rear Admiral Losey, asthe commander of the Speci al
Command ]
"M. Conaway: Okay. Didyouagree withthat decision, | guess?
"Ceneral Hom | didn't knowof it at thetime. | certainly agree

with i tnow" close quote.

General, 1" djust like t oask, doyoustill agree that t he order
given by Admral Losey was --do you still agree with that decision?
A | do agree with Admiral decision. At thetime,the

situation i nTripoli was very uncertain. There was a real concern,

concern onthe part of the Enbassy that the Enbassy and i t s
personnel inTripoli mght bethreatened. And sothere was a necessity
to make sure there was adequate security there.

And Lieutenant Colonel |1 I t eam wer e anong only



security elements that could have played out --or could have
contributed to security. And they I't' sny understanding after
the fact that they were very involved in securing the

novenent of US personnel fromone facility to consolidatein asingle

facility.

And, imp‘brtantly, Li eut enant had withhima

person, well-trained, that was necessary. And | think, i fl remenber

the timeline right, had Col onel and team noved
Benghazi, then by the time the people Benghazi actually got to
Tripoli, there not have been a medical person in Tripoli.

So i tisvery, very understandable to ne why Lieutenant Colonel
wanted to go to Benghazi. Had | been in his shoes, |

| would have wanted to dp the same thing. But | believe the

to say, no, you have avalid mssion inTripoli, unknownthreat, | think,
was a military decision.
Q Dust to get two things on the record real quick, sir, is it

unusual that alieutenant colonel didnot have direct communicationwith
t he combat ant
A No, that's not at al | unusual.
Q And was Rear Admiral decisiontotell himto remain
Tripoli and continue that m ssion within the scope of the Admral's
authority?

A I t very much was, yes.



Q Thank you.

Q And, again, General, just toclarifythis, youhad
you |earning about these factors after thefact. And, again, justto

clarify, that's because you weren't directly involved i n the

deci sion-making with t othe order that night. | sthat

A That's correct. Admral Losey made that decision. It
within hisauthority t omakethat decision. M guessisthat theAfrica
Command operations center knew of t heconversation. | di dnot that
night. | learned of it

Q Thank you,

BY

Q Dust very briefly, sir,do you recall theai dthat was.
rendered by Col onel \ on theinjured personnel as they
returned from toTripoli and, sort of, what assistance they

able t o provide?

A I don't recall thespecifics of themedical ai dthat was
rendered. But | do renmenber, when | met with many of t he people
had been t o Germany, when | net themas they were departing
Germany f ortheUnited States, and a couple other nenbers who had
remained i nthehospital at Landstuhl, Germany, they were conplimentary
of having theaidavailable when they arrived back i n Tripoli. But I

don't éerrenber t he specifics.

So, General, | think, rather than starting anew |ine
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of inquiry, we'll just
Wait, wait, wait. ['Il take this opportunity
ftP\
Q Sir, we've talking about Libya i nsort of a vacuum
you spend 3 m nutes going around the area of

responsibility that summer of 2012 and t he ot her areas and concerns you
had, national security priorities, and sort of help us understand Libya

context of the rest of your ACR?

A Inthe lead-up to 11th, there was a broad
about military personnel -- US personnel writ |arge, but ny
was specifically on military personnel -- across the continent. And

so there were, you know, cautions about, you know, just not a good day
to, you know, be out travelingin, youknow, non-m ssion-essential --

being heightened, heightened awareness of your surroundi ngs on
those days. So there was a broader understanding of the significance
of 11 Septenber.

As i tturned out, there --

Q Excuse ne, sir. Wat | really meant was Libyainthecontext
of

A

Q -- Somalia, all the other things that AFR GOM

A Yeah.

Q -- had t o focus on.

So there were a couple of areas that we were particularly
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focused on. There was athreat streamin Khartoumthat the Enbassy

concer ned and so we had a response force in| that was
watching that very carefully. Therewas athreat streamin whi ch
was also of concern. And in Niger and northern Mali, thethreat of

Qaeda t he Lands of t helslam ¢ Maghreb, who had conducted attacks
there was concern there. And then, lastly, Boko i n
northern Nigeria.
there was a broad general sense, but there were a couple
specific places wherethe threat reportingwas of greater concern.
themrosetoalevel, tonyrecollection, aninmm nent attack
persons or interests. But, certainly, someplaces across the area
responsibility were receiving greater focus than others.
Q Thank
\ B Okay. W'Il go off the

[ Recess. ]

B 12:28, we'll

Q General, sol just wanted t o step back, i f1 could, inthe
interest of noving as chronologically as possible. And |l just want
also saythat, t othe extent that I"'mrepeating any questions that
have been addressed already, that i tshould not be interpreted, byany
means, of us questioning prior answers. |t's just, inthe interest of

establishing a precise record, | need t onmarch through this thing as

best | can.



I just want t oask your sir, i f1 could.
Sowith referencetothe SST and discussions about whether or not
to SST as chief of mssion authority entity, on9July of 2012,

Enbassy Tripoli had sent a cable t oWashington i nwhich i t requested

additional personnel, t opossibly include SST.

Wr e contempor aneously aware of that cable fromt he Enbassy
to DC ?

A I don't knowthat | was aware of t hespecific cable, but

certainly aware of a conversation about whether or not State would ask

to extend theSite Security Team

M. Richards. Canyoujust clarify what younean by "Washi ngton,
DC?
. Well, actually, what | candois | canintroduce --
M. Richards, Gr eat .
. -- thecable into therecord as Exhibit 5.
[Ham Exhibit No..
was marked for identification.]
I'mgoing t oput that i nfront of you. And, sir,
if I could just direct your attention tothefirst paragraph.
M. Issa. | sthat Foggv
That'll work. Although | believe --
M. Richards. | tistheDepartment of State, not t he Pentagon.

M. Issa. Well, thePentagon i snot i nWshington.



Q 11 give you a chance t o read andthen 11 just go ahead
and read i tinto the
I["monly going toread thefirst two sentences of the first

paragraph.

Q For t herecord, this i sa 9 2012 cable from Enbassy
Tripoli t oWashington, D.C, coma, Secretary of State, marked
"Routine." It's mar ked "SBU "

And t he t wo sentences of the first paragraph read, "Sumary
and Action Request: Enbassy Tripoli requests continued TDY security
support for an additional 60-days, through m d-Septenber 2012. Post
assesses a mnimumof 13 TDY US security personnel, either D85
domestically assigned HI trained [O5 agents, D6 SPS, or DOO SST

or a combination of these personnel, arerequiredt omaintain

transportation and incident response capability while we

transition t oa locally based security support structure," unquote.
Now, sir, "I 1ljust help youout. So, based oninformationthat

we've reviewed subsequently, i t appears that at least some i n the

Pent agon viewed this |anguageinthis July 9thcable asarequest, albeit
perhaps atacit one, by Enbassy Tripoli for anextensionofthe SST team
And so, totheextent that you were aware of this cable
cont empor aneously, | mean, di dyou view this cable that way?

A No.

Again, | don't recall being aware of this specific cable. But,



procedurally -- and I'm captured ny own experience on the

Staff -- procedurally, inorder for Departnment of Defense
to i n Departnment of Defense, what they would do is they
woul d extend the execution order that | was in receipt of from the
Secretary of Defense.
order for that to happen, i t would require a request from the
Department of State, not the Enbassy, but the Department of State
DD to say, we'd like to extend or modify or do whatever they
to do with the Site Security Team
Q Okay. That's helpful. And we're going totalk ina mnute
about State Department and t he Staff and their interaction on this,
but one other question before | forward.
Were you aware around this time, Duly, the summer of
you aware of views of the Anbassador, Ambassador Stevens, of
team at the Enbassy, or perhaps even the DD personnel in Libya
the value of SST remaining in Libya for specifically personnel
pur poses? that would be as opposed to, you know, the mil-mil
training mssion that we've discussed. Were you aware of any of those?
A Briefly.
I'n discussions with Anbassador Stevens about the extension of the
Site Security Team ny nessage, what | tried to convey to Ambassador
Stevens was, first of all, | was supportive of extending the teams, of
the Site Security Team frankly, mostly for selfish reasons of
mai ntaining amlitary presence upon which to build relationships with

the Libyans and at some point begin in a meaningful way our



engagenent .
But | also knew that there was sone reluctance -- was aware
secondhand of sone reluctance of t he Departnment of State maint o request
of DD a further extension of the Site Security Team

Q And that's helpful. Could youjust expand on what that

reluctance that youwere aware of nunber one? And, two, howdi d
you becone aware of that reluctance?

A Well, i twas partly i ndiscussion with Anbassador
n our discussions, | would, again, make i t known t o hi mthat | was

supportive andprepared t oextend theteam should that bethedecision,
that, obviously, I couldn't dothat onny own authority, nor could

he doi t on hisown authority.

Q

A | trequired main State to DD t orequest. And absent that,
then we knewthat the Site Security Teamm ssion would end on t he 3rd
of August.

M. Issa. Soit'syour testimony that you hadi t secondhand but
the firsthand was Anbassador Stevens.

General Ham  Well --

M. Issa. Theway yousaid yougot i t secondhand, yougot i t from
t he Anbassador?

General Ham Well, M. Chairman, not only from Ambassador
Stevens, but | have acivilian deputy at Africa GConmand who i s a very
senior career foreign service officer, former ambassador, anda

policy advisor, who was also a senior career foreign service officer.



ley had connectivity with the Department of State and with t he

Enbassy,
So | probably -- 1| certainly didhear i tin-- I don't recall
Ambassador Stevens ever saying t one you know, Statei s

hot going toask DD of this, youknow, t oextend the Site Security Team
But, clearly, i nour interactions, i t became pretty
apparent as Duly was ending that theSite Security Teamwould --

there would not be a request forthcomng from t heDepartnment of State

to extend theteam
M. Issa. So, avariety of sources, you becarme aware
there was areluctance. | nspite of that, Anbassador Stevens nmade t he
Ham | know now, reading this cable, that he nade a
request, and one of t healternatives that he was perhaps

Site Security Team but not as theonly option,

And we've heard similar things or observed similar things
about this reluctance, butjust, fromyour optic, what was the specific
reluctance that you were able t ogarner from perhaps your staff at

AFR M on part of theState Department about SST? What was

reluctance there?

A Frankly, | don't really know why nain State would be
reluctant. M recollection i sthat State di dnot pay. | think this

was an unfunded request from State t o Defense.

| do know that, | think, at lower levels at the Pentagon there



was sone reluctancetothis but never -- innydiscussions with

the Chairman of the Doint withthe Secretary of Defense,
was never any hesitancy t osupport the mssion. | twas basically, you
know, if State asks, and based on ny recommendation that | was prepared

and supportive of this, they were supportive, as they were for the

initial deployment andt he extensions.

M. Issa. | want to forthe record -- and!l' mtaking
of your soi fl'mmischaracterizing, please stop ne.
i twas i n Ambassador best interest --he

wrote t hecable, and you had conversations with him--1to have an
extension the SST. | twas inyour best interest, because that

you, albeit backdoor, but ml-to-mi|l opportunities that canewith having
this group of a dozen-plus military personnel on t he ground.

And the cost -- that'sthe important part | want to get t o --
cost of this team was borne by t heDepartment of Defense and not by
Department of State. | sthat correct?

CGeneral Ham M. Chairman, ny recollection is, yes, that this was
provided essentially at no cost t oDepartnment of State. Now they
obviously incurredcosts forliving accommodations andfood,
and subsistence --

M. Issa. But no significant costs for

General Ham  -- but they didn't pay for the personnel, for the
training, andal | of that.

| would, though, M. Chairman, just again say, as | read

this nmessage from Enbassy Tripoli, i nny interpretation, it's not a



specific request, please ask DD t oextend the Site Security Team | t
offers theSite Security Team as one of a nunber of possibilities for
added security.

M. Issa. Soit's fair tosay, though, he'sasking for

Security SST. And t heDiplomatic Security comes out of a budget

that -- i nopen hearings, there has been acomplaint that there was
mllionlessinsecurity inthat year than what the President
land t he State Department originally requested. | nthecase of the

personnel, they would be substantially free.

So he's asking for both, but your understanding i s, obviously,
Di pl omatic Securitythey payfor, the others youdon't. So, in asense,
he's saying, figure it out. \Whether you have noney for it or not,
you have two options." Isthat --that'spretty much -- cutting through

t hediplomatic, he's asking for security, and one of them
cost theState Department any noney.

And t heactual for youwould be, youdidn't have a
financial negative t oprovidingthese troops? | nother words, i twas
in your best interest, andyoudidn't have a budgetary constraint, di d
you?

General Hwm M. Chairman, no. | was, from an Africa Conmmand
standpoint, prepared t oand supportive of continuingthe Site Security
Team i f so ordered. I"m frankly, personally Unaware of what t he
internal State deliberationsmay have been with regard t o a response

to this Enbassy cable.



And you believe -- excuse ne -- and you believe younade i t
clear that the Departnment of Defense was prepared to provide or continue
the SST i f i t was requested from the Departnment of State?

A letnme tryto beasprecise as | can. | obviously
hot i napositiontoapprove. | couldn't say, "W will dothis, "
that, obviously, was adecisionultimately forthe Secretary of

What | did convey t o Anbassador Stevens and | conveyed to t he
Chairman and t o the Doint Staff was, | amsupportive of the Site Security
Teamstaying, | amprepared for the personnel t ocontinue there, and,
as t he chairman has mentioned, inny view, i twas inAfrica Command' s
best interest t ohave t hepersonnel stay there.

But | had no authority -- Arbassador Stevens had noauthorityt o

ask ne, canthese guys stay? He obviously hadt oask, you know, ask

main State; main State hadt oask DD And, again, |I'munaware of the
internal State Department conversations or deliberations.

M. Issa. But these kinds of things, General, wasi tfair to say,

because sone of this record nay soneday got oa public that doesn't
understand how these things work, isi tfair saythat alittle bit
like when a high-ranking officer wants t ovisit a country, there's an
informal communi cation say, i fwe ask, will we betold yes, and you
get assurance before youmnake an askthat would be ano, that that
i s part of the process i nwhich you had a conversation with
Anmbassador Stevens sothat he would not nmake a request which would be
summarily, you know, declined for some reason that he could preclear?

| mean, isn't that sort of what you and your deputy, a former



anmbassador, would do i ntheprocess, i s, without stepping over your

authority, people aware of whether or not you could favorably ,

recommend t o your |eaders that you could conmply with theorder, that
you had t he assets and t he capability?

General Ham M. Chairman, I tried tonmake it clear toAnbassador
Stevens why | was supportive and that we were prepared. Similarly,
the Doint Staff andt ot heChairman of t he Doint Chiefs, and t o those
in theOffice of Secretary of Defense who managed such things,
conveyed ny support.

And, again, | obviously can't -- | didn't have t heauthority
make t he deci sion, but I"mconfident that those i nsenior
positions i nthe Pentagon, both uniformed and civilian, knew of ny
support.

And, again, this falls into the hypothetical category, but | had
a high degree of confidence, not certainty, but a high degree of

confidence that, hadt he Departnent of State requested an extension

the Site Team that DI probably largely based on ny
recomrendati on andwillingness to support, probably woul d have sai d yes.
But | don't knowthat with -- can't knowthat with certainty.

M. Issa. Thank you.

BY
Q So, General, moving forward, we knowthat on 13 Duly of 2012,
Under Secretary for Managenent Patrick Kennedy, State Departnment,
informed Lieutenant General Bob Neller at the Doint Staff that the

Department of State would not be requesting another extension of the



Tothe best of your when di d you becone awar e of that
decision by the State

A Probably about that sametime. | don't recall

Sure. And di dany officials from t he State Department or

the Joint Staff consult with youor AFRI GOV naybe at the staff level,
about that decision t oend SST by t he State Department?

A I"mcertainwe did, because part of the discussion was, okay,
what happens on t he 3rdof August --

Q Sure. Yeah.

A -- when t heauthority for theSite Security Team expires?

What happens at that So I"'mconfident -- | don't recall
specifics, but I'mconfident we had those discussions.
So, noredealing with the aftermath, becauseit is

a State Department decision, i f 1 understand you correctly. Is
fair to--

A Well, actually, i twas joint. | mean, i t hadt obegin
a State Department request of DD to extend the team and DD woul d
make i t sdecision. As |'ve stated, | believe with high confidence that
DO woul d have ordered nme to, you know, t ocontinue thedeployment of

the team

Q

And youmentioned just earlier briefly some concerns you may have
been aware of, sort of, at t he of t hePentagon. Thisi s

somewhat consistent with sone things that we've seen. And, you know,



we for exanple, that the SST personnel were highly trained
special forces, that they would normally be doing nmore sensitive
m ssions than personnel security details.
But, to the best of your recollection, |I nean, do you

sone of those concerns mght have been inside the Pentagon that you
mentioned about extending SST?

Well, going back to the original request for the Site
Security TeamfromStateto DI again, whilethat certainly was

was ultimately approved and resulted in an execution order, and | was
\

supportive of of depl oyment of team there were those
nor e levels, you know, not than kind of

levels, both uniformed and civilian, at the Pentagonthat basically
1 1

[ J [ J Ve
of the opinionthat says, hey, we're stretched, you know, the
is stretched, and we have a | ot of activities ongoing, and, you
security of diplomaticfacilities isprincipally the responsibility
the Department of State i ncollaboration with the host nation, and
shouldn't be getting into that business.
And | understand that. Inny view, it's a pretty parochial view

of things and didn't reflect the -- perhaps not unique, but particular

circumstances that were prevalent in Libya at the time.

Q Sure.
And just to enphasize again, | nmean, you' ve said -- | nmean, the
nmessage, as | understand it, com ng you and the other top-line folks

at the Pentagon was supportive of the extension, i f requested.

A That was very clearly ny view, yes.



Q Okay. Thanks.

So based on docunents reviewed by the we're aware
there were aseries of discussions post the decisiontoend SSThy the
State Department, both by email and i nperson, between you and
Stevens inthe nonth of August 2012.

Ve¢'vetalked alittle about this, I think, inthe first hour, but

| just want to step back and clarify the record asmuch as we can.

And those discussions between you and Anbassador Stevens, as
understand them based onthe docunments, concerned the future of the
AFR GCMpersonnel i nLibya post-SST and the parameters of security force
assistance mssions like the 1208 program

V& understand that Anbassador Stevens had sone concerns about the

i , - .

loss of diplomaticprivileges and immunities that were enjoyed by SST
personnel under chief of m ssion authority. And that occurred as of
4 August 2012 when the SSTm ssion revertedto a G3Mm ssion. And
also that the Government of Libya had not yet agreed to a SCFA which
woul d providethe legal protectionsthat theteamwould enjoy under G3XM
authority.

So | guessthefirst question | wanted t o ask you is, we understand
that, onor about 4 August 2012, when the SSTrevertedto G30M that
you nay have signed a menmorandumt o Rear Admiral Losey, the SOCAFR CA
commander. And this is, | want to enphasize, aclassified menorandum
and reina setting. But this menorandumt o Adm ral Losey

authorized himto continue the 1208 mission in Libya without

status protections, which would expose US DDpersonnel to the full
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extent of thel awand practices of the Libyan Government.

First of all, ny first question do you recollect that
menor andun®

A | don't recall the but, yes, | do renenber doing
that . I t was not routine matter, but when there was a requirement,
avalid requirement, forUS military personnel under conbatant comrand
authority tooperate i nacountry where there was not a Status of Forces
Agreement or not an exchange of diplomatic notes that provided for

security, then, under D@D policy and i nconcert with thechiefs of

m ssion i nt heparticular country, I could sign such a menorandum
And basically what that menorandum said: I understand,
who i s orderingthe deployment of these forces, I understand

that they arenot protected by a Status of Forces Agreenment. |
understand they're not protected by an exchange of diplomatic

But, having reviewed all the relevant information, determne that the
m ssion should go forward.

And, obviously, this i sdone i ncollaboration with the Enbassy.

Q Sure.

A -- ultimately, I'"'mtheguy that signs i fthat says, yes,
you can depl oy, absent t henormal protectionswhich we would liketo
have for mlitary personnel.

Q And you anticipated ny second question about this, which
this was not a, perhaps, routine matter, but i t sounds like this was

at least a procedurally necessary matter given t hecircumstances you
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were facing at thetime. | sthat fair?
A | tis -- again, Libya, certainly, adifferent circumstance.
nmore normal circumstance such a menmor andumm ght be somet hi ng such

as a ship visit i naparticular port i nAfrica i na country where we
didn't have a Status of Forces Agreement, where we would work with
Anbassador, again, to sure that the military -- that
inconcert betweenthe coomand and t he Enbassy, hadat | east ahigh
degree that we could resolve any matter involving a US military
personnel satisfactorily with host nation.

Q

And, actually, sir -- oh, sorry. G ahead.

Issa. General, having Tijuana i nny backyard, |'mvery

of sailors marines ending upin Tijuana and having to be out

in aplace where they don't get special treatment.

But another exanple that | want t onake for the record is
that you controlled out of Djibouti that operate throughout a nunber

of areas of Africa. Wre they i na similar situation, or were

N \Y
-0or were they all under other procedures?
General Ham M. Chairman, it's mxed. TheteaminDjibouti
protected -- | believethere's a Status of Forces Agreement. At |east

there's an exchange of diplomatic notes. So
M. Issa. So that's a safe haven while they're there.
General Ham So while they're i nDjibouti, they're
But as they deploy for specific mssions in East Africa, theni t

is very much a case-by-case. | fthey got oKenya, there's a Status of
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Forces Agreement. | fthey goto there's not. And sowe would

have t onake this sanme kind of determ nation i n concert with the

Enbassy, dowewant t odothis and dowe have that
if asituation arises that be able t owork with the host nation
to resolve it.

M. Issa. Butit's fair t osaythat your predecessor, your
successor, fromtime t otime hadt oapprove Title assets that went

into countries without a SOFA andthey went i narned?

General Ham | t varied, but sometimes, yes, M. Chairman, they

did go but al ways, | My recollection i snot
M. Issa. know, I only want t odeal notall the
exceptions, but ononeor nore occasions -- andlet's just say, onnore

than one occasion, you would, either directly or through vyour
surrogates, would have t oauthorize Title 10 assets t odeploy out of

or other places into countries i nAfrica i nwhich there was
no SOFA agreenent.

General Ham Now M. Chairman, if..-
Wth weapons.

General Ham M. Chairman, yes, but, tonyrecollection, that
not an authority that could be del egated.
M. Issa. kay.
Ham was either ne or theacting -- i fl1 was absent,
then t hemilitary deputy acting on ny behalf.
M. Issa. But youdiddothat, since i twasn't delegated. You

had t odoi t on nore than one occasi on.
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General Hm That's correct, M. Chairmn.
M. Issa. Thank
BY

Q So, General, when you learned that the SST was not going
be renewed -- or, beg your pardon, that the State Department was
going to request the SST to be renewed, was i tyour understanding at
the time that the purpose of that request was because the State
Department intended to that security function itself?

A I

O did you have no understanding of

A | simply -- | simply ['m just unaware of the
the responsetothe previous cable that we |ooked at. | just don't know
the internal State deliberations. | just don't know.

Q Including the conversation with Amrbassador Stevens?

A Well, with Arbassador Stevens, again, i tws simply ne
conveying him ny support for the team s extension and why. And, at
sone point, i t becane clear that main State was not going torequest
don't know -- Anmbassador Stevens and |, tothe best of ny
never tal ked about what his advice was to State or what State's response
wast o himor any internal State Department deliberations onthis

So | take that to nmean that that includes the fact that you
never had any indication from Anbassador Stevens' druthers that any
reluctance or ambival ence about the SST was related tothe mil-to-mil

activities that they were undertaking, that that was the origin of the

Department of State's
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A | am unaware that that was a concern.

Q Unawar e of

And do you have any understanding if Ambassador Stevensever
di scussed t he prospect of the activities or the expansion
of ml-to-mil activities with a higher let's say the

Secretary of State?
A | do not know.

M. Issa. Can | ask one nore question? Because it's sort of

germane t o that I just went through.

" Sept enmber Title 10 assets i ncountry, you said you
or your could deploy them Isthat also true once they werei n
country?

In other words, lieutenant colonel's there; people are

i

attacked, presumably captured or killed downrange. Wo hadthe
authority t oallowsoneonetogoto Benghazi? Ws it already i ncountry,
and thus they had been allowed t o deploy? O didthey need specific
authority from you or your deputy?

General Ham I think, M. Chairman, notfromne personallyor the

But given thenature of that team Speci al Operations Gomrand
Africa, and certainly withtheconsent or approval fromthe Enbassy for
internal traffic --1"d havet olook nore specifically if there was any
other kind of constraintintheorder that deployed theteampost Site

Security Team -- | would be very surprised i fthere was any kind of



constraint Iike that that you have t o0 ask -- you know, i f you're
going to leave Tripoli, you have to, you know

M. Issa. Well, | was nore nmeaning that they were deployed
a non-conbat, non-aggressive role; they were now, as you're well
getting an airplane t ogo down t owhere Iive gunfire was
and a decision was nade t o send them somewhere el se.

But t hequestionreallywas, the t osend themi nhad
own caveats, because t heauthority t osend themi nsaid what they would
do. Going downrange and fightingtheir way in, presumably, t o rescue
*the Anbassador i f he were still alive was not within their description.

So i f were sitting i nRota, Spain, under AFR GM and
wanted t oget on plane and got oBenghazi, they woul d have needed
or your deputy's authority; i sthat correct?

General Hm Yeah, M. Chairman, | think | m sunderstood t he
initial part of your question. | thought you were talking about
former Site Security Team personnel who were already i n

M. Issa. | was. |

General Hm

M. Issa. Wat |I'msaying i sthat they were certainly not there
to fight their way i nand rescue people, but that was the m ssion that
becanme a m ssion on Septenmber 11th and 12t h of 2012.

General Ham Right.

M. Issa. So, froma questionof authority, sitting i nDjibouti,
they needed your authority to go t o Benghazi and fight. Sitting in

Tripoli, didthey need yours or your deputy's authority togo i nand
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Hm M. | probably need a lawyer t o answer
that question from a legal standpoint.
M. Issa. That's why DD has so nany |awyers
General Ham  Yeah.
an operational I think i tplayed out the right
way, that t hecommander onthe ground, Lieutenant (
aware of a situation said, | cango and help i nthis situation,
he made that request -- he nmade that known and appropriately notified
his higher headquarters, said, this i swhat's happening, this i swhat
['mgoing t o
And though |1 why he was chagrinned at t he decision,
think the decisionfrom Special Operations Command Africa t osay,
you need t ostay where you ar e because of the factors that we' ve di scussed

already forthe-- 1 think that's theright way for that t o have played

M. Issa. No, | think that we could debate whether you
medi cal personnel t ogotoahospital wheretherewere doctors or
you needed people who could pull triggers t ogodownrange; we coul d have
that discussion. And|l'msure theVar College will havethat discussion
in thefuture, or at least comrand and general staff.

But t hequestion was, rmany people i nthechain of coomand havet he
authority t osayno. Wo hadtheauthority tosayyestothat request?
Had commanders wanted t o sayyes, would they inherently have been doing

the equivalent of atrip fromDjibouti t oBenghazi and hadt onove i t
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up t hechain t oyour who was acting, or you at t he Pentagon?
Gener al M. Chairman, | don't think so. Again, given how
the situations were unfolding, I think had Lieutenant Col onel
notified, again, I think, as was hi sduty, notified Special Operations
GConmand this iswhat | think | should do, | believe Adm ral
coul d have hadthe authority t osayyestothat, assum ngthat the
agreed, which | believe they probably did.
So, again, it's always abhit dangerous dealingwith
sbhut Li eutenant makes t herequest, works itswayto
fromhisstaff, then Admral Losey says yes, | believe he has t he
authority todothat. I also believeAdmral Losey, atthat point, has
an obligation t oadvise hishigher headquarters, Africa Comrand, that
says, hey, | got a request fromny guy ontheground todothis, |1
approved it. And, at that point, you know, Adm ral Leidig or I
could have said, no, stop. But | believei twas within Admral
authority t ohave said yes or
M. Issa. Yeah.
| have one final question. You know, we're the Commttee of
Oversight and Reform and | am senior nenber of thecommttee of
jurisdiction. But, inyour opinion, after 40 years of service and
of situations, Title 10 authority i ncountry i nwhich at ati me,
it's aconvey being attacked that you're i nor a convoy afewmles
being attacked and you're sitting at a Enbassy, or somewhere
in country, thelevel of speed and authority t orespond, do you believe

that thechain of command, Title 10 chain of comrand, inherently has
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You're Title and you're just outside the wall in Cairo, and
peopl e are going over it. You're Title and you either are or
not in Benghazi, and people are shooting. The chain of command
back to AFRRGQOM The chief of m ssion or his representativei s right

by your side.

from a standpoint of how Congress, in concert with this
administration and administrations, creates | aws and
do you that the senior the ground, Title 10

the ground, should have the authority, when the inmm nent
threat of life isthere, to take action? O do you believe that
chain i s always necessary?

And this has nothing to do with the events. And | want to make
it very clear, I'm not asking about second-guessing the events there.
But | am asking -- because all the commttees of Congress periodically
have t 0 ask, havewe giventhe right authorities and organizationbetween
competing branches of the executive branch? And so that's a question

l'd like you to opine on from your history.

Because as we |ook at potential reforms -- and Congressman
Thornberry isthere and so on -- that my be something that the Armed
Services Commttee and the Foreign Committee may want to really

ook at, i s,you my be 10, but Anmericans are in harmis way in your
AQ what should be the ability to do?
Are you satisfied with the existing system or would nore

flexibility when you deploy somebody be appropriate under chief of



m ssion, even i fthey're not currently assigned t ochief of mssion?
General Ham M. Chairman, | think youraise agreat issue. |

think part of i t goes back t oanearlier discussion we had about having

the proper level of experience and seniority for t hecomander t o

able to those reasoned judgments. And i t eventually comes

tothe exercise of what the Arnmy calls m ssion command, operating

the higher commander's intent.

I think i nthis case and | think i ncases similar, thetypes
of situations that you described, | think i famlitary comuander,
Title 10 commander, or, frankly, not a comrander but a
personnel, has anability t oactinstantaneously t osave life or
to make a difference inasituation, whether they have the technically
legal authority todothat, I think, isless important than dothey feel

enmpowered t o nmake that decision. J

I knowyou don't want totalk about this one but
it I may, with Lieutenant Colonel | | 1think, had this attack
unfolded i nTripoli, where he was physically present and could
instantaneously or respond, then | think he had

an obligation and a duty t odo so, and as time permtted, "Ch, bythe

way," t o hi shigher headquarters, "here's what |'vedone."
In thecircumstance as i t unfolded, i trequired novenent and a
degree preparation, and I think he was I think he was right

inhismtivation, andl think hewas right i nhisrequest of the comrand.
| think, M. Chairman, i t also raises anore fundament al

of, what isthe expectation of t heDepartnent of Defense, of the Arned
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Forces of t heUnited forcrisis response at US diplomatic
facilities worldwi de? HowaretheArmed Forces expected t o be postured
and on what timelines, toemerging situations?

And t here areal | kinds of i ssues with that. |t'sforce*, it'send

it'sposture, it'sbasing, it'stransportation andcost and
all of therest of that that factors into that. But | believe
J
a debate that t heNation ought t o have.

V& have | ivedfor 238 years, almst, with thepremse that t he
nation hasprimary responsibilityfortheprotection of US
facilities. Arethere some circumstances where we ought to
that? | think it'saworthy debate. There's probably not a single
answer t othat question, but | think the question youraise i s an
i mportant one.

M . I going t o stop now, but t he next majority
I'"mgoing t owant t otouch back on FAST t eam and what t he Mari nes have
done post and get your insight i nthat. Andthen, obviously, I
earlier some of t heother areas gave you a heads-up

But I want t ol et youfinish yours. And | apologize for

so | ong.

No apol ogy necessary,

Q I f1 could just clarify, though, on onething that we were
talking about just now Andl want todothis, frankly, forthe benefit
of you, because you've not been i nsone of the interviews we've been

having. Ve have interviewed both Col onel | and Admi ral Losey.



And | just wanted for your sake, clarify that, at |east our

understanding fromthem from ( specifically, isthat
he called int o SCCAFRCA i twas nmore t oinform SCCAFR CA of hi s
intention t oproceed onthe second response flight t o Benghazi.
i twas at that when he called, for purposes of, he

us, of Blue Force tracking, t obasically notify
that --you know, appropriately, i twas at that point that hewas
by SOCAFR CA -- again, hefully acknow edges |egal and |awful order and

he believed at the time that had nore i nformation
he had. But, at that point, that's when hewastold not to get on
flight t oBenghazi.

just wanted to clarify that for you, because I know you

been inthe interviews.

Q Now, i f 1 could just step back t oAugust 2012, because we
talking about the post-SST environment that weal | found
in. And, as|l understand it, you were having adial ogue with Anbassador
St evens about howt o structure the presence of AFRI GOMpersonnel i n Libya
post - SST.

Now, emails and docunents that we've reviewed describe this
process by which you and Anbassador Stevens reached an acconmodati on
onthe way forward f or AFR QMpersonnel and the m ssion. And
|'d like t odois read into the record the content of what we believe
to be an unclassified email from Anbassador Stevens t othe Acting

Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs, Beth Jones, which



describes t heagreenent reached Rear Adm ral Losey, and
Anbassador Stevensonaseriesof VICsafter the6 August 2012
attack that we about i nthefirst hour.

And | wanted t oshow youthis document because | thought that you
woul d benefit fromseeing howfolks atthe State Department side of the
house were thinking about this

And | would just note that, while this email appears t o be
unclassified, unfortunately, just so you know, we're going through
process of docunent productionanddiscoverywith theState
And t heway that t he State Department has produced docunents,
been al ot of redactionsandthingsthat nakei tvery
to be 100 percent clear sonmetimes both who's saying what t owho but
whether it's,i nfact, classified or not.

out of an abundance of caution, | wanted t orunthis through
a classification reviewwith State before formally introducing it into
the record. So | won't introducethis as an exhibit now But what
would like todo i sshowi tt oyou, give you an opportunitytoread it,
and then read i tinto therecord, i fthat's okay with you,

So this i san August 8t hemail from Chris Stevens. And you can
just start right here, and!l'll give youamnutet oread through that,

sir.

Q Ckay. Let ne have that. That's theonly copy | have.
So, fortherecord, this i san email from Christopher Stevenst o

Beth Jones, t he Acting Assistant Secretary for Near Eastern Affairs.






So | just want to ask you sir,tothe best of your
recollecti;Jn, i s what An‘f)assador Stevens |laid out here consistent with
the parameters of the agreenment that you reached with hin®

A | tdoes. | don't recall the specific nunmbers of personnel,
but this seens to be the right range.

Q Ckay.

And just i fI may, this isgenerally consistent -- this isthe

attack. So you'd mentioned i nthefirst hour thati t

pl ayed some role i nthe discussions that were ongoing. |Isthat a fair



assessment? This | guess, 2 days after the attack.

A Yes. Inny view, at least, the attack at the Libyan
checkpoint enphasized quite clearly the need for immunities and |egal
protections formilitary personnel i nLibya vwho were not
chief of mssion authority.

And so the pause i nthe 1208 mil-mi|l activity, that was an
agreed-upon pause until the necessary status protections be

Vds that a fair --=

Wel |, again, gainihgthe legal protections was one conponent
for the change, as referred tointhe email you just read.
also the Libyans not ready to beginthe training. The
think wanted t o get the Libyan acceptance inwriting and

to make sure that, again, as the Government of Libya was i nthe

of the electoral process, and just to get the facilities and the

So there were a nunber of reasons, but, certainly,
protections for DD personnel were anong those reasons for del aying
i mpl ementation of 1208.

Q And, toyour didthe State Departnment or, |
say, the Anbassador or the Enbassy, didthey then proceed expeditiously
to seek the necessary collaboration with the Libyan Governnent to
achieve that status of forces --

A Yes. I nny personal conversations with Arbassador Stevens
and t he defense attache and feedback fromthe staff, we knewand | knew

that the Anbassador, as indicated i nthat email, was pressingthe Libyan



Governnent for these approvals so that w could proceed.

And we understand -- just one |ast question on this --we
understand that the Governnent of was inabitof, it'sfair
say, turmoil at this time. Ws the Enbassy successful in
obtaining this Status of Forces Agreement prior the attack of 11
September, or were those, to your know edge, still ongoing prior to
attack?

A To the best of ny know edge, that remained an unresolved
matter on Sept ember .

Q Did the Anmbassador share any challenges that he my have had

in getting that subsequent to this? | mean, was it a challenging --
A Yes.
Q --  process?
A M recollectionisthat, in di scussion with

icials, with the Prime Minister, with the Prime Minister's chief of
staff, that there was agreement inprincipleof the necessity of getting
the exchange of diplomatic notes accomplished. But, again, in the
fledgling nature of the Libyan Government, what ought to have been
[fairly routine diplomatic endeavor, they just -- there wasn't the
experience on how to do that.

So | think i tws just -- | don't knowthat anyone in -- I'm
awar e that anyone inthe Libyan Government was opposed to this. | think
it was just process. They didn't have the systems in place to
expeditiously deal with a request fromthe US Ambassador like this.

Under st ood.



So when you | earned that there was going t o be no request

to renew t he SST did that cause you sone angst, because,
potentially, without t heteam being renewed, that mght call into
question their status country and complicate your

nascent mil-to-m| efforts?

A Yes. | was concerned that we mght experience a |lossof
nmonmentum  Not that there had been great nonentum but there had been
sone i ninteraction with the Libyans, particularlyin menbers of
Site Security Team hel ping the Libyans select personnel for
training, start t othink about where would the training occur and

I was worriedthat i f the DD who were goingto oversee
that training hadt oleave theater that we would |o0ose nomentum

Q | t would set you back.
A

Q And that element, not the site security, physical
but the l ossof nomentumi nthemil-to-mil, doyou have any recollections
it Ambassador Stevens was sympathetic t oyour concern that you would

| ose nmonmentum potentially |ose personnel, as aresult of the SSTnot

A Anbassador Stevens, | think, was very, very supportiveof
the 1208 programas i twas laid out andwanted i tto get approved. And
| believehe -- again, he pressed Libyan officials, upto and including
the Prime Minister, for approval so that we could begin this.

The 1208 program as initially envisioned wasrelatively



smal | -scal e, purposely so, one, t o make sure we had t heright people,
but also as a way t odenonstrate our commtnent t ot helibyans, to get
a small win, i fyouwill, tosay, you know, we're serious about wanting

to beamilitary-to-military partner with you, here's what we want t o

do, and i f this endeavor works t oyour satisfaction, then we can

start talking about something |arger-scale.



RPTS
DOMN SECKMAN
Q Andi si tyour recollection that before t he checkpoint
So between the SST' s expiration andthe checkpoi nt
that i twas t heintention toretain the full 16personnel i n

but transition their authority to G3XMauthority andkind of wait
if youwill, remain i ncountry and wait out until theml-to-mil
proceeded?

A That ny desirewas t o keep the teamthere sothat sothat

we were ready t o be --

Q Thefull 167

A The 16 the previous Site Security Teamsothat
could continue the nomentum continue the effort onthe 1208, and then
when t helibyans ready, we were postured. | think the shooting
at the Libyan checkpoint caused all of ust opay nore attentiont o
l egal protections issue. That, conbinedwith the fact that the
again were still i nthethroes of election, still inthe process of,
formng the governnment, fact that t helibyan Government was not
forthcomng i nthe exchange of di pl omaticnotes I think i s what caused
the Anbassador t osay we're not going t obeable t obegin the 1208 i n
earnest for awhile, let's take a pause, let's, youknow, keep a small
nunber of people here t okind of keep t herelationships warm but get
the rest back t o Stuttgart, andwhen we're ready t o proceed, then bring

themback. | thought i nny personal discussionswith Anbassador Stevens



that that was a very reasonable way ahead.

Q That's very helpful. Thank you. And we know that that
nunber ultimately settled at again the post-SST Team Libya?

A Correct.

Q Do you renenber i nyour discussions or the discussions that
took place, did i tgo from whereas the idea was we have 16 now we'll
go straight was sone debate about where that was settled
but, didi tstart lower and get higher? Do you have any
how t he nunber was determ ned?

As | think the cable that we talked about just a few nonents
ago indicates, | think the initial discussion was two to four. M
recollection isthat inconversation with Rear Losey he said,
you know, we probably could use a couple nore, and so as | went, when
Ambassador Stevens was in Stuttgart, again, ny recollection is |
proposed to him said we would todo six, could we keep six, and
he was agreeable to that.

Q So you started maybe two to four remaining and Admiral Losey

countered with hi gher ?
A Wth a couple nore. That's ny recollection, yes.
Q But the two to four maybe was your suggestion?
A | think that's right, yeah.

Are ve out of time?
| think just a few nore mnutes. | just have one
last question, and i trelates tothe topic you ve been precisely talking

about, so the Senate Select Commttee on Intelligence released a report
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on Benghazi on 15 Danuary of this andthere's a statement here
| just wanted to run byyou that relates tojust what we've beentalking
about. 1've nmarked the page there, marked i t as Exhibit 6.
[ Ham Exhibit No.
was marked for
You canread i tfromright here, andl will read i t
the record as youread it,just inthe interests of time: Quote, and
this is page 20, "D confirmed t othe conmttee," the Senate
Committee on Intelligence, "that Anbassador Stevens declinedt wo
ispecific offers from General Carter Ham then the head of AFRGOM t O
sustain the SST in the weeks before the terrorist attacks. After
reading the August 16, 2012, EAC Enmergency Action Committee,
General Hamcalled Ambassador Stevens and asked i fthe Enbassy
the SST the US military, but Stevenstold Hamit di d not.
thereafter, Stevens traveled t oGernmany for a previously schedul ed
meeting with Ham at AFR GOM headquarters. Ham again, offeredt o
sustain the SST at the meeting and Stevens again declined,"
| guess ny only question, General, isfromny perspective, based
on the conversation we've just been having about the cooperative
negotiations between you and Anbassador Stevens, isthis your
recollection of this exchange, or i si t somewhat different?
General Ham | think there isafairly significant difference.
of course, hadno authority to offer to Arbassador Stevens that the
t eam be extended. I did convey t ohi mthat | was supportive of the

extension andprepared to support the extension should | beorderedt o
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do and that order began with a request from main State to DD S
| think the word "offer" is probably not quite the right word.

And t o that | think what | understand from
our previous discussionisthat Anbassador Kennedy had already i n Duly
informed DD they wouldn't be requiring an SSL.

General Hm
Thank you, that's very helpful.
BY
Q So question | before out of time
So you described the nunber being settled sixinthis interimperiod
until allthe proper authorities were obtained. Did you have any

of ballpark of how long that was goingto be until the authorities were

in

It certainly was - - i twas unknown precisely, but we were
thinking, | think Stevens and | kind of inthe back of
m nds had a month or so interms of getting the exchange of

di pl omatic notes resolved, the Libyans moving forward formally,
and accepting the 1208. So we kind of thought about a month, at
to the best of ny

Q And then it was your expectationthat upon achieving those
authorities the nunber would go back up to 167

A The teamthat had been brought back to Stuttgart would go
back to Libya to begin the 1208 process in earnest.

Got it, very good. That's very helpful to



So | think we're all set. We'Il gooffthe
we'll take a break.

[ Recess. ||
BY

Let's go back ontherecord. Thetime i snow
We appreciateyour patiencetoday. Duringthelast round
as well as rounds before we've had an extended conversation about
Site Security Team SST team we would like t opick up

and kind of ask sonme follow up, sone clarifying questions based on

of the statements, information youjust provided to us. | would

it I may, to refer back t oExhibit 5, which isthebDuly cabl e
and, General, | would just Iike ask you, again, you

awar eness generally of this cable when first read it, and I

want t o be as clear as possible ast owhether or not you vi ewed

asarequest foranextensionof the Site SecurityTeamafter

A As | read this, | donot interpret itas aspecific
for extension of the Site Security Team Inny view, it
Stevens suggesting extension of the Site Team or part of it
as a potential resolution of t herequest that he nakes.

Q Thank you, sir, and again, this isthe Duly cabl e,
and canl just ask, are youbasing that determ nation, i t sounds
based on sone of your conversations with Anbassador Stevens, your
recollection of themas well as your reading here that the specific

or the request, i fyouwill, i tseenst olayout a nunber of potential



options for security resources. | sthat your understanding as well?
They mention various Diplomatic Security Service agents.
A Again, | don't recall i f | sawthis actual cable atthe time
went out. I'mjust saying that as | read this today, | do not --ny
personal interpretation isthis isnot aspecific request for extension
of the Site Security Teambut, rather, arequest for additional security
and suggestion that one possible source for additional securityi s
extending theSite Security Team

Q And just sothat the timeline is absolutelyclear, butthe

r

decision by the State Department not to renew or t orerequest SST came

after this cable. I sthat correct? Sometine i nm d August?
A I"mnot aware of the State Departnment's decision timeline.
Q Ckay. | would also Iike just t otake a different |ook at
this cable, i f1 could draw your attention to t helast

sentence inthis paragraph reads, quote, "post anticipates supporting
operations i nBenghazi with at |east one permanently assigned RO
empl oyee from Tripoli. However, would request continued TDY support

tofill amninumof three security positions i nBenghazi," close quote.

General, can | just ask, are you aware of what the security posture
was i nBenghazi on the night of the attacks, t he Diplomatic Security
security posture at t heTenmporary M ssion Facility?

A Not prior tothe attack, no. | didnot learnuntil theattack
was underway t hat the Anrbassador and hi s smal |l teamwere at the Tenporary
M ssion Facility.

Q | would like toturn t oa comrent that you nmade during t he



last round. V& were having adiscussion about the rerequest of the Site
Security Teamthrough August, and you had mentioned that you becane aware
that sone junior |evel personnel within DI hadexpressed some concerns
about an extension, I was wondering i fwe could just maybe talk a
[ittle bitabout that and naybe youcould help us understand what
concerns were and how were those concerns being communi cated?

A 't goes back, tothe initial request

of State t oD®D for the Site Security Team andthen |I do recall --
don't recall thespecifics. | dorecall that there was some

di sagreement from at the staff [evel, kindof junior to

level at the Pentagon ast o-- basically the gist of i twas, you know,
this isnot aDID mssion. m ssion. The
DDis stretched, and State should provide for i tsow security.
think, again, that viewpoint, while sonmewhat understandable, |

is particularly parochial, and |l think is notreflective of an
understanding of the conditions as they existed i nLibya at the time.
So | don'"t think that that viewpoint got much or much
traction, i fyouwill, inthe 30int Staff or inC3 andobviously, the
decision was contrary t othat. The decision was t odeploy the team
extend the team but | think each time there was an extension request,
there was some surfacingof this notionthat, you know, should we really,
should DD really continue t oprovide what is essentially a State
Department mission, but, again, | think that that argument didn't carry
alot of weight and certainly was not persuasive inside DD

Q Wre any of those staff, didthey comrunicate any of those



concerns t othe State Department, t oyour know edge?
A I don't know.

I would like totalk nowabout thetime frame after
3rd. There was, | believeit'sExhibit 6 whichrefers to, | guess
uses t he SSCI r'eport. Sone conversa|tion§ that yourlladwith Anbassador,
Stevens, and | wonder i fwe could just drill down alittle bit
on what those conversations were what yourelayedor
explained t ot he Anrbassador at that time.

At what time frame arewe talking about?

Q Sothisisafter August 3rd, andthis i swith respect tothe
coment that youtwice offered additional assistance t o Anbassador
St evens.

A Again, | would be very careful t ocharacterizeit. I had

no authority tooffer t oAnrbassador Stevens that the team be
j

di d convey t ot he Anbassador ny desire, ny support forthe team
be extended and t he fact that we at Africa Command were prepared t o
support the extension of theteambut, clearly, that absent a request
fromState Departnment Main t o Departnent of Defense, then there was no
authority fortheteamt ocontinue, at |east continue under its

Security Teamauthorities.

And what wast he Anbassador’'s responsewhen you nade i t cl ear

to hi mthat DD be willing t osupport a potential request?
A Well, again, | was -- | tried t obe very careful because,
again, | didn't have authority tocommt DO | couldn't say DD was

going t osupport it. I nny conversations with the Chairman of t he Doi nt



Chiefs and with | had high confidence that i f State Department
requested that DD woul d approve an extension of the but 1
[trying to nmake i t and making i tclear to the Anmbassador that | could

not on ny own, of ny own authority, approve the extension, and |

that he understood that. ['m not -- | do not know, frankly, other than
the cable that we just l|ooked at, Exhibit | didn't, | was not
until | saw that, and again | don't renenber i fl saw the exact

| wasn't aware of the internal State conversations

the Site Security Team
Q | believe you answered this already, but then just
clarify, so then you were unaware of whether the decision
torerequest or request the extension was based on the State
decision to transition to a traditional security paradigm where
Di pl omatic Security, the Bureauof Diplomatic Security, its own

security services as well as host nation support would provide Emnbassy

A Yeah, | simply don't have any insight into the rationale
the State Departnment's decision making.

Q Are you familiar with any other Embassies i nyour AR on
continent that where maybe high risk or highthreat type [ ocationswhere
the State Department does rely, infact, on its ow security resources
and host nation support?

A Wel I, nost. significant difference being that i n many,
perhaps nost of those diplomatic, those Embassies, there's also a

security guard detachment, and while as we knownot principally charged



with the physical security of the that that's a conponent of
overall security, but for nost US Embassies in Africa, itis
combination of either host nation security forces or in sone cases a
contracted security force that security at the US

Again, and sone, nmost, but not all, have, also have a

guard detachnent.
|

Q Ckay. W had discussed the 1208, Section 1208 training
programthat was planned and in the process of being inmplemented. |
was wondering i fw can just take a step back and maybe you could describe
for us, you know, the benefits, at |east based on your experience, of
these traditional or nmore normalized military-to-military engagenents
with countries where w try to develop partner country's capacity,
whether it'sto defeat violent extrem st organizations or otherwise.
Can you rmaybe just talk about sone of the benefits of those types of
prograns?

A e of the primary mssions of Africa GCommand is to
strengthen the defense capabilitiesof Africa partners so that
increasingly capable of providing for their own defense,
to regional stability and security as well. S a part of that overall
strategy is amlitary-to-military relationship to help host nations
develop the kinds of military forces that they need for their own
security. Froma US perspective, there are a couple of benefits
doi ng so. e, i fanation has itsow capable, well-trained mlitary
forces that are disciplined and subordinate to legitimate civilian

control, w think that contributes overall to security, lessens the



l'ikelihood of buti fconflict emerges, they' re also better
trained, equipped, andprepared tonmore effectivelydeal with conflict.
And I think anunderlying principleisthat inAfrica, it'sbetter for
the Africans t odo that than an outside force, whether that be US or
others. So that's kind of the overarching principle of the
mlitary-to-military training prograns.

In the particular case of Libya, inthe aftermath of the revolution
and the of the Qadhafi regime, there was essentially a
collapse of defense and security institutionsacross Libya,
havi ng gone from control by one man or onefamily, i fyouwill, and
do you build after 40 years of that, howdo youhelp anation build the
kinds of security forces that i t needs? And sothis 1208 effort
an initial with thelibyans totryt ohelp thembuild, first,
a small, very small Special Operations capability that the Libyans
recogni zed that they needed t odeal with an emerging extrem st threat
intheir country, but i talsowas awayto convey tothemour comm tment,
the United States' commtment to Libya, andi fwe could achieve success
inthis smal | endeavor, that mght lead t oa
operation with more, with larger military forces i nLibya. So those
are sone of the reasons why we sought t o undertake thiseffort in Libya.

Thank you, that's very helpful, sir. | would Iike to turn

howt o t he checkpoint incident, and there was adiscussion about an emai |
relaying some events, and of course you're seeing that email forthe
first time today. | sthat right? You haven't seen that email prior

to this?



Not t ony recollection | have not.
And so | would just like t oask a fewquestions about
of the devel opments around that time with respect tothe
that was inTripoli. Youhadmentioned that it was your desireto keep

the full 16-person Special Operations Forces unit in Tripoli at

time i norder mai ntain the nmomentumit had built upwith respectto
the training program | sthat generally accurate?
That's

Q Okay. And | guess can youhelp usjust understand after the
checkpoint incident, and we' ve seen sore of the concerns nowr ai sed
the privileges, immnities, the diplomatic status of the stay-behind
force or of the training force, howdo we get from your desire t okeep
the full conplement there downt ot hesix that ultimately did stay
behind? Can you just kind of walk us through that process?

A Yes. So |l was -- you're correct, | was desirous of keeping
the full teamsothat we could maintainrelationships withthe
so that theteam could t obuild their understanding of the
environment i n which were operating and also t obe prepared when
the Libyans gave formal approval that there would be nohesitation, and
we coul d begin the training inearnest. That changed, obviously, on
August 3rd, upon the ending of the Site Security Teamm ssion and
team then operating under combatant command authority, vice chief of
m ssion authority, which they had operated under as the Site Security
Team The shooting incident atthe Libyan checkpoint on August 6th I

think served as, really brought intofocus the issue of |egal protections



and immunities for US military personnel not operating under

of m ssionauthority. Certainly it wasrecognized before but this
was kind of acrystallizing i fyouwill, andit contributed, along

two other circumstances, | think, torevisiting what t heright
nunmber of personnel. The other twoevents, the other twoissues being

the Libyan Government tryingtoformi ntheimrediate post-election
period. The government still had not quite been formed, and so that
created getting approvals of the diplomatic notes
woul d provide the Iegal protections, andthen, lastly, getting

Li byan Governnent approval of t he program itself. Anbassador
Stevens | think rightfully said, youknow, inorder for ust o proceed,
we really need t heformal approval of t helibyan Government i n

to coomence thistraininginearnest, andl think hewas right in
view. Soi twasn't just the checkpoint incident inisolation. It
the checkpoint incident andthe other factors that caused, I think, al |
of ustosaylet'stake alook at what's the right nunber t o in
country.

Q Ckay. There have been some public allegations that | would
ask yout omaybe respond t othose, butit' sbeen alleged that you
have wanted t owithdraw the entire 16-person team but the
had t o convince you or was sonehowabl e t o convince you t ol eave 6 behind.
I's that accurate?

A That i snot accurate. | wasinitially desirous of the whole
team staying. after the incident, thecheckpoint incident of

August 6th, in, acontinuing dialogue with Anrbassador Stevens,



we had | ots of I think the thought was we'll leave a small
nunber of personnel inlLibyatomaintaincontact withthe Libyans.
of the teamwill redeploy to Germany, and then they' |l be called back
whenwe' re ready t o beginthetraining i nearnest and havethe
protections.
| think ny initial proposal was somewhere i nthe range of keeping
two to four personnel M recollection i s Rear Admral Losey,
t he commander of Special Operations Gomvand suggested si x
probably be a better number to | et us continue to interact with the
Anbassador Stevens concurred with that. And when he visited
t he command headquarters in August i n Stuttgart, Germany, we kind
of that agreenment, that we would keep six personnel,
the others in Germany to be called back to Libya when the conditions
were right.
Q Ckay. So is i tfair then to describe this as a
i nwhich both parties ultimately ended up agreeing and
concurring inthe decisionto draw down to that number?
A That's ny view. | believeAnbassador Stevens was
highly supportive of the 1208 program H wanted to get it
as did|. Again, ny initial view was we t o keep the whol e team
there, but given the three conditions, the checkpoint incident, the
sl owness of form ngthe Libyan Government, and the | ack of approval from
the -- formal approval to beginthetraining, | think all of those
combi ned that brought ne to a point in close agreement with the

Anmbassador .



And can | just ask a quick question. | fthere had been an
incident involving a DD personnel i n a shooting, for
iwithout theprivileges and immunities i nplace, what kind of issue does
that create f orthe Arbassador and yourself?

A Well, i tbecones quite problematic, again, absent a Status
of Forces Agreement or other legal protections. Basicallywhat hasto
happen those circumstances, that the Anbassador, hisor her legal
staff, regional security general counsel or others then go

a laborious discussion with the host nation because i f you don't

have -- the United States Government i nthose circumstances does
have t heforce of lawtosay, well, you agreed that you would allow
to exercise jurisdiction this course, i nthis case, so i t

a deliberation, a conversation with the host nation government rather
than i mpl ementation of apreviously-agreed-upon setofrulesinthecase

of apprehension or msconduct by a US person.

Q So i tcould be a very serious matter, i nother words?
A | t certainly can be.
Q So you that then the that the

had forthrottling back or bringingdow t he nunber from 16 t o what you
agreed upon, ultimately 6, were legitimate reasons or legitimate
concerns?

A | agreed withtheAnbassador. Again, | initially wantedto
keep al | 16 there. As the conditions unfolded, | think the mutually

agreed upon nunber of sixwas the right decision.
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Q another allegation, and again just we would Iike
to ask for your brief response t othis, it'sthis allegation that the
Anbassador had wanted t opostpone the decisiont odrawdown the

Forces unit but that the Department, DD acted without the

concurrence, which was required. | sthat accurate?

A That certainly not from perspective.
at theconclusion of theSite Security t heteamthen fell
combat ant authority, vice chief of mssion authority. It
ultimately a mutually agreed upon decisiontogot osix of
t eam remain inLibya, andthen the rest would be onrecall

from Germany when t he conditions were right.
And i nthe course of these conversations, didthe Anbassador

ever express t oyou any security related concerns about drawing down

16 t 0 67
A | don't -- 1 don't recall that being atopic of
because, of course, that was -- with theteamthere under conbatant

comrand authority, that was not their m ssion. Their m ssion was no
longer t hepersonal protection, transportation, communication,
medi cal . The nature of their mssion shifted. So I don't recall.
there was conversation, i twasn't a major part of theconversation of
how rmany people should stay.

Thank you, sir.

| just have one final question. | believe what was



t he Dune 26, exhibit - -1 sthat 3?

M. Richards. [t's

Four. | f youcanjust got opage 14. And, again,
sir, quoting the second paragraph, this i s about the SST team
di scussions between you and t he Anmbassador, and you say, quote, | am

aware of the internal discussions either at the Enbassy or between
the Enbassy and Main State as t owhy t he SST was not extended
the 3rdof August, andthat i snot a topic Anbassador Stevens and |
di scussed.
And | believe you've alludedt o the fact that youdid not
that, but just for record, that still accurate?
CGener al That i sa correct characterization of ny
recollection.
Ckay.
o D|
General, | would like toreturnto our discussion about the
night of the attacks. Dust at the outset here, around the October
time Congressman Chaffetz fromthe House Oversi ght and Gover nment
Ref ormCommi tt ee had nade a nunber of appearances onnational television
wher e herecounted some conversations hehadwith you duringatrip that

he had made t o Li bya i nOct ober 2012. just ask you, doyou

\ cane first t othe AFR QM
headquarters in Stuttgart, Germany. Ve had a briefing with him and

then we flewtogether to, t oand from Tripoli.



Q And | would just like t ogo ahead and mark Exhibit 7.
[Ham Exhibit No. 7

was marked for identification.]

Q This i sapostingfromaVeb site called the Gateway Pundit.
The postingitself i sdated October it'sentitled, quote,
"Top AFR OQOM Commander General Carter HamVas Never Ordered t o Save
Men i n Benghazi," «close quote, andthis Vb site contains alink to

YouTube vi deo of a national television interview on or around

28, 2012, i n Congressman Chaffetz stated thefollowing, andl
quote, "l cantell youthat inafirsthand account inny meeting
General Ham | asked very di d we have resources inthe

area? The answer i syes. Didwe have proximty? The answer i s yes.
And then asked why we didn't send i n sone of those assets, t hegeneral
sai d hewas not requested t o do so, meaning that somebody hi gher up

him he'sa general, which there aren't awhole | ot of

bet ween himand t he Presi dent, di d not request himtotake action," close

I would just like t odiscuss those comments, those

characterizations of your conversation of what took place onthe night
of theattacks and, you know, perhaps ti ei t back t o sone of the

statements that we read earlier Secretary Panetta, from General
Denmpsey as well as yourself regardingthe direction to deploy nunerous
forces onthenight of theattacks. |1 si taccurate t osaythat none

of your superiors requested yout otake action onthe night of the
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A No. I'n conversation with the Chairman of the Doint
of Staff and the Secretary of Defense, the conversation really was nore
along the lines of, you know, what do you need? Wat can we do? And

every request for forces that | asked of the Secretary of Defense

Q I'si taccurate that you had assets that could have responded,
but they did not because the request wasn't nade of you?

A I think it, again, depends on one's perspective. There
certainly were strike aircraft in Europe, and in some people's
those strike aircraft were available to respond. Inny military
judgment, they were not the right instrument toapply inthis particular
circumstance. So, again, | think it probably depends on your point
view as to whether there were assets available that were not

As the combat ant commander, again, | would say that any force that
| requested of the Secretary of Defense, forces that | needed his
approval to nove, the Commander's In-Extrem s Force, the Fleet
Antiterrorism Support Team | | i n each
circumstance the Secretary of Defense, with the advice of the Chairman
of the Doi nt of Staff, gave verbal approval when | asked and then
followed that up with written execution orders to deploy those forces.

Q But, again, with respect to aviation assets,
instance, the reason you didn't deploy those was not because nobody asked
you to but, rather, because you had reached some sort of independent

determination or participated i nsone sort of consultative process, is



126

A | had. Inthe up t o September thestaff and |
and t he Ai r Conponent Commander consi dered hei ghtening t healert
of strike aircraft. | chose nottodothat because | di dnot feel that
those assets were right tool i nresponse tothelikely types of
attacks that m ght or incidents that m ght occur on Septenber 11t h/
and ont he of September 11t hand 12th, again, | didn't think that,
giventheuncertainty of thesituation, giventhe of a large

environment, and thefact that thefirst attack subsided
significantly about an hour or so after it began, that it was ny
judgment that strike aircraft, close airsupport were notthe
appropriate tool.

Q Turni ng back again, General, t oExhibit 4, t he Dune 26,
transcript, | would like t odrawyour attention t oan exchange on --
the bottom of page 36, the top of page 37.

This i san exchange between you and t he chairman, and t he chairman
states, and | quote, "Sure, this mght be a good timet oask. At sone
point, you know, i nthenonths that have gone by, theintervening time,
| heard that you nadet hestatement that you were preparedtogototheir
aid, and somebody told you no, and you & are going anyway.
that all some supposition that cones from sonme reporter?

"General Hm Yes, sir, no one ever told me no," close quote.

General, di danyone on thenight of theattacks ever instruct you
to stand down or not go tothe aidof Americans i nBenghazi?

A They did not.
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M the night of the di dyou or t oyour know edge
anyone i nyour command receive any order then of

Panetta t o stand down?

Q Oh the night of theattacks, di dyou or t oyour
anyone i nyour command receive any order then Secretary of
Hillary Clintont ostand down?
A No, and we not receive direct conmuni cations the
Secretary of State.
And just onefinal matter, General. Again, there have been

these public allegations, many surrounding t heevents, including

related t oyouandyour actions. After theattacks, canl ask, was your

departure AFRI GOM was that related t ot he events i nBenghazi
Sept enber
A | t was not. | nfact, ny change of command and retirement

J
had been approved i nprinciple several months prior t othati n

discussions with the Chairman of t helJoint Chiefs of Staff, Chief of

Staff of t heArny, and Secretary of Defense.

Q i nStuttgart would have known about t heAnnex and t he
Secretary i n Benghazi?
A The command had
at the coomand. |'mcertain that he andthe small
team knew of hi s presence. Probably -- | nean, there nay have been

others in who nay have known
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about it.
Q But probably not i nthe plan shop or something |ike that?
A | don't know.
Thank you. That's all.
\ Just one final General . *®

following the attacks, didyou participate inany way inthe

shaping or the drafting of a set of unclassified talking points that

were prepared relied on during some television appearances on
Sept ember
General Hwm | didnot.
Ckay, go the
ffIfficess.
we're back on the record. | have 2:28 pm

General, we're just going to nmove as quickly as we can. Just a
couple of follow-up questions. There was sone discussion just inthe
| ast hour about your awareness of Annex i nBenghazi, and | know
you had mentioned that a rep at Stuttgart who presumably knew.
to be clear, were you aware that there was such an Annex in
prior tothe attack of 11 Septenber 20127

General Him | was not .

And di dyou learn of it i nthecourse of the attack? | nother
wor ds, when you were apprised about personnel novenents i s when you
|l earned about it ?

Yes. Shortly after the attack began, when there was a
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di scussion of an Annex, and i tws referred toas an Annex with the team
that could nove did tothe Tenporary M ssion Facility
was ny awar eness of the

And from an operations standpoint, didthat concern you at
all? | mean, here's aUS facility that you're learning about for
first time inthe course of afire

Yes, i tdid concern ne Not that we were, you know, at
anytime contemplating military strikes i n Benghazi, but interms of
contingency planning and al |l the rest of i t, | think it'simportant
our combatant command t 0 have awar eness and understanding of al | of
US facilities initsarea of M guess i s, again,
obviously, I'm certain, virtually certain that representative
at the command knewof it and had we ever gottentothe business of

pl anning, that would have been surfaced immediately, but it

shouldn't, inthe mdst of acrisis isnot the time, is not the ideal

to becone aware of such facilities.
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How nany times and when roughly did you do you recall?

The first visit to Tripoli was in Decenber of al ong
with the Secretary of Defense, and over the course of ny time at
comrand, | don't recall but | probably went to

four or five

Did you visit Libya between Decenber 11th and the

Yes. | don't recall specifically when, but I'mcertain
| visited at least once and probably nore once between Decenber
2011 and
Q you have any recollection that rmaybe you were

contemplating or your staff was contemplating on your behalf a visit
inaroundthetimeof the attack? ve seen sorme paperwork that suggests
that the groundwork was necessary for a senior | eader visit of comrander
US AFR QM n Oct ober, late Septenber, but that my have been

occurring without your know edge.

A Yeah, | don't recall specifically. | t woul d have made
because when Anbassador Stevens and | jointly nadethe decisiontoreduce
the size of the US military teamin Tripoli, the thought was about

a nonth or so for the Libyans to kind of get their approvals to begin



the soi tseens logical tone that the staff was kind of thinking
about, okay, i twould probably be a good time forthe commander t ogo
back i f the Libyanswill bei naposition, it would be anew
inapositiontotalk about themilitary-to-military training

Sothat's helpful because |I'veal so seen some paperwor k
suggests but approxi mately the sane period of time again,
Sept enber, early October, Adm ral Losey was planning a senior
visit t olLibya. So from what you're saying --well, do you have any

recollection of

A | don't, but

Q | t woul d nmake

A I t would be normal for Admral Losey t onake a visit.
woul d be, woul d probably alittle noretactical about the

of beginning thetraining program and mne would probably be a

alittle bitwith t heChief of Defense, M nister of Defense |evel.

Tenmporary Mission Facility, the Department, what was conmonly

called theconsul ate by sone i nBenghazi. Forgive neif you' ve answered

this already, | may have mssed it, but prior tothe 11 Septenber

in Benghazi, were you aware of the State Department facility there?
A I knewthere was a Tenporary M ssion Facility i nBenghazi,

yes.
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And when di dyou beconme -- | et ne aski tlike this: Had
you been aware of i tsince thetime when i t was Envoy Stevens |ocation

during therevolutionaryperiod of Libya? Wen di d you becone aware

I that M. then M. Stevens was i n
coordinating with menbers of t he Libyan opposition. | don't
you when di dthat, whendidit change itsdesignation, you

of aTenporary Mi ssion Facility, but I knewtherewas aplace in

where t heU S Governnment from
Q with respect to, we knowthat DD often provides
noncombat ant evacuation servicestoU S Americans i n

like Libya. W& understand that during Operation Odyssey Guard, t he

State Department mission i nBenghazi was, and | should clarify,

is post reopening of t he Enbassy i nTripoli, soabout the October
time of we understand that the State Department m ssion
Benghazi was still i ncomunication with the AFR GCM Doi nt

Recovery Center, i ncasethere was aneedtoevacuate m ssion
To your know edge, was there a point at which AFR GOM stopped
communi cating with t he Benghazi Tenporary M ssion Facility about
potential evacuation needs of State Department personnel or was
a continuous dialogue that AFR GCOMwoul d have continued t ohave with
the State Department personnel i n

A Well, i twould have been continuous, but once t he Enbassy
was reestablished, t he communication would have been principally

through t he Enbassy andt heregional security officer.



Q Thank you. I f1 could just now fast forward --
A And, i fl could, it's also possible, | just don't know, that

inthe coordinationfor noncombatant evacuation, the AFRI GOMstaff who

oversees they my well have been aware at that point of the Annex.
| just, | personally was not aware of that facility.
Thank you, sir. I f1l could just fast forward now to right

before the attacks of 11 Septenber 2012, when did you |earn that
Ambassador Stevens planned to travel to Benghazi?

A | did not know beforehand. | knewshortly after the
was reported. (e of the first pieces of critical informationwas that
the Ambassador was present.

When you |earned it, were you surprisedthat the Anbassador
was i n Benghazi on the anniversary of Septenmber 11th?

A No, not particularly.

Q VWre you aware of any deteriorating security concerns in

Libya generally or Benghazi specifically leading up to the
attacks of 11 Septenber? ]

A Yes, very much so. Mrre so in eastern Libya, particularly
in the city of Derna, but post the collapse of the Qadhafi regime in
Libya, the intelligence reporting becanmevery focused on violent Islamic
extrem st organizations either establishing themselves or i nsone cases
reestablishing themselves in eastern Libya centered around Derna.
There was -- the situation from Benghazi was certainly a presence of
extremi st organizations, but also in significant competition with

mlitia and those who had participated in the Libyan revolution, but



the real focus for usfor extrem st organizations anda wi dening
was focused and centered around Derna.

Q And wer e you just briefly, wereyou aware, there would
have been a series of incidents, security incidents in Benghazi, attack
on the consul itself, where there was a hole blown in the wall. There
was an attack onthe British Anbassador shortly thereafter, a series
of other attacks onwestern targets andgovernment of Libya targetsi n
Benghazi in the weeks and nonths preceding the Vés this

something that youwere aware of as AFR GOM commander that you were

tracking?
A Yes. The deteriorating security situation generally, and
then the specific attacks. I'n hindsight, aswe|ooked at reporting

of allthe incidents that hadbeen reported, sone of themin the media,

inthe Congress and al | of the incidents
that were reported publicly hadmade i tintothe intelligence
reporting, but any incident that madei tintothe intelligence
reporting | was aware of generally, i nsome cases For
exanmpl e, the attack the British Ambassador was something that would
have been included i nny daily intelligence update, but I think
is --it certainly was apparent t one andt o others that the security
situation broadly across the east was deteriorating and certainly a
concern i nBenghazi.

And t oyour know edge, did anyone at AFRGQOM including

yourself, raise this with State or other officials i nWshington

perhaps? | nean, was this atopic of conversation about the downward
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trend of security i nthe eastern part of Libya?
A Yes, i twas a significant topic of discussion, and i t had
amilitary standpoint manifested itself acouple of different ways.
Cne was the urgency, i nny view, of establishing the 1208 training
programt o start towork with the Libyans so that they would have a
capability todeal with, deal effectively with some of these
organizations. |t factoredsignificantly i nrequests for intelligence
surveillance and reconnai ssance assets, both manned and unmanned
because, again, the greatest shortfall was understanding the
environment that was unfolding i nlLibya. So intelligence,
surveillance, and reconnaissance fromamilitary standpoint was a
very highpriority. Some of that necessitated, nuch of it
interaction with the Libyans. They had, i twas their air space
obviously. They were broad -- the Libyan Government was broadly
supportive but had periodic concerns, particularly for manned
that could be a little bit noisy, and they got, again, sone public

compl ai nts about that.

Q So, General, i nSeptenber 2012, say just theday beforethe

attack, as | understand, there were 10 uniformed personnel i n

10 US uniformed military personnel i nLibya. e was Lieutenant
Col onel | and t hefive other menbers of theformer Site Security
Team One was t he defense Li eut enant

you know, warrant officer assigned to him M. Taylor, there was the

Office of Security Cooperation officer, Lieutenant
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and then | think the day of t heattack (inaudible)a staff sergeant,
t obe part of the GC team That addsupt 010. Isthere
particular reason you knewthat nunmber? You knew i t was six of course

fromtheformer SST teanf

A Well, and certainly knewt heattache and --

Q Had interactions with the attache?

A Ri ght, sure.

Q And how about Lieutenant Colonel

A Certainly, I would see Lieutenant Colonel | i nvisits

I would visit Libya.
So, i ngeneral terms, you had, what would | say, an

understanding of t heapproximate size of t henunber of
personnel that | ed--

A That's

Q Andinconsideringat your conmand posture the forces in
command shoul d assune i nanticipation of the9/11 anniversary, you had
avery good explanation and discussion | think about considering
aircraft andchanging the posture andthe deci si on nmade about that. You
made a quite clear explanation about that. 1 nthecourse of that
di scussion or inthecourse of considering, contemplating t he posture
that thefighter wing at Aviano m ght assune, di d you have any reason
to knowthat the wing there wasinatraining posture on Septenber 11th
or anticipated being i ntraining posture on Septenber 11t h?

A | did not knowthat at the time. But | would al so say that,

again, i f1 hadnrmade, i f ny determ nation prior t oSeptenber 11t h had
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beenthat strikeaircraft were an appropriate then, and | have
full confidence that i f I had directed t he Ai r Conponent Commander t o
have aircraft on sone kind of heightened alert status, they would have.
Ch, certainly, understand that. | didn't neant o
otherwi se. Absolutely. And, similarly, di dyou know i nthe days
before 9/11 that t he BIOGMComrander's In-Extrem s Force was goingto
be i nCroatia on atraining
A didn't personally knowthat, but I'm sure that was known
within ny operations
Q And how about there's been various discussions about a
FAST team was sent t o Sanaa. Again, that's a little farafield, but
is there any particular reasont o have any visibility into the dispatch
of the FAST Team i nor around this period of time?
Again, it nmay have been part of a normal intelligence
briefing, but I don't have any specific recollection of that.
Fine, | understand. And you mentioned, | think, some sort

response teamthat was inDjibouti i nand around this period of time.

A So Djibouti i stheone forward operating base that Africa
Command mai ntains ontheAfrican continent. The commander of Combi ned
Joint Force Horn of Africa had formed essentially out of hide a

smal | response force for any possible contingency. At the time, | think
he was thinking mostly of Khartoum but that was good initiative and
a good way t o have a force postured f or Eastern Africa.

Q And ny understanding that that teamwas not, correct ne i f

["mwrong on that, that teamwas not political toa Libya situation,



138

just t hedistances areso great?

A Correct. That was designed specifically for apossible

depl oyment within t he Conmbined Joint Task Force Horn of Africa area of

which i sessentially East Africa.

Q I see, very good.
Chaffetz. good t o see you. Thank youf or being
here. | thank youf oryour service, | appreciate You' ve done

lot forthis Nation at every level of themilitary, your rise toa
a great success story and shoul d be recogni zed as

such, andappreciateyour servicethrough t he decades that you' ve

Gener al Thank you, Congressnan.

M. Chaffetz. | wish younothing but thebest. [t's anamazing

system we have where Representatives cone and chat about

and di scussions and askvery pointed questions, and|'m

for that, this opportunity, andl'mgrateful fortheinteraction

we have t oaskthese because we do need t olearn m st akes and

to dothe best we cant onmake sure they never, ever happen again. $So

| have afewquestionsthat | would liketoask aswell, andl knowyou' ve
been over this ground multiple times.

You di d have sonme assets that may not have necessarily been
reporting directlyt oyou but that were i nsome proximty t oLibya.
You' ve also, | believe, testified and said publicly that youbelieve
that thefighting was, after | believe an hour, hour and a half, and

| don't want t oput words i nyour mouth, but describe t onme what you
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a half into it, you believed that the fighting had changed, correct?

CGeneral Ham | do, Congressman, | think probably, maybe not
best, but ny view, an appropriate descriptor would be that
[team the Annex arrived at the Tenporary M ssion Facility and secured

all of the US personnel there, | ess Anbassador Stevens, but t oinclude
M. Smth's remains, that the fightingin and around the Tenporary
Facility subsi ded and that the team the
then to evacuate all the persons the
Mi ssion Facility back to the
M. Chaffetz. And at thispoint, you have, you do have an
aircraft that is able to see at least part of what's happening
at that point,
General Hm  Yes, Congressman. M recollectionisitarrived a
little norethan an hour after the attack beganthat the Predator, which

had been diverted from east Libya, arrived over Benghazi.

M. Chaffetz. And therewas still sonme fighting,there was

arms fire and other types of weapons being used, correct?

General Hm I think that that istrue. | don't recall, again,
that there was any significant level of fighting. Again, | think in
ny view the word "subsided" i s good, and the Predator i snot
good at identifying, you know, particular pointsof originof small arnmns
fire, so the Predator would not, particularlyinitsearly deployment
as the operators were trying to get bearing and get familiar with an

area over which they had not previouslyor habitually operated, the



Predator would not have detected small arns fire unless the operator
really zoomed in on a particular point i fthere was cause t odo so.
M. And you're also getting communications from the
people onthe ground. There ar evarious people using telephones and
back to not only military points of contact but also the

State Departnment and others, correct?

General Ham Yes, Congressman, but, again, you know, | think vyou

characterized i tcorrectly, cell phones andl don't recall that any of
those conversations were comng direct into the Africa GCommand Doi nt
Operations They woul d goback principallytoTripoli, and then
communi cations then relayed, the nature of relayed from
Tripoli t ovarious points, one of them being the Africa GComrand

headquarters, andfor the nmost part, i t was the defense attache at



RPTS HM STON

DOMN HOFSTAD

M. Chaffetz. So whoelse felt like i twas over?

M. Richards. [''m he said "subsided." | just wantt o
clarify that point.

M. Chaffetz. Well, subsided. At what point di dyou

feel Iike that thefighting was over andthat our US personnel were

General Ham Wen theteamfrom the Annex had arrived at the

Tenporary M ssion Facility andwas able t o secure andevacuate all the
U S personnel, lessthe Anbassador, including the of Sm th,
and, again, based onthereporting and theinformationthat | had, that
the had subsi ded, that that was the

that appliedthen. Andthefocus, at that point, shiftedtopotential

hostage rescue of an unaccounted-for

M. Chaffetz. What tools were at your disposal -- i fi t had
subsi ded, there's anopportunity that i tcould have escalated or that
it could have dimnished t onothing, correct?

General Ham Well, certainly. I think, youknow, there's
certainly arange of possibilities.

Chaffetz. Didyouplan forthe potential that hostilities
were going t o escalate?

General Ham M sense was and| think t he sense that we received

via t he Enbassy was, again, that all US personnel hadbeen evacuated
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the Tenmporary M ssion Facility tothe Annex and the Anbassador
m ssing. Andthat became the focus of our efforts at that
|/ g Di dyouthink they were safe?:

General Ham The personnel at the Annex?;

M. Chaffetz.

General Ham yes, because, again, the fighting had
significantly subsided. I recall, whether at the operations
center andthen relayed t onme, | simply don't recall that there were

any reports of fighting at the
M. Chaffetz. Didyouplan or put anything in motion i f the
3 r r
fighting were t o
Gener al The enphasis at that point was getting the
‘for a potential hostage rescue. That V\a.; the er.rphasi.s.'
M. Chaffetz. Sothere was nothing else inmotion i fthe
that were still cane under further
General Ham Well, there were forces i nmotion. The Conmander's
In-Extrem s Force, the Fleet Antiterrorism Support Team those
had been alerted andnotified for deployment -=

M. Chaffetz. So when

General Ham -- by the Secretary of

M. Chaffetz. Wendidthe FASTteam -- | believethere were two.
they operate on an Nplus 6, correct?

General Ham M nenory's, frankly, a little foggy, but that
sounds about right.

M. Chaffetz. Wendidthat Nstart? That i s, whendidthat clock



start ticking? "Ladies, gentlemen, prepare," when di dthat start?
A [ J . . .OI’“ .
General Ham | can't recall the specific time. guess i s

it's probably i na Doint Staff official record someplace.

But i nanearly conversation with theSecretary of Defense,
gist of conversation i s, what doyou need? And, at that point,
the Secretary of Defense, gave approval t obegin the

t he Coormander's In-Extrems Force and of t he Fl eet

Chaffetz. Tonovet heCommander's In-Extrem s Force, when

General Ham Again, | don't recall thespecific timing. | t
early oni na conversation with t he Secretary of Defense.

M. Chaffetz. Andthis i soneof ny great concerns, i sthati f
you have a FAST teamthat operates onan Nplus 6 andthey're not able

to get there 9:00p.m t henext night, whythelag? Wendidthat

General Ham Congressman, | can't answer. | simply do not
recall the -=

M. Chaffetz. Do youthink it'safair question?

General Ham | do. | just don't have theanswer foryou. The
answer, |'mcertain, i sintherecord someplace. | just don't have
\Y/ g Andthat's oneof ny i sl don't have

it either, and|l'vebeen asking for along time.

The Commander' s I n-Extrem s Force, they operate onan Nplus -- and

I'm not sure what that timeframe i s. Do youhave any idea when they



General Hm M recollection inone of ny early conversations

with the Chairman of the Doint of Staff and the Secretary of
o . :

Defense, | had asked for, and was approved, for the alert
and depl oyment of the Commander's Force and the Fleet
Antiterrorism

recollection is that the Secretary gave approval
shortly after the attacks began. And then a formal written execution

came sonetime after but the wheels had already been put

M. Chaffetz. again, just for ny own edification, this
one of the concerns that | have, i s | don't knowwhen that started. I
knowt hey operate on supposedly a very fast timeline, a quick timeline,
but | just don't understand why they weren't put into motion sooner

togive the President options. And | think s somet hi ng

we seriously need to look

[f, as you say, an hour to an hour and a half, you believe

m ssion was changing to one of primarily recovery and a

hostage situation, i fthat was not the case, i fw were still
attack, what have been done

General Hm Congressman, you'll understand ny reluctance
to deal in

As these events were unfoldinginrealtimeand as -- inny view,
the primary role for the US military after the teamfrom the Annex

had nmoved persons the Tenmporary M ssion Facility back tothe Annex,
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| asked for and the Secretary of Defense, again, with the
of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, gave verbal approval

begin the deployment of that unit. Witten orders followed sonetine

M. Chaffetz. Do recall when that

Gener al | twas not longafter we |earnedthat the people
the had secured al | the personnel, |ess the Anbassador. So, |
mean, within an hour or 2, | think.

Again, Congressman, | understand your desire for the specifics.
| simply don't haveit. You know, at what time didthe Secretary

that verbal approval, at what time was the execution order released,

M. Chaffetz. And
Chaffetz?
M. Chaffetz. Qo ahead.

Actually, | think to help i the a
discussion, i f could, | was going togivethistoyou anyway, but [|'IlI
just do this now

| don't know what exhibit we're on. Do we know?
M. Richards. Eight, | think.
Eight? | think it's8 too. Ckay.
[Ham Exhibit MN. 8

was marked for



i s--thisisaDDofficial timeline
that was released. And I'mjust going t omark right here, because |

think this i sthepart that youand M. Chaffetz were discussing,

Chaffetz. Soi ftheprimary --i fthere aretwoconcerns
are foremost i nyour mnd, one i spotential hostage, theotheri s
recovery, why i si tthat the --letnmetrytofindi there onthetimeline
for you-- why i si tthat --on page first item under Wednesday,
Sept ember "AFR QMorders a G17 aircraft i nGermany t o prepare
to deploy to t o evacuate Americans."”

does i t take solongtostart toeven prepare t oextract

Gener al Congressman, | ' dstart by saying that the
after, i nny view and | t heview of
command, that theattack at t he Tenporary M ssion Facility had largely
subsi ded, m ssion was hostage rescue. You said "recovery."

1 didn't say "recovery,"” andthat's not a phrase that | would use. So
host age becane t hefocus of our

| don't recall atthat point what the specifics of thediscussion
with t he Enbassy was about t he movenent of t he personnel from
| simply just don't recall thenature of that conversation and what
timelines t he Enbassy was thinking about and t he |ike.

M. Chaffetz. So you had no contingencies for an escalation of

violence on thefacility where there was now consolidation?

General Hm The understanding of thesituation, which we
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ere getting --we were startingto build situational understanding.
A Predator overhead; a second Predator cane in. Reports that we
getting did inny view, give any indication that there was a
l'ikelihood of further escalation of fighting.:

M. Chaffetz. And with all due respect, | just find that stunning.
A that didn't turn out to be true. B everybody that I'm aware of did
ot think that our US personnel were ultimately s that
n your mnd?j

General Hm Congressman, you can cone to whatever conclusions
the information you have |l eads you to. The information | had -- again,
as this was unfolding in realtime, not in hindsight, but in
ny sense was, and | think the sense of nost others was, when the US
persons were to the Annex and had |argely subsided,
then the conditions had changed in Benghazi.

M. Chaffetz. Wiat specificallydid your superiors tell you

General Hm M superior was the Secretary of Defense, obviously.
The law requires that operational orders are normally transmitted via
the Chairman of the 3oint Chiefs of Staff.

Congressman, | think, as you know, | happen to have been in the
Pent agon that day, along with all the other combatant conmmanders and
service chiefs. S | met with the Chairman i mmedi ately upon |earning
that there had been an attack. After avery brief discussion, we walked
upstairs and nmet with the Secretary of Defense.

And the gist of the conversation was, what do you need, from the
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Secretary andt heChairman t o and di scussions, again, about FAST,

about the Commander's In-Extrem s Force,

|. Andthose were approved. But there

M. Those arethings that you asked for.
General Ham Yes. No force that | asked for was --
that | nmade of t he Secretary was ever disapproved.
M. Chaffetz. Wat specificallydidhe command or askyouto
Ham Well, the general direction was, youknow, we need

to do what we need t o dot osupport t heEnbassy andt oget our people

M. Chaffetz. Soto support the Enbassy, does that nmean thatt he

State Department was t o make decisions about what t odo or
General Ham Well, Congressman, | think it'snotquite that
clean. But it'svery a collaborative effort. The then-charge

d'affaires onthe ground, obviously the senior American nowexercising
authority in Libya, he' s advised by a whole t oinclude a defense
attache a | And
there arecertainly mlitary personnel there, as well.

Soit'svery nuch auS Government collective and, | would say,

ny perspective, largely cooperative effort todeal with an emerging
crisis.

M. Chaffetz. Sothe Secretary of Defense, isi tfair to say, gave

you no specific orders t oengage i nthefight?
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o |
General Ham The Secretary of Defense ultimately issued very

orders, interms of an execution order with regardt o depl oyment

of the Commander's In-Extrem s Force, the Fleet Antiterrorism Support

Team
M. Chaffetz. Didhedirect youtoprepare them or di dhe
you t o have engage i nthefight i n
Hahm M request of the Secretary was, these are t he
capabilities that I think will be nost useful as we learn nore

this situation. And he nmade those forces available t o ne t oenploy

r.

ny direction as t heconmbatant comrander.

In ny experience -- and, admittedly, you know, |'ve been a
conbat ant commander at this point for about a year anda half and had
been director operations onthe Doint of Staff for awhile
before that. But, i nny experience, it's not particularly normal for
the Secretary of Defense t oissue tactical direction t oa combatant
commander. Rather, t heSecretary of Defense makes forces

based upon assessnent of the situation f or enploynment by a combat ant
M. Chaffetz. Wre youever commanded t o engage i nthe fight in

General Ham I didn't need t o be, Congressnman. | mean, | didn't
need anybody t otell you need t otake action here. Thereare
Americans i nharms way.

M. So the Secretary of Defense i s making forces

available. Andareyou sayingthat you, and you al one, nmadet hedeci sion
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General Hwm I would strongly disagree with your |,
characterization. As the situation unfolded and the conditions
changed significantly over i nsone cases over avery short period
of time\,/' i Inny vievx},l again, as the events were unfolding i nrealtime,

that themilitary forces that were deployed were appropriate for the

conditions as they existed in

M. Chaffetz. when we started totake nmore fire we |ost
two nore Americans and we were under heavy attack, you woul d agree that

the conditions changed,

Gener al They did,

M. Chaffetz. And so, what did i nresponseto that?
General Hm | think, again, Congressman, as these events
unfolded in I think it"simportant to back i ntime t o what

led tothat

As the US personnel were evacuatedfromthe Tenporary M ssion
Facility t he Annex, |ess Anbassador Stevens, and then a few
| at er Anbassador were recovered, and at this point all
Amer i cans who had been i nBenghazi were accountedfor, regrettably
dead, Anbassador Stevens and M. Smth, t he Enbassy put into motion
| believe was a sound plan t he Enbassy t o evacuateal | personnel
from Benghazi back t o Tripoli. And they dispatched a small team from
Tripoli by aircraft to Benghazi tofacilitate that.

Again, as events were unfolding i nrealtime, that seemed tone to

be very reasonable. The information we had, adm ttedly secondhand or
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was that t he Enbassy had coordinated that nove with t he Libyan

Government fully and that all was t o be expected t o proceed

the teamarrived at Benghazi Airport, they were not allowed
to leave. The Enbassy team was detained or somehow prohibited
moving of f of t he Benghazi Airport for sonme nunber of hours. Andin
that of hours i swhen | believe t he second attack was able
occur.

Nad the timeline for evacuation Benghazi occurred on or

a timeline that t he Enbassy had planned i nagreenent with t he
(Governnent, then Americans woul d have been out of Benghazi by t he

the second attack occurs. There likely would not have been a second

M. Chaffetz. So youhadfull authority t odo what you neededt o
do from t hevery beginning of this

General Ham  Yes.

M. Chaffetz. Vés there any direction fromt he Secretary of
Def ense that was specific i nitsnature i nterms of what you should
specifically

CGeneral Ham Yes, Congressnman. i nthevery specific
nature -- | mean, execution orders, which | presume are matters for the
record, and | would assume that t hecommttees have access t o those,
t hough they were perhaps are still they are very
specific as t owhat t he depl oyment of forces mean.

But i nt heconversation with t heSecretary of Defense, withthe

Chai rman of the Doint Chiefs of Staff, the Secretary of Defense, as al |
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of us trying to gain better his basic guideline
to ne what do you need? And he gave me every force that | asked
for

M. Inretrospect, i s there anything you would do

differently?
Ham Yes, Congressnan, thereis. | woul d begin

with an obvi ous statement of advise the Anrbassador t o not goto Benghazi.

But | say that a little tongue-in-cheek, because, Vi ew, no one
understood the conditionsin Libya, and Benghazi better
t han Anbassador Stevens. And I'm convinced, i f he thought there was

a likelihood of attack, not out of any personal concern -- |

he was a personally brave man -- but he would not have put others at
risk i f he thought there was an attack. But, clearly, | would start
The second piece, | think, be, as personnel from the

Tenmporary Mission Facility were consolidatedat the Annex, then |

n hindsight -- again, not as events were unfolding inrealtime,
in hindsight -- would tryto work with the charge d' affaires,
with the Libyan contacts that | had, chief of

i efense, Minister of Defense, to hasten the novenent out of the Annex

to the airport and either fromthere back directly to
or to Tripoli, as the Enbassy had requested.
M. Chaffetz. Going back to why, do you recall, did

take so longforthe G17 to be prepared and then deployed into Libya?

General Hm Congressman, | don't -- again, in hindsight, it
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slike a long time. | thinkinrealtime, withthe uncertainty
as the situation was unfolding -- and, frankly, ny recollection is
they -- | don't remenber whether either airport, Benghazi or Tripoli,
were safe for night landings. | just don't recall. But | just, in

ack of ny head, there's something that says that was a part of

M. Chaffetz. recollection i sthey didn't havethe ability
sland at that was part of the problem But I|anding at 215
inthe or-departing Germany at 2:15 inthe afternoon put them
at nore of landing at night on the other end.

But, nevertheless, of ny concerns, going tothe timeline again

this same docunent, on Wdnesday, Septenber 12th, 7.57 pm , the BIBM

Special Operations Force and associated equipment arrives at an
intermedi ate staging base in southern Europe.

| don't knowi fyou can shed light on this, but one of ny concerns
is, why, when a teamoperating on N plus, whatever that number is, is
supposed to be able to deploy so quickly, wy did i ttake until
8:00 ppm of the followingnight to get there? That's just to the
staging base.

CGeneral Hm Congressman, they very clearly could have arrived

sonewhere el se sooner, but as the nature of the m ssions changed --so

there was an initial alert and very uncertain situation
in Benghazi. W didn't knowwhat was going to happen. Again, as the
events that |'ve already described unfolded and the nature of the

m ssions changed a bit from i mmedi ate response to hostage rescue, and



154

with the recovery of the Anbassador, that nolonger was a military
m ssion, that t henext step post-crisis,
vi ewed, was the next likely m ssion be pursuit
of the perpetrators of this.
And so, as those m ssions were unfolding, at sone point, | don't
the specific point, but i t was for the Commander's
force, they were prepared to nove and have noved, there
no m ssion t onmove themtoward at the

[[Discussion off

General, | want t o-- | believe this is something that

[tal ked about earlier, and |l think you' re going t ounderstand why this
is of interest. | think yousaid youwere with the AFRGQMIiaison at
the Pentagon onthe day of t heattack.

A Yeah. At t he Pentagon.

Q Sir

A I got notified at theliaison office.

Sorry. And | guess, because word had come through themor

to the --J
A I don't recall specifically whether I was at the office or
whet her soneone tracked ne down wherever | but, yeah.

Q And, obviously, we'reintensely interestedinhowthe events
were characterized toyou, astowhether or not there was anattack under
way, a disturbance of some sort, a shooting. Do you have any

recollection of -- you've used the word "attack" today. | don't know



if you have a recollection of how i t was --
A | don't remenber specifically when t heoperations center
initially notified ne of the incident. | don't remenber what word they

may have used.

But it certainly becane apparent very | nmean, very,
quickly. I mean, there werereportsof rocket-propelledgrenades being
fired and thelike. I don't know how you characterize that other

than an attack.
Sure. And i sthis sort of information, rocket-propelled
grenades, shooting, and so forth, thesort of descriptionthat you
conveying t o General Denpsey and Secretary Panetta?

A Yes. Again, | don't recall you know, i f I knew
about RPGs when | wal ked into the Chairman of the Doi nt of Staff
office or i f1 learned about i twhile I was i nhis office or en route
to theSecretary. But, again, i twas very clear inny mnd very, very
quickly that this was an attack, this wasn't -- you know, that'sthe
best way | can explain it.

Q Sure, sir. And]l question that for asecond.
trying toestablish -- yousaidvery quicklyi t becane apparent toyou.
| think you're conveying t ous that you very quickly conveyed those
i mpressions t o others.

A To the Chairman of the Doint Chiefs andthe Secretary, yes.

Ri ght . | mean, obviously, there's lots of discussions about
who knew what when about what was going on i nBenghazi, which i swhy

this isof interest tous. And so, again, we're interested t o knowi f



you t hink, your recollection, General Denpsey and Secretary Panetta
departed t he Pentagon andwent t ot he Wit e House wi th sonme under st andi ng
that theevents that were under way i nTripoli were an attack, as you
woul d commonly describe it, as opposed t o a tumultuous protest or
something of that nature.

Do you have any recol lection of, kind of, theinformationthat you
believe youinmparted t othemandthat they may have goneont ot he Wite
House wi t h?

A | obviously do not know what t he nature of their
conversations were at theWite House --

Q | understand that, but --

A but I do --

— you know what informationyou inmparted

A Yes.
Q - -t othem before they left.
A And | don't -- I certainly do not recall, i nthose very

initial discussions, of any discussion about protestsor
demonstrations. | don't think there was I just don't recall that
that entered into the conversation. | twas clearly about an attack on
a usS diplomatic facility.

Wien you say "those conversations," you nean --

Wth theChairman and t he Secretary.

Q

A

Q -- which was i ntheSecretary's office, | think you
A Initially with theChairman i nhisoffice —

Q

Ri ght .
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then we wal ked up. he and | wal ked together t o t he

office.
b And do you have any was the informationthatthe
Chai rman andt he were receivingabout the events in

youtheir sole conveyor of information? O while youwerei n
them were staff coming i nwithother updates or
was some other input describingthesituation?
| believe | was t hefirst one. Just t henature of
[communications, | think | was the first onet onotify t heChairmn
the Joint Chiefs of Staff and then, together, notify the Secretary.

[But as | a very short meeting i nthe Chairman of Joint

| "
of Staff as we were wal king, as we were i nt he Secretary of
Defense's of fice, noreinformati onwould cone. Soneof it canme from
l'iaison office atthe Pentagon. Sone of i tcame from the Joint
National Military Command Center. | suspect sone of i t came from
representatives of the intelligence comunity whowork at the Pentagon,
as well.

Andtothe extent youwere privy tothese incomng, you
di scussions or this piece of information, doyou recall hearing anything
that ran counter to your assessnent of anattack? | mean, someone corre
in andsay, well, we'vegot aprotest run amok, or we' ve got sone confused

circumstance, we don't knowwhat i tis. Do youhave any recollection

A | have norecollection of such a comment. And, again, this

was unfolding



| understand.
-- pretty fast.

| Understand.

kind of, the direction the Chai rman of the

Doi nt and Secretary, whenthey told me that they had a schedul ed

meeting with the Wiite i twas, you know, let's get what we can.
And ny alsoisthat, as they weretraveling, |

you know, that the National Military Command Center was feeding'

information, you know, to their executive officers and those kinds of

Q Because they would have secure comrunications in the car,
so they receive

A Correct,

Q And you didn't acconpany them right?

A | did

Q And | am not tryingto be pedantic about this, but, | mean,
were you with the Secretary and the Chairman until they literally
departed for the White House or went to their

A | don't remenber specifically. But, again, that | have a

recollection, after that first initial meeting, and it
be al I that unusual, | my well have wal ked out of the building with
t he Chairman, you know, just kind of giving him the last information
we had as he prepared to nmove to the Wiite House.

Now,  how about on the return? | think you said that when

they got back the White House, you imparted tothemsone information



about what had changed i nthe i ntheir absence.

A

[ think that's what you

A That's right. Because when they came back fromthe Wiite
House, we reconvened. And, obviously, thetwo of themwere interested
in, you know, nore do we know about this situation? And so
as a bit of that discussion. But nost of i t was focused on, what
e do now?

Q And what did know new about t he situation? Do you

what you knewthen?

A N i's, upon return their meetings at
hite House, when they returned, either right then or shortly

hereafter, was whenwe | earned that all t he Aneri cans had beenaccount ed
or, M. Smth dead, Anbassador unaccountedfor. And that's whenthe

focus shifted t o hostage rescue, |

And i si tyour recollectionthat whenyou reported that
to themwhen they got back, that was new information tothen? | nean,

they didn't say, oh, yeah, we heard while we were --

A I think i twas -- | think it was new Again, thetimeis
alittle foggy, but I think i twas new information tone and, | believe,
new information tothem | believe.

Q Ckay. That's very helpful. Thank you.
Totalk about t he aircraft, theAvianofighter

wing, you've explained why that was an inappropriate tool to posture



differently that day, onthat day. understand that explanation.

Dust for the record, | want to establishthat, onthe night of the
attack, just asyou considered fighter at Aviano an
inappropriate tool, inyour mnd, to useat the issue under way,
presumably you considered NATOattack aircraft equally inapplicable
the to the events in Benghazi?

M thought wasn't specific to | 't was nore a

di scussion of our strike aircraft; isclose air support an appropriate
tool to useinthis circumstance. Andny military judgment was,

it was not.

| donot recall that we had a conversation that said,

you don't want to use American aircraft, would you use-- 1 thinki t
was -- once | hadnade a decision andsaid, | don't think close air
support i sthe right tool, I don't thinkthere was afurther discussion.

Now, there may have been at the staff level. | mean, there may

have been, you know, sone AFR GQV] BJUOMdiscussions that said,

are there any NATOaircraft that mght benore available, you know, on

a quicker timeline? may have occurred, but | don't know.
Q But you don't have anyrecollection -=
A | do not.
Q -- of those discussions.

And |' mjust going to run through a couple things.
How about dispatching an arned drone?

A V& didn't have -- we had unarmed flying out of Sigonella at



161

the time. There was a capability to armthem at Sigonella.

at that point, i twas nore important -- the collection was the
priority. Understandingwas thehighest priority, tryingtounderstand
what was going on.
| see. | understand.
M. Issa. But your question was, didyou reject the use of
aircraft, hot thetimeline.
O even consider --
M. Issa. Wre you considering it,regardless of the
Gener al | don't recall M. Chai r man,
whet her we had that discussion. mean, |'m sure at sone point we had
a conversation about armng, but don't renenber thetimng ofit.
But you were aware at that time of the timeline?
CGener al | knew t hat there was a capability toarmthe

Predators at Sigonella.

Ckay.
M . But you didn't launch a Predator from Sigonella. You
repositioned an existing one, i sny understanding.
General Hm VW did, M. Chairman, but then we didlaunch a
second.
M. Issa. Wis there still one on the ground at Sigonella?

General Hwm Yes, there were -- there were two. So the
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one -- | think it's inthe timeline, but the first one had
been flying. The secopd one was preparing to to take off, to
the first one on station.
And, finally, didyou contemplate, have discussions
or consider the dispatch of an AG130to the Tripoli area?
Gener al not. | think I knewthat there were no AG 130S
And | Dbelieve that was an accurate
That you think you knewthat at the time?
General Hm | do.
Ckay, | was going to change topics, but do you
anything you want to
M. Issa. Dust tofollowon that, didyou order an inventory
assets that could be brought to bear at point during those
few
Ham M. Chairman, | nean, didn't need to do that
The operations center at Stuttgart, working under
direction of the military deputy, had already done that. And so, in
ny discussions with them i twas an abbreviated conversation, but
bhasically the word back t o us was, hey, General, here's the forces that
we've got and the posture
But, certainly, the operations center had the detailedinformation
of forces available, and i nconplete cooperation with European Command,

who owned nobst of those forces.

M. Issa. But you didn't ask for an inventoryfurther of possible

assets, including Djibouti, Cairo



General Hm M. Chairman, | --
M. Issa. -- Tel
Gener al Hm Yeah, | think that the sense was that the
center had, of, total visibility, i fyou will, of the military
assets that could have responded under the direction of the
They, kind consolidated that down and said,

you know, General, here's the stuff that really is no-kidding

for us for enploynent.]
M:.. But your testimony today is that the fighter

wer e not used because they were inappropriate, inyour opinion, for
J

battle, for the mi ssion.

General Hm M. Chairman, that's And that's why,
prior to September 11th, why | had not directed the air conponent
have strike assets on heightened

Issa. The only reason followup on that i s that many people
have said, including representatives, harped on the
nearest refuelers being inBritain, when, infact, there were
closer.

Your testimony is the refuelers were not the determining factor.
You determned that the mssion did not fitthe aircraft, regardless

of whether or not you could top themoff.

General Hm M. Chairman, | think that's an accurate
characterization. |f | had directed the air conponent conmmander prior
to Septemnber said, hey, | want X number of aircraft postured for

response, then the air conponent commander would have taken action not



only t ohavethestrike aircraft but all thesupporting aircraft. There
woul d have probably been an AWACS whi ch woul d benecessary, t he
done al |
Those systems were not postured onthe Septenber [1th

ny previous decision.

Right. But I still would -- t hechicken or egg.

Israel has They have seven KC-135s. They regularlytrain and
top of f aircraft. There were assets that were
available.

Notwi t hstanding those assets that I' msure knewt hat
Command had t he t oaskfor, younade a determination on
September |lth nottouseconbatant fighter aircraft; i sthat

Ham | tis, M. Chairman. |'d nade adecision prior

[interms of staging themin aheightened alert, andl did nake a deci sion
as events were unfolding i nrealtime that strike aircraft werenot
appropriate forthe conditions as they were unfolding i n realtime.

Issa. Thank you. Thanks alot.

sowe'll gooffthe record.
I't'saquarter till. Ve cango back onthe
BY
General, i nthelast hour, it was impliedthat the Secretary

of Defense wasn't calling the shots at Benghazi, that he wasn't, sort
of, thetactical individual making these decisions.

But isn't i tthe casethat, very early oni ntheattacks, he gave
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ou full authority t odo what you needed t odo and that what you asked

i nterms of tools, he provided?

A The conversationwith both the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
f Staff andthe Secretary were very much i nthe -- first of all,
o understand what was happening, but very clear direction the
Secretary t one was, you know, all that -- you know, bhasically,

you need? And, again, as | nade those requests of him he approved
everything [ for. "
{Si twas very clear, he was engaged, he was focused. And |

again, inny experience as director for operations andintheyear and

;ahalf or so a combatant command, appropriately t oa conbatant
comander, saying, youknow, |'mgiving youthese resources, |I'mgiving
you authority t oinplement. And think that's the-- 1 think that's

the appropriaterole, i nny view, of a Secretary of
commander relationship.

And that was going t obe ny next question, sir. You'rethe
conbat ant commander, soyou're t heconmmander, but also then the person
that would determne thetactics, i fyouwill, interms of howto
those forces. | sthat correct?

A Well, ultimately, yes. | mean, obviously, there's a
tremendously talented supportiveteam ranging Li eutenant Col onel

and t he defense attache, who were on t he Speci al
Operations Commander Africa, Rear Admral Losey, Vice Admral Leidig,
ny mlitary deputy, advised by awhole staff. Sothere's awhole bunch

of experts who are wrestling with these issues andultimately distilling



yes, ultimately, asthecomrander, t he conmbatant conmander,

isny responsibility t omakethose decisions t osay, yes, we're
dothis, no, we're not going t odo And | had been giventhe
full support and, again, al |l of theassets that asked for by t he

Secretary of Defense order t oexecute those tasks.

Q Ckay. Sot obe as clear as | can, then, the Secretary of
yout oexercise your best military and

t heattacks as you sawfit and as they were unfol ding.

A Yes.
then, early on, i twas determned, i nconsultationwiththe
Chai rman of t he Doi nt of Staff yourself and | guess t he

Secretary, that a Cl Fwould be nmade available, a FAST would be nade

available, andthen, abit | | sthat
correct?

A That's correct.

Q Ckay. Andjust sol understand, these were nadeavail able
relatively early oni ntheevening or astheattacks were conmuni cat ed
t o Washi ngton?

A Yes, very quickly. Again, | don't recall thespecific
timelines, butinearlyconversations withthe Secretary, hegave verbal
approval t obegin t oalert and deploy those forces, followed, as
procedural ly nust be, followed by awritten execution order. But he

gave verbal approval very quickly.



And I'mgoing t obe very clear about this next set of questions.
So nott o oversimplifythe application of those why don't you
just simply, as soon asyouhear the first gunshot or | earnof the
gunshot i nBenghazi, just say, "You're goingto Benghazi, nomatter what,

you ar egoing t oBenghazi," and so you start theclock rolling?
I'mgathering that you'retrying to assess what's going onon
ground and out what tool best fits thejob. But could you

explain, of, you have this package forces, while at t he

time you'retrying t ounderstand the dynam cs onthe ground and how you
then those forces tot heregion and apply then?
Yes. ne of the challenges is, howdoyou dothose two things

that youdescribed simultaneously: gain sufficient understanding of

the events as they areunfolding the environment in which they are
forpotential at the sanetime, gettingthe
that are most |ikely to be postured sothat they could be applied

in a useful way.

| don't knowthis for certain, but guess i s, given how Speci al
Operations forces, kind of, monitor operations, ny guess i s the
Commander's In-Extrem s Force was already thinking about and probably
taking sone preliminary steps t ogather their personnel, their
equi pment, before any specific order. | mean, they are, by their
nature, a very aggressive, initiative-takingorganization.

So, again, | don't knowthat for certain, but ny guess i s, when

the order, i fyouwill, canetothe sin-Extrem s Force, "Hey,
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et ready for potential enmployment inLibya," t heanswer was probably,
you know, we're already leaning forward i nthat direction.
*They couldn't actually nove, they had no authority to

e, absent the decision. But they would have al ready been

l eaning forward.

Dust t oclarify the timeline, when you saythose forces
been verbally early, isi tsafeto prior to
from back t ot he Annex? Wre they i nmotion by thetime Anmerican
personnel i n Benghazi were consolidating at the Annex? W&s the process

motion, not necessarily theforces physically

A ["mcertain that the ["'mrelatively certain,
Because, again, recollection was that occurred after the
and t he Chairman of t he Doi nt of Staff returned fromtheWite

House and we knew that everybody was accounted for except forthe

Again, | don't recall thespecific timelines, butny recollection
that theverbal direction toalert and deploy the Commander's
In-Extrem s Force and t he Fleet Antiterrorism Support Team occurred
before -- the verbal, before they went t othe Wiite House. But, again,

I'"'mnot --nmy recollection i snot precise onthetimng of that.
Wiat | was getting at i sthediscussion about, you know, we

didn't knowi t was over with --we knewthe fighting had subsided, but



we didn't know i t was and why would we not continue to alert,
mar shal , and deploy available forces.

But as your staff was courses of action, you had
already -- you had the situational awareness of what you had
Nationally, | guess, besides the Special Operations Task Force that i
depl oyed, gl obal response i s maybe 82nd or i fthere's a Ranger
regi ment battalion back in GQONJS that's 36 hours out.

Are there any other forces that I'm mssing that, inyour
;could.lhave alerted, rmrshavl ed, and deployed and been useful in this
operation?

| don't think so. Certainly, the events were
inrealtime, | thinkwe the forces that would be of
utility and available. So I'm pretty confident in the judgment and
decisions that were nade, again, as events were unfoldinginrealtime.

So | don't maybe another way to ask -- to think about it, you
know, was there anything left on the shelf.

Q That's right.

A And | don't -- not inny

So there's no point in asking for something i f you know
nothing is useful anyway. S the absence of the ask does
ot necessarily indicate the absence of consideration.

A |'d come back toan earlier statement to say, again, you know,
obviously, ably assisted by ny staff

Q Ri ght .

A -- and by subordinate commanders, you know, | nmade requests



through the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs to the Secretary of Defense,
and everything that | asked for was approved. S w weren't |acking,
you know, for response forces. | mean, there wasn't, you know, another
Operations teamor else, that I'm aware of, that could
have been nade available but either wasn't or | didn't ask for.
Q Right. | nean, that's the issue, right? Wen you say,

"Everything | asked for was approved,” somecould interpret that, "Well,
you didn't ask for enough.” And the reason, | I'm getting at,
the reason one doesn't ask for enough is one already knows that's all
there is, so what's the point in nmaking another request.

And I'm wondering that's the sort of stalff wor k that
went through teeing up courses of action for you on tha; Inight.

A | think it,frankly, was nore of, again, as pur situational
understanding inmproved over time and as the conditions changed, you
know, crisis response, you know, responseto adiplomatic facility under
attack, now that attack largely subsided, Americans, less the Arbassador
was missing, inrelativesafe haven at another US facility in Benghazi,
focus shiftsto hostage rescue. Different kind of force, different kind
of capability, different kind of timeline, frankly, to execute that
mi ssion.

Mi ssion shiftsagainwhenthe s body i srecovered. And
now the enphasis really is, how do w support the Enbassy on the
evacuation of the people from Benghazi to Tripoli? And that really
became -- you know, after the Anbassador's body was recovered, that

became the focus of our efforts at that point.



And we di d have the the assets that were going to be used

for that were in-theater that the Enbassy had coordinated with
Li byans. | think i none case they contracted for an aircraft, but
I think, were Libyan air force aircraft. So, | there

wasn't a need for further US military capability, at that point, to
execut e what was then the primary mission, which was the peopl e out
of Benghazi, back Tripoli.
I nt hegeneral sense, as you were |ooking across ;
11 and meking decisions, what aret hecosts associated
with holding units t oa higher alert statusthan a normal duty

A Well, | mean, i tvaries by conponent. Mbst costly i s

air conponent, t o have t he--
Not just dollars.

A Right. Butjust interms of personnel, | mean, in order
have sone nunber of strike aircraft on sone heightened alert status,
that also neans command and control, typically AWMCS tankers,
mai nt enance crews, amrunition. | nean, i tgetstobeapretty extensive
list. Andyoucanwear people out pretty quickly ina -- withthe force
structure that existedinEurope atthe time, that was not built t ohave
forces on heightened alert status for long periods of time.

So we woul d have pretty quickly exhausted the ability of European
Command t o support that heightened alert status for a long periodof
time. And then theair component comrander, European Command, woul d
have t othen go back t ot helarger force pool. And, of course, this

is at atime whenthe US military forcei sengaged pretty
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el sewhere globally. And, [ think it woul d have been tough
the Armed Forces, fortheAir Force and for others, t oprovide theforces
necessary.

Soit's apretty costly endeavor when you put forces on heightened
Q Thank

Let ne revisit what | started with earlier.
Chaffetz impliedthat there was no contingency plan, i nthe sense that,
after thefirst attack, you weren't planning forthe possibility of
sonmet hi ng
And | guess what I'mtrying t ounderstand i sthat, early on, you
have t heClI F, t he FAST, | | at your

and you begin spooling themup to nove to the region, correct?

A That's correct.
kay. So
A What we didn't know -- | nean, again, as the nature of the

m ssion changed over time, soit was unclear, i nny view, of, you know,
where should they go, when should they get there, and what woul d bet he
nature of the mi ssion. But, yes.

Q And so that's exactly the question --

A But they were moving, yeah.

Q That's exactly what | want you to flesh out. Froma
conbat ant conmander perspective, what aretheconcerns of adjustingthe

m ssion based on the flow of intelligence that you're receiving?



ot her words, seasytosit back and say, well, youjust should
have depl oyed t he FAST team and just kept i tmoving t o Benghazi .
for example, i f FAST team arrives i nthe mddle of the night i nan
uncertain situation, i sthat a risky scenario?

soareyou constantly trying t ounderstand what you're

with onthe ground to, A understand i f the i s appropriate
B, adjust theapplicationof that tool based ontherisk that you

be receiving?

A Yes. And |l think this characterizationof risk i s
i mportant. Inthis circumstance, atthe initial attack, where there
is a di plomatic facility under attack, that theacceptability
risk, t one, atthat point, isvery -- 1 nean, I'mwilling t o

alotofrisk toinsert amlitary force that m ght be able t o nake a
difference i nanattack against adiplomatic facility, recognizing

the inherent dangers andrisks. But asamilitary conmander, you
i
if 1"vegot Americans under duress, ny risk acceptancei spretty high.

The conditions change. Most Americans noware i nrelative safe

haven
Q sorry nethat, sort i nrealtime -=
A Yeah.
Q -- foryou, theinitial changes.
A An hour anda half, 2 hours or soafter theinitial report,

you know, t he Americans, |ess Ambassador Stevens, who was unaccounted
and Smi th, whowe knowi s dead at this point, reinrelative

safe haven at t he Annex i nBenghazi.



again, the enphasis shifts on, do we have a hostage
situation? That's a different type of a mssion. And that,
than anything else, requires very, very detailed intelligence and
understanding of the area. So that's a rmuch nore deliberate action.

And while ny of acceptance of risk would be high inthe
execution of hostage rescue, until you had sone i dea of, you know,

which you m ght conduct a hostage rescue, that's
-- that's a different factor.

Oncet he Anbassador i srecovered, we knowwe no | onger have hostage
rescue, and the m ssionisto helpthe Enbassy evacuate the people out
of Benghazi, who were not under duress -- | nean, they were under,
know, relative safe haven. Again, the fighting had |argely

at least as | perceived it.

And that ny perception, getting reports second- and
may have been different those who were on the
you know, that say, hey, we're still getting shot at here

That's a different

But the issuethenis, okay, yes, there's a degree of urgency, but
it's certainly not the degree of urgency as when people were directly
under attack. S all of that factors in, | think, to levels of

acceptance of risk i n determningpossible courses of action.
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RPTS

SECGKVAN

Q General, just tofollow up onthat point. You' ve used this
phrase unfol ding i nreal several times today, and I think it's

hel pful foryoutojust walk usthrough how circumstances as you perceive
t hem changed t hroughout t he course of the night and how that informed
our decisionmaking. | would just like t oask, General, you know
read some of your statements before where you place an enphasis, a

priority on, you know, the intelligence, surveillance,

reconnai ssance, and sol just wanted t o ask onthenight of the
did have a perfectly conplete picture of what was unfoldingin

Benghazi, di dyou have perfect information?

A No, certainly not. | twas very confusing, as m ght be
expected i na circumstance like this. | ttook a long while to build
understanding, of i t comng reports fromthose who were on

the ground i nBenghazi, some of i tcomng fromonce the Predators got
overhead and we gained alittle bit of fromthere; |

so i ttook a long whileto

understand, to have a fundamental understanding of how things were
unfolding. And | think even after the second attack at the Annex and
peopl e had been evacuated, forne personally, | think it was probably
only inhindsight that | had a pretty clear understanding, when we had
a chance t o look at all theintelligence reporting, look at the

closed-circuit TV, tolook at the analyzed Predator feeds, not just the
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raw soi twas a pretty confusing night.

Thank you, sir,that's very helpful. Andjust to be clear,
you've never claimed t ohave some sort of perfect information on
night of theattacks?

A No, certainly not.

Q You just described for us some of the sources of information

and reporting. I ntheearly phase of the night i si t fair that
of reporting was eonming at least through AFR GOMwas being reported
by the who was i n Tripoli?

A That's correct, sothe defense attache inTripoli was
receiving information, | presune mostly by nonsecure conmmerci al

phone, andthen hewas relaying that, the defense attache relaying that
back t o combat ant command operations center. That was the primary
source of our information.

And you had mentioned al so that some of your
your situational awareness was enhanced sonewhat by the UAV, the feed,
although i t sounds like that was a marginal inmprovement of your
understanding, isthat also fair?

A Yes. The arrival of the Predator and then ultimately a
second Predator t ohelp gain understanding, they're amazingly
platforms, but they are at their best whenthe analystsare ableto focus
their collectionon a specific point looking for specific indicators.

this circumstance the Predators, ny recollection, hadnot routinely

operated over Benghazi, soi twasn't anarea the Predator operators were



So i twas a
that night because we were trying touse thePredator asthe
platform we had at the essentially give us a general

understandi ng and then work toward the specific,

Q And just so I can be clear, the two data points we just
referred to, the reporting fromthe DAT Tripoli and the WA that had
been repositioned, neither of those gave you t he sense that there
an ongoing siege i nBenghazi at the

That i scorrect. M sense was, based ontheinformation
| had a multitude of sources, was that once the Annex team had:
evacuat ed the US personnel, less Anbassador Stevens fromthe
[ Temporary Mi ssion Facility, that the fighting had |argely subsided.
I"mcertain i nBenghazi that there was sporadic gunfire, but it
didn't --it was not ny understanding that therewas any concerted effort
to target Americans or American facilities after the subsiding of the
initial attack at the Temporary M ssion Facility.

Q Ckay. Although to be fair, there were, i tdidsound like
there were sone |ingering concerns about Tripoli, isthat --

A Yes. There was, | think, as | recall, a very real threat

stream i nTripoli. | t was unknown. I think, you know, i twas a



reasonable precaution taken by the Enbassy to say i four diplomatic
facility inBenghazi i s under you know, we need to pay attention
to what's happening here inTripoli, and | the decisions by then
charge d' affaires at Tripoli to consolidatethe US personnel at
facility was warranted. , As it turns out, don't think there were
attacks against American personnel that night, but therecertainly were
indications that there mght be.

W talked alittle bitabout how you perceived the

to change throughout the course of the night, and | would just like
ask when the m ssion, i t becane sonmewhat clear you that there
e an evacuation conponent to that, | would just like to understand,

you know, there were sonme questions | think about the G17, the

and just based on the limted informationand the timeline, trying
reconcile or understand what the basis forthose delays m ght have been,
but I just -- | would like to ask you, you consider i ta

to get people out of harmis way on the night of the attacks?

A Yes. Again, as the US personnel were consolidatedat the
Annex, and particularly after the recovery of Ambassador Stevens'
remains, and for the nmost part, ny understanding was that, again, the
best term | can come up with isrelative safe haven. | nean, thisis,
after all, this is Benghazi, this ismnot -- itisstill a place with
afragile security environment, but it was very clear that the Enbassy
was very highly -- was a very highpriority inus insupport along with
the others, the safe evacuation of the personnel from Benghazi was a

high priority.



Q again, just discussing sone of the airlift
capabilities, was i t your understanding that the ClF or the FAST team
that those did or did not have dedicated airlift capabilities, and that
may have played sonme role inthe timng for their deployment that night?

M recollection i sthat t he Commander's In-Extrem s Force
had dedicated aircraft that were collocated at anairfield nearby
the el ement was trainingin Croatia. I think that is -- that at
is ny recollection. Andthat would be normal for t he Comrander's
In-Extrem s t o have those aircraft, so | would -- | think
Conmander' s I n-Extrem s Force could deploy, could nmove onfairly short
notice, again, because of ny recollection that had dedi cat ed
aircraft. The Fleet Antiterrorism Support Teans di d not have dedi cated
aircraft, so part of theissue i nthealert notificationof themwas
alsoalert toaircrewsandaircraft to executethat m ssion
as well.

Ckay. General, | would just t oask, areyoufamiliar
with the Accountability Review Board, the final report that was issued
by t he Accountability Review Board i n Decenber?

A I knowthere is areport. | read the Accountability Review
Board's publicly releasable report. | believe there i saclassified
report, but i f there is, I have not seen it.

Q Are you with the reconmendations it nade, the public
recomrendations i nthat report? | believe there may have been 24.

A | mean, | don't recall but generally yes, |

recall that, theAccountability Review Board making recomrendations.



Ckay. | nyour time as commander at AFR GOMfol | owing
attacks, were you made aware of any i nprovenents i nsecurity at Enbassies
or diplomatic facilities within your ACR?

I nthefollow on, thedays and weeks following the

t hechanges i nforce posture occurred quite quickly ini
Africa ne of the important steps was ont helst of October

2012, t hecommand gained it sown Commander's In-Extrem s Force.

This previously t heCommander's In-Extrem s Force was shared with
Eur opean I t had been long i nplanning for Africa
Command t o have own. Most comrands al | geographic

combat ant commands ar e supposed t o have their own

In-Extrem s Force. Wth Africa GCommand being new and Speci al
Operations Forces being stretched i nt helate 2000s with comm tnents
to Iraqg andAfghanistan, i tjust took along time t ostand upits
Commander's I n-Extrem s Force, but that occurred onthelst of October,
whi ch gave t he commander of AFRIGOM hi s own dedi cated Comrander' s

In-Extrem s Force. That's a good thing.

The Marine Corps establishedwhat they called t heSpecial Purpose
Marine Air Ground Task Force for Crisis Response based i nSpain, |

recall. | don't renenber t heexact timing, butit occurred, | believe,
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commander of Africa Conmand a well trained, nore capable fast, speedy
response team The command, within i ts owm resources, formalized the
establishment of the East Africa Crisis Response Force, built upon the
forces that were availableinDjibouti. Lastly, the Arny established

programcal | ed Regi onal Iy Aligned Forces, which nade avail abl e,

the commander of Africa Command the Arny forces on a much nore

basis than had occurred before, sone of which could be

for crisis response. | think w saw some of that inthe response
unrest in South Sudan just inthe past several months. So there was
the command, and the Department Defense writ large inny view
responded quite quickly and nade significant strides forward in a
relatively short period of time to provide to Africa Command nore
responsive forces than had existed previously.

Thank you, sir. | knowyou've beenretired now for a little
bit, but just given the breadth of your experience, do you have any
recomendations for us or where the commttees can be | ooking in order
to either improve interagency coordination, contingency planning or
just shore up diplomatic security broadly speaking?

A Well, I think certainly it begins withthat, and | think
you know, as an outsider now |ooking in, you know, the Departnment of
State needs t o have capable, robust security forces for its personnel,
particularly those who are in high-risk posts. | think, as |'ve
mentioned, | think inresponse to a question by Chairman Issa, | think

it is appropriate for us, for the US Governnent to |ook nore
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Forcesincrisisresponsewithregardtodiplomatic facilities? |

a question has lots of implications forforce structure
jand authorities and basing host nation costs andall thelike, but
| think it's a debate that's worthy of having, and so |l think, as

nove forward, that's where | think our efforts should focus.

Thank you, sir. G offthe

[Discussion of f the

Thank you, General, andit's andfirst, | just want

to saythat there's been alot of discussion about decisions made and

nmade, and | just want t o say that we're not here, | want yout o know

this, I tosay ontherecordthat we're not here t o second guess
your command decisions taken i nthe heat of the monment and i nthe
of war. Ve also -- | just want t oputthat ontherecord, sir,
that's not what we're about here today.

A I understand.

Q And real |y what retrying tounderstand i npart is
there nmay have been information gaps for various folks that were making
decisions that night, andthat's oneof theintentions of the questions
that 1'mgoing t oaskyou. Also, | just want t osay, again, as | said
earlier, some of these questions aregoingtoberetreads of thingsthat
we' ve talked about twoor threetimes today, and | apologize f or that.
| just want t onake sure t herecord i sas clear as possible, andl'm

sure you understand there's sometimes adifference between what question
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asked andhowit's sol just want t osaythat andsort of just
ask for your forbearance as | nove through this as quickly as I
Wth respect tothe--1let ne askyouthis first: the
whenyou're i nthe Pentagonwith Secretary Panetta, General

and there's these meetings that aregoing pnthat are inthis timeline,

ypuhave access information from parts of DD other than
Areyougetting information say,
A Yes.
Kay.
A The Predator feed certainlywould beavailable atthe

Joint Operations Center, probably was available at the Pentagen National

Military Center. | just don't recall. It'sjust a matter,
frankly, of shifting it. Andcertainly, we were
sothere was very, close communication with them

with European GCommand particularly, Transportati on GCoormand, who had

obviously almost al |l the mobility assets,

So a broad spectrum | felt comortable that,
particularly atthe AFRIQOMDoint Operations Center, that we had access
to allof those whohadaroleto play inevents asthey were unfolding.

Thank you. Andwith respect t othe timeline here, where i t

talks about the 6t 08 p.m time frame where Secretary Panetta, andthis
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is DC where Secretary Panetta convenes a series of meetings in
Pentagon with senior officials, includingyourself and General
Denmpsey, and you discuss additional response options for Benghazi and
for the potential outbreak of further violence throughout the
i tsays here that there were, Secretary Panetta directed
provided verbal authorizationto these three units we've been
about, the FAST platoon, the BIBGMCF and the Special Operations
the US M question, sir,is would you explain what this
authorization consists of and how it differs fromformal authorization?
Yes. S when the Secretary gives verbal authorization,
that allows elements to begin noverment and proceed, and i t
carries -- again, I'm not a |awyer. | would defer to others, but ny
sense i si tcarries wei ght of the law. This is a legal order
fromconpetent authority, the Secretary of Defense, tone and to other

combat ant commanders and force providers, you know, |'m ordering

to do this.
Q Ckay.
A Then it's always followed by a written execution order so

that you have now a document for the record and to clarifying things,
to say, Ch, well, wait a mnute, | didn't understand this inthe verbal
order. But it's a relatively normal procedure.

Q Sure. And was the verbal order to havethemstart to prepare
to get ready, or was i tspecifically to go and do X

A | twas with regard tothe two decisions, which was the

Commander' s In-Extremi s Force and the Fleet Antiterrorism Support Team



185

M/ recollectionisthefirst, with regardtothe S In-Extrems
force, i twas authority to alert, prepare to nmove and, atny direction,
depl oy andenpl oy that force. So hegave, the Secretary of Defense gave
all the authority that he needed totell that force to bereadyto
and directionto ne that says they nowoperate under your control.
you tell themto nmove and where t 0 move and what to that's what they
do.

Q So you have anticipated ny next question. So with respect
to the twounits younentioned, FAST, BIOMCIF, were you essentially
iven operational control of these units by Secretary Panetta?

Yeah. And again, | believe that's what the written
rder would be. Sothe Secretary's verbal order probably was not quite
fei: 't

that inmlitary termnology. He would say, Dothis. But then,
in the written order, then i twould codify the command and control
relationship, | amtransferring operational control of the Comrander's

In-Extrem s Force from conmander European Gommand t o commander Africa

Q Il si tfair t osaythat at t hegiving of the verbal order,
your understanding wasthat youhadoperational control of those teans?

A Correct, yes.

Q Thank you. V& talked about i talittle bit already, but I
just want t ostep back about your perspective from Washi ngton about,
you know, howthere was this first attack, i t subsided about an hour
or soafter it had begun, andthat the mssion hadshifted at that point

in some way. | just want t ostep back and ask you about that briefly,
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however, we do want t o understand where there may be gaps ininformation

that was provided to you and to others in positionsof responsibility

Now, | just want t o say that based on informationthat the commttee
has revi ewed, we knowthat whileall the Americans di d evacuatethe
facility in Benghazi by about 11:20 p.m, so about an

and a half after the attack began, we also knowthat the Americans in

Benghazi to receive a considerable anount of bot h
route tothe Annex in and then once they arrived at the

and that that incom ng until after 1 am on the 12th.
So | just want to ask, at the time were you of this, that the

Americans i nBenghazi continued totake hostilefire forat |east another
2 hours after evacuation of the State Department facility there?

A | don't recall discussions that the personnel at the Annex
or the Annex itself were subjected to any sustained level of attack.
| woul d caveat that by saying, | also understand that | was receiving
information second or third hand, so from Benghazi to Tripoli to
Stuttgart to Washington, and so, you know, what understandably would
be a very concerning effect, Hy, we're inBenghazi, we're getting shot
at, that as i tworks itsway through the various levels and filters
probably becones less intense. Al |l of that to say, you know, | probably,
| certainly did not have the sane understanding of the
environment as did those who were in Benghazi.

Q Sure. And just tofollow up on that, and you've alludedto
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the State Department facility, we have | personnel. W have State

Department personnel. Is i tpossible that because those individuals

‘arefeedinginformationintotheir respectivechains inthe

is that, my that account forthe potential gap inthe information

you were aware of at the time, you know, where you sat at the Pentagon?:
Wel I, | there are a nunber of factors that were

contributing to than conplete informati.on. First, |

people i n Benghazi clearly are incrisis node.

Q Sure.
A They' ve got sone wounded. They've just been subjected
a pretty significant attack. Their Ambassador i s mssing. They have
one dead already. S there, | nean, you can just imgine the turmoil
that was ongoing. And then now there's the question of again
don't know, but ny assunption i s that the people who worked at the

Annex probably had good, reasonably good secure commrunications back to
The St at e Department people didn't. They were

working principally off comrercial cell phones. That sometines can

lead to gaps and seans inthe informationjust because of the nature

of communi cations neans, and then as that gets, again, further

at Tripoli and dissemnated further back to Washington to both the

intelligence community, to State, and to DO to AFRQGOM and, again,
all of its conponents there, so it's | think relatively normal that

incrisis situationthe informationsonetimeswas incomplete, sometines

confusing, and sonetimes even contradictory.
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Thank you. Andthis nay berhetorical andforgive ne it
but i f youhadaccess t o the information at the time onthat night
Where you sat i nthe Pentagonthat these Americans were still under
woul d that have altered your assessment that the attack hadended about

an hour or so after or subsided about an hour or sointo

A I think it"'shard t ojudge. Clearly, 1 think ny
Under st andi ng now after the fact i sthat the level of
though there was sporadic fire still directed toward the Annex,;

it was nothing like the intensity that hadoccurred at the

Mi ssion Facility. therewas, | think, asignificant difference
the level of violence that hadexisted inthe initial attack and that
whi ch was occurring at the Annex. So, again, it'shard t ojudge. | f
| had known t hat then, what difference would i t have nade i n how! woul d
have thought differently? | really know The enphasi s,

first hostage rescue, that went away upon the recovery of t he
Anmbassador's remains, andthen the real focus was evacuation of t he
personnel i n Benghazi, as | have stated inresponsetoa
question, I think, again, knowing nowwhat | know, | would like to think
that | would have been nmuch nore with engaging with the Libyans,
engaging with otherstosay, VW ve got toget these people out of Benghazi
fast rather thanwait forthe situationtoresolveitself at theairport.

Q Sure.

Vés t hat what

your assessment was?



A The s In-Extrem s Force they arevery

trained. They're nore highly trainedthan anormal Special Forces unit,

Q Coul d we just talk about theinformation gap you had

with respect tothe ongoing fire fight i nBenghazi post-evacuation of
the Temporary M ssion Facility. i fyou had not had that

information gap and had been aware of what was going on, that Anmericans
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still under fire in question is, would the BJIOM
been anoption for you? Wuld youhave considered BIOMCIF t o
send it infor assisting those Americans that were still under
or would that have been not something youwould have considered?
A I think, again, hypotheticals are always fraught with sone
danger,
Under st ood.
But the CIF could have been oneof those el ements

hasten the evacuation of Benghazi, and | hada different

appreciationfor thelevel of post-Tenmporary M ssion Facility,;
| would like tothink that I would have hada different
That's not t osay |l would have enployed them but i t would have been
a

Q Andthen real quick with respect tothe FAST. Younay or
may not, we interviewed Rear Adm ral Landalt recently, andAdmiral

Landalt helpfully talked with usabout howthe Marine FAST platooni s

not aforce that's designed t onove into asituation
t he Benghazi attack but nmoret o secure apieceof real estate, like the
Enbassy i nTripoli. That having been said, inthe nmeetings and t he

conversations you were involved with i nWashington that night, was there
ever a consideration of sending the FAST platoon t oBenghazi, or was
the intention t oalways send FAST just toTripoli tosecurethe Enbassy
there?

A Theinitial discussion wasthat one FAST team woul d be

alerted for deployment t o Benghazi and asecond toTripoli, which 1 think
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in the initial indication was probably the right decision
again, thesituation wasvery unclear and uncertain, and we didn't know,
you know, was there goingto be, would there be requirementto secure
the Tenporary M ssion Facility?
That anticipates ny next question. V&s the FAST, was
discussion of sendingthe FASTtothe Tenporary M ssion Facility?
that the thinking? VWés that discussed, sending the FASTt ot he
Yes, | think with the discussion of oneof the FAST
to Benghazi, atleast inny mnd, what that meant nost |ikely would

secure the Tenporary M ssion Facility, andthen the second FAST

Tripoli t osecure --

Q To your know edge, did that option of sending themto the
TMF i n Benghazi, didthat reach the planning stage or was i t simply
something that was di scussed at a l evel and something that you woul d
consider i f needed?

A I don't know specifically what direction was givent othe
FAST teaminterms of their actual deployment.

Q Ckay.

Because the situation may have changed by the time

they were prepared t odeploy?

General Ham Yes, but | dothink the initial thought was perhaps
that they would head t o Benghazi, andinny view at |east, the likely

enpl oynent for them was t osecure the Tenporary M ssion Facility.

Wre youaware of any di scussion about FAST having t owear
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civilian clothes i fthey were t ogointo either Benghazi or Tripoli?
Vés that

| know about i tafter the fact. | don't renenber i f I knew

as i twas but I know nowt hat there was -- | guesst he

best waytostate i ti swhether i t was arequest or adermand of t he
Government translated, transmtted through t he Enbassy that says,
know, we don't want these guys arriving i nuniform andsothere
a communications delay while theteamtransitioned into civilian

That probably cost a couple of hours t odo that.

So, earlier onin evening, that discussed i n the
context of considering sending FAST t oBenghazi? | nother words, ny
question is, wasi tdiscussed i f we send FASTt o Benghazi, they're going
to have t oput oncivilian clothestogetfromtheairport tothe TM?
Vs that discussed or was i t kind of BE by that point?,

A I don't renenber that occurring at theinitial point. |1
think ny recollection was, again, and|l don't remenber the
timng of this, but ny vague recollection i sthat i twas a very |ate
arising issue, that i tdid probably insert a couple of hours delayi n
getting theteamt o Tripoli.

So, with respect t o Colonel and | know we talked,
youtold sone of ny col |l eagues earlierthat at thetime youweren't aware
of the issue with calling inandinform ngof hisintent
to got oBenghazi. | just want t oclarify. V& interviewed Col onel

and he told us that when he arrived at the

found there t obe a very capable organic defense capability at the



and that that fact informed hi sdecisiontojointhe
second response flight t o Benghazi. I n Col onel | told us
that upon clorrpl eting theevacuation of t heState Department
fromthe | j| hefelt that hi smi ssion,
he had been given Col onel | t o safeguard t he

personnel, was conmplete at that point

and i twuld therefore allow himto proceed t o
azi,
again that from your
perspective at thetime, Colonel team was one of theonly
trained defense forcesinTripoli, andi t was therefore appropriatefor
himt oactually stay inTripoli. Intheveinofustryingto understand

What i nformation gaps, again, you nay have been working with, wereyou

at thetime about theinherent defense

and how that may have informed or not informed Col onel
thinking about going t oBenghazi?

A Well, I certainly knewthat there was an element that di d
provide security

Q You mentioned you had been there.

A Yeah, | ' vebeen there. | was not aware, frankly, until just
now of Lieutenant Col onel assessment that that force was

capable initsentirety of providing security fortheconsolidated
Enbassy |, sol just, i twas not something | was aware

of as events were unfolding.

Did you learn that just i nthis conversation?
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General Ham
Wy don't you go ahead.
BY "
Two qui ck General. Wienthe defense in
wer e known t o be underway and verbal authorization was giventothe
prepare the FAST deployment andsoforth, presumably isi t correct
then that youwere asking for a situation report onthose assets.
ot her the authority has been given to nove these folks, howdo
standi their posture, what are we |ooking
A Yes. So the details would be monitored at the Doint
Operations Center, butcertainly, youknow, as events are

you know, andthe staff would relay to ne here's situation,

the posture of those forces.

Am1 correct to understand from something yousaid earlier
that at maybe one of those reports they said, General, youknow, that
the CIF, the BIOMCI F has been alerted, it's been shopped t ous, but
they are ontraining mssioninCroatia. |Isthat whenyou |earned
that was the location of the CIF?

A Probably a little sooner than that. V& probably |earned
pretty quickly fromthe AFR OOM Doi nt Operations Center that the
was in

Q But ny point though, isor ny questionisthat youlearned
that inthe course of contemplating a response?

A That's correct.

Q Anddi dthat makeyou uncomfortable i nany way or di sappoi nt
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particul ar react”iont ot‘heir i n
No. | was probably alittle surprisedthat they were i n

but I also learned that they haddeployed with ail of
equi pment with their dedicated aircraft, andagain having years
experience with Commander's In-Extrem s Force, | felt that they would
be ready t orespond t owhatever we needed themt o do.

Q And i nt hecase of t heCl For thet wo FAST teans
you maybe got periodic updates about here's t he status now, here'st he
unit's were youat anytime
or uncomfortable with t he speed andextent t owhich they were

through ontheorders that had been issued t oprepare t orespondt o

A Again, i nhindsight, particularly the FAST teans would
probably maybe not have dedicated airlift for thembut have designated
aircraft t obeready t orespond onafaster timeline t odeploy the
teams, at least thefirst one.

Q But were you struck bythat problemthat evening, oristhis
somet hing youthought |ater |ooking back?

A Well, probably alittle bit of both. | nean, ny guessi s
| was probably alittle disappointed -- | nmean, not disappointed, but
maybe chagrined that it mght take, t ogettheairlift there mght take
alittle bitlonger than | would have liked, andthen, i n hindsight,
I think, youknow, asthesituation cal med down andwe had an opportunity

to kind of ook at howdo we want t oposture for thefuture, oneof the
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pieces of that i sat least forthe FAST team theonethat's on first

again, it's very, very costly tohave aircraft sitting ona
somepl ace, but t o have designatedaircraft andai r crews that could be
called on not an immediate time but a shorter timeline t odeploythe
FAST | think would be hel pful.

Q And here you're talking about thelift forthe FAST?
A Lift fortheFAST.

Q Arethere other forces, againtryingtothink of your
that evening, youknow, youthink about respondingt othis eventi n
Tripoli, theG F, theFAST, werethere other forces you renmenber thinking
that night or other elements youwere thinking, gosh, youknow, |I'm
absent this or what would be good i nthis position i sthistool and I
don'"t have that. | sthere something that sticks i nyour mnd that
t hought that

A Well, I would beginwith thecollection, andl think I
pretty consistent innytime asthe AFR GOMcomrander t osaythat, you

know, that t hegreatest resource shortfall forAfrica Command was

intelligence, surveillance, andreconnaissance. | think thatj

that -- that certainly remained true throughout the period of ny time
in coomand, sothat's | think, | put that atthetopofthelist. | f
you said what would youlike t ohave hadnore of on September [[th, i t

woul d have been rapidly deployable intelligence, surveillance, and
reconnai ssance t obetter understand theevents asthey were unfolding.
Q That's very helpful. Thank you. Then one other conment.

Are youaware that | think onthe 13th of Septenber, the fighter wing



at Aviano di d I think the former wing conmander told us, two
on strip alert, they cane of f chain of posture and were on
alert for 45 days or so. Do you have any recollection of -- this
after the fact of course.

A | was probably aware of that, particularly as events
now unfolding in Tunis, and there was still the lingering concern

Khartoum wuncertainty i n Mali and Niger and northernNigeria. So I'm

certain that | was aware of i tat that time that placed those
aircraft on alert.

You're linking the heightened alert activities in
and so forth, because you thought those planes on hei ghtened

alert mght be utilized i nTunis or utilized i nthe broader sense, m ght
be dispatched to Tunis or other danger |ocations?

A Havi ng seen, obviously, witnessed and lived through the
events as they unfolded i n Benghazi, having seen some very, very
| arge-scal e demonstrations and well-organizedactivities in
and so, you know, | think that i twas a prudent decision to then

okay, let's have that capability so that i fw encounter something else

large scale, which | had not anticipated before Septenber IIth, to have
that capability.
| see, very good. Again, you don't renmenber, you say you
don't doubt that those planes were on alert, but you don't recall?
A Yeah, | don't recall. [ don't think i t began with ne I
don't think i twas me turning into the Air Conponent Commander t o say,

do this. I think i tnorelikely was the Air Conponent Comrander com ng
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to me and Hey, boss, we're going to do this because of the
uncertainty and what we've seen unfold inthepast couple of days,
todo this forthe next 45 days.!
ft\ L\ Fine, thank you.
couple nore questions, and I think we're

al mst done.

done.

Q Any point during the evening of 11 Septenber into 12
Septenber, do you recall any discussion, or were you privy to any
di scussion events i nBenghazi have been related t o a YouTube

video that may have been insultingtothe Prophet Mihammad, was that

di scussed at all?

A not as the events were unfolding i nreal time.
Very, very little discussionthat | canrecall about why didthis happen.
[t wasn't -- there just wasn't time for that, frankly. |t was trying

to gain understanding of what was happeni ngand what ought we be doing
in responsetothat and t o shape activities forthefuture. So ny
know edge about, you know, conversations about the video, about
demonstrations, frankly about, you know, direction from Al Qaeda main
and protests forthekilling of Abu | nmean, al | of that was, at
least tonme, was mostly after the fact.

Q Okay, okay. W also understand there nay have been a | essons
| earned docunent prepared by DD for t he Benghazi incident, but did you

participate i nany formal after-action reviewtodistinguish between
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fromlessons |earned, but anyformal after action review of
response what took place i nBenghazi?
Several subordinate units joined Special Operatior.ls.
Command, Speci al Operations Command Ai r Components, some others
did their formal, I think after-action reports. W& did not doa
after-action report at Africa Command, but, rather, shifted our
[focusintoimplementation of what sonepeople have termed t he new normal .

Q Sure.

A You know, okay, given what we have just been through and what

we have | earned, howdo we need t oposture ourselves, not only at the
headquarters but with forces, soputting those thingsinto action, and
we al so started, again, principally with |
entities i nsupport of the FBI nowi nthe business
of identification of perpetrators. So that becane bigpart of
post-attack efforts as well.
Q Thank you. Qne last --=
M. Richards. Can | just add one point?
Yeah, please.

M. Richards. Al | after-action reports regarding the incident
were delivered t othe House Arned Services Commttee, and| don't know
if theones helisted are necessarilyall accurate. For exanmple, I'm
not sure i f SAC Africa had one or not, but | defer, al |l of them were
delivered t othe HASC sol just want t osaythat forthe record.

appreciate that, also the House Oversight and

Government ReformCommittee requested t helessons | earned document that



Q ne | ast General. You nmentioned you were
by t he ARB. Vds that an in-person interview or VIC or how
did that happen?
A M participationwith the Accountability Review Board was
by classified VIC just -- | just the mechanics of timing and
availability of themdidn't allow nme to be there i nperson.

Q Sure. Vas that just theone time, that interview?

Q Ckay, and was that just you one on one with the nmenber, |
shoul dn't say one on one, but was i t simply youwith t henenbers of the
ARB, or was part of a group interview of AFR OOM personnel ?

A l'twas ne with no one elseintheroomon ny end, and | think
the menbers of t heAccountability ReviewBoard. | don't recall i fthey

had any of their supporting staff on their side, but on ny side, it was

just ne.
Q Ckay. And do you remenber how | ong t he
lasted?

A A couple of hours at |east.
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J
A Yeah. |t was pretty lengthy.

Q Thank you. sallthe unl ess e-- re good?

Okay. | just want to thank you on behalf of
everybody for your time today. W really appreciateit .

Qur colleagues are going to take over for just a
m nut e

Off the record.

\

Q Two real tactical level questions. | fyou had
it you determ ned that the CIF would be useful i nsort of asemi-forcible
entry, you know, nove to the objective, given what you know about how
long i ttakes themtoalert, marshal, and deploy, and then time of f
woul d they have gotten t o Benghazi before Benghazi was evacuated? And
| think Benghazi was evacuated, let's see, 9:40 to 7:40, doing the
in public, 10 hours | guess.

A Again, hypothetical sare always dangerous, but ina perfect
world, yes, the Commander's In-Extrem s Force could have deployed and
arrived at Benghazi before all of the, before the evacuation occurred.
[t would have been close, but | think they

Q They would have had to fight their way off the air -- the
team that deployed from Tripoli, the small team was delayed at the

airfield?
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A Right. But I'm stating in a perfect with no
disruptions or distractions, was it physically possible to alert and
depl oy the s In-Extrem s Force Croatia and havethem |and
in Benghazi beforethe US personnel were evacuated, | think the answer
to that question is yes. Wen you start to put in all of the other
complicating factors, you know, would the Libyans block
fromlanding, would -- you know, al | the rest, al |l of the rest of
woul d there have been, you know, would the aircraft get shot at by
mlitia, would -- | nean, allthe other things, the what-if s that could
happen, | think the answer to the question is alittle nore
specul ative, but i fyou just look at it cleanly, no distractions, no
di sturbances, from alert, | think that the team the Commander's
In-Extrem s Force could have arrived at Benghazi priortothe
of the US  personnel.

Q Thank you. There's some specul ation about how preplanned
this attack was. | wonder, the eneny, he applied pretty accurate mortar
fire on the Annex, but he didn't get his mortars inoperation until about

7 hours into the fight. Do you draw any implications fromthat sort

of thing?
A | do. | do believe, given the precision of the attack that
in ny estimation, i tws a well-trained mortar crew, and in ny

estimation, they probably had a well-trained observer. G ven what we
would call inmilitaryterms the bracketing nethod of round short, round
long, round on target, that shows a degree of sophistication and

mlitary trainingthat is relativelyunusual and certainly | think



indicates that this was not a pickup team this was not acouple of

Wio just found a mortar soneplace. | think there probably again,
I'mnot current i nt he and | ' vebeen away fromt he
intelligence for a long time, but ny personal view i sgiven the

| apse between subsiding of theattack at t he Tenporary M ssion
Facility andthen the mortar attack at the Annex, | think, | don't know
this, but | think it'sreasonable that a team cane from outside of
Benghazi, that they saw-- that i twas anopportunitythat these
extrem st organizations saw and said, Let's get sonebodythere.
Because absent that, i fthe teamwas already there, then why didn't they
shoot sooner? Sol think that, again, inny view, that time delay,
inability of the teamt oget of f of the Benghazi airport andget tothe
Annex and back | think allowed sufficienttime for thesecond

to be organized and

That'sal l.
BY oo
Q General, just returning tothe CIFfor just a nmonent, could

you just clarify for us what the response time would have been for that

unit on that night?

A M recollection i sthat they were on an N+6, meaning from
notification to 6hours, wheels up. I think that's right, but we should
probably look i ntherecord t o nake sure that that's correct. But I

woul d also saytypicallythey nove faster than that, andparticularly
| think i nthis circumstance where t he nenbers woul d say, you know,

there's Americans, they probably would have been ready t onove sooner



204

but I believe that was t he established alert posture.!

Q Okay, soN+6. And so referringtothetimeline, Exhibit
8, 12and 2 clocklocal timeroughly whenthe prepare t o deploy
order i s forthe sotaking that asthestarting point,

fast forward 6
A
That's including time of flight from Croatia? That's
after
A mean, i twould be close. | twould be very, very close |

think.

M. Richards. Just toclarify, after thesecond attack or

‘he evacuation? Because he was speaking t ot he evacuation.
|

M. Richards. Which didn't occur until, finish nany,
hours. So | think therewas alittle disconnect on your question.
| take your point, but I just want to clarify.

\ Sure. | guess we could take both of those.
BY |

So they arrived, they would have, under best conditions,
arrived after the second attack, themortar attack on t he Annex?
A Again, | think i twould be avery near runthing. | nean,
, know, wi nds and, you know, ai r speed and, you know, whet her
they are able t odeploy alittle bitearlier than N6, you know, al |
of those factors, there again | think i na perfect world without

of thedistractions and disturbances, ny estimationisthat they could
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have arrived i n Benghazi prior to the evacuation.!
Q To the okay, thank you. Do you knowj ust of fhand
what the flight time would be from
| don't recall of fthe topof ny head. Probably 3 or 4 hours.
Three or four hours.
G ven that, they would have had an inpact on
it'sapossibility they would have had an inpact on the outcone.
General Hm | woul d agreewith that characterization. ltis
a given, but again, I think with lotsof caveats about wind and ai r
and know, they be allowed, would the be bl ocked and
all the of that kind of stuff, I think i tispossiblethat the team
that the CIF could have arrived prior tothe evacuation of US personnel

from Benghazi.

And when we say evacuation, we don't rmean evacuation

the Annex tothe airport, we neanfinal departure from Benghazi

A | think those were near simultaneous. [ think the nove from
the Annex to the airport was not a very long period of time. |
think that took very longtodothat. So Il thinkarrivingat the Benghazi
airport, I think you're at that point, ny recollectioni s10 or 15 m nutes
away fromthe Annex, but | don't -- | mean, i t wasn't very far from
airfield to the Annex.

Q Ri ght, but there was al so sone del ay then once Ameri cans had
arrived after?

No, no, I'm talking about had the CIF landed at Benghazi



airport attheearliest possiblenonment, | think -- maybe |l m sunderstood
your question. | thought thequestion was, you know, i fthey arrived
at theairport, would t hepeople still have been at t heAnnex or -- and
| think, again, thetime distance between t he Annex and t he Benghazi
airport was not particularly significant. I think ny recollection i s
it was 15 m nutes or so, so something along those lines. $So

at Benghazi i sjust about, youknow, i snot, would not be a significant
delay, and particularly theway theClF i spostured, they can posture
essentially toroll off of theaircraft ready t odeploy. | nmean, they
woul dn't have everythingwith them but they would have essentially what
they would need. So they could, again, perfect world, never
exists, you know, they could have rolled of ftheaircraft and gotten

to theAnnex i n10 or 15 mnutes.
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Q can | ask you a quick question? | twas your
understanding onthe night of the attacksthat there were twoprincipal
attacks, and | think you characterized between those two attacks as

fighting a
A Yes. Well, | don't -~ 1 don't know that | used t heword
but inny view, theattack onthe Tenporary M ssion Facility
subsi ded when the personnel fromthe Annex evacuated all
of the US personnel, |ess Anbassador Stevens, back t ot he

| don't know recall reports of any sustained or precise fire
directed against US personnel or the Annex i nthe intervening period.
I'maware after the fact that ny understanding of the character --ny
characterization of the level of firing i n Benghazi, which | probably
that night would have characterizedas sporadic, may bevery different
than what those at t he Annex or howthose at the Annex woul d have descri be
it that night.

Q Okay. And, sir, where was your information comng fromuwith
respect t o what was taking place at the Annex? Howdidthatinformation
flow, do you know?

A Most of i t cane still the State personnel
largely through commercial cell phone backtothe Enbassy, toinclude --

Q I nTripoli?

A I nTripoli. To include t hedefense attache. And t he
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defense attache was our primary nmeans of informationflow fromthe
Enbassy at Tripoli. There was -- | don't know, but I'mconfidentin
saying there was also intelligence reporting from the Annex t o
|, andthen
|, ny intelligence directorate and particularly ny
representative at Stuttgart would have been aware of . So those were,
| think, theprincipal informationflows. W had a deputy commander,
civilian deputy commander, and t heforeign policy advisor i ncontact
with t he charge, because we tried be very respectful of
understandi ng what t he charge was going through at this time, t o-- you
know, he didn't need other naggi ng hi mfor information, but
others at t he Enbassy t oget information. And also i nconversation,
| think, with t heDoint withtheDoint Staff and withfolks in DC
So that's I think that's -- and f or ne personally, | was getting
principal of information ny operations center, but also
getting informationfromthe National Military Command Center at the
Pentagon and from people who worked i ntheintelligence comunity at

the Pentagon as well.

\

Okay. And so i fthere was -- and | don't want to
characterize what thefighting was between those two events, buti f it
was heavy fighting, why wouldn't that have been conveyed t oyou through
either theDAT chain of command or fromt he Annex chain of command up
their chain of command t o wherever that goes?

A | believe i twould have been. | fthe-- 1 believe thati f

the personnel at the Annex felt that they were
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being subjectedt oan deliberate fire and an assault, | believe
the characterization of that likely would have come through i nthe
reporting. So ny sense --my description of the fighting having
subsided and sporadic fire i s probably a
at the lowend of the spectrum
I've also found out from personal experience, when sonmebody's
shooting at you, no matter how often or -- | nmean, i tisintense fire.

So | also understand why those on t he ground would have a different

But | believei fit was a concerted effort and an attack, i fyou
will, 1 believethat characterization would have come throughin
reporting and necessitated, frankly, adifferent response, becausethe
environment was different than | had characterizedit.

Q kay. J

Thank you.

CGeneral Ham  Ckay.

off t he

[ Wher eupon, at 5:07 p.m, theinterview was concluded.]



