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l'lr. Davis. All right. So we're on the record. 

2 So your lawyers shared with you the preamble that we 

3 us ua lly share with witnesses, and you understand yo ur 

4 obligation is to tell the truth today? 

5 Mr. Olsen. Yes. 

6 Mr. Davis . And there is no rea so n why you can't tell 

7 the truth today? 

8 Mr . Olsen. No. 

9 Mr. Davis. Susanne, is there anything you'd like to 

10 share before we begin? 

1L Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No. Thank you for c.omi ng i n 

12 vo l untarily. We understand that you have testified 

13 previously before Congress, repeatedly, as well as the ARB. 

14 So we apprecia t e you coming back again. 

15 

16 

17 end. 

Mr. Olsen. You're welcome. 

Mr. Davis. And we do appreciate that as wel l on our 

18 It i s 1:38 , and we' ll sta r t our hour now. 

19 EXAMINATION 

20 BY MR. DAVIS: 

3 

21 Q Briefly, I just want to make sure I understand your 

11 bac kg round . The events that we're talking about - -
,.., 
_,1 

24 

September 11, 2012, and tile time period thereafter -- you 

were Director of the National Counterterrorism Ce nt er. is 

that right . until June 2014? 
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A That's right. Till a little bit after that, 

2 Sep tember 2014 . 

3 Q 2014, okay. Prior to tt1a t , just a 

4 

5 

7 

8 

key roles. 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Gene ral counse l of NSA. Is that 

Yes. 

Associate deputy attorney general. 

Yes . 

Guantanamo Review Task Force. 

couple 

right? 

9 A Yes . At Justice. That was at Justice. 

10 Q Deputy assistant attorney general Justice 

11 Nat ional Security Division for a few years? 

12 A Yes . 

of your 

of the 

13 Q Then. prior to that, the U.S. Attor·ney s Office in 

14 D.C.? 

15 A Right. 

16 Q Okay. Hopefully. you can speak just for a minute 

17 ab out what the general mission is -- or mission was --of 

18 NCTC when you were Director . 

4 

19 A Su re. NCTC was created after 9/11 to really be the 

:w 

2 1 

24 

central hub for intell i gence analysis on counterterrorism, so 

the plac e in government where all analysis or intel ligence 

wo uld come togeth er and would be analyzed by th e all -sources 

analysts at NCTC and then shared back out wi th the 

intelligence communi t y at the Federal l eve l, but also with 

State and l ocal consumers of terrorism ana lysi s. 
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Q So within the CIA, they have a counterterrorism 

2 center in there. 

3 So your analysts at NCTC, how does what they do differ 

4 than what CTC analysts do at CIA? 

5 A There was a fair amount of overlap between the two. 

6 In fact, many of our analysts at NCTC were are on detail from 

7 CIA and from CTC's Office of Terrorism Analysis. That's the 

8 component within CTC that handles terrorism analysis. 

9 If there was a distinction, it would have been sort of 

10 along the lines of the CTC analysts, by and large, focused on 

II more tactical and operational activities in support of the 

12 CIA; whereas, at NCTC, we sort of ran the gamut, from very 

13 strategic analysis to also tactical. And then we also acted 

14 on behalf of the intelligence community as a whole. So most. 

15 if not all, of our products were coordinated across the 

16 intelligence community; whereas, CIA analysts were focused, 

17 again. more on the CIA mission. 

\8 Q So part of the strategic analysis that your 

19 analysts did at NCTC. that would i nvo l ve identifying emerging 

20 threats in certain areas around the world? 

21 A Yes, if it was terrorism-related. 

Q And did your analysts identify an emerging threat 

in Li bya in 2011-2012 ti me period? 

24 A Yes . We definitely spent a fair amount of time 

25 focused on North Africa. and Libya in particular , in terms of 
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the threat situation there. 

2 Q To the extent you can remember, going back to the 

3 2012 timeframe. can you share a little bit about what you 

4 learned about the emerging threat i n Libya? 

5 A Sure. And I should say that both I have a general 

6 recollection today of that, but I have also spent some time 

7 looking back. I went and reviewed documents . I went to ODNI 

8 and looked at some of the documents to help me be better 

9 prepared for this testi mony . So my answers will kind of be 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

I' _ j 

24 

maybe a mix of what I remember independe ntly and my more 

recent review. 

In answer to your que stion , we were -- Libya, like a 

number of places in North Africa and the Middle East, we were 

focused on a sort of expanding terrorism threat that 

reflected the sort of shift in the role of Al Qaeda . 

So we had made gains against the Al Qaeda leadership in 

Pakistan. in terms of the leadership and the counterterrorism 

pressure in Pakistan. had had an impact there. but we were 

analyzi ng at the time that the threat was evolving to be more 

dispersed geographically, and there were more sma ll er groups 

that were either affiliated or aligned with core Al Qaeda. 

but weren't directed specifically by the leaders hip in 

Pa kistan. 

And that was sort of where we were in 2012. And Libya 

was certainl y an example of where that dispersed threat had 
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manifested itsel f - - and particularly eas tern Libya --

2 following the conflict in Libya and really the breakdown of 

3 security there. 

Q So the breakdown of security, is that why there was 

5 sort of an emerging threat in eastern Libya in that 

6 timeframe? 

7 A It definitely was a contributing factor. Again. 

8 Liby a was an example. like other places. where. in the 

9 absence of strong security or effective borders, Al Qaeda 

10 ideology was taking root . Other places would have been 

II certain l y Yemen, Somalia, and then more recently or around 

12 that timeframe and then after. Syria, of co~rse, as well. 

13 But Libya was just another exampl e of lack of security. And 

14 then. the effo rt really -- combined with th e effort of Al 

15 Qaeda to expand beyond its safe haven in the FATA , which was 

16 a concerted ef fort. 

17 Q So a couple of questions. You said Libya was just 

18 another example. Was the re anything unique about Li bya? 

19 A I wouldn 't say anything unique about Libya, but it 

20 was certainly-- it was, along with Yemen , a place that 

21 really lacked any serious security. 

Q You talked a lot about Al Qaeda. Had you seen Al 

23 Qaeda in Libya prior t o sort of the summer of 2012, where the 

14 security had broken down? 

A We saw Al Qaeda -- there were Yemen - - I mean. 

72 '7 ?T 
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Libyan individuals who were part of core Al Qaeda. And 1-1e 

2 knew that there was some, as I recall, we were concerned 

3 abou t Libya ns who had gone to become --join core Al Qaeda, 

4 had actually gone back. One guy in particular had gone back 

5 to Tripoli. 

6 We were always worried about the influence of Al Qaeda 

7 in Libya, wi thou t regard to sort of that 2012 timeframe. 

Q Right. right . Were there any other sort of 

9 emerging organizations within eastern Libya, other than Al 

10 Qaeda? Al Qaeda is the only one you touched upon that you 

II can remember? 

12 A There were definitely other Islamic extremist 

13 groups operati ng within -- in eastern Libya and within so r t 

14 of the militia groups there. What I recall is that if you 

15 had tried to sort out all the different groups --who they 

16 were aligned with and what their strengths were -- it would 

17 be a long list. 

18 Q Sure. 

19 A It would be hard to do. 

20 Q Do you have any sense as to whether those 

21 organizations were more ,-ecent, since Qadhafi had left. or 

22 whether they had been there for some time? 

A I would say today , honestly, my answer is that they 

24 were post-Qadhafi. For all the problems of a d i ctatorship 

25 like Qadhafi. vie weren't as concerned about extremists and 



9 
I . s; __ _ 

havi ng a safe haven under the authoritarian rule . So my 

2 sen se was that the problems i n eastern Libya arose largely 

3 after the fall of Qadhafi, from, again. just looking at it 

4 through the lens of terrorism and extremists. 

5 Q sure. That's helpful. 

6 You ment ioned that your analysts are sort of the central 

7 hub of all-source analysis. When your analysts would write a 

8 product or come to a certain view. how would NCTC kind of 

9 push that out to the broader community? 

10 A So we would -- as a general matter, there were a 

11 number of product lines that the NCTC analysts were 

12 responsible for, you know. the National Te rror ism Bulletin, 

13 or in some cases we wrote the CURRENT. 

14 Q CURRENT. 

15 A Exactly . Thanks. It's been a while. Those 

16 product lines helped to determine the channels of 

17 dissemination and how broad l y they were disseminated . So 

18 some things that would even start as mor e sensitive products 

19 that would have a more limited distribution would get changed 

20 in order to be distributed more widely on our online system 

21 to become available to a broade r range of -- a broader se t of 

22 analysts. And Cur rent was kind of our flagship way of 

gett ing our analytic products out. 

Q So is The Current kind of sent out to the broader 

25 IC or is it shared with specific customers or a combination 
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of both? 

2 A No, 1 ~~auld say mo re the former. So broader rc. 
3 very wide di stribu t ion . Anyone that would have the ab i lity 

4 to go to th e NCTC onl ine portal, classified portal, would 

5 have access to The Current. 

6 Q If there were particular p1eces of i nt e rest that 

7 you or others in NCTC may have felt should have gone to 

8 certain customers. were there ef forts made to put those 

9 particu lar pi eces in front of those customers? 

I 0 Sure, defin i tel y . In parti cul ar insta nces, 

11 whether -- it would be -- it cou ld be something ~s 

12 s i gn i ficant as providing s ome t hing directly to the Nation al 

13 Security Council in a mee t ing, fo r examp le -- you know , put 

14 something on the ta ble and tal k about it i n a sett i ng l i ke 

15 this -- to, at the othe r end of the scale, we had a group of 

16 detai led fi r efighters and police officers who got cleared to 

17 work at NCTC for a yea r who wrote unclassified produc ts fo r 

18 their lo cal fire departments and police departments . and then 

19 eve rything in between . But those were sort of more focused, 

20 tai lored products for a particula r audience . 

21 Q 

22 attacks? 

24 

7' _) 

A 

Q 

A 

Did you ever t ra vel to Libya prior to the Be nghaz i 

Not prio r. I di d afterwa rd . 

Not prior, okay. How long after did you tra vel ? 

I do n ' t r e me m b e r e x a c t1 y 1v h e n i t w a s , b u t 1 1-1 e n t t o 
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Tripoli for the day. I didn ' t stay overnight. I went with 

2 JSOC and General Votel, CENTCOM Commander . And we went 

3 into Tr ipoli . 

4 and then met wi th FBI was there . So one of the reasons I 

5 am remembering i t in this way is because we ta l ked about the 

6 Benghazi attacks. obviously . 

7 Q So this would have been within 1 or 2 months after 

8 the attack? 

9 A No, no, potentially longer , potentially longer . So 

10 some time be tween the attacks and, obvious l y , when I le ft. 

l l Bur , yeah, afte r the attacks, because we talked about 

12 Khatallah at the time, and he was at l arge. So I don't know 

13 if that helps frame the timeframe .. 

14 Q It nar rows i t down to 18 months . 

15 A Yeah, r i ght, right . 

16 Q Did you ever have occas i on to meet wi th any 

17 offic ial s of the Libyan Government when they were here in 

18 D. C. or America? 

19 A Not here. did there. 

20 Q Pr ior to the att acks. 

21 A No, not prior. I don't have any recollection . I'm 

22 pretty sure I di dn ' t meet .,.lith any Libyans. I me t o,.lith a lot 

of peop le both in my own role. but al so l lvould some t~mes go 

24 to meetings with the DNI when his counterparts or our 

25 counterparts would come to town. I don't ever remember 

1J/3CI 
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22 

23 

24 
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meet ing wit h any Libyans . 

Q Were there individuals within specific agencies 

the NSC, the CIA , the State Department -- that you not 

necessarily equal, but you had normal dai l y communications 

with or weekly communications with discussing different 

ideas? 

A Definitely. It would sort of correspond, more or 

less. to the Deputies Committee at t he NSC . So i f you think 

about who the deputies were of each of the inte l ligence 

organizations, they were sort of my immediate counterparts. 

So we would see each other , if not every day, no more than 2 

days wou l d go by we wou l d be at the White House together. 

12 

And then around those White House meetings or j ust otherwise , 

we were having pretty consistent email -- mostly email, but 

sometimes phone communication. 

Q So the State Department, who would that individual 

or individuals have been? 

A So State Departme nt wou l d have maybe not been - - I 

should be careful , because in t he sense that State Department 

is probably not at the same as FBI and CIA and DOD, maybe 

even - - but CIA and FBI were the key ones. 

The State Department would have been Burns, Bill Burns , 

and then somet1mes Da n Benjamin, the counterterrorism person, 

and t he person who took over for him, Tina - - I am forgetting 

25 her last name. It wasn't quite the same in terms of an 
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intelligence community role for them. So I wou l d say my 

2 interaction with them was maybe a little bit less frequent. 

3 Q What about Jake Sullivan? How frequently did you 

4 interact with him? 

5 A J ake only r got to know Jake whe n "he joined the 

6 Vice President's staff as a national security adviser. And 

7 then I would see him at the White House, typically, 

8 Q So that would postdate his time at the State 

9 Department. 

I 0 A Right. 

11 Q Again, we're talking about the period prior to the 

12 September 11th attacks. 

13 A Okay. 

14 Q In terms of how you learned information about the 

15 emerging threat in Libya, did that come from reading NCTC 

16 products. CIA products. DIA products. all of the above? 

17 A All of the above. And just briefly, on that point, 

18 you know, like a lot of folks, I got a morning briefing. 

19 7:30 every morning we started with , basically, a threat 

20 update that was all -- and it was delivered by an NCTC 

11 briefer, but it foc used on all products that were fairly 

22 characterized as sor t of, you know, kind of what we're going 

~ 3 to be work1ng on today, tomorrow, this week threat type 

24 information. That was the first hal f hour. 

15 Then , the second half hour, I received the Presidentia l 

....., c ' c .... ---) ..... c -
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Daily Brief -- basic ally, the binder - - and that was a little 

2 more strategic. That was a smaller group of people at NCTC 

3 wt1o \-Jere cleared to get that. And that was, bas ic ally, the 

4 second half hour. So that was my main source of sort of 

5 daily --

6 Q To the extend you can remember -- again, prior to 

7 Sep t ember 11th -- do you have any idea what sort of the DIA 

8 focus was for the~r products as it rela t ed to Libya? 

<) A Not specifically, no. not DIA. They generally were 

10 working the same threats that we were. I wouldn't think it 

11 was any di fferent from what NCTC was doing. 

12 The only thing I shou ld add, actually, is that they 

13 didn't have access to all the information that CIA and, as a 

14 cons equ enc e . we had at times. There wa s operational 

15 information that DIA did not have the same access to. It 

16 didn't typically impact the analysis. although it could in 

17 certain cas es. 

1 s Q When you say operational information. are you 

19 t a l king about accompanying cables. ca ble traffic? 

20 A Yes. So the most sensitive CIA operational traffic 

21 t ypi cally wasn't available t o DIA analysts. 

Q Talk about the nig ht of the attack? 

A Sure. 

? • _.., Q To the extent you can remember. walk us through 

25 where you we re when you learned about it and sort of what 
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initial steps you took. 

A Sure. So the night of the attack, I was at NCTC. 

3 And I don ' t recall specifically how I first learned , although 

'4" ·l ·do remember····t·ha·t we· we·re track~ng ··the :si ·tuat.ion in Cairo 

5 and the events in Cairo . 

6 At some point. I was into the early evening, into the 

7 evening -- on a secure video call with a number of other 

8 departments, agencies. around the government. and that was 

9 all focused on what was happening in Benghazi. 

10 So that was sort of -- the reason I remember that is 

II that my sort of information was kind of real time at that 

l2 point, so we were getting it in the course of this ongoing 

13 secure call that was not -- I mean, it wa s common "for us to 

14 have those secure calls. 

15 So that's where I was and that's where I was t hrough the 

16 evening. 

17 Q So the secure call . do you. if you can 

18 remember, who els e from sort of the IC was represented on 

19 that call? 

20 A This was-- and actually it was a video call. So I 

1 1 was in my conference room with the TVs. From the IC ? I 

21 don 't ac tually remember who else was on from the IC. I think 

Sean Joyce was on from the FBI. I don't remember Michael 

24 Morell. He would typically have been on it if he were -- but 

25 I don't remember if he was on it or not. If not him, he had 

720 ,,-.... 
L...J( ...J\... 1 
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peop le who were head of the Office of Terrorism Analysis that 

were probably on. 

I remembe r t he State Depa r tment folks were on it and 

were · ·su"rt of· ··s-onre tYf t'l'ie ' ·Key· peYsdri s· ·h'av 1 n g 1 n·t or rna tl' 6ri . And 

I remember Patrick Kennedy being on. And I remember Denis 

McDonough at t he White Ho use was on it. He would have been 

at that time deputy national security advisor and would have 

es sentially been running t he cal l and sort of chairing it. I 

don't rememb er wh o else. 

Q So Sean Joyce is · the only person that you 

can recall --

A Pretty sure about Sean. Not 100 percent sure. 

Q You don't know who , if anybody , from the CIA was on 

the call? 

A I'm con fid ent-- I would be very surprised to learn 

t hat nobody from the CIA was on. I just don't remember who. 

Q Okay . What can you tell us about what you remember 

about the ca ll? 

A As I said, I r emember that we were sort of getting 

information as it was happe ni ng and t hat this was how it was 

coming to us and that it was unfolding-- and I was also 

ge(t i ng -- we have a 24-hou r ope rati ons center at NCTC, and 

th ey were getting information as well. And I r emember at 

some point ge tting updates from them I don't remember 

specif ically what they were about -- but they would come in 

sa:sBI 
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~-lith information, as I reca ll , that they had gleaned. 

1 Probably t he most memorable moment - - and I don't 

J r emembe r when it was, what t i me -- but I r emember cl early 

""4. - Patri"c:K-·Kennedy· -saying' ·tha-t• they --didn·'·t k:now ... whe.r:e .tl:le 

5 Ambassador was, and his voice cracked and he seemed to be 

6 ki nd of breaking down a bit from the emotion of it. So that 

7 wa s obv i ousl y a very memorable moment during that call. I 

8 never had anything quite like that ha ppen either before or 

9 s ince ; n my job there. So I remembe r that. 

10 Then th ere we re other details that came out that. If 

l I you want, I can keep talking about 

12 Q Sure. 

[ 3 A On e of them wa s the issue - - an i ssue carne up abo ut 

14 the YouTu be vi deo and - - you know . th e video that was so 

15 con troversial and was inflammatory . And we were aware of 

16 tha t video partly because of Cairo. I don't th ink I'd seen 

17 i t at that point. I'd just read about it . 

18 Deni s McDonough talked to us. talked t o the gro up about 

19 trying to get t he video taken down f rom YouTube. At the 

20 ti me, it struck me that is a r eason abl e and se ns i ble and 

21 appropriate cour se of act ion . We were very concerned at that 

22 point, obv i ous l y, about Benghazi , but we were so rt of 

23 connecting -- in rny mind, connecting Cai ro . Benghazi. and 

24 thi nking ou t beyond to other di pl oma t i c posts. 

y _) Q Was there any discussion of so rt of the video and 

1':::l;'BCI 
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Benghazi being linked on the call? 

2 A I don't remember specifically, you know, how we 

J talked about it. I 'm sure that we did, right, because we 

5 the video down was part of our conversation in this call that 

6 was really focused on what was going on in Benghazi. 

7 And in my own mind. at the time, I recall linking th e 

two. you know . that this we were thinking about what had 

9 happened in Ca i ro, we were thinking, okay, now this seems to 

10 be happening again in Benghazi, and we're worried about 

II other, obviously, other diplomatic posts in the Middle East 

12 and North Africa. 

13 On that particular issue, one thing that I recalled in 

14 thinking, again, sort of preparing for coming here, so rt of 

15 tr ying to recollect as much as possible, one of the issues 

16 that Denis asked me and I think Nick Rasmussen, my deputy. 

17 was there as well -- was to see if we could work with -- if 

18 we could contact Google to talk to them about enforcing their 

19 terms of service, which was the way that we often thought 

20 about offensive or problematic content. 

21 

22 

')., _ J 

24 

Q Google, owner of YouTube? 

A Yeah. Since Goog le owned YouTube, could we somehow 

to Google. 

Because we 

T8/98I 
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more 

2 generally-- not sort of as part of it , but sort of the ideas 

3 part, rigl1t. of counterideology. 

·4 - - 5e· ·my.·r·ea<S-t:ioR ·t·O··-that - w~s • . y.ou. k.now .. .. .., ~ .an.d . I .d.idn'_t . __ 

5 really say this to Denis at the time, because it j ust didn ' t 

6 come up that way -- but the real way to approach Google was 

7 through the FBI. The FBI had those relatio~ships. They were 

8 the ones who dea lt with companies-- Internet service 

9 prov i ders, communication providers - - and did that. They 

10 were the front-doo r guys , not NCTC. 

II So I reached out to Sean Joyce, as I rccCJll, ond talke d 

12 to him about this, because I didn't think it was rea lly the 

13 right -- I didn't think NCTC should do it. Either I did or 

14 Nick did. One of us did. 

15 Anyway , sort of a long-winded answer, Carlton, but 

16 that ' s just one thing I recall about that len gthy night. 

17 Q Do you know if Sean or anybody e l se at the FBI 

1H actually contacted Google t hat ni ght? 

19 A I don't know for sure. 

20 Q Okay . Did Denis McDonough -- was he the person 

21 that brought up the video during the call , th at you can 

22 recall? 

A I don't know if he brought it up in the first 

24 instance. I think we may well have just been t alking about 

25 where it is and where it is being seen and other places that 

TS/58: 
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we were concerned about. 

Q Were there any other discussions about making calls 

J either to Google or to other individuals about the video? 

5 we could get in touch with our contacts at Google to get them 

6 to start th inking about taking it down, consistent with their 

7 terms of service. 

8 Q Pastor Terry Jones, do you know him? 

9 A I know who he is. 

10 Q Were there any discussions about calling him to 

II take down the video that you can recall? 

12 A That's a good question. I don't remember, but , you 

IJ know, there had been prior occasions where-- I don't know if 

14 he was burning a Koran or something -- where the FBI was 

15 the ones \•/ho -- 1~ere the ones, in their field office in 

16 Florida, where they would sometimes be involved in trying to 

17 figure out what to do with Pastor Terry Jones. That was an 

IS FBI that would clearly be an FBI lane . 

19 Q Stay i ng on the SVTC . Wh a t can you tell us about 

20 any discussion about a military response to the attacks? Or 

21 you can kind of share what you can recall, if anything. Was 

22 th e re a discussion about a military res ponse? 

.~ 

.;_ J A I'm su re we talked about what DOD assets were 

24 available, and there would have been somebody on the ca ll 

25 from DOD, probably from the Joint Staff. I don't recall 

TBJ'BJ_ 
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specif ically, like, what was said . 

2 I obviously know now I don't know if I knew then 

3 that th ere was a Predator surveil lance feed that was 

--4 ova--n-abl-e·. I ·don ~ t• .. r·emember ·seeing· .any- feed. U.ve, .certainly, 

s and I don 't remember when 1 l earned about that . 

6 Q Not exactly your lane --

7 A Right. 

8 Q so not something that you would have a stark 

9 memory of? 

10 A Right, that's exactly right. This wasn't-- you 

11 know, I think we were going to be -- you know, for my part, 

12 we were starting to, like, so rt of pull together whatever 

13 i nte lligence we were gett ing from which was very 

14 limited at that point , to see what more we could learn, and 

15 also drawing on open sources information, to the ex tent there 

16 v1as any . 

17 Q So t al k about t he information tha t you started 

18 drawing in the night of th e attack and the day after. 

19 A Right. So from through the night i nto the next 

20 day , sort of th e standard routine for the analysts would have 

21 bee n what they did, because I saw the analysis that came 

21 

NCTC. So we got their 

24 repor ts. And that, along 

don' t remember if we had any 

.31-'--
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like. 24 hours . There was reporting 

2 and then some open source. 

3 Q So as NCTC Director , McDonough tells you to contact 

5 What role did you see yourse lf playing in those 24 hou rs 

6 after the attack? What was your focus? 

7 A My focus wou ld have been primarily ' to make sure 

R that our analysts were pulling all the t hreads . to gather the 

9 information to understand both wha t was happening. but also 

10 to identify any additional threats that we were goi ng to be 

II facing or were facing. 

12 I remember being very concerned, al ong with others --

13 eve ryone else, really about certainly wh at happened i n 

14 Benghaz i and how quickly t ha t was going to be resolved and 

15 how we were going to find out who did it, but also what other 

16 threats we were f acing in the region i n what appeared to 

17 us -- I mean. my sort of working hypotheses of sort of 

18 related sort of violent even ts targeting our diplomatic 

1 9 p r e s e n c e . S o . l i k e , ~~ h a t a r e .,., e s e e i n g . w h a t ' s h a p p e n i n g , s o 

20 we can gi ve a warning. I would say that was probabl y the 

21 number one goa l , along with trying to figure out wha t 

~2 happened in Benghazi . 

Q There are always threats out there. I s that fair 

24 to say? 

25 A Sure. In the 24 hours after Benghazi , were there 
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any threats that kind of stuck out to you or the analysts, in 

2 addition to sor t of the normal vagaries that you see? 

3 A I know that there were several other diplomat posts 

4 where th·ere· ·were· demonstrations. -after- ·Benghaz.i • . certai-nly, . 

5 nothing rose to the level of e ither Cairo or Benghazi. So I 

6 don't remember anything, you know , l ike Tunis or any other 

7 place . We were mindful of that possibility, but I don't 

R remember one rising up to be --

9 Q So you say your analysts were focused on sort of 

10 scouring the NSA wire to figure out what intel there was. 

II Looking at CIA reports . You said t ha t HUMINT was very 

12 limited at that point. Open source reporting. 

13 A Right. 

14 Q Did these t r ickle their way up to you? How did you 

15 l ea rn about what may have happened? 

16 A So the way 1 learned about it was both being 

17 advised in my morning briefing the next morning, but then 

18 als o we we r e producing -- th is is something we would have 

19 done and I remember seeing this , sort of what we call spot 

20 reports, which was sort of here is exactly what is happening 

21 right th is minute , pretty ·unfiltered ana l ysis, but then a 

22 number of subsequent analytic prod uc ts to try to br i ng the 

community to get a line, an analytic line on what happened 

24 at Benghazi. 

25 Q So when you say that "we" produce spot reporting, 

,.....,,... ,..,. C T 
...... .._ ; ._.,_ £ 
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are you t al king like we ~t the IC or we as NC TC producing t he 

2 spot reporting? 

3 A The spot reporting would have been NCTC, and not 

·4 coordinated . · · Everything ~lse woul~~av~ be~n almo~t 

5 ce rtainly - - or l i kely would been coordina te d. 

6 Q Was there a poin t the night of the attack or the 

7 follow ing day , or the followi ng day, where you sort of had an 

R in i tial asse ss ment of what you believed had occurred in 

9 Benghaz i ? 

10 A I woul d say that it was - - my judgment abou t it, my 

II und ersta nding of it, was so rt of kind of in flux from the 

12 beginning , because the re was so little information that we 

13 had avai lable to really go on . 

14 You know , I have been through these so rt of things. I 

15 was a prosecutor for a long time i n the D.C. U.S . Attorneys 

16 Office fo r 10 years. and so ve ry aware that the initial 

17 reports on things are almost a lways off a bit and sometimes 

18 wi ldly off . 

19 So I t hin k it was i nc um bent on me and othe r s in my types 

20 of position to try to reserve our ultimate judgment about 

2 I vt h a t h a p p e n e d . B u t , a t t h e s am e t i me , t h e t e n s i on t h e r e . a s 

22 you appreciate, is that there is a strong demand signal fo r 

23 1nformation from policymakers. 

24 

? -_ ) 

Q Of course. 

So t rying to do bot h of those things i s the 

23;'0 .. 1 
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challenge. 

2 Q As the attack was unfolding. did you personally 

3 have an opinion that il may have bee n a terrorist attack? 

4 A ·So 1 wou ld ·say· that · I never from the .. outset looked 

5 at this as a terrorist attack. Like it never. to be honest, 

6 it never occurred to me to -- once it started and once we 

7 knew. for exampl e. that the Annex had been targeted with 

8 mortar fire and we knew there were four Americans that were 

9 kill ed, then it v1as, from my vantage point. I didn't actually 

10 ask myself the question : Was it a terrorist attack? I, 

I I basically, as I l oo k back, I assumed it was from the outset . 

12 Q When did you first learn that Al Qaeda was 

13 involved -- may hav e been in volved? Not necessarily Al 

14 Qaeda, but an offshoot of Al Qaeda, those ~oJith links to Al 

15 Qaeda . 

16 A Right. That was one of the early reports 

17 that \..Je got, that ther e was an ind iv idual \..Jho was involved in 

18 t he attack who 

20 So one other answer to your question, Carlton, about how 

21 we thought about this and my own involvement in trying to 

22 give an assessment was one of the early opportunities I had 

to do t hat was with HP SC I . went to HPSCI on the 13th for a 

briefing. And I had a page , or less, to go with, right? 

They were not very satisfied . 

£3;'361 
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Q I ha ve read they were nonplussed that you didn't 

2 have very many answers for them. 

3 A Yeal1, I had very few answe rs. And it V"tas 

4 frustrating, obvib~sly, for · m~. but it w~~ more frustr~ting 

5 fo r the members of the committee to have so many questions, 

6 some of which I fust didn't have answers to because we didn't 

7 know . but other questions were sort of answers, you know, 

8 would have been directed better at the State Department ; for 

9 example, why there was only X number of OS a~ents. Perfectly 

10 appropriate, understandable questions, just I was not in a 

11 position to answer. And there was definitely frustration 

1 2 t h e r e ·j n t h a t s o r t o f t h a t 1v a s p r o b a b l y , you k n ow , l e s s 

13 than 48 hours after . 

14 Q Sure. That meeting with HPSC I, how did that come 

15 about? Is that something that you offered, is that something 

16 they asked for, did they ask for you specifically, or were 

17 you the administration represe ntati ve to go up there? 

18 A I just don't remember how it came about. Whenever 

19 they asked to come, I pretty much went, right, so they may 

20 have just asked: There has been Jn attack, you knov-t, and we 

21 want NCTC. We always tried to be really respons ive . But it 

22 is also possible it was a regularly scheduled , because I had 

reg ula rly scheduled roundtables with HPSCI. So it might have 

24 been that was j ust by coincidence. I just don't remember. 

,. 
_) Q I'm going to pass out Exhibit 1. 

?2 ,'::: 
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[Olsen Exhibit No. 1 

2 was marked for identification . ) 

3 Mr. Olsen. Ken just reminded me, I basically had 

4 so 1itt1e information. Orre · of the pieces was that AQIN 

5 report that I mentioned to go to HPSCI with. 

6 So I had a li ttle bit of intel reporting, but I was 

7 really I was acute ly aware that what I had was a fragment 

R of the body of information that would tell us what had 

9 happened. and tried to make that po int and emphasize that 

10 point. 

I I BY M R . DAV I 5 : 

12 Q Sure. So pass ing out Exhibit 1. This is a WIRe 

13 published on 13 September, 2012. You've seen this document, 

14 I presume. 

15 A It looks familiar. 

16 a Okay. Do you know if you reviewed it in 

17 preparation for 

18 A I don't know if I did. I may well have. 

19 Q All right. Let me turn your attention. I guess, to 

20 the fourth page. 

21 A 

Q 

A 

24 a 

T 11 e f o u r· t h ? 

Fourth page. Footnot e 30. Do you see t hat? 

Yes. 

Footnote 30, And the footnote 

25 here. Se ptember 12, 2012: 

?S/f'¥I 
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3 A Yes. 
I 

4 Q This ; s Exhibit 1. 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q Presum ab ly, that i s in the that you're 

7 t alki ng about with the AQIM. 

A This certainly looks like it. 

l) Q And that's someth i ng you said you had very early 

10 on? 

II A 
, . :-·· ·.. . 

. ~ ' . 

12 

13 But, anyway, yeah, this looks like--

14 Q 
- -' . - . 

r , - •".:"~,., "11 • • • 

15 You can take a look at it if you need more 

16 time. If you did r ead it, it would have been provided to you 

17 in either the PDB or your internal NCTC br ief? 

I 8 A Yes. And it's quite likely, given how focused we 

19 were and given the date , that I wou l d have seen this and read 

20 it at the time. 

21 Q Okay. You don't ha ve any specific recollection of 

22 that, thougll. 

A No . 

Q At some point in the days following the attack, a 

25 narrative was emerging or an issue was emerging that there 
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may or may not have been protests prior to the attack. 

2 A Right . 

J Q Do you recall when you first learned about that 

4 issue popping up! 

5 A I am, obviously, a1<1are of the issue. I don't 

6 remember when I first l earned of that that was -- I don't 

7 remember when I first learned. It may have been when l first 

8 sort of focused on it as an issue. ltJell. at least. I knoH I 

9 did focus on it as an issue on the Saturday after Benghazi 

10 during the Deputies call and Michael Morell ment ioned during 

11 that -- it was a video call. Again, it was a Saturday 

12 morning. I was at NCTC. And he talked about how he had 

13 gotten an email or a cable from t he station in Libya in which 

14 I thi nk it was a station chief was saying t hat there was not 

15 a protest. 

16 So that would have been, right , so 5 days afterward. 

17 And Michael said at the time -- I recall him saying: We're 

18 looking at that right now. The analysts have looked at it . 

19 but given what we have. we ' r e sticki ng with what we have been 

20 saying so far , that there was a protest . notwi th standing the 

21 so r t o r differe nt view. 

22 So whether I thought it about it before then, I don't 

know, but I definitely thought about it that morning. 

24 Q Do you recall whether you knew that the CIA had 

25 said that there were protests prior to the call? Was that 

Til /J JI 
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something that was even on your radar? 

2 A My feeling today is that that was news to me to 

3 hear that that Saturday morning, that I 11ad not heard before, 

4 and there wouldn ' t 'be a natura l channel for me to learn that 

5 from the station chief. In other words, he wou l dn't have 

6 sent me an email that he sent to Morell. if that answers your 

7 question. 

8 Q Well. I just Hant to clarify . When you say it's 

9 news to you , the fact that the chief of station said there 

10 may not have been a protest or just the general discussion of 

II protests? 

12 A I don't remember specifically on the general 

13 discussion . It's possible that I was aware of a general 

14 discussion around the question of whether there had been a 

15 prot est or not before that Saturday morning. I don't 

16 remember . 

17 Q I s that something you or your analysts were focused 

18 on, the question as to whether or not there were protests? 

19 A You know, I don ' t remember it being a central focus 

20 of our attention. And as I've thought about it since, I've 

21 wondered, and my sense is that it probably would have not 

been a central focus because our focus was on who. why, where 

23 they are, whether they were connected to other people, who 

24 within Al Qaeda, perhaps, was involved, i f there are were 

other Al Qaeda elements. and then where the threats were. 
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The question of whether or not there had been a protest, 

2 I just don't remember that being at all a central focus. I 

J do r emember, as I said, that Saturday morning . 

4 Q Sure. That's fair. So I just handed out 

5 Exhibit 2. 

6 [Olsen Ex hi bit No. 2 

7 was marked for ident i ficat ion. ] 

S BY MR . DAVIS: 

9 Q I t' s an email from you to a group of folks, 

10 September 15th, 2012, 11:15 a . m. It's in response to an 

II email from ~1ichael Mol-ell, which is on page 2? 

12 A Right. 

13 Q So I have severa l questions for you about this 

14 particular document. 

15 Do you remember th i s ema i l stream? 

J() A Yes. 

17 Q So the first question is. so Morell sends an ema i l 

I S with the talking points , l ooking for signoff from you and 

19 some other folks. You say: "~lichael --This looks good to 

20 me." And then you send him an attachment that says: "These 

21 are the points that ODNI l eg sent to Ruppersberger yesterday 

:n afternoon based on his request." 

23 So can talk about the impetus for your talking points 

24 that you 1ncluded in this email? 

,_) A Sure. So t he talking points that I included i n 

v - , ........ -
-5/5C. .L. 
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tnis ema il aro se from the br iefing th at I mention ed, which 

2 was on the 13th, where I was at HPSCI and provid~d that 

J session-- whicl1 , aga i n, didn't ansr1er a lo t of questions, 

4 but ~verything I knew at t he time, whith was 1imit~d . 

5 At the end of t ha t, Chairman -- what I recall for my 

6 briefing, Chairman Rogers was there only for a sho rt period 

7 of time. He had left and left it ove r to Congressman 

8 Ruppersberge r as the vice chairman or ranking member. And 

9 then at the end of that -- to sort of r un the meeting and 

10 then at t he en d of t ha t, Congressman Ruppersberger asked me 

11 or me and my leg pe rson who was the re with me fo r 

12 uncl assi fied talking po int s that he could use to answer 

13 questions publicly. 

14 And so we went back to t he off ice and my leg aff a irs 

I S person , wh o is Ill as I re ca ll, he dra fted up 

16 these po ints. At some po int, I saw them and said they we re 

17 f i ne. I don 't remember chang in g anything or having any ro l e 

18 in drafting them . I do reca ll that I looked at them and said 

19 they ' re good, go ahea d and send them over. And so tha t 's how 

20 they came to be . 

21 Q Estimated length of time betwee n when you g6 t back 

22 to the office and when these were sent over to HPSCI? 

A I ca n sor t of pi ece it together. I don 't have a 

24 re collection today, but I say in this note th at we se nt them 

25 ye sterday afternoon . so that would have been Frid ay, and I 
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would have been at HPSCI on Thursday, on the 13th. 

Q So it would have been over the cours e of a day? 

3 A Yea 1·1 , 2 4 11 ours to maybe more , b u t de f i n i tel y f rom 

4 one day to the next. The fiext ·day they are sent over . 

5 Q So after you kind of give yo ur leg affairs person 

6 the thumbs up, do you know if he sen t them straight over or 

7 do you know if he coordinated them with other individuals or 

R other entities? 

9 A I've talked to him about it . I believe, based on 

10 that, that he sent them directly and that it didn't go 

II around, for example, to interagency. 

12 Q Why didn 't they go t o the intera gency? 

13 A I don't know the answe r . I mean. you could talk to 

14 him . It didn't strike me at the t ime. If the question is 

15 sort of l ike why wouldn't I have directed him to send them 

16 around, I would probably have thought it was appropriate, 

17 under the circumstances. given the nature of the request. 

IR that that would be someth ing that would be fine to send to 

19 Ruppersberger -- to the committee. to HPSCI . 

::w Q So without coordinating. 

2 1 A Yeah. 

22 Q So they should not necessarily have been 

23 coordina ted . i s what you're saying. 

24 A It wasn't that there was anything wro ng with 

coordinating them. It j ust didn't strike me at the time tnat 
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it was something that we would necessarily feel we needed to 

2 do. 

J So sitting here today, and then -- what I recall, too, 

4 is at the time when Michael Morell sent his around, r was 

5 like, we ll, I should show you rlhat we alre ady provided to 

6 HPSCI. That was actually literally what went through my 

7 l1ead. At the time when we sent them over, it didn ' t occur to 

8 me that it was necessary to coordinate tho se. 

9 Q So you said Morell talked about this at the 

10 Deputies on Saturday morni ng? 

11 A Yes. 

12 Q Was that the f i rst ti me you had heard that they 

13 were doing a set of talking points for HPSCI? 

14 A Yes. That was the first time I hea rd . 

15 Q Did you have any follow -u p conversations with 

16 Michael More ll outside of this email chain about the se 

17 talking points? 

1~ A Not about them before they went up. In other 

19 words, I have since talked to him about the tal king points 

20 issue, right. I t hink this was the only communication I had 

21 about sort of the substance of the talking points before that 

22 day , and then I as sume they went up that day. 

.,~ 

.:.J Q Were you surprised to learn that the CIA was also 

24 doing a set of talking points for HPSCI? 

25 A No. No, I wasn't actually surprised to learn that , 

TS;'S:: 
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because I think I knew that Director Petraeus had been to 

2 HPSCI. It didn't surprise me to learn that they might have 

3 asked him the same thing that they asked me. 

4 Q Were you surpr ised to learn that these talk ing 

5 points, the ones from the CIA, were being coordinated with 

6 the interagency? 

7 A No. It didn't surprise me. In fact , I think 

8 probably it struck me as quite reasonable to do that, t o 

9 share them at that point. From what I recall. again. l ooking 

10 back , is that I --he was coordinating his, and it struck me 

11 we shou l d send what we sent around so they have the benefit 

12 of seeing what w~ already sent . 

13 Q Let me ask you this. So you can l ook at your 

14 talking points. 

15 A R i gh t . 

16 Q I want you to look at them and tell me if anything 
I 

17 in there is inaccurate. I'm asking about your talking 

IS points . 

19 A I'll read them again carefully. 

20 Q Sure , sure. 

21 Mr . Wain s tein . Inaccurate based on the knowl edge now or 

22 ba ck then? 

Mr. Davi s. Correct. Based on the know l edge now. 

Mr. Ol sen. So I mean , I t hink that they are accurate . 

25 They were accurate then. I think they remain accurate. 
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BY MR. DAVIS : 

2 Q Let's look at Michael Morell's talking points . If 

3 you can read those briefly and tell me if there is anything 

4 that you know now to be inaccurate about those talking 

5 points. That you know now to be inaccurate. 

6 A Right. 

7 Q I t is not a trick question. 

S A Right. 

9 Q Is there anything in there? 

10 A That is not accurate today? 

II Q You know now to be not Clccurate. 

12 A There is ways in which it probably -- 1 have , 

13 obviously, talked to Michael about it -- that it could ha ve 

14 be~n more artfully drafted. 

15 Q Let me read the first sentence: "The currently 

16 available information suggests that the demonstrations in 

17 Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by the protests at the 

IS U.S. Embass y in Cairo," etcete ra. etcetera . 

19 Were there demonstrations in Benghazi. I guess is my 

~0 question. 

~I 

22 

"')~ 

.:.J 

24 

A The term "demonstrations" is probably the least 

so rt of helpful. because, you knov1, it was obviously an 

at tack in Benghazi. 

Q Sure . 

A And t he re were no -- it didn't say this, but the 
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word "demonstrations" evokes that you have a protest, which 

2 we know now t he re was no protest . 

3 Q Here is what I am getting a t . On these two pages. 

4 there are two set s of ta l king point s . 

5 A Right. 

6 Q There ar e yo ur talking points from NCTC and then 

7 there are the CIA talking points. Both se ts of talking 

8 points were for HPSCI. okay? One -- and this is my view 

9 seemed to undergo some arbit r a r y bureaucratic process that 

10 ended up with inaccuracies. One was done with in a par ticular 

I I agency that was sen t over . Those were cor r ec t . 

12 So why d i d one go through this process and one didn't go 

13 t hrough this process? That' s just what I'm trying to ask you 

14 abo ut . 

15 A That is a fair question. I think there i s nothing 

16 wrong . and would have even. and if I had thought about it at 

17 t he t ime. with our talking points. wo uld have been good to 

18 get input from the CIA analysts or the other anal ysts . 

19 Again, I have thought a l ot about this and read a l ot 

:w about it since th en . rig ht? I think having there ar e 

21 concerns about having pub l ic affairs people at times get 

22 involved. But there is nothing per se wrong . I wouldn't 

ha·ve thought a t t he time . nor today. that if we t1ad t aken 

24 what we drafted and sent it over t o - - i f r sen t it to 

More ll . for example. that wo ul d ha ve been maybe even a good 
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thing to do, you know what I mean, l ike a wise and prudent 

2 thing to do. But it's also not against our sort of approach. 

3 It 's one thing to --we woul d al ways want to-- for certain 

4 types of analytic products. we say we coo rdi nate those, we 

5 coordinate those across the IC. 

6 Talking points is sort of a one-off. It is not like me 

7 actual ly saying. li ke , if Congressman Ruppersberger had said, 

8 "Hey. what can we say? What can I say unclassified today? I 

9 am go i ng to wa l k out of here and someone is going to ask me. 

10 what can 1 say?" And I would say: "Here is what you should 

I I say. " And I might even convey that orally. 

l2 So that's kind of how I thought it about. 

13 Q The ana l ytic products that are coordinated 

14 throughout the interagency , those tend to be almost 

15 predomina ntl y classified. 

16 A True . 

17 Q Is that right? 

l8 A True , yeah. 

19 Q These are talking points . They were meant to be 

20 unclassified. That was the reque st . 

21 A T h a t "' a s t h e rt h o l e p o i n t , r- i g h t . 

2:2 Q So isn ' t it different applying the process of 

23 i n teragency coordination for classified sort of assessment 

24 ve r sus talk i ng po i nts that were meant to be publicized? 

25 A I do think the classification issue is relevan t , 
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but it is not real ly dispositiv e, because you might, even in 

2 an unclassified statement, you might decide you want it to be 

3 the voice of the IC behind that statement. I think it has 

4 more to do wi th just the nature of the request and what we 

5 were tryi ng to accomplish than whether it was classified or 

6 not. 

7 Q You said that the email from Morell was the first 

8 time you sawing the ta lking points. Th e discussion at the 

9 Deputies was the first time you lear ned about these 

10 particular talking points. Did you at the time have any 

1-1 understand i ng of any changes tha t had been made, outside of 

12 the email you got fro~ Morell, in the talking points draf ting 

13 process? 

14 A Yes. The one iss ue that M1chael Morell talked 

15 about during that video conference was -- what I reca ll was 

16 that he mentioned that there wa s some language in there about 

17 prior t hreat warnings that t he CI A had given. And he 

IS mentioned during th i s cal l that he had taken that out or wa s 

19 goi ng to take t hat out or recommended it be t aken out. 

20 Basical l y , my impression was th at he had de c ided that that 

2 1 would be taken out because he thought it would sort of 

71 un fairly point a finger at the State Department as not having 

done enough an d sort of had a f eel of bei ng a CYA, if I can 

24 use that term --

25 0 Sure. 

....,_ I-.,-., T 
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A -- sort of thin g for the CIA to do. And I remember 

2 th inking at the time : That's right, you know, yes. 

J Un clas s i f ied t al king points for HPSC I is not the place to 

4 start saying we knew this and we told you. There wil l be 

5 plenty of time f or that. I say that j okingly, okay . I did 

6 remembe r thinking he is making the right call. 

7 Q I want to turn you r attention to the HPSCI ta l ki ng 

8 points on page 2. The 1ast sentence of the first bullet, it 

9 s<lys: "There are indications that ex tr emists participa ted in 

10 th e vi olent demonstrations." 

II 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

I g 

Right . A 

Q Do you know what th at is referring to -- may be 

referring to? 

A I ass ume I don't know for sure -- I assume t hat 

it's a reflect ion of, for example, that 

l imited r eports at the time. 

r eport and other 

Q Okay. Do you recall eve r actually reading that 

report? 

19 A No, I don ' t r eca ll ever reading the actual 

20 underly ing r epo r t. 

21 Q So someone says there is an eport or the r e is 

I I tha t says X, and obviou s ly you're going to take it at 

11 face va lu e. 

24 A Yeah. And given the way it came to me in the 

15 reporting that I saw. Yeah. I was conf ident th at I could 
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rely on it in the ana l ys i s I was seeing. 

2 Q Have you since l ear ned about any issues with that 

3 part i cular report? 

4 A Not that I recall. 

5 Q Okay . Susan Rice. the next day, went on the Sunday 

6 morning talk shows. Di d you watch her while she went on 

7 shows or did you hear about i t later tha t day, what she may 

8 have said? 

9 A I defin itel y heard about it. I don't r emember if I 

10 watc~ed it . I don't think I did watch it at the time. 

I I don't t ypica lly watch the Sunday shows . But I defin ite l y, 

12 obvious ly, heard abou t it v-lith, if not that day, the next 

13 day , and then r ead transcript s. 

14 Q You definitely obviously heard about it . 

15 A Yeah . 

16 Q Why is that so defini t e? Why do you recal l such a 

17 

18 A Bec ause it became- - well, obv i ously since then. it 

19 has become such a focus of attention. 

20 Q S u r e . 8 u t a t t h e t i rn e . h o 1-.1 o r w h y we r e yo u t o l d 

21 about her appearance? 

A I just don ' t rememb er t he f i rst time I would have 

hea r d about i t or learned about her a ppearance . 

24 Q You said you read the transcripts. Was that at the 

time? 

rna as -
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A No , subsequent, subsequent. 

2 Q When you were told about her appearance or you 

3 learned about her appearance either that· Sunday or that 

4 Monday , do yo u recall thinking, ''Oh, that sounds about 

5 right"? Do you recall thinking t hat she had maybe gone a 

6 little f urther t han what you may have done or yo u knew? Do 

7 you have any thoughts about what she said? Again, at the 

8 time . 

9 A At the time, i t 's hard to parse out my view at the 

10 time versus my few weeks, month, years later. But, you know. 

I I I would say that at t he time-- I remember having thoughts 

12 abo ut it at the time . Obvious l y , I s ub seq uently testified. 

13 And so I am aware of the -- I became aware of this 

14 con troversy around what I said before the Senate Homeland 

15 Committee and what Secre tary Rice -- Ambassador Rice said. 

16 So. you know , I remember at the time thinking more or 

17 less that what she said was -- I remember t hinking that what 

IH she said was accurate. given the information that we were 

10 putting out in our analys i s. 

20 What I remember , though, i s also thinking that she i n 

21 some ways was more unequivocal abou t what she was s aying than 

22 we were be1ng. So it was more almost the demeanor and sort 

of the way in which she phrased her comments on the Sunday 

'")1 _., shows tha t I thought was , aga i n , more certain than we felt 

the information supported. 

'1'3/SC: 



43 IS , g __ 

Mr. Dav i s. All right. So I' m at 52 minutes . I think 

2 we will stop now because the next topic I was going to jump 

3 i nto was your testimony. That'l l take more th an 8 minutes. 

4 So we' ll s top now and take a break and we'll assess the path 

5 fo rward. 

6 [Recess .] 

7 

9 

10 

I 1 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 1 

23 

24 
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[2:50p.m.] 

2 BY MR . DAVIS: 

3 Q We ' re back on the record. 

4 So a couple very brief follow-up questions, and then we 

5 can dive into the documents . 

6 In our discussion about the talking points last hour, 

7 yo u said something along the lines of public affa i rs 

~ indi viduals being in volved. Can you expand on that as t o 

9 whether or not you viewed that as a positive, a negative. or 

10 what you meant when you mentioned "public affairs 

II individuals"? 

12 A My sense is influenced by having talked to Michael 

13 Morell and sort of followed the controversy around the 

14 t alking points s i nce this all happened and how important it 

15 is for the intelligence analysts to have co ntrol over the 

16 substance of anything that is put out, whether it's in a 

17 formal analyt i c product or ~alking points. And I think , 

1 s certai nly , you need to wo rk with the public affairs folk s and 

19 con gr es s ional affairs folks as the condu it and as sort of the 

:2 0 liaison and also ju st the coordinating mechanism for 

2 1 in te lligence information to flow, particularly to Cong res s . 

But when it comes to the substance, then th at's a place where 

yo u have to be really careful to make sure that, you know , 

7 ·' _ ... what t he substance of the analysis 1s. is up to the analysts. 

That was my thought when I said that. 

?J;'JL 



Q Is that going to matter whether talking points, 

2 for example- - whether they ' re classified or unclassified? 

3 A No, it really doesn't. The issue is the same 

4 whether it's classified ·or unclassified in terms of the 

5 importance of the independence and authority of the analysts 

6 over the substance. 

7 Q So the NCTC talking points, obviously, HPSCI asked 

X you for thos e in an unclassified manner. Do you recall 

l) occasions where you've provided classified talking points to 

10 wocrr; 
II\ .,J<r.- .&.. o 

II A No, because, again, sort of the whole idea behind 

12 it was so that the Member s would have something to be able to 

13 say. And my probably critical focus rl as, one. acc uracy , but, 

14 you know. second was sensitivity, so that what we were giving 

15 to HPSCI was not -- wouldn't disclose any i nformation that 

16 was classified or certainly, you know. compromised any 

17 sources or methods. 

18 And. in fac"t. that ' s why, in retrospect. looking back. 

19 you know , that what we provided -- now. wha t we provi ded when 

20 I r·ead it. I remember-- and I think. today -- o,.that NCTC, I 

21 should say , provided was very limited in te r ms of the amount 

22 of actual factua l i nformation. 

23 Q I was looking over it again , and I thought it 

24 was it was my assessment. you know, six or seven bullets 

points , you say a lot without say i ng anythi ng. 

70/SS: 
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A Which is --you know, to be honest, that was -- we 

2 want to give the Members something t hat they can po int to, 

3 but we also - - again , we were very early --

4 

5 

6 

7 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

Sure. 

-- and we didn't know much -

Sure . 

- - and we also- - it's an unclassified setti ng. 

8 But if you were saying more specifically . that definitely 

9 militates in favor of coordinating. For example, if there is 

10 an FBI equity , you know, in something you're saying, you 

II know, about who might have been invol ved and what is now an 

12 ongo ing investigation , you would want I would f ee l like at 

13 the time - - and today -- I would feel that it would be right 

14 to talk to. for examp l e, at t he time, Sean Joyce and say: 

IS Here is what we're putting out. We want to make sure this is 

16 - - you don't have an issue with that from - - i n a way that 

17 NCTC is not appreciating the FBI perspective. 

18 That ' s why I understand and I understood at the time why 

19 Morel l would want to circulate that. and whereas what we said 

20 was so limited factu all y that it didn't occu r to me that it 

21 would be necessary to get t hat input . 

Q When you sent your talking points over there, were 

23 you expecting them to represent the views of Matt Olsen, of 

2<1 NCTC. or sort of the greater IC in general? 

25 A I think, inevitably, it would represent the views 

:'3/SS! 
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of the I C, perhtlps, because that 1 S th e role that NCTC played , 

but they were clearly sent over as NCTC -- you know , from 

3 NCTC to HPSCI. 

4 Q And did you have any idea whether the tal king 

5 points that th e CIA sent over were sUpposed to r ef le ct the 

6 views of the CIA in particular or t he greater IC as a whole? 

7 A I interpreted it at the time, because l . you know , 

R I was part of the coordination process with Mi chael More l l 

9 that Saturday, that they would represent sort of th e I C view 

\ 0 of the facts as we knew them a t the time. 

II [O l sen Exhibit No. 3 

12 was marked for identifica ti on. ) 

13 BY MR. DAVIS : 

14 Q 

I S A 

16 Q 

Okay. Let's go to exhibi t 3. 

Okay. 

And thi s i s document No. SCB0051480. It 1
S actually 

17 an email from Be rnadette Meehan to Cheryl Mills . But th e 

18 sub j ect is "Olsen Transcript." And bel ow is an email from 

19 Shawn Turner to seve r al folk s , and it appears to be a 

20 tr ansc r ipt of the hearing befo re HSGAC, on Sep t ember 19th, 

21 2012. 

So I have a couple of questions about t his part i cul ar 

document -- really , about t he hear i ng transc ri p t. 

24 So if you turn to page 487 -- 51487 - - I'm sorry. It's 

at t he very bottom right? 

TJ;'JOI 
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1\ Oh, okay. 

2 Q 51487 . 

3 A Page 487. Okay. 

4 Q Yes. So I wa nt to direct your attention to your 

5 opening s t atement. My f i r st question here i s: Who drafted 

6 your opening stat ement. if you can recall? 

7 A The t ypica l way that this wo ul d have gone i s that 

the that the r e i s an in iti al draft is prepared by 

9 ou r you know, one or two people -- I don't know the 

10 time frame - - who ar e congressional affairs for NCTC who 

I I would pull together information from th e analysts and th en 

12 put toge th er a written statement fo r the record for-- and I 

l J would have -- I had a -- I typ icall y took a pretty prominent 

14 role i n editing t ha t documen t. 

15 And So again, I don 't spec ifically reca l l t he written 

16 statement fo r the record, but the ty pic al process would be I 

17 would get a dr aft. and I' d hav e a role in editing it and in 

19 approving it befo r e it would be submitted. That would be the 

19 wr i tten statement for t he record. 

20 So if -- for th i s, which would be a version of the 

2 1 wri tten statement . r ight? So 1-1hat I would t ypica lly do i s 

take the written statemen t and cut it down in length to an 

oral statement that would be more appropriate for the 

24 sett i ng . 

And I can give you a l ittle more further elaboration. 

ro :'J OJ 
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which i s to say 1 went back and loo ked. In the writt en 

2 sta tement, I don 't ment io n Benghazi, as I read my Writ ten 

3 s tatement for tt1e record. wh ich made me thi nk it must have 

4 been submitted before Benghazi. That 's the only wa y th at 

5 would make sense . And we typically t r ied to get it to the 

6 commit tee, I don't know. a week before or vlhateve r, but I --

7 Q Well, that's interest ing because -- and I didn't 

S mean to cut you off. 

C) A That's all right. 

10 Q So paragraphs 2 and 3 of you r sta tement . of your 

I I oral statement, mentioned Be ngha zi in particular? 

12 A Yes. 

13 Q so the re' s a cha nce that til e wri t ten statement rnay 

14 have been s ubmitted, you know, mo re tt1an a l'l'eek in adva nce ? 

15 A I think that's right. That's what I - - \lolhen I we nt 

16 back and read th e written st atement for the record, I don' t 

17 remember seeing -- I looked. and I didn't see any reference 

18 to Benghazi. So I. obviously , do reference it here : so 

19 would've been invo l ved in sort o f recrafting this to , 

20 obv i ously, add ress Benghazi in my oral statement. 

21 Q So you don't knov1 i f t hi s par-ticular statement was 

22 sh ar ed wi t h others outside NCTC before it was s ubmitled to 

23 HSGAC? 

24 A I don't kno~-1. I don't kno.,.l. Yeah. This, 1 

just this I would've the ora l statemen t -- yeah. I 
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don ' t know if I would've - - if it wo uld've been c irculated . 

2 Yeah. 

3 Q All right. So let's j um p ahead . 

4 A Okay. 

5 Q We're going t o go to page 51491 . 

6 A Okay. 

7 Q So this is Senator Lieberman's questioning. It was 

8 t he very first quest ion of the he aring . And I'm going to go 

9 to the fourt h para graph here . 

10 And Senator Lieb erman says: "So let me begin by asking 

II you whether you would say that Ambassado r Stevens and the 

12 th r ee other Americans died as a resu l t of a terrorist 

13 a tta ck. . " 

14 Your an swer : "Ce rtai nly on that particular question, I 

15 wou l d say, ye s , they v1ere ki lled in the cou r se of a terror ist 

16 at tack on our embassy." 

17 A Yes . 

18 Q We can discuss thi s, I guess. a l ittle later. but 

19 this is sort of a well -known t urn i ng poi nt in terms of 

20 i nfo r ma tion coming fr om administration officials as to what 

21 t1appened re ga rd i ng th e Benghazi attack. 

7 1 Did you approach this he aring knowing that you were 

23 going to publicly acknowledge that what hap pe ned in Benghazi 

24 was a terro r is t at tac k? 

A No. I t was - - in fact, it was a questio n that, 
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until Senator Lieberman posed it, it didn't really even occur 

2 to me dur ing my preparation for the hearing, which, you know , 

3 silting here today, looking back, even to me-- you know, 

4 maybe -- I wonder if I should've been more thoughtful about 

5 whether to think about that question. But when he framed the 

6 question 1-1as really the first time, sort of, the thought was 

7 occurring to me about how to answer the question of whether 

R this was a terrorist attack. 

9 Q You had no indication up until that moment that he 

10 was going to ask you that question? 

II A No. No. And, you know, we had had prep sess ions 

12 for me to get ready for this l1earin g. And I should add, you 

13 know, this hearing was a previous ly scheduled - -

14 Q Sure. 

15 A --you kno1r1, a regularly scheduled upda te , nght? 

16 Q I understand that. 

17 A So then Benghazi's the intervening factor. But I 

IH did have some time to prepare and talk to fo l ks and talk to 

19 my le g team, and we never, as r recall, we neve r talked about 

20 that particular question. 

21 [Olsen Exhibit No. 4 

22 was marked for identification.] 

23 BY MR. DAVIS: 

24 Q Okay. Let's look at exhibit 4. You can kind of 

25 lay it side by side. 
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A Yeah. 

2 Q We might jump back and forth. 

3 So exhibit 4. This is an email. It's document 

4 C0556 1987. It' s a~ email from Bernadette Meehan to Victoria 

5 Nuland and Again, you 'r e not on this email 

6 chain. 

7 I want to direct your attention down to the bottom 

8 em~i l . fr om Bernadette Meehan to Victoria Nuland. and I will 

9 just read it really qui ckly. 

10 A Sure. 

11 Q "I am rushing to Jay's prep, and wi1l circle up 

12 with the broader group after, but wanted to flag t hat Matt 

13 Olsen from NCTC will be on the Hill this morning, along with 

14 FBI and DHS. It is a prescheduled session," as you just 

15 noted 1 "but we expect that the Q&A will focus heavily on the 

16 Libya attacks. 

I 7 " Y./ a n t e d t o fl a g t h a t - - •· i n a 1 1 c a p s " - - IF AS K E D 1 M a t t 

IS will use the line," and then there are a couple -- then 

19 there's a bullet point there about indications that some of 

20 the extremists involved may be linked to Al Qaeda or its 

21 affiliates. 

22 So you mentioned a prep session earlier. 

A Yes. 

24 Q Who par t icipated in your prep session for t his 

25 particular hearing, if you can recall? 

YS;':c: 
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A is our my l eg person, and then 

2 some analysts -- I don't remember who -- and pos sib ly Nick 

3 Rasmus s en. 

4 Q So all internal NCTC? 

5 A Oh, yeah. It ' ~ jOst internal, yes. 

6 Q So I read this email from Bernadette Meehan to 

7 Victoria Nuland. It seems to me that, you know, if asked, 

8 you will use the line. and then there's a line about lin king 

9 the attac k to Al Qaeda or its affiliates. 

10 Is that somet hing that you had had discussions with 

11 out side of NCTC? 

12 A Yes. So not outside but on that particular point I 

I 3 h a v e a v e r y s p e c. i f i c r e c o ll e c t i on o f t a 1 k i n g to - - i n t e r n a 1l y 

14 -- particular ly to in the preparation for this 

15 hearing , and if it was -- it probably wa s the day befor e--

16 and saying: I am going to -- I want to talk about the Al 

17 Qaeda connection. Th e Al Qaeda connection . largely coming 

I 8 j u s t f rom t h a t one -rep o r t we ' v e t a 1 ked abo u t t h a t 

19 linked one of t he par ticipant s to AQIM, wjs a promine nt fact 

20 in our analysis . 

21 And I specifically recall talking t o Ill about: Th i s is 

22 what I'm going to say if asked about who was involved. And 

2<1 

25 

we talked about coordinating t hat point - - in other word s , 

basic ally alerti ng the inter agency l eg, you know, sort of 

t eam -- t ha t tha t was going to be part of my test imony. and 

y~ , _ --
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being aware at the time too that that was a fact that was 

2 you know , had not really been, I t hin k, out in the publ ic 

J domain up unti l that point. I remember being aware of t hat, 

4 thinking it v-1as important that ·it be part of my testimony, 

5 and wanting to make sure that that was something that was 

6 made. you know, part of the coordination process. 

7 Q Do you· know why it was n 't out in the public domain 

8 up till that point? 

9 A No . I mean. in other words, nobody had sai d it , 

l 0 b u t I don ' t know· why no one had men t i one d i t , r i g h t? 

11 Q You said you talked to •. who worked on t he leg 

12 affairs team . Di d you, personal l y , have any conversations 

13 with folks outside of NCTC about this particular point on Al 

14 Qaeda? 

15 A Not that I recall. And I should go back to my last 

16 answer . which is. you know, that the CIA tal king points 

17 made --you know. Michael Morell's talking points made some 

18 reference to extremists, looking at indi cations that 

19 extremists were involv ed. Th i s seemed to me to be, you know , 

20 certainly consistent with that but more to the poin t , you 

2 1 know. more to lhe point of looking at indications. Again, 

even the way -- as it turns out. I basically -- as I 

testified. 1 had not seen this email before . but as I 

testified. it pretty much fo l lows what was sent around for 

coordi nation in terms of what I actually sa id . 
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So I had a pretty strong in other Hords, tl1i s is an 

2 indica t ion to me, si tti ng h~re today, t ha t I had a pretty 

3 strong sense of t10w I wanted to phr ase tl1at --

4 

5 

G 

7 

8 

9 

10 

II 

Q Sure. 

A so as not to go too far . 

Q Do you recall what the response was from other 

indi vidual s in the interagency when it was known -- when 

became known t hat you were going to stress this point if 

asked? 

A I don't recall any reaction. but I 1.-/0Uld have 

expected t o tell me ; f there was a very 

12 there was a strong negative reaction. That' s kind of the 

it 

i f 

13 idea of coordinating, to find ou t if there are any concerns 

14 that me r it , you know, further conversation, and I don't 

15 recall hearing that there were any such concerns expressed. 

16 Q Was the re a concern on your end -- you mentioned 

17 the one -report that came out shortly after the 

18 attack -- the fact that tha t ~;~as. in fact . a- report 

19 and saying t his in an open session, that there were links to 

20 Al Qaeda? 

21 A Wha t that mea nt to me was that -- and we also had 

indications of Ansar al-Sharia being involved, I think at 

55 

that point. the group, you know , with some degree of alliance 

24 withAl Qaeda. That was why I phrased it 1n a somewhat 

condi ti onal , somewhat equivocal way, that , you know, we wer-e 

'ZJ/32!1 
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looking at -- let me find exactly wh at I said. 

2 Q Well, let' s look at 51492. 

3 A Okay. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

R 

9 

10 

1 J 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

! 9 

20 

Q 

A 

Q 

That's the next page. It ' s the top of that page. 

Right. 

I'm just going to look at the last sentence in your 

response. "We're looking at indications that individuals 

involved in the attack may have connections to al -Qaida or 

al-Qaida's affil iates II 

A Right. 

Q "- - in particular" AQIM. 

A So tha t's exactly-- I appreciate that, because 

that is -- when you asked the question about, you know, 

potentially the classified nature of the i nformation that was 

underlying this, t hat was why I phrased it i n that way as 

opposed to more specifically than , you know, considering the 

information I knew at the time . 

Q Do you recall, on that particular point about the 

whether you had had conversations with anybody outside of 

NCTC about knowing that fact coming from the or whether it 

21 had come from o·ther sou rces in addition? 

22 A Tod ay --as I sit here toda y, I think that we had 

22 multiple different sources that wou l d have supported that, 

2t.l and it Hasn't simply the eport. Although, the AQIM 

2: reference may only have come f rom the 

T:S;'J2I 
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Q Okay. I wunt to get exhibit 4 really quickly. I 

2 have two questions on this. 

3 A Okay. 

4 Mr . Wainste in. Can I have 1 second? 

5 Mr . Davfs. Ye~h, of cour~e. 

6 [Discuss ion off the record.] 

7 Mr. Olsen . So if I can go back and just give a little 

8 more elaboration on my thinking on the -- my ment ion ing of Al 

9 Qaeda. 

10 So part of rny thought wa s, if you recall, I had been 

II before liPSCI the week befqre, shortly after the attack. and I 

12 had actually talked about, you know, obviously, the 

13 classified reporting at that time. We had -- you know , 

14 several day s had gone by. I was more aware of additional 

15 repor ting, as I r eca ll, I don't remember specifically what. 

16 But my thought at the time was this is not overly 

17 sensitive, and i t is the kind of information that I was 

1H concerned, if we didn't -- if I didn't ·say thi s in response 

19 to a question about who was responsible for this attack, it 

20 would be an omission that would be glaring in the -- you 

21 know, as. one, Congress ~1embers, themselves, were aware of 

21 this . right? Some of them serving on HPSCI or SSCI may well 

have seen the reporting. So i t seemed to me the right thing 

24 to do to avoid being, you know, viewed as not being as 

25 forthcoming as I could be. even if it went beyond what had 
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been publicly stated . 

2 So that was my thinking at the time, why I thought that 

3 that was an important point to make and why I actually 

4 focused on i t in advance of the hearings, so that folks would 

5 know that I was going to say it. 

6 BY MR. DAVIS: 

7 Q So going to exhibit 4 really quickly. At the very 

8 bottom of the page is a sentence. "Hopefully won't come up, 

9 b u t 1-1 an ted to fl a g j u s t i n cas e . " Do you know why s he w o u 1 d 

10 have said hopefully don't come up ? 

II A No. 

12 Q Do you know who Bernadette Meehan is ? 

13 A No. 

l4 Q You don't know who she i s? 

15 A [Nonverbal response.] 

16 Q Okay. 

17 A I assume a State Department person. but I don't --

18 but I don 't know. 

19 Q Okay. But you don't know why an individual 

20 she's in the administration -- you don't know why an 

21 ind ·ividual would have said "hopefully won't come up" on t he 

22 AQIM topic? 

A No. You know, I just don ' t. I just don't. 

2 4 0 b v i o u s 1 y . I c o u 1 d s p e c u 1 a t e , b u t I cl o n ' t k n ow . 

Q Okay. We've seen indicat io ns from other 
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individuals that , when asked specific questions about the 

2 attack, they would refer it to the ongoing FBI 

3 inve stigation --

4 A Right. 

5 Q -- and just kind of sa~ we're waiting fo r the 

6 investigation to unfold, and we'l l draw our conclusions when 

7 that's completed . 

R Why di dn't you say that in regards to. A. whether or not 

9 it was a terrorist attack, and, B, who was responsible for 

JO perpetrating the attack? 

11 A You k~ow, my general sense and my approach was to 

12 be as forth comi ng and open as possible with Congress and , you 

13 know, as a cons~quence in an open hearing with the American 

14 public about what we could talk about. You knov!, there are 

15 many opportunities to say, you know, I'm only going to tal k 

J(j about . you know, what-- this is the FBI's investigation 

17 or to not answer the question. 

18 To me, you know . the NCTC was created to answer these 

I ~> exact questions, and there are , you know, there are facts 

20 that the intelligence community can put onto a publ ic record 

21 that are helpf ul to Congress and to the Amer ican people to 

/) understand not only what happened , but the broader context of 

th e nature of the terro r ist threat and all the types of 

i nformation that are. you know, I think, appropriately part 

25 of the · public discourse on t erroris m. And so that was my 
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approach when I was in office. 

Q Sure. 

J A And that -- I brought that to bear on this 

4 particular set of issues. 

s Q Was there anything about the FBI investigati on that 

6 prohibited you f"rom either . A. saying it l"ias a terrorist 

7 attack , or. B, drawing a link to AQH1? 

A No, nothing t hat I --no. I don ' t -- certain ly not 

9 the question of whether it was a terrorist attack or the way 

10 I phrased the answer to the question on who was 

II responsible on the connections to you know, potential 

12 connec tions to ter ror ist groups. 

13 Q So if nothing about the ongoing investigation 

14 prohibited you from saying that, then why would others refer 

15 to the ongoing i nvestigat i on wh en asked those very same 

16 questions? 

17 A You know, I , obviously , don't know exactly why 

18 othe rs. I do think there ' s a range of reasonable~ you know. 

19 upproaches to this question. In other words , I don't think 

20 there is one right approach. 

2 1 Q Let's hear some of the options of why they might 

22 rely on the FBI investigation instead of answering the 

23 question . 

'24 A Well, you k no •r~ , actually, a little bit , I would s2y 

25 was drawing on my own experience, having been a prosecutor 
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and having been having worked at the FBI, having worked at 

2 DOJ. You know, I have ma ybe more comfort with where t hese 

3 l ines are. 

4 I get that there nee~ to be li nes about what you can say 

5 and what you can't say, and there are ·sensitivities and 

G equ i ties that are really importan t . But I had sort of 

7 navigated those as a prosecutor and as a DOJ official and i n 

8 the NSA as the general counsel to the point where I was, you 

9 know, reasonably confident in my ability to make those 

10 judgments. 

II But I certainly would acknowledge that others with les s 

12 experience or l ess, you know, confidence in the ir ability 

13 would feel more comfortable simply de fer ring to others, and I 

14 think t hat ' s a reasonable approach for others to ta ke. 

I 5 Q Sure. As a prosecutor, the ~ac ts are very 

16 impo r ta nt t o you. A fact is a fact , and you're going to 

17 sha re what that fact may be-- is that fair to say? -- as 

18 opposed to being concerned about public relations. in lack of 

19 a better phrase , or the impression people migh t get? 

20 A That's basically right, and that's sort of-- that 

21 is the approach of being a prosecutor in terms of reliance on 

22 facts. I'm not I shou ldn 't, you know , lead you to believe 

23 that I'm completely oblivious to --

24 Q Of course. 

A the public impression that you can leave and the 

TJ ;':!H. I 
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i mportance that that has too. 

2 Q All right. Let ' s go back to exhibit 3 in your 

3 test i mony. I'rn on page 491 , 51491. 

4 The th i rd paragraph of your second answer, it begins: 

5 "It appears tha t i ndivid uals --" do you see that? Let me 

6 just read it. ''It appears that individuals who were 

7 certainly well-armed seized on the opportunity presented as 

8 the events unfolded that evening and into the -- into the 

9 morning hours of September 12th." 

10 ~ly question to you is: When you say, "seized on the 

II opportunity p1·esented , " what were you referring to at that 

!2 poin( , if you can recall, what opportunity in particular? 

13 A So I think at this point in time that was 

14 consisten t with the analysis that we were -- that we were 

15 putting out on the opportunistic nature of the attack based 

16 on the information we had. So as I look back on that 

17 particular phrase, you know , ce rtai nly we knew that t here 

IS we re individuals who were well armed i n Benghazi . We knew 

19 that there were many people involved in the attacks, and we 

~0 didn't-- and we didn't have a bead on wha t motivated them . 

21 I think thac' s kind of where we were f rom an ana l ytic 

22 standpoint. And we didn't have any indication that there was 

I . 
.:..) 

external direction or significant preplanning . 

So I think all of those factors led me to that 

formul ation of seizing on an opportunity that presented as 

LJ; ~er 
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the events un folded that evening. 

2 Now , I think -- so I think that ' s the answer. As I ' m 

3 sitting here trying to remember, you know, we were -- at this 

4 point, we were still concerned about -- I think we were still 

5 relying on the notion that there had been a protest, and I 

6 think that also led to this. 

7 Q When you say "we" were relying on the notion that 

8 there •.-Jas a protest, "we" being? 

9 A The intelligence community generally. 

10 Q Okay. So at this point-- and I've l ived this the 

II last year of my life . 

12 

13 

14 

15 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yeah. 

I understand you've been doing other things. 

I appreciate that. Right. 

So your test i mony was on the 19th. On the 18th, 

16 the U.S. Go vernment. specifically the CIA, rec eived a 

17 wri te-u p from the Libyan Intel Service about what was on the 

18 closed-circuit television cameras --

19 A Right. 

20 Q at the compound . 

21 Are you famil ·iar with that generally speaking? 

22 A Generally speaking, I am, yes. 

Q Do you know when you learned about th at writeu p or 

24 what was on the contents of that camera? 

A I don't remember that --
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Q Okay. 

2 A -- when I learned that. You know, I don 1 t remember 

3 when I learned that. And I clon't remember if, even at thi s 

4 point in time, we .were starting to -- you know, obviously, we 

5 had had that conversation on Saturday with Morell and sort of 

6 there was conflicting information from the station. 

7 Q Right. 

A How far along that had gotten. I don't know. 

C) Q Well, that's fair. Okay. 

10 I want to keep your attention on the paragraph we were 

II discussing . The next sentence says: ~we do know th~t a 

12 number of militants in the area, as I me ntioned, are 

13 well-armed and maintain those arms . It/hat we don't have at 

14 this point is specific intel li gence that there was a 

15 signif i cant advanced planning or coordi natio n for the 

16 attack." 

17 The ne xt sentence: ~Again. we're st il l developing fac t s 

18 and still looking for any indications of substantial advanced 

19 planning . " 

20 A Right. 

21 Q So one queslion here . In one sentence. you mention 

22 "significan( advanced planning," the next sentence you're 

23 look ing for any indications of "subst antial advanced 

2 4 p 1 a n n i n g . ·· 

25 Again. this is a specific question : Did you know at 

g ... ' g-..-
.. .... J - 51 
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that point whether there were any indications of any advanced 

2 planning-- substantial, significant, or otherwise? 

3 A And it's a good question , and I think at tile 

4 time I know what I was thin~ing at the time by adding in 

5 those modifiers. is that, you know, given just what we know 

6 about the facts of the attacks, and, you knmv, the mu ltiple 

7 attacks, and particularly the mortar attacks -- it didn ' t 

R it certainly would not -- didn't seem wise for me to 

9 foreclose the possibility that there was plann ing involved, 

10 r ight? 

II I mea n, it just -- what I knew abou t it at that point 

12 suggested that there certainly could have been some degree of 

13 planning that went i nto, you know. understanding where the 

14 Americans were , understanding how to bring a number of 

IS militants together at the same place and the same time. That 

16 also suggested to me some planning, so that's why I focused 

I 7 on " subs tan t i a 1" or 11 s i g n i f i cant . 11 

18 Q Do you reca ll being aware at this time knowing 

21 bell? 

22 A I know-- I think I know which report you're 

ta l king about, but I don't think we knew that. I don't think 

24 I knew th at at the time . 

25 Q Okay . 
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A I thin k I learned about t ha t subsequently . 

2 Q So you tal ked about using the modifiers 

3 "significant " and "substantial." 

A R 1 gh t. 

5 Q I thin k in the first hour you had talked about 

6 Susan Rice' s appearance and said t hat s he was a little-- I 

7 don ' t remember the word you used -- but was firmer with her 

S comments than you may have been. 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q Do you kno•r1 --

II A She was more -- I would say she was more 

12 emphatic 

13 Q More emphatic . 

14 A -- and less equivoca l , yes. 

15 Q And when you heard th at , did you t hink that ma ybe 

16 she had other informa tio n th at you did not have access to? 

17 Do you know why she was more emphat ic? 

18 A I don't know why. She seemed to me to be more 

19 empha tic. But I don't th i nk that she had access to 

20 i nf ormation that I didn't ha ve. That would have been - - you 

2 1 know , that 1-J ou l d not have been , you knO'f'/ , the normal course. 

n I \-IOUld have the same informati on , th e same information that 

23 she had 

24 Q Okay. Let's - -

25 A -- about this issue. 
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Q I unde r sta nd. Did anybody even have more 

2 information than she did about t his particular issue? 

3 A Po ssi bly , yes. 

4 Q Flip t he page to 51492. 

5 I'm sorry. At the bottom of the prior page , Senator 

6 Lieberman asked: "Do we have any idea at th i s point who was 

7 responsible among those groups for the attack on the 

8 consulate?" 

9 Your response: "This is the most important question 

10 that we're considering." 

II The next page, Senator Lieberman says: "Right." 

12 And then you say: "We're foc used on who was responsible 

!3 for t hisattack." 

14 So the re were a lot of moving parts in terms of the 

15 analysis . the post -attack anal ys is? 

16 

17 

18 

\9 

20 

2 \ 

22 

, ... __ l 

24 

A Right. 

Q In your mind. focusing on who was responsible was 

t he most i mport an t factor? 

A Yes. and th en finding them. 

Q And f i nd i ng them. 

A Yeah. 

Q And so the notion of ~-llletl1er or not ther e were 

protes ts. a t l east accord ing to you and NCTC , was not at t he 

f ro nt of the 

A Yeah. At best, so rt of a s ubs id iary issu e . 

·~3/Jt!I 
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Q Okay. I want to flip ahead to page 51494. 

2 You say -- your first response on the. page: 11 I would 

J agree with your characterization of the threat in pretty much 

4 as you Laid it out. The threat in Libya f~om armed militant 

5 groups, from al-Qaida-affiliated individuals was high and 

6 that made Libya in some ways very similar to other countries 

7 in the region. 11 

8 Do you ever recall discussing this threat . prior to the 

9 attacks, with Bill Burns or with the head of CT at the State 

10 

I l 

Department? 

A No, 

12 individual s. 

Do you recall having those conversations? 

not, you know, specifically with those 

13 But cer t ainly, you know. the - - every 2 weeks or so we 

14 had a home -- a threat update with the President and the 

15 National Security Council, and , typicall y, Secretary Clinton 

16 and the Deputy Secretary, if it was Burns at the time, would 

17 be present for that. And during those sessions I laid out 

18 the threat and I would have certainly talked about the thr eat 

19 in places that I mentioned here. like Mali and Egypt and 

20 Libya. 

21 So no spec i fic recol lect ion of hav ing direct 

21 conversat1ons, but we certainly talked -- you knoN, had this 

23 as part of ou r general disclose. 

24 Q Okay . I want to flip ahead to page 51495, and this 

25 is the third response by you on the page. 
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"I would say that we do, as a community , provide as much 

.2 info~mation as we possibly can in as timely a way as poss ib le 

3 with the State Department, as we l l .as the rest of the fede r al 

4 government." 

5 So when you say, "provide as much informati on as we 

6 possibly can in as timely a way as possible with the State 

7 D~pa rtment, " are you referr ing to NCTC products that are 

R di sseminated througho ut the community? What are you 

·9 referring to when you say provide as much information as 

10 poss ible , "in as timely a way as possible with the State 

11 Department" ? Just generally spea king there? You don' t have 

12 any specific 

13 A I see the · question the re . I was jus t read ing the 

14 question that Se nator Coll ins asked. 

15 Q Sure. 

16 A I mean, I was --yes , I almost certainl y was 

17 thin king about t he analysis tha t we gen erate out of NCTC 

l s Q Okay . 

19 A -- in that answer. 

20 Q You r n e x t s e n t e n c e s a y s : " \..J e do r e l y - - a n d I 

21 would say th is : We do rely on host countries to help protect 

22 our diplomatic personnel in those countries." 

23 Were you aware whether or not that was occ urring i n 

24 Libya? 

A You know, I subsequentl y learned how li ttle 

?O; 'Or 
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security . you know, we had in Benghazi. 

Q 

A 

So yo~·re sp~aking gener~lly there ? 

I'm speaking generally there. Yeah, defi nitely 

70 

4 generally. I don't think I knew-- you know, again, it 

5 wouldn't kind of be my responsibiitty or part of my job to 

6 understand at the time how we're working with host countries 

7 to prov i de security fo r our diplomatic personne l. 

8 Q Okay. After this testimony ended, did you recei ve 

9 any calls or emails from folks within the inte ragency about 

10 what you had said regarding a link t o AQI M or the fact th at 

II it was a terrorist attack? 

12 A So after the -- during the testimony. I have a 

13 recollection of actually realizing th at my answe r to Senator 

14 Lieberman was -- you know, I remember thinking at the time 

15 what I hadn't appreciated before was an important fac t that I 

16 had just testified to. 

17 Q Which answer? 

18 A That th is was a terrorist attack . the fact that 

19 Senator Lieberman led with that at the very beginning . The 

:w 

21 

24 

") -_) 

moment was not lost on me that that wc:1s a significant 

question fo r t1im to lead off with. and I remember thinking at 

the time. being struck, okay, that actually is, yo u know, 

that's an i ssue that I ju s t t est ified abou t in a way that I 

hadn't app reciated before. 

Q Why was it an issue? 
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A I interpreted i t from the way that Senator 

2 Lieberman asked me that question, and i t just st r uck me - - it 

3 was -- I realized at the time this was a question that was on 

4 the minds of Senator Lieberman and others that I had not 

5 t ul l y appreciated , to the poi nt that I either at a break or 

6 at a moment when someone else was being asked a question, 

7 because I was up there with othe r represen tat i ves of the 

8 executive branch I mentioned to my leg affairs or public 

9 affairs person , you knot,../ , "Think about whether you need to go 

10 tell anybody about this. Yo u know. that seemed like I may 

11 have made some news there." Something along thos e lines. 

12 I don't remember exactly what I said, but I do have a 

13 reco llection of actua l ly realizing , more than I had before 

14 the hear i ng, that that was potentially a news-making momen t. 

15 Q Why was that importa nt, the fact that you may have 

16 been making news wi th that comment? 

17 A Why was it important ? Yeah. 

18 Q Wel l. why did you tell your l eg affairs guy , "Go 

19 tell people about this i f you need to"? 

10 A Because it's the kind of thing that, you know, when 

21 I - -when you - - for me, sitting there tes ti fying, I would 

22 want people to know, right? I would want people to be 

23 prepa red to talk abou t t hjs. 

24 

..,
_) 

Q So what were the repercussions of you say ing that 

it was a terrorist at t ack? 

,.....~ (r- ,-.. T 



72 

A So one of the things 1 did afterwards was I wrote 

2 an emai l to both Jo hn Brennan and Den is McDonough -- you 

3 know . Denis was the Deputy National Security Advisor and John 

4 was -- John Bren nan was the counterterrori sm advisor -- and 

5 exp l a ined to them -- you know, I sa id something l ike , "I made 

6 some news today with my testimony. Here is why I testified 

7 that this was a terroris t attack. '' 1-1as my thought process . 

S And they vtrote back to me. saying . "You did the right thing," 

9 essent iall y, in emails that day . You know, "Understand you 

10 ma de the right points," or something like that . 

11 But again , look, I was aware, aga in, i n a way I hadn't 

12 really been befo re that what I was testifying to was 

13 potentially newsv10rthy, and. in fact, it was. So that's wily 

14 I thought both let my press person think about what we need 

15 to do, ask him to think about what we may need to do, and 

16 they also. myself. reach out to Joh n Brennan and Denis 

17 McDonough . 

18 Q So I j ust want to make sure I understand . The fact 

19 that you said it was a terrorist attack was not preplanned? 

20 A Ri gilt. 

21 Q Okay. And it wasn ' t coordinated in any way with 

,, anybody e l se in the i nteragency or the executive branch? 

7 ... _ _, 

14 

A 

Q 

Right . 

You realized when you sa id it, shortly after you 

25 said it. that it may be newsv10rthy? 
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A Yes. 

2 Q After the hearing, you sent a0 email to two folks 

3 at the White House. saying: "Hey, I made some news." And 

4 t h e y w r o t e b a c k a n d s a i d : " You d i d t h e r i g h t t h i n g ·· ? 

5 A Yes. All that's true. 

6 Q Okay. What other emails did you send regarding 

7 Mr. Kenny . I thought we were talking about the AQIM 

8 comment. that you we re trying clarify th e terrorist attack. 

9 The discussion you had before, I thought, was with specific 

10 respect to the AQIM potential connection. So just -- I don't 

II know if that's clear or not. 

12 Mr. Olsen . So I can answer that question. I mean, what 

13 I'm answering to and what you just went through. 

14 Carlton-- ~o~as on the ans1-1er t o, "Was this a terrorist 

15 at tack?'' 

16 So Lieberman lays out the definition of a "terrorist 

I 7 a tt a c k . " a n d I a n s 1-J e r e d . y e s . it w a s a t e r r o r i s t a t t a c k . a n d 

IS then I elaborated on different things we don't know about it. 

19 but that, at least on the spec i fic question of whether it was 

20 a terrorist attack. the answer, in my vi ew , wa s yes. All 

~I those fact s that you just laid out related to t hat. 

~2 BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q Did you have conversations with anybody e l se in t he 

24 exec ut ive branch, either that day or the fo llowin g day, about 

your commen ts . that you can r eca ll, reg ardi ng it being a 

TJ;'S:::± 
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terrorist a t tack? 

2 A I mean, I certa i nly would have talked .to people at 

3 NCTC about i t . 

4 Q Outside of NCTC . 

5 A I sort ' of like-- in othe r words, I had ho - -I 

6 don't remember t alk i ng to anybody else, like John or Den i s or 

7 anybody else about it. 

8 Q Do you remember any press repor t s about your 

9 testimony? 

10 A Yes. 

I I Q Now . going back to Peter's commen t about the AQIM 

12 affil i ation, is that something you shared with Mr. McDonough 

13 and Mr. Brennan i n your ema i 1 as we l l? 

14 A I don't remember . I don't remember if I di d or 

15 not. I may have as a way to exp l ain. More - - if I had, at 

16 least s i tting here today , my reco l lection is tha t it would 

17 have been mo re as a way to exp l ain why I said it was a 

18 ter ro rist attack as opposed to . in and of itself. you know. 

19 in and of itself notewor t hy . 

20 Q But you felt that that was significant because 

21 that's not someth i ng tha t had been shared public l y , and you 

22 felt tha t it needed to be ou t there? 

A The reference to AQIM? 

Q Correct. 

A Yeal1. Th at 's 1--thy. before -- now. that's the one l 
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did coordinate, because I thought that was taking a step 

2 beyqnd what had been said before, but I thought it was 

3 important for me, in my role as the Director of NCTC, to say 

4 publicly. 

5 Q ·And 1 j us t want to make- sure I u n de r s tan d 

6 correctly. You said it was coordinated before . You had 

7 directed your leg affairs guy to coordinate with others. Do 

R you know who he coordinated that with? 

9 A No. Again, I want to be clear. Like, not 

10 specifically. I figured , you know , his leg counterparts 

I l 

12 

13 

14 

Q 

A 

Q 

A 

No. I understand. I'm looking for specif i cs. 

Yeah. 

If you don't know, you don't know. 

Yeah. I don ' t know specifics . If you're looking 

15 for specifics. I don't know specifics. 

16 [Olsen Exh i bit No. 5 

17 was marked for identificat ion.] 

18 BY MR . DAVIS: 

19 Q Okay. I want to direct your attention to 

20 exhibit 5. 

21 So this is a September 24 WIRe , written by the CIA 

22 Office of Terrorism An~lysis. Turn to the very last page on 

23 t he WI R e , p a g e 4 . It s a y s : " T h i s \II I R e w a s p rod u c e d j o i 11 tl y 

24 with the National Counterterrorism Center." 

25 A Yes. 

TJ,'SJ! 
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Q Do you see that? 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q Do you remember tilis particular 'diRe? The title 

4 is: "Libya: Updated Assessment of Benghazi Attacks." 

5 A I mean , r don't remember. I mean, I know that I've 

6 seen this before. When I read it and you handed it to me 

7 tod ay. I remember seeing this before. 

R Q Okay. Do you remember at the time this WIRe sort 

9 of being a big deal, more important than, maybe , your 

10 run-of-the-mill WIRe? 

11 A I don't -- yeah, I don't have a recollection of 

12 th at. I can say today, looking at it , th at phrasing this, 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

2 I 

23 

24 

25 

you know, the topic or headline as "Updated Assessment of 

Bengl1azi Attacks," that it would have been an i mpo rtant piece 

of analysis. 

Q You don't remember that from the ti me? 

A Not really. I really don't. 

Q Okay. So you don ' t remember when this WIRe -- how 

long i t took to write or be produced? 

A No. And, you !<now, just to g ive a little bit of 

context. you kno"'· typically, I would have almost no role in 

the development of the analytics. 

Q 

A 

Q 

Oh. sure . 

So --

I fully understand that . 

1-)~!! 
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A Yeah. Yeah. 

2 Q I f ull y unders t and that. 

J A So it would- - I may have heard about it at the 

4 time it was being written, bu t, quite likely , I didn 't hear 

5 about it unti l I s aw it done. That's it. I al so- - I 

6 know that-- I'm sure at the ti me I was aware that these 

7 issues were th e subjec t of analyt ic wo r k. 

8 [Ols en Exhi"bi t No. 6 

9 was marked for identification .] 

10 BY MR. DAVIS: 

11 Q Okay. Let's turn your attention to exhibit 6. 

12 So this i s an ema i l with a cut and paste -- do you ha ve 

13 it in front of you? 

14 A Six. 

15 Q Yeah , a Washington Post artic l e? 

16 A Yes. Oh . I see it's an email. 

17 Q Yeah. "From video to terrori st attack: a 

18 definitive t ime l i ne of admini stration sta tements on the Libya 

19 attack," by Glenn Kessler . published: Sep tember 26. That 

20 would be 2012. 

21 So I just 1-1ant to read you. from the f irst page, a 

22 couple of sentences. The first sentence is going to be the 

23 second paragraph. and t his is coming from the a r ticle. 

" F o r p o l i t i c a l r e a s on s . it c e r t a i n l y loJ a s i n t he 

White House's interests to not portray the attack as a 

r:/s:: 
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terro ri st incident , especially one t ha t took place on the 

2 anniversary of the September 11 at tacks . Instead, the 

3 administration ke pt the focus on wh at was ul t i mate l y a red 

4 her ring -- anger in the Arab ~or ld over an anti-Muslim vi deo 

s posted on YouTube. With key phrases and message discipline, 

6 the administ ration was able to conf l ate an att ack on the U.S. 

7 Embassy in Egypt -- which apparently was prompted by the 

S video - - wi t h th e de ad l y assault in Benghazi. 

9 "Offic i als Here also able to dismiss pointed quest i ons 

10 by referring to an ongoing in ves tigati on . 

11 "U lti mate l y, when the head of the Nati anal 

12 Counterterrorism Cen ter was asked pointblank on Capitol Hi ll 

13 whether it 1-1as an act of terror -- and t1e agreed - - the 

14 administ ra tion tal ki ng points began to s hift . " 

IS Th en he takes credit for to ugh news re porting leading to 

16 that shift. 

17 And th en the nex t four pages are a compilation of quotes 

18 by various senior adm i nist ration official s between the attack 

19 on the 11th up until Se ptember 26 th. 

20 So my first quest ion to you -- Dnd we 're not going to go 

21 t hrough I mean . I ' d love to go th rough every s in gle one , 

Jl but - - I mea n. you're no t in th e mi nd of Jay Ca r ney and 

you' re not in the mi nd of Susan Rice . So as fun an activit y 

24 as that would be . I don ' t t hi nk we're going to do that. 

25 Tl1e First se ntence . second paragraph : "For pol itical 

5I r a a . .. ..... ; -...~ .... 
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reasons, it certain l y was in the White House's interests to 

2 not portray the attack as a terrorist incide nt. '' 

3 .Obviously, you were the first one to publicly say that 

4 it was a terrorist attack. 

5 Ms. Sachsman Grooms . I'm not su r e that that's really 

6 in here, though, they call it an "act of terror," and, of 

7 course, you know the President did say that there was an act 

8 of terror in the Rose Garden speech right afterwards. So I'm 

9 not -- I mean, it ' s not in here , but --

to Mr. Davis. Sure. It is in here . It's on page 3. At 

11 the very bottom , it says: "Suddenly, a shift to a 'terrorist 

12 attack.'" Those are the wor-ds I used, "ter-rorist attack . " 

13 Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No . No. No. I mean, t he 

14 President's Rose Garden speech is not in this particular 

IS article, that I see at least. with reference to "act of 

16 terror" that the President said in there. 

17 Mr. Davis. Susanne. I'm speci f ically referring to the 

IH pl1rase 11 terrorist attack." An "act of terror" is a different 

J<J pllrase than "terrorist attack." 

20 Ms. Sachsman Grooms. But Glenn Kessler says: 

21 "Ultimately, when the head of the National Counterterrorism 

77 Center was asked pointblank on Capitol Hill whether i t was an 

act of terror -- · so here. he conflates both the term 

24 "terrorism" and "act of terror," and he agreed. Clearly. he 

conflates it in the article. 

,, ,.... , ...... ,.... ~ 
_e:.es 
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Mr. Da vis. There' s a whole lot of confl<Jtin g going on. 

2 Let me ask the question, and we can move on from there. Is 

3 that okay? 

4 Mr. Davis. So again, the sentence: "F or political 

5 re asons, it cert ainly wa s in the White House's interests to 

6 not portray the att ack as a terr orist incide nt . " 

7 On page 3. Kessler says: "Sudde nly, a s hift to a 

8 ' terrorist attack.'" and t hen it quotes you. 

9 Did you at any point, whether before your testimony on 

10 th e 19th or after your testimony on the 19th, participate in 

II conv ersat ions or become aware of conve rsa t ions by anybody in 

12 the executive bra nch -- I realize th i s is a broad question --

13 that it was i n the White House ' s i nte res ts to no t port ray the 

14 attack as a terrorist incident? 

15 Mr. Olsen. No . I neit her participated or was aware of 

In any conversation along those lines th at there was an interest 

17 in the White House not to portray t his as a terror i st attack. 

18 Mr . Davis. Okay. Okay. Tha t was it . Sus anne. 

19 Ms. Sachsman Grooms. That was a great ques tion. I 

20 th ink we have that in ours as well. Sorry . 

21 

22 

23 

,_ ) 

BY MR. DAV I S: 

Q Okay. Let me ask you the same quest ion about 

wheth er or no t you either participated in co nv ersations or 

were aware of conver sations by anybody in th e executive 

branch as to whethe r or not i t was in t he execut i ve branc h' s 

.s,s ..... _ 
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interests to link or not link an affiliation withAl Qaeda to 

2 the attack. 
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A Say that again. 

Q Sure. The question is ?pecifically regarding 

whether or not it was in the executive branch' or the 

White House ' s interests 

A Okay. Ri ght. 

Q -- to link or not t o link Al Qaeda or one of its 

affiliates to the attack. 

A No. Neither aware of nor participated in any 

conversations, whether it was in the White House or executive 

branch's interests. So again, you know , to link it to Al 

Qaeda -- · again , so the -- but I should -- you know, I did 

take steps to coordinate that particu l ar answer to or that 

particular part of my testimony. but I onl y did So as I 

recall at the time. was because it was - - there were 

sensitivities around 

Q Of course. 

A further than what had been said before from a 

classifica t ion standpoint. And I felt it was appropriate to 

go furth er about who was involved, who was r esponsible, and 

that was my thin king at th e time. 

Q Did you receive any pushback from coordinating 

prior to your testimony on the AQ IM ? 

A From where ? 
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Q Pus hback from outside the NCTC. 

2 A No, I didn't. And that was the reason to push it 

3 out, rigllt, was to see if t here were con ce rn s, and I did not 

4 hear back, and I would have expec ted to if there had been 

5 some concerns .about that from an analytic standpoi nt. 

6 Q Let me ask you another question about exhibit 6, 

7 second paragraph, last sentence: ''Wi th key phrases and 

8 message discipline. the admini strat ion was able to confl ate 

9 an attack on the U.S. Embassy in Egypt - - whi ch appareRtly 

10 was prompted by the video -- with the deadly assault in 

It Benghazi. " 

12 Did you recei ve , either directly or indirectly, any 

13 di sap pointment or consternation that you sa id what you said 

14 on the 19th from anybody in th e executive bra nc h? 

15 A Did I rec eive any di s appointment or --

16 Q Yeah . Di d anybody express to you that they we re 

17 disappointed i n what you said. they were pe rpl exed by what 

IS you sa i d, that what you said may ha ve thrown a message off 

19 ki1ter? 

20 A Right . I mean, let me just say , when I read this. 

21 you know, I'm read i ng exhibit 6 and exhibit 5 toge ther. 

22 Q Yes. 

23 A Th e idea that ther e was a, you know , a conce r ted 

24 effort by the admi ni st ra tion to conflate these two things, 

25 even reading it tod ay. it seems to me to be off. From what 

_g;g_ 
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we knew at the time, given exhibit 5 , where we t alk about t he 

2 intel from the one person we had that looked like he had a 

3 fi rs tha nd accoun t, was that, you know, that a decision t o 

4 attack Benghazi came after hearing of the events i n Cairo. 

5 So even our intelligence at the time sort of had those two 

6 things linked. 

7 So I think I 1 m not sure t hat's a right way --you 

8 know. I think what the article is saying i s not exactly 

9 right. It doesn't square with my recol l ection or even what 

JO I'm looking at now. 

11 But, you kn ow, t o your question, 1 did hear at one 

12 point-- and I don't remember exactly when-- from Director 

13 Clapper that he'd heard from Sec retar y Cli nton , you know, of 

14 some surprise about me saying that i t was a terrorist attack. 

15 And he basically said- - you kno w, I remember thinking he 

1 6 b a s i c a ll y s a i d , yo u k no vt , " We ' r e s a y i n g w h a t we s e e , " 

17 someth ing li ke that . 

IS But I remem ber he ar ing from him . He told me directly 

19 I think we were either in a car or getting ready to get in 

20 his car to come downtown -- tha t he'd gotten a call or had 

21 heard from Secretary Cl i nton about surprise that one of his 

22 guys was t alking about this be i ng a Lerrorist attac k . 

Q D i d he e 1 abo r a t e on loJ h y s he may t1 ave been 

24 surprised? 

25 A No. 

?5l ;' ets .:: 
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Q Okay. But you're not --you are not aware of any 

2 type of concerted effort by the administration to conflate 

3 the attack i n Egyp t, which apparently was pr omp ted by the 

4 video , With th e deadly assault in Benghazi ? 

5 A No, nol at all. No effort,. like, to falsely link 

6 t hose two things or to make a concerted effort to mislead on 

7 that question . 

8 [Olsen Exhibit No . 7 

9 was marked for identification.] 

10 BY MR. DAVIS: 

II Q All right, let 's hop over to exhibit 7. 

12 I stil l have 10 minutes left, 11 - 1/2 minutes left, and 

13 I'll take my 8 minutes from last time. I thi nk we can cover 

14 the waterfront i n that time. 

15 A Sure . 

16 Q Is my hope. 

17 A Okay. Good. 

I S Q All r i ght. So exhibit 7 is document C05415305 , an 

ema il from 

20 September 28, 2012, 10:59 a . m. And that's last email in a 

2 1 chain of emails. 

22 So I want to direct your attention to page 5 of this 

ema il chain. It's marked page 5. It 's actua11y page 3. 

24 Hold on a second he re. 

25 Can we go off the r ecord for a second ? 

TJ;'~~I 
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[Discussion off the record . ) 

2 [Olsen Exhibit Nos . 8 and 9 

3 were marked for identification.] 

4 BY MR. DAVIS: 

5 Q We can go back on th~ record, 

6 So this is exhibit 9. it's document SCB0045811. It's an 

7 email. The top email is actually an email from Che ry l Mills 

R to "H . '' but it is a fon1ard of an email conversation between 

9 you and Cheryl Mills. 

10 So I want to go to the second page he re. Do you recall 

11 this email string at the time you were exchangi ng it with 

12 Cheryl Mill s? 

13 A Yes. 

I 4 Q And have you seen it --

I 5 A Probably not every aspect of it --

16 Q Of course . 

17 A but I generally recall it. Yeah. 

18 Q And you've seen it in preparation for 

19 A Yes. 

20 Q -- this today? 

21 A Yes. 

22 Q So in your email . you write to Cheryl Mill s on 

November 19, 2012: "Cheryl, this is a quick note to say tl1at 

24 the hearings on Bengh azi are going fine. from my perspective . 

25 Pat Kennedy has been terrific -- substantive. precise, and 

TS/S:! 
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firm i n the fa ce of some outlandish behavior . We continue to 

2 fe nd off questions about the unclass. talking points . And I 

J th ink the timeline nar rat ive is helpful. I will cal l to give 

4 you a more complete read -out. " 

5 First question: Do you know · ~~at h ~arings you were 

6 referring t o that were goihg fine? 

7 A I don't have a specific recollection, a1though I 

H know we were doing a l ot of different hear ings and briefings 

9 during that t i mefram2. So I don't remember exactly which 

10 ones. 

11 Q And yqu say , "from my perspecti ve. " Wh at do you 

12 mean "from my perspect ive"? What was yo ur perspective that 

13 you were sharing ? 

14 A I suspect not everyone thought the y were go ing 

15 fine. I don't knm~ wha t I me ant ex ac tl y by saying '' from my 

16 perspect i ve." other tha n the obvious, you know, that I' m just 

17 shari ng what I - - what I was -- you know. I wa s only speaking 

IS for mysel f . 

19 Q Was i t f rom a factual accuracy perspective? Was it 

20 from a messaging perspect i ve? Wh at was your perspec ti ve? 

21 A I would have been concerned about the facts and the 

22 accuracy. That wo uld have bee n my - - t hat woul d have been my 

thought. 

Q Okay. Second sentence, you refer to some 

25 outland i sh behavior. Do you know what you were r eferring to 

TJ, ' :~: 
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there? 

2 A You know, I've thought about that. I don't have a 

3 specific recollection of what I was referring to, but what I 

4 do remember is that Ke nnedy was s9rt of the main focus of 

5 many of the questions, and some of the most -- some of the 

6 toughest questions were focused on Kennedy, given his role as 

7 Under Secretary for Management, and a lot of the security 

8 fell under him, and that. you know . basically out of some 

9 degree of empathy for him and his -- you know, t he questions 

10 were really tough on him . 

II And some fairly So right? I don ' t -- I do n't think, 

12 like , it was unfair that he was responsible for the security 

13 side and that he was asked some tough questions. But what I 

14 remember at the time is that I thought some of the questions 

15 went a little - - went too far , went too far in, you know, 

16 kind of putting the blame on him. And that's why I think I 

17 was saying tha t to Mills. who was the Chie f of Staff, to 

18 somebody who was in a position at the State Department. you 

19 know, wit h authority over him. 

20 Q So in terms of outlandish behavior, you 're talking 

21 about questions by Members that. in your opinion , went too 

22 far in trying to pin Patrick Kennedy to whatever the topic 

23 was? 

24 A Just in persona lly going after him a bit. It was 

my recollection. 
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Q How often 

2 A Yeah. 

3 Q Sure. 

4 A Th e degree of severity in that he W~? being 

5 questioned. 

G Q Okay. Next sentence: "We continue to fend off 

7 questions about the unc las s talking points." 

S Do you know what questions or what types of questions 

9 you were fending off? 

10 A No . By this point in mid- to late November, you 

11 know, a lot of the foc us had become - - had turned from, you 

12 know , from who was responsible and where they were, which I 

13 thought was where the ques ti ons should have been focused on, 

14 on bringing the perpetrators to justi(e, to, you know, a ve ry 

15 detailed, granular discussion of tal king po ints . 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

') ., 
_.J 

24 
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2 BY MR. DAVIS: 

3 Q We continue to fend off . Who is we? Who did you 

4 mean by we? 

5 A Certainly myself, but in the .plural, the other 

6 people who were on the panel. There was always a group of us 

7 that were consistently testifying at these hearings . 

8 Q Were you testifying alongside Pat Kennedy? 

9 A Yes , multiple times. 

10 Q I guess what prompted you to send her this email? 

11 How often had you been talking with her about Benghazi? 

12 A So Mills was somebody who, that I didn't have much, 

13 if any interaction with before Benghazi. But right after 

14 Benghazi happened, she started to go as the State Department 

15 representative to the White House meet i ngs on Benghazi. So 

16 it was. without anyone ever saying to me, it was clear to me 

17 t hat she had been given sort of the point for the State 

18 Department on Benghazi . 

19 So as my sort of, the closest thing to a counterpart to 

20 me to talk to at the State Department, she was the person 

21 that was the right person for me to communicate with . 

24 

') ' _ .) 

Q Okay. You mentioned the timeline narrative is 

helpful. What t imeline narrative are you refe r r i ng to? 

A I'm confident that I ' m referring to the NCTC 

multimedia slideshow with the surveillance tape and the rest 

_§)$!._ 
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mixed in as helpful as being able to develop a strong factual 

2 basis for understanding better what actually happened during 

3 the attacks. It was ve ry useful to establish a factual 

4 foundijt ion for the actual events tha t was missing , you know, 

5 without it I thought. 

6 Q Okay. Your last line, I vlill call to give you a 

7 more complete readout. Why would you need to call her to 

8 give her a more complete readout. especiall y if Patrick 

9 Kennedy was testifying? 

10 A Well I don't specifical l y know what I meant when I 

11 said that today, but I, you know, typically it would just be 

12 more useful to ha ve a conversation than to try to capture all 

13 of the facts around the hearings in an email. 

14 So I don 't know exactly what I meant . But that would 

15 not be uncommon for me to write that at the end of an ema il 

16 where I'm trying to convey, you know. more information and I 

17 just ran out of time on my -- I actually even remember 

IS writing this . I was on my B\ackBerry. I was going, I was 

19 lea ving the country, I t hink, to go on my trip. 

20 If I can just elaborate on that last answer just 

21 briefly, which is to say. you know. you asked me about why 

11 Cheryl Mills. I mean, I answered obviously Cheryl Mills was 

23 the poin t on Benghazi . But, in particular, with respect to 

24 this email. you know, my point, a bit on mentioning Pat 

Kennedy, what I remember is that he was just getting, I mea n , 
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again, some fair, but he was definitely the focus of the 

2 Members' attentio.n, and some of it, I thou_ght, went beyond 

3 what was fair. And I wanted ~t i lls, as, basically, Kennedy's 

4 boss-- ~ennedy's basically, as far as I know, a career guy 

5 in the Department, rose up in· the ranks, and was taking this 

6 on the chin, and I felt like, look, this i s something that, 

7 if I were him. I wo uld want my boss to know f rom what other 

8 people who were with him how he was doing, and that's why I 

9 wrote to her . 

10 Q And how frequently had you interacted with Cheryl 

ll Mills in the month or two prior in emails? 

12 A A handful of times , a couple of other emails , maybe 

13 ph one ca lls, seeing hel- at the White House meetings, some of 

14 it directly related to the developmen t of this timeline that 

15 I reference here. I talked to her a couple of times about 

16 that. because that timeline was coordinated around the 

17 community , including the State Department . and she was quite 

18 part of, she was part of that discussion about what that was 

10 go i ng to say, what we were going to say factually about what 

20 happened. 

21 Q I mean, couldn't you have jus t told her in person 

the next time you saw her at one of the \nih i t e House meetings? 

Why the email to her at 11:02 at nigt"lt? 

24 A Yeah. I don't knov1 the answer to that question. 

Q Okay. So her response. 7:17 tile next mo rn i ng: 

_lJJQ _ f 
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Dear Matt, than ks so much. We 've been getting as good a 

2 reports as one might expect . That said, I welcome the 

3 readout, and look forward to sharing some conce rns. I'm 

4 around all day today, though much easier to reach in t he 

5 afternoon. 

6 Do you know what concerns she was referring to? 

7 A No. I don't. at that poi nt. know vlhat she's 

S talking about . But now that I look at - this email. I see tha t 

9 the subsequent email where I was pl anning to leave for 

10 Afri ca. That was the one, I think that I sent from the 

II ai rport on Sunday . 

12 So this prior one. I should say rtas. it 's almost a 1--1eek 

13 earlier. Monday, at ll:02 . Yeah. I don't know . So just to 

14 be clear. it was the subsequent email when I wrote back to 

IS her after that I that was ge tting ready to leave the country. 

16 After. I guess. th e end of the Thanksgiving holiday. 

17 Anyway . no. I don't know what concerns . and I don't 

18 remember her sharing any concern s in particular about the 

19 hearings or anything . 

20 Q Okay. All right. Your response to her, 5 days 

2 1 late r. Sund ay, November 25, Cheryl, I'm just following up 

22 from last week . I know you spoke to Nick on Wednesday. 

That's your deputy? 

/ •I _ ... A Yes . 

0 I thought t he ARB session went very well. Good 

f 
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questions and discussion with the panel . 

So you met with the ARB? 

A Yes. 

Q And how long did that meeting last? 

A I ·remember just one meeting, ·and probably a couple 

of hours is my best recollect ion . And as I read this, what I 

reca ll is being impr.essed with them, you kno~rt, that the 

members of the ARB. these were former high-ranking government 

officials, were quite steeped in the facts of Benghazi. They 

had done their homewor k, and I ki nd of remember that. And 

maybe when I say good questions. discussion, I was impressed 

with th e panel. 

Q Do you know if all of t he ARB members were present 

for your interview? There are five of them. 

A I don't remember. 

Q Do you know if there was a reporter the re l ike 

there is he re today? 

A I don't remember there being a reporter there. so I 

doubt it. 

Q Why did you feel the need to te l l Chery l Mills t hat 

21 the ARB session went very wel l ? 

22 A You know as I sit here today, my se nse is that it 

23 was just keeping he r informed about things that were 

24 happening on Benghazi. No particular-- I think, beyond 

25 that. just continued to keep folks app r ised of how things 

·~ c,' gs: 
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were going. 

2 Q Do you know what the purpose of ~he ARB was? 

J A Yeah, to do an after-action on the Benghazi 

4 attacks. I don't know, like. specifically., what tt1 eir sort 

5 of charge was. 

6 Q Okay. So you don't know whether or not Cheryl 

7 Mills may have had a conflict of interest by you telling her 

8 t he session went ver y well? 

9 A No . 

10 Q Well, let me ask you this. Did you have a 

11 fo llow - up conve rsat ion with her about your ARB sess ion 

12 outs i de of this email? 

13 A Not that I remember. I ' m just looking at the 

14 email. I guess the email string ends with that, but I don ' t 

15 remember having any further conversation with her about that. 

l (i Q Do you know what the contents of her conve rsation 

17 with Nick were? 

18 A Ni ck? No. That would have been Nick Rasmussen. 

19 Q Right. 

20 A No. I don't recall talk ing to Nick about that. I 

21 think Ni ck may ha ve been -- I just don 't remember i f Nick was 

?1 with me at the ARB. It ' s possible he was. 

Q Oka y. Next paragraph: 

14 1 was plann i ng to leave for Africa today but I've 

25 postponed my tr i p to handle the "redacted" t omorrow --

L/:!L!!! 
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"reducted, '' 

2 That's our life over here. 

3 It rnay be good for us to talk tomorrow morning. I'd 

4 apprecia t e any s uggestions or insights you have in advance of 

5 the White House meeting. 

6 Do you know what White House meeting you' re referring 

7 to? And I don't mean to trip you up. 

8 A Yeah. No. 

9 Q There's a separate email. I can hand it out as an 

10 exhibit, but I was trying to save paper. 

II Monday, November 26, from 2 : 35 to 3:20. Topic, 

12 Benghazi . Was it sort of a stand ing --

13 A I'm sorry . Say th at again. 

14 Q Yeah . I'll just hand it out as an exhibit. And I 

15 think this is. I believe this is wha t you're referring to. 

16 I 'l l hand i t out as exhibit 10. 

17 A Okay. 

18 [Olsen Exhibit No. 10 

10 was marked for identification .] 

20 BY MR. DAVIS: 

21 Q Do you know if that's the meeting you're referring 

to in your email wi til Cheryl Mi lls? 

23 A Let's see. Let me take a qui ck look. 

24 Q Sure. 

A I 've not seen this before . Yea h. So what this 

Ts,·se: 
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almost certainly is, 1 mentioned before that every 2 weeks we 

2 had a. White House mee t i ng with .the President and the National 

3 Security Council focused on threats . And that would always 

4 come from - - as actuall y the NCTC 

5 detailee and at the t~~e was Senior Di rector for 

6 count erterrorism and working at the National Security Council 

7 staff. Previously that had been Nick Rasmussen's job. 

8 But anyway, this exact formu l ation is how it was every 

9 time. You would have like to have heard via the usual 

10 scheduling channels about the timing for next week's, and it 

11 would have been a White House meeting on key threats. 

12 Now, what's probably redacted but referenced in the 

13 sub sequ ent messa ge from Dan Benjamin is the agenda for that 

14 meeting and, which may well, you know, I would infer it 

15 references Benghazi, 

16 Q Sure. 

17 A Right. 

18 Q Right. And if you look at the top of the email 

19 chain on Exhibit 10, it says topic , Benghazi. 

20 A Ye ah. 

2 1 Q But back to your email to Cheryl Mills. 

I appreciate any suggestions or insigl1ts you may have in 

advance of the White House meeting. 

24 What were your roles typically at this meeting, you and 

Ms. Mills? 
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A Well, typically, at the general threats meeting 

2 with the .President, I gave a 5- to 10-mi nute br i efing to the 

J President on the threats we faced. 

4 Q Sure. 

5 A T hi s one looks l i k e i t m i g h t have .. been d i f fer en t . 

6 I don't recall specifically. We have a lot of meeting at the 

7 White House on Benghazi. I j ust don't recall if this was 

8 it looks to me like it was focused on Benghazi from exhibit 

9 10. 

10 

11 

12 

Q 

A 

Q 

Sure . 

I just don't reall y have a specific recollection. 

You said you had a lo t of meetings at the White 

13 House about Benghazi. 

14 A Yes. 

IS Q What were the main focus of thos e meetings? Did 

16 they vary? Was i t singular? 

17 A Well. the typical effort from September 11. for 

18 several, really several months I want to say. was to focus on 

19 dip lomatic posts and threats to diplomatic posts subsequent 

20 to Benghazi. That would have been sort of the NCTC role was 

21 looking a t places li ke Karachi, where we have a consula te 

22 that is in a very high-risk area. But other pl ac es as well. 

23 Sana 'a was a place that we were worried abou t the threat. 

24 So that would have been what we would ha ve talked about 

25 at a meeting like this. Would have been t hreats to our 

1:3 / .... e:t 
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diplomatic posts. So and again, I don't have a s pecific 

2 recollection of this particular meeting, ' but that would have 

3 been what we were talking about i n the White House meetings 

4 af ter Benghazi. 

5 Q Okay. Grea t . We can go back to ·ex hi bit 7. So 

6 exhibit 7 and 8 , and that 's a11 I have left . 

7 Heath er . j ust FYI . on your e nd . just the two documents , 

R and then I ' ll be done. I'm a little overti me. So we can 

9 ta ke a break or we can power through. 

10 A It's okay with me. It's absolutely f i ne. 

I I Q Okay. Let 's look at exhibit 7. Which, again, is 

12 do cum en t C05415305. And this is a rather lengt hy email 

13 cha in . I believe we have all seve n pa ges now. 

14 I apologize for that. 

15 A I don't though. Did you give them to me? 

16 Ms. Jackson . Yes. In th e nevi mark. 

17 Mr. O l se~ Okay. Yes. 

1 g Ms. Jackson . Do you want to give your counse l one? 

19 That's t he same. 

'20 Mr . Ol sen. Okay. These are the same. 

21 Mr. Davis. Do you l1ave what yo u need. 

Ms. Sachsma n Grooms. I have a fu11 set . 

BY MR. DAVIS: 

24 Q Okay. We can di scuss that after th e interview. 

All right. So the fir s t time . wo r ki ng f rom the bottom 

:"G;'c:: 
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up, the first time I see you on a this email chain is an 

2 email from Robert Cardillo on page six , Denis McDonough and 

3 Michael Morell. You''re cc'd, along with John Brennan and 

~ Nick Rasmussen? 

5 A Yes ·. 

6 Q And tha t is in response to an email from Dennis 

7 McDonough where he says : Hey . guys. This is the third 

8 r eport ma ki ng this assertion. Is this co rrect? 

9 Do you know what assertion he's talking about? 

10 A Well , I do toda y, and I would have read down, I 

11 guess I would have gotten the whole thread in the ema i l from 

12 C a r d i 11 o , and w i t h the sub j e c t , Fox News , U . S . of f i c i a ls knew 

13 Libya attack was terrorism within 24 hours, sources confirm. 

14 So I would have read through i t and seen the Fox News report. 

15 Q - So did U.S. officials know whether the Libya attack 

16 was terrorism within 24 hours? 

17 A So you know . what general l y, U.S . officials knew or 

18 didn't know, I can't really say. But I ca n say what I knew 

19 and, you know, how I loo ked at that question, which was, that 

20 I certainly viewed it as a terro r ist attack from the outset 

21 and treated it as such, given al l the circumstances 

22 surr ounding it. And you know, we can talk further about it. 

But the key point was . in answer to your question, that 

24 the working assumption was that it was a terrorist attack, 

given everything we knew from the outset. And there was 
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never a point at which, for example, I considered not having 

2 NCTC work on thi s or have our analysts focused on it, you 

3 know, and everything about it, and the more we learned, 

4 including the mo~e intormatjon we .got .about who was 

5 potentially involved, the more conf~dent I was that i t was a 

6 terrori st attack. 

7 Q The r.eport we've talked about that 

R refe re nc es the connection to AQIM, did that come out within 

9 the first 24 hours? 

10 A I'm pretty sure that we had that within, certainly 

ll by the time I testified on the 13th before HPSCI. I remember 

12 having t hat then . so very early on . 

13 Q Outside of that report, are you aware of any 

14 analysis or information done or gathered bout 

15 other connections to Al Qaeda or its affiliates? 

16 A Not right now do I ha ve a recollection of that. 

17 Th ere may be, I just don't remember. But I'll say what I was 

18 look ing at was primarily the nature of the attack. 

19 particularly, the violence in the mortar attack on the CIA 

20 Annex, the fact tha t these were known to be U.S. Government 

21 fa ci lities, the lethality behind it, and then the people 

22 involved. 

23 I mean, all of those factors, you know. made it so that 

24 i t was, to me, there vtas not really question of 'dhether it 

25 was a ter ror i s t attack. 

Ts/ser 
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Q So Robe r t Car di llo ' s response to Denis McDonough, 

2 the very f i rst thing he says, I'm fairly sure the answer is 

3 no. 

4 Is he wrong? It sounds like , at le~st y9u talking for 

5 yourself say the answer is yes. Speaking only f o r yourse l f. 

6 Ms. Sachsman Grooms. Well, perhaps the witness shou l d 

7 read the actual article. And we should give hi m t i me to read 

8 the artic l e. 

9 Mr. Davis. You can take you r time time and read the 

10 article. 

11 Mr. Olsen. I ' l l read the text of the artic l e because I 

12 j ust read the headline. 

13 Ms. Sachsman Grooms . As opposed to j ust the headline. 

14 BY MR. DAVIS: 

15 Q Let's go sentence by sen tence in the article. 

16 A Sure. 

17 Q U.S. intelligence officials knew from day one that 

18 the assault on the consulate i n Libya was a terrorist attack . 

19 and suspected Al Qaeda - tied elements were involved. 

20 Is that t r ue or fa l se? 

2 1 A So again, the hesitation I have just that I can 

22 really speak for mysel f, right? So I certainly fall within 

24 

the category of U.S. intelligence officials. So as one of 

those people , I wou l d have said that. you know. and I might 

quibble wi t h the word "knew, " you kno1v. allowing for some 

l:3!'J(!I 
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po ssibility that i t would turn out not to be . But, you know, 

2 if you'd asked me the day after the day after, do you think 

3 this was a terrorist attack, are you treating this as a 

4 terrorist attack, my answer would have been, yes we' re 

5 treating it as a terrorist act. And that indivfduals with 

6 ties to Al Qaeda, as opposed to, yeah. suspected Al 

7 Qaeda -t ied elements were involved, again, affirmative answer 

X the re . 

9 Q Sources told Fox News, that it took the 

10 administration a week to acknowledge it . Is that clause 

II true? 

12 A I don't know on that. I don't know about that 

13 answer. Right, I n1ean. I think 

14 Q Well. we talked earlier about your testimony before 

IS HSGAC regarding the terrorist attack and the AQIM connection. 

16 That was a week after the attack. You were the first one I 

17 think we discus sed who mentioned both of those publicly . So 

IS I guess the clause in the article that it took the 

19 administration a week to acknowledge it, do you know if 

20 that's I guess true or false? 

2.1 r·ls. Sa'r!Ver. Can I just ask, are you asking him whether 

1J it took the administration a week to acknowledge it in a 

23 public setting or in a classified setting? 

24 BY MR . DAVIS: 

?. _ ) Q I ' m asking about th at. That's a good question. 

Tlii:'IS¥": 
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Let me ask you specifically about a public setting . 

2 A Yeah . I mean, and that's the right way to think 

J about. it . Right.. I mean, we ~~eren't, inter-nally, I would 

4 say that I was , you know. t hat everyone I was talking to was 

- ---- --'5 r~ati'trg-thi·s·-as-'t:l·-n~tto r 1' '$ t--a'tt ~rtk4 nt ernet trty~1re-pe'trpl'e 

6 that I was working with in the intelligence community. 

7 Publicly , I became aware, sort of when I was asked the 

8 question. I became sort of aware that I was perhaps the first 

9 to state as definitively as I did that I thought this was a 

10 terrorist attack . 

11 So in that sense, if the question is is it a public 

12 acknowledgment, the on l y reason I' m hesitating on this is 

13 because I'm obvious l y also aware th at the President 

14 referenced an act of terror. 

15 Q I understand that. 

!6 A And there's ways you can i nterpret that . 

17 Q Yeah. 1 understand that. 

Next paragraph : The account conflicts with claims on 

19 the Sunday after the a t tack by U.S. Ambassador to the United 

20 Nations, Susan Rice that the adm in istration be l ieved the 

21 s trike was a quote. unquot e . "spontaneous event" triggered by 

22 protests in Egypt over an anti-Islam film . 

Do you know if tha t sentence is true or f alse? Do you 

24 know if she made those c laims ? 

25 A Thi s ge ts i ncreas ingl y comp l ic a t ed for me to 

TS ,'5: I 



104 

comment , you know, true or false. So you know, whether the 

2 account that we knew that it was a terrorist attack from the 

3 beginning confli cts with her testimony, you know , I would 

4 say, in some 't~ays, no. 

5 In other words, I remember hearing about her statements 

6 on the Sunday shows and thinking those were cons i stent with 

7 the conclusion I had reached that it was a terrorist attack, 

8 you know. and what I said at the hearing. 

9 Like, those two things are not, you know, in and of 

10 themselves , inconsistent. So I can't really say that it 's 

I 1 t r u e t h a t t 110 s e l w o t h i n g s c on fl i c t . 

12 Q All right. Well, l et's go to t he next paragraph . 

13 Sources said the admi nistration internally labeled the 

14 attack terro r ism f rom the first day to enable a certain type 

15 of policy response. 

16 I want to focus on the first half of that sentence. 

17 Sources said the administration ·internal l y labe l ed the attack 

IS terrorism for the first day. That seems consistent with what 

19 you had j ust sa i d. 

20 A That part is true. The motivation is not 

21 necessarily -- that was at l east my motivation, in other 

22 words. to enable a t ype of policy response. 

l~ 
"-· ) Q Well. that was my ne xt question. What type of 

24 policy response would that have been? 

25 A I'm not sure. Obviously ther·e were certain. 

... 19 ; .... ,_ .... 
- .... ) 6 5 
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operational options that mig ht be avail able if it's a 

2 terrori sm attack versus if it's not a terrorism attack. 

3 Can you describe what those differences might be? 

4 A It's more like who would work on it and who would 

5 be invo l ved in conducting an investigatjon or be involved in 

6 following up than a policy response. 

7 Q What wou ld the options be in terms of different 

R ent itie s that would take the lead? 

9 A Well, certain, you know , certain elements within 

10 the FBI, for example, diffe r ent components with i n the FBI , 

11 different components within CIA, and perhaps even different 

12 component s within DOD would be i nvolved in the re sponse, 

13 depending on whet he r it 's a terro rist attack or a purely 

14 cri minal attack, you know, something that is not terror1sm. 

15 I haven't actually thought through , and so I apologi ze for 

16 not being more thoughtful about t ha t . 

17 Q That ' s okay. 

IS A Because my gut is that there are , that that's true 

19 that there are d i fferent policy options avai l able if it' s 

20 terrorism and if it's not. But I can tell you th at at least 

21 in terms of the mot i vation behind la be l ing it as terrorism, 

22 that that wasn't part of my motivati on. 
,., 
_ J 

24 

-;_ ) 

Q Okay. Finish off the sentence . 

And that officials were looking for one specific 

suspect. 

.J..J / uC I 
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Do you know if that was the case at the time? 

2 A I don't know. I don't think, that I don't think is 

3 true be ca use we were looking for a lo t of different, you 

4 know, we knew there were a lot of peopl e involve d . So it's a 

5 little ambiguous if they're talking about there was one 

6 person that had been identified that we were loo king for, 

7 because there were a couple of people, there were a few 

S people that had been identified by name early on. I don't 

9 remember by this point certainly we knew that there were a 

10 lot of people responsible. 

II Q Last sentence. In addition, sources confirmed that 

12 FBI agents had not yet arrived in Benghazi in the aftermath 

13 of the attack. This was Septembe r 27, 2012, with the 

14 article. 

I S Do you know if tha t is true. that FBI agents had not yet 

16 ar rived? 

17 A I don ' t know specifically if it's true. I know 

18 that it too k some time for the FBI to get there. 

10 Q Okay. Let's go back to page six , where Robert 

20 Ca r di l l o says . I ' m fair ly sure the answe r i s no. You 

21 act ually responded to his email. What did you think he was 

2~ saying no to, in terms of the email? 

' < A I do n · t r em e m be r . Yo u k n o \'I , I r e a 1 1 y u on ' L 

24 rem ember. When I saw this last week, I fi r st saw thi s set of 

25 email s . I didn't even recall this email chain . 
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Si tt ing here toduy, you know, ye uh, I don't know. 

2 Actually, I just don't know. 

3 Okay. And let 's loo k at your response. 

4 All, as Robert suggests , I think the best way to 

5 approach this is to reView and mem6ria1fze e~actly What We 

6 we re sa yin g from the onset of the attacks go i ng forward. 

7 We've got a chronological catalog of all finished 

8 intelligence on the attack. and we'll put together today a 

9 timeline summary that sets forth all key points and analytic 

10 judgements as they dev e lop from 9 / 11 through the present. 

II Nick and I will get started on the timeline right away, 

12 Matt. 

l3 So a couple of questions. We've got a chronological 

14 catalog of all fin ished intelligence on the attack. 

15 I read that as you al ready having that chronological 

16 catalog prior to this ema i l chain? 

17 A That's probably ri ght . I would read it the same 

18 way . I know I wrote it, but I don't recall whether we had 

I CJ some thi ng like that , but i t would make sense to me that we 

20 had, you know, that I would have a binder on my desk where 

2 1 I ' m eve ry day, you know . I'm adding more on Benghazi . my 

22 Benghaz i binder, and !'111 keeping tt1at as the pieces come in 

eve r y day . 

24 Q Okay. 

25 A In a ch ronolo gic al order. 

IJ ,'J :.:. ..._ 



Q Okay. So you think there might be a binder that 

2 existed that you put together of that? 

3 

4 

A 

would have 

Yeah. I'm pretty confident that that's what I 

that would have been pretty standard for me 

5 once we're i n the middle o~ somethi ng 'l ike this to have a 

6 separate binder with all the finished intel so that I could 

7 quickly reference things. 

8 Q Okay. We will put toget her today a t ime l ine 
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9 summary that sets forth all key points and ana l ytic judgment s 

10 as they deve l oped. 

11 Is tha t something you ended up doi ng , you or your te am 

1:! at NCTC? 

13 A Yea h. Aga i n, I do n 't rem ember exactly what t hat 

14 looks l i ke or what we did . BuL i f 1 said loJe would do it, I 

IS assume we did it. I don't remember seeing something like 

16 t 11 at. 

17 I'm looking forward in this exhibit to see if there's a 

18 reference to anything more on that document . but I don't see 

19 anything , any other reference to i t . 

20 Q Al l right. We l l l et's go to Robert Ca rdil l o's 

21 response to your email. 

") ") 

23 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

On page five, it says: NCTC has already made great 

24 progress of documenting the chronology of what we knew and 

25 what we published . My reading of that draft is that we can 

'!!J;'SCI 
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easily debunk Fox and refute the hits on Susan's statements 

2 on Sunday, 16 Sep tember . 

3 As I read the laydown. t1er comments were consistent witll 

4 our intel assessment at that time. 

6 reading of that draft. 

7 A Right. So that definitely suggests we had a draft 

8 that we had circ~lated of the t imeline or chrono logy of what 

9 we knew and what we published. 

10 Q Okay. Is that we can easily debunk Fox. So do you 

11 know what part of the Fox article he was talking about when 

12 he said that? 

13 A No . l could go back and look at the Fox article, 

14 bu t, given the second part of his comment the re . I think, I 

IS think, I don ' t know, but I think that it's the paragraph 

16 about how the admin is tra tion's account conflicts with 

17 Ambassador Rice's claims that the administration believed the 

18 str i ke was a spontaneous even t triggered by protests. 

19 Q So Cardillo's next sentence , as I read the laydown, 

20 her comments were cons istent with our· intel assessment at 

21 that time. 

22 A Right. 

Q Do you know if all of her comments were consistent 

24 with the i nte l assessment? Just some of the comments? r 

25 mean. did you have any sense of t he accuracy of her 
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statements at that point? 

2 A Yeah. 

3 Q This was 11 days after she went on TV? 

4 A Yeah. My sense is that her comments were 

5 consistent with our in te l as sessment at that time. So I 

6 ag ree with Cardillo on that point, that her comments were 

7 consistent with ~hat we were assessing at that time. 

8 Again. I had earlier mentioned that I thought she was 

9 overly emphatic and certain about things that I was more 

10 equivocal about. But in terms of the facts that she 

II conveyed, my se nse was that t hey we re fully consistent with 

12 what we were assessing at the time. 

13 Q Okay. Let's look at the response to Mr . Cardillo ' s 

14 email. It's from Denis McDonough. It starts on page three . 

15 You're also on this email, it's to Robert Cardillo , Matt 

16 Olsen and Michael Morell . 

17 We don't need something yet tonight as I think it is 

IS late. A definitive letter and outreach effort by tomorrow 

19 would be excellent. 

20 Th e piece immediately below led ABC World News Tonight 

21 today. It is really galling. 

22 You can take a look . Sir , you can take a minute and 

read the piece i f you want. I'm just trying to understand 

what you thought Mr. McDonough was talking about was galling 

in the piece . 



A Okay. Let me take a moment and read this real 

2 quick. 

4 

5 

6 

7 

·o 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Sure. 

Okay. So I have read the ABC s tory. 

Sure. 

So what's 

Th e question is, Denis McDonough says that the 

R piece is really gal ling . Do you know what he was referring 

9 to? 

10 A No . 

11 I 

11 Q No? Okay. I' m on page three, I want to skip up a 

12 couple of em ails . From Robert Cardillo , 8:03p.m.: Matt, 

LJ either way, please take lead on drafting the statement . 

14 So what was the statement that you were going to ta ke 

15 the lead for? 

16 A So oh. I see. Okay. Yeah. This was ultimately 

17 th e statemen t that I think you have handed out to me . 

1 s Q Exhibit 8 . 

19 A Yeah . Exhibit 8, the statemen t that Shawn Turner 

20 i ssued. 

21 Q Yep. Were you the pri mary drafter of that 

22 statement? 

A I ~o-1a s part of the drafting of it. I don't know i f 

24 I, you know, I don't know if I would characterize myself as 

25 the primary. There might be been ac t ually somebody -- you 

a .· oc -
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kno w, I know that I worked on this a lot with Nick Rasmussen, 

2 -~ o .i t. co.u.ld. have b~.e.n Nick ~lh.o . . c.ouJ..d .. h ~Ye. .b~e n _the p r.i;na ry,. _ 

J Q What was the purpose of the statement? Why was it 

4 important to put out? 

5 A I th1nk what, from my perspective. it was useful to 

6 put out our latest understanding of what had happened in 

7 Benghazi, what our analysis was telling us about who was 

8 i nvolved . and the nature of the attac k itself. 

9 It was also useful, in particular, because that 

10 obviously, that understanding had changed from what was said 

11 initiall y about the initial understanding that there were 

12 protests, and that we had learned that there weren't 

13 protests. 

14 Let me double-check, but l think by this point we knew 

15 that there were not protests. 

16 Q Well, I guess that leads to my ne xt question, which 

17 is when did Matt Olsen learn that there were no protests? 

IS That you sa id you can remember? 

19 A Right. You know, when I first learned about it was 

20 when we got word from the U.S., whether it was FBI or CIA who 

21 had reviewed the surveillance tapes, that was the definitive. 

22 Now we knew prior to that both what Morell had said about the 

23 station. but also what the Libyans told us. 

14 But I think in my own m1nd it was sort of definit iv e 

25 once we heard from --

T.3,'3CI 
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2 A 

.., 

..) Q 

4 A 

pn5b~"ly 

IJ(Sv± 

And you don't know when this was? 

I don't know ~xactly when th~t w~s. 

Okay , 

I don't know exactly when that was. There's 

a way fo--,rrgu""i-·e out ·wnen f11a1 was~j Ust~vel1WI1eri 

6 we got that rep6rting, because I would have gotten it right 

7 away. I would have gotten it quickly. 

8 Q Hop ahead to page one. Page one, at the very 

9 bot tom, there is· .an email from you. Do you see that? 

I 0 A Yes. 

II Q All, FYI, we provided a draft statement this 

12 morning to Shawn Turner for futther refinement and 

113 

13 coordination. It includes the following key poin t about our 

14 assessment . 

15 The first sentence: Our understanding and analysis of 

16 the events of September 11 have evolved as new information 

17 has become available over the last 17 days. 

18 Seventeen days is a long time. Do you know, I guess . 

19 how spread out t ha t new information was over the last 

20 17 days? Was it roughly an equal amount, you know , on the 

21 12 th as 'it was on the 26th? Was it. you know, packed up 

22 front in the week after the attack? Was there more 

information in the week prior to this email chain? 

24 Do you know when that information came in I guess is my 

25 question? 

TS;'G':I 
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A No. You know, my recollection si tting here today 

2 i.s that i.t was . . spor.adic during that .tw.o, p:tus .. weeks, as . 

3 opposed to condensed in one timeframe, you know . In other 

4 words, I think we were getting bits and pieces over the 

5 course of that 2 weeks. Bu t you know I mentioned t hat one of 

6 the critical pieces was U.S . officials reviewing the 

7 surveillance tapes . l mean, t hat ' s obviously a very 

8 important point and that would have been a part of that. I 

9 think . 

10 Q Le t me keep reading. In the immed i ate aftermath of 

11 t he at tac k t here was informat i on that l ed us to assess that 

12 t he a tt ack bega n spontaneously following t he protest earlier 

13 t hat day a t our Embassy in Cairo . As we le arne d more about 

14 t he attack, our i ni t ial assessment shifted. We now assessed 

15 that the attack was a del ibe rate and organized assault by 

16 extremists. 

17 Are those two things mutually exc lus ive ? Beginning 

18 spontaneous l y fo llowing the protest s. and a delibe ra te and 

19 organized assault by extremists ? 

20 A I would say not completely mutu~l l y exclusive, but, 

21 you know. they certa inly are differe nt expressions of, or 

,, assessmenrs of what happened. So there is a material 

')' _ _, dif ference between those two things. between a spontaneous 

att ack foll owing protests and a deliberate organized assault . 

I rhink th ose are ma teriall y different assessments. although, 

• ...,;se ... 
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you know. to your question, I don't think they're completely 

2 lllLitua . .lly e.xclustve. 

3 Q Next sentence. We have also learned more about the 

4 aff i l iations of a t least some of the perpetrators. and we 

5 as~ess that so~e of those involved were linked to groups 

6 affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda. 

7 So let me tell you what I. how I interpret that 

8 sentence . okay? 

9 A Sure. 

10 Q We hav~ learned more about the affiliations of at 

ll l ea st some of t he perpetrators. I bet that's probabl y true. 

12 You have an extra 2 weeks to identify individua ls involved 

13 and learn abou t their affiliatio n. 

14 And we as sess that some of those involved were linked to 

15 groups affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda. We talked 

16 earlier about the repor tin g that 

17 occur re d that came in the day after the attack. That ' s 

18 something that some folks got shortly after the a ttack. 

19 A Right. 

20 Q It seems to me to be an extremely carefully worded 

21 sen tence . It says we assess that some of those i nvolved, not 

22 we now assess . just that we assess. 

A Right. 

24 Q We have l earned more about the affiliations. well. 

sure you've learned more. It's been an ext ra 2 weeks. 
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I mean, I guess my question is, when did you learn about 

2 the affili.ations of some of these perpetrators? When di~ you 

3 learn that there was an initial link to Al Qaeda? Didn ' t 

4 that occur the day after attack? 

5 

6 

7 

A 

Q 

A 

So your question is when did we learn about that? 

Yeah. 

We definitely had, as I've mentioned . the AQIM 

8 piece early on, a day or so after. But I think at this point 

9 we had additional information is my recollection, 

10 particul arly with Ansar al -Sharia from other sources being 

II invo lved. 

12 Q And that would be t11e group affiliated 1-1ith or 

13 sympathetic to Al Qaeda? 

14 A That would fit with i n the umbrel la of that, yeah, 

15 that phrase, t hat we assess that some of those involved were 

16 linked to groups affiliated with or sympathetic to Al Qaeda. 

17 Q All right . Let's look at the statement on 

18 exh i bit 8 . I'm just going to ask a couple of questions about 

JlJ this, and then I ' ll 1-1rap it up. 

20 

21 

A 

Q 

Okay. 

Second full pa ragraph. In the immediate aftermath, 

12 there was i nformation that led us to assess that the attack 

23 began spontaneously fol lowi ng protests earlier that day at 

2~ our Embassy in Cairo. We provided that initial assessment to 

25 execut i ve branch officials and Members of Congress who used 



117 

that inform ation to discuss the attac k publicly and provide 

2 updates as tDey becpme available. 

3 Do you know what specifical ly that's referring to, 

4 providing that initial assessment, who used that information 

S pul51lt1y to di'·scuss the a.ttack pu611cl y? 

6 A No. I assume that is a reference to-- well, you 

7 know . that the initial inte1 assessments is what initial 

R assessment i s . 

9 

10 

II 

Q 

A 

Q 

So that would be a wire or a current? 

Yeah. A wire right, or some kind of record. 

Okay. Throughout our investigation, we continue to 

12 emphasize the info rmation gathered was preliminary and 

13 evolving. 

14 

15 

16 

17 

A 

Q 

A 

Q 

Yes . 

Who is we referring to? 

That would have been the intelligence communit y . 

Okay. Would that include Susan Rice? Would she be 

IH part of the intelligence community, as the Ambassador to the 

! 9 U. N.? 

20 A I don't, you know, I don ' t know , Carlton. I mean, 

21 ho w. whe n we use t he wo rd we there, you know. this is coming 

22 from ODNI Public Affairs. 

2J My s ense is that what Turner's referr ing to is speaking 

24 on behalf of the i ntelligence communit y at that po in t and not 

25 rea ll y beyond that. 

TO ; ' J1 
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Yea h, if you look at other places with first person 

2 plu r al, yo u know , we co ntinue t~ make progress in the next 

3 par a graph , I H1i nk tt1e point of this is to speak on bel1a l f of 

4 the DNI as its representative. 

s Q Okay, 

6 A I guess the other poi nt there is just tha t to 

7 suppor t that notion is the idea that we provided that initial 

X assessment to executive branch officials. sort of 

9 disti ngui shing between intel community and other executive 

10 bra nch officials . 

I I Q You know, reading the statement -- and I have rea d 

12 it several t imes . I'm often wrong -- I do not see anything 

I J in here th at directly addresses the notion as to whether or 

14 not protests or demonstrations, whatever word you have, 

15 occurred in Benghazi prior to the attack. You can read it. 

16 Maybe I'm wrong. 

17 But why isn ' t that in here . that that was the big 

IS di scussion, public discussion as to whethe r or not t hat it 

19 occu r red. Why didn't that make it into this statement? 

20 A So the short answer is I don't know why it's not in 

21 the statement. You know , I mean, obviously the statement is 

2J 

J _) 

pretty, I t hink i t ' s pretty faithful to the information 1-1e 

provided in this email as I ' m compar1ng the two . 

And certain l y the idea that th i s was a, you know, as I 

sor t of mentioned before, that we ' ve r evised our initial 
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assessment to reflect new information indicating it was a 

2 deliberate organi zed ter ror ist attack carried out by 

3 extremists, that is inconsis tent with the idea that thi s was 

4 a, that this was a protest or, as we said in the paragraph 

5 befor e. that the att ack began spontaneously {o1101·ling the 

6 protests in Cai ro. 

7 But you're accur ate in observing that i t doesn't 

H specifically take head-on the question of whether or not 

9 there were protests. 

10 Q You guys were aware tha t there was, you know, 

11 public debate as to whether or not that was the case. 

12 

l3 

14 

A 

Q 

A 

Right . 

Whether there were protest or not protests? 

Certa i nly would have been aware. Yeah . I think I 

15 mentioned before, it was . we were aware of the public debate. 

16 It was not a , you know, an analytic focal point because it's 

17 less material to the rea l charge that I felt we were 

18 responsible for a responsibility that I felt we had . which 

19 was to identify what happened and who was responsible in 

20 part i cular. 

21 So that's potentially a partial answer to the question, 

22 bu t I do n 't real l y reca ll your question , why we didn't ma ke a 

23 re fe rence to the previous answer . assessment that there had 

24 been a protest, and now we were saying there wasn't a 

25 protest, or at least, I think at this point we knew there 

a.'or 
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WQsn't a protest. 

1 Q Okay. I'll wrap up for now. You und the minori t y 

3 11ave been very gracious of my going over so 

4 A Just give me one second , l et me ask to see if I 

5 missed anything. 

6 Ms. Jackson . Yeah . We can take a break and then come 

7 back on and we can clarify anything. 

8 [Recess.] 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

I 7 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

,. 
_ j 

24 

25 
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[4:56p .m.] 

2 Mr . Kenny. We will go bac k on the record. The time is 

3 4: 58. 

4 Mr. Olsen. So as we get started, is it ok ay fo r me just 

5 to give a couple of ciarifying comme nEs to Carlton's 

6 questions. 

7 

8 

Mr. Kennv. Absolutely; please. 

Mr. Olsen. So Carlton. i f I could go back to some of 

9 your- quest i ons. if I could, real qu ick. and make sure I am as 

10 clear and as helpful as possible. 

11 So one of the questions or areas that you questioned me 

12 about was. that coordination of like my testi mo ny on the 

13 19th . And l was clear about the fact that I coordinated on 

14 this idea t ha t I was goi ng to men t ion, if as ked, the AQI11-AQ 

15 conne ction , but hadn't specifically coordinated anyth i ng 

16 abou t te rrorism because I didn't really anticipa t e get t i ng a 

17 ques ti on about terrorism. 

1 8 V.J11 a t I s o r t of t h o u g h t a b o u t a t t he t i me . a n d s i n c e . i s 

19 th~t . to a la rge degree . my t ho ught process and even i n 

20 sit ting here today , by mentioning Al Qaeda and AQI M and by 

21 coordina t ing on that question -- I was going t o ment i on 

22 that -- I was pu tting the coordination point out on terrorism 

23 as well. You know wha t I mean? 

24 I always thought of it as te rrorism, but by putting into 

25 the interagency the idea t hat the re was a connect i on -- we 
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were looking at connections to AQ, putting out there the idea 

2 as well that this was terrorism. which, you know, l ooking at 
. 

3 it -- you are obvious l y welcome to ask questions. 

4 BY MR. DAVIS: 

5 Q In your mind, they are one in the same? 

6 A Basicall y, it is all one in the same, and that is 

7 how. in coordinat i ng on this question of Al Qaeda, I was 

8 coordi nating on the whole idea of this as te rrorism . 

9 Q We have hea rd testimony from other CIA officials 

10 just about word choice of language. To them, they are the 

11 exact same thing . But to outsiders - - t he press . the 

12 public they mean different things. 

l J A Right. And I see that and appreciate that, 

14 obviously. more in the aftermath of this . But yes, that was 

15 one point. just to make sure that I wasn ' t overstating the 

16 distinction between what I coordinated on and what I didn 't 

17 coordinate on. I think to me . as you said. it was one in the 

IS same. 

I 9 A second quick point of just clarification. You asked 

20 me questions about Ambas sador Rice's Sunday appearance and 

21 how that squared -- what she said - - wi t h what the I C was 

2~ assessing . 

My genera1 sense is that it was consistent. I haven't 

24 pa r sed al l of he r statements. In particular, the point 

15 where. to the ex t ent that she said that there was a protest. 

TO;' 0 JI 
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which we had assessed in Benghazi - - but to the extent that 

2 she said that there was a protest caused by the video in 

3 Benghazi, I don't think that we ever said that i n the IC. 

4 I don't think we ever i t i s somewhat of a nuanced 

) poi~t -- but I dbh't think we eVer s~ecifica tty attached the 

6 protest in Benghazi to the video. We attached it to Cairo, 

7 but not specifical l y to the video. Just a quick point of 

S clarification. 

9 And the last point I wanted to make is just on the 

10 statement. We talked a little bit about the November 28 

II statemen t from Sean Turner . 

12 Q September. 

13 A September 28; I am sorry . The September 28 

14 statement from Sean Turner and sort of my involvement in 

15 generating that and, to a certain extent, my motivation 

16 behind being involved and role in that. 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

24 

") " ... ) 

What I recall is. in large part I felt at the time 

t his is 17 days after Benghazi --my job. in part. was to 

defend, to a certain extent, protect the analysts from the 

growing political sw i rl around Benghazi to ensu re their 

continued independence and apoli t ical nature. 

It seemed llke the right thing to do -- to sort of put 

out a statement in defense of what the IC was doing -- and 

the analysts at NCTC -- to really give them the continued 

vote of confidence from the Director of NCTC that what they 

TJ;' SIE!: 
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are doing, it is okay to change, it is okay to have your 

2 position evolve; reading that there is a problem with that 

3 is. in my view-- I did not v1ant them to read what was 

4 happening in the news in a way that would deter them from 

5 fo ll owing the facts, wherever they would lead. 

6 And I felt like stand ing up for Clapper or through Sean 

7 · Turner and my role, to defend them was the right thing to do 

R to continue to ensure that they were doing the job the way 

9 they needed to do it . 

10 That is all I had in terms of your questions -- those 

11 three things I wanted to clarify. 

12 Q Thank you. 

13 EXAMINATION 

14 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS : 

15 Q I thin k that was a helpful clarificat i on. 

16 During your clarification, you talked a little bit 

17 about . to the extent that Susan Rice connected the video to 

18 the attacks in Benghazi. and earlier you had made some 

19 statements about having an overall impression that she had 

20 been overly emphatic or le ss equivocal. 

21 

22 

24 

25 

I want to give you an opportunity now because it 

sounds to me l ike maybe you haven't looked at actually what 

she sa i d in a long time- - to go back through a little bit of 

what she said and test your memory a l i ttle bit on, really, 

whether what you are recalling now is based on what she said 

T.:..,·se: 
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in the transcripts or the sort of media hubaloo that was 

2 created after her statements, if that makes sense? 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

g 

·A 

Q 

Q 

Okay. 

We will mark this exhibit 11 . 

[Olsen "Exhfbi t No. 11 

was marked for identification.] 

BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

And just before we go into that. I just want to 

9 bring you back to your testimony -- it's exhibi t 3 -- in 

10 front of Senator Lieberman. I want to take you to page 

II SCB0051492.. 

12 A Okay. 

13 Q And about five paragraphs down. I think we had 

l4 ta l ked about this before. but we had sort of stopped before 

15 we had gotten to this point. So in here , you discuss, you 

16 know, you mentioned the AQIM connection . And you sa i d: 

17 At this point, what I would say is that a number of 

18 different elements appear to have been invo l ved in the 

19 attack. including individuals conne2ted to mi l itant groups 

20 that are prevalent in eastern Libya, particularly in the 

21 Benghazi area, as well. We'1·e looking at indications that 

22 individuaLs involved in t ile attack may l1ave had connections 

23 to A l Q a e d a or a l Q a e d a ' s a f f i l i ate s ; i n p a r t i c u 1 a r 1 y . A 1 

24 Qaeda in the Islamic Maghreb. 

125 

25 Senior Lieberman sa i d : Right. So that que s tion has not 

TB. 'Or 
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been dete rmi ned yet -- whether it was a militant -- a Libyan 

2 group or a group associated withAl Qaeda i nfluence f r om 

3 abroad. 

4 And you responde d: That's right. And I would I 

5 would add that What -- the picture that is emerging is one 

6 where a number of different individuals were involved, so it 

7 is no t necessari l y an either / or propos ition. 

8 And he said : Okay . Okay. good. well - -

9 And you said quote , ''again, as you know, the FBI is 

10 leading the in ves tigation and that's ongoing." 

11 Do you see Hhere I am talking about? 

Yes. 12 

13 

A 

Q Okay. I think in t he previous couple of hours , at 

14 some point we discussed whether o r not it wa s reasonable to 

15 re fe rence that the FBI was leading the inves t igation , and 

16 then defer to the FBI as being sort of the ultimate arbiter 

17 a nd ultimate decisionmaker. I s that accurate? 

18 A In terms of the investigation. yeah. 

19 

20 

21 

Q And you had expl ained that the facts \.Je re important 

!1 

24 

to yo u . 

implying 

anybo dy 

A 

Q 

vJhen you were makin g that stateme nt. were you 

that you thought that tt1e fac ts wer en 't import ant to 

else i n tt1e admin istra tion ? 

No. no. 

And is th e reference here to the fact that the FBI 

25 is leading the investigation, one of those qualifiers that 
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you would put in there. to so r t of imply or explai n that you 

2 weren't certain yet about what the ultimate conclusion of the 

3 investigatian would be? 

4 A You Know , I think when I am sitting next to the FBI 

5 representative, I think it was important to me to make sure 

6 at this point that there is still -- I think , to your 

7 question. I think I am making the point that there is still a 

R lot we don't know about who was involved and ultimately it 

9 was going to be the FBI that was going to help us figure that 

10 out. 

11 The inte lligence community, as a whole, was going to be 

1 2 a p a r t o f t h a t ; b u t i n t e nn s o f t h e i n v e s t i g a t i o n i t s e lf , t h e 

13 FBI would have the lead. So that is why it seemed 'right to 

14 identify the FBI as leading the investigation in the context 

15 of answering questions about who was involved. 

16 Q And you felt that was appropriate? 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q And in fact, if we can pull out the exhibit that is 

19 th e Morrel talking points. It is exhibit 2. 

20 A Okay. 

21 Q These were the draft talking points from Saturday, 

22 September 15, that Mr. Morrel sent, 11:08 a.m. 

24 

A Yes. 

Q In those draft tal king points. the third point, 

again. references "un der an FBI investigation." Rigl1t? "The 

as 'sr I 
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investigation is ongo in g and the U.S . Government is working 

wit h Libyan authorities to bring to justice thos e responsible 

3 f o r t 11 e d e a t h s o f U . 5 . c i t i 1. e n s . " 

4 A Yes. 

5 Q And you had approved, or at least coordinated on 

6 those -- and, essentially, approved those talking points, is 

7 that right? Because here it says, "Michael, this looks good 

S to me. " 

9 A Yes. So in saying "this looks good to me," I had 

10 concurred with thos e points. that he sent around . 

11 Q So you thought those points at the time that he 

12 se nt them to you were accurate? 

13 A Yes. 

14 Q And you thought they were consistent w1th the 

15 ava ilab l e intelligence at that time ? 

16 A Yes . 

17 Q And did you think that they we re an accurate 

18 representation of the Intelligence Community's best 

19 Jssessment of th e intelligence at that time? 

20 A Yes . Yes. 

21 Q To the extent that it could be said publicly? 

A. To t11 e extent t il at it could be said publicly. And . 

again. there is certa in l y room for different poin t s to be 

24 made. These could have been expressed in a number of 

25 different ways, but the gist, I tl10ught, was accurate and 
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consistent. 

2 And, you know, I should add, if this came to me from an 

3 NCTC analyst or someone who worked for me, 1 might have taken 

4 a different -- I thought these were accurate, but I would 

5 have maybe taken a fiafaerTaoR ·at 'f fiem ·and"~maybe ·reTt nfor e 

6 empowered to edit them. 

7 They came from Michael Morrel , the Deputy Director -- or 

8 maybe he wa~ actually Acting Director. at the time: I don 1 t 

9 remember -- Deputy Director of the CIA. For the purpose that 

10 I was l ooking at them, ·1 was satisfied that I would concur 

11 with what they said. 

11 Q I guess, if you .had been ha nded these talking 

13 points as an administration official - - as Susan Rice was 

14 would you have felt comfortable talking off of these tal king 

15 points? 

\6 A Yes . certainly. Coming from Morrel, coming from 

17 if I knew they came from Michael Morre l and I knew that 

18 others had looked at them, that would give me more 

19 confidence -- that would give me confidence i f I were a 

20 policymaker , whether in the executive branch or Congress, 

21 re l yi ng on tt1ese as a basis for a public statement, yes. 

22 Q Let me take your attention now to the exh i bit we 

just marked. It is exhibit 11 . The Bates number is 

24 (05394585. 

25 You will see it is an email from to 

I 
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Victoria Nuland, and a number of others , from September 19, 

2 a t 4 : 31 . T 11 e sub j e c t l i n e reads : " 2 0 12- 0 9 -16 - Am bass ado r 

3 Rice - Sunday Shows," and includes an attachmen t. If ·you go 

4 to the next page, the attachment is Bates number C05394586. 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q And it represents itself and appears to be a 

7 compilation of the transcripts from Ambassador Rice's 

8 appearances on the Sunday talk shows. Is that what that is? 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q And 1 just want to go through a couple of those 

1! real quickly to make sure you have had an oppor tu nity t o look 

12 at them. Because I don't tl1ink you have had an oppor·tunity 

13 to look at them today . 

14 If you go to page three. And if you look at page three, 

15 on the top. So the numbering up on the top. We're in ABC's 

\6 This Week and Ambassador Rice . And it is in that sort of 

17 third full paragraph. but halfway in. 

IS In a response to a question from Jake Tapper. Ambassador 

19 Rice , says quote, "Well , Jake; first of aU, it is important 

20 to know that there ' s an FBI investigation that has begun and 

21 will take some time to be completed. That wi ll tell us wit h 

22 certainty what t r ansp i red.'' 

Yes. 

24 Q And So is that Susan Rice here referencing sort of 

in the initia l beginn i ng of the ABC- - right before she even 
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starts answering a question, her referencing that FBI 

2 investigation being ongoing? 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q And then she states quote, "But our current best 

6 is that in fact what this began as, it was a spontaneous, not 

7 a premeditated. response to what had transpired in Cairo ." 

R I want to take this time for you to compare that 

9 sentence to the draft talking points that Mr. Morell sent you 

10 in exhibit 2. Specific~lly, to the first sentence in ther~. 

11 A Right. 

12 Q The currently available information suggests that 

13 the demonstrations in Benghazi were spontaneously inspired by 

14 the protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo and evolved into a 

15 direct assault against the U. S. Consulate in subsequently its 

16 Annex. 

17 A Yes. 

18 Q Do those statements look consistent to you? 

19 A Yes. Again, I think they certainly are. As I 

20 recall her reading this before or at least being aware of 

21 what she said before, that these are generally consistent, 

22 yes. 

Q She then goes on a little bit and then, once again. 

24 in what appears to be a pattern -- I am going to take you 

25 t hrough the pa ttern -- goes back to a caveat at the end that 

TS/SCT 
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the investigat ion will give the final answers. 

2 So she further down says. "We' 1l will to see exactly 

3 what tl1e investigation fi'na lly confi r-ms , but tl1at's t ile best 

4 i nformation we have at present." 

5 Do you see t hat? 

6 

7 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

So at least in this ABC Th is Week, doe s it appear 

R t hat she has caveated her answer both at the beginning and at 

9 the end wi th a reference to the ongoing invest igation? 

I 0 

11 

A 

Q 

Yes. 

And the fact that the information that she had at 

12 the ti me was t he current best assessment, but that it was 

IJ subject to change? 

14 

15 

A 

Q 

Yes, she defi nitely does include those caveats . 

So let's go to CBS Face the Nation. It i s on page 

16 eight at the top. 

17 A Ju s t in the interest of sort explaining to a 

18 certain degree why I made the comment I made earlier. which I 

19 think is probably fair to do. again. I think it is generally 

20 consistent. I do t hink that th e reas on I thin k there is, to 

21 a certain degree. Ambassador Rice was mo re emphatic -- and it 

22 is perhaps a small poin t -- but. using terms like our best 

23 1n formation is that in fact what began as a spo nta neous , I 

24 think that suggests a degree of certainty that we did not 

25 necessarily have in the IC about what happened. 
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When we say "the cu rrently avai lab le information" --

2 vthen Mich ael sa id-- and I agree "the current availab le 

J information sugges ts that the demonstrations in Benghazi were 

4 spontaneou s l y inspired," and Ambassador Rice talks about "our 

5 best information is in fact what began," it is a slight 

6 di fference in emphasis and tone that I think was beyo nd where 

7 we were in the intelligence community. A small difference. 

But the other area is to. I think. to suggest here that 

9 it was a small number of people who came to the embassy . I 

10 don't know if we said how many people or what th a t meant or 

II that they wanted to replicate the challenge in Cairo. That 

12 i s somewhat of I think -- that goes beyond what we said --

I J th at they were replicating what we saw, that we talked about 

14 that they were inspired about the protests. 

15 Again, I think small differences -- small level in terms 

16 of - - more in terms of how she expressed those same points, 

17 but that is what has led me to conclude that there are these 

I& s light differences in how she explained th e intelligence. 

19 ve rsus wh a t we were saying inside th e inte lli gence community. 

20 Q Le t me take you to CBS Face the Nation on page 

21 e i ght. So here she starts again-- it is I think the thi rd 

22 

7' _J 

24 

paragraph down -- by referencing the FBI i nvestigati on being 

ongoing. 

She sa i d quote, "We ll , Bob , let me tell you what 1ve 

25 unde rstand to be the assessment at present. First of all 

Tfi.'GGI 
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very impor t antly as you discussed with the President , th ere 

2 is an inves tigati on that the United States Government will 

3 1aunch, led by the 'FBI, that lias b·egun . " And the·n i t goes on 

4 a little bit . Do you see that? 

5 A Yes. 

6 Q And So again, in the be ginning of her statemen ts on 

7 CBS Face the Nation she again started by referencing that F6I 

R investiga tio n. Is that right? 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q And if you go down a little bit further, she says. 

11 quote, "So we' 1l want to sec the results of that 

12 investigation Lo d r a1~ any definitive conclusions." Do you 

13 see that? It is the beginning or the full paragraph. 

14 A Yes. Thank you. Yes. 

15 Q Do you read th at, again, as an attempt to caveat 

16 the information that she is providing as being not certain, 

17 and subject to change? 

18 A Yes. 

19 Q Then, again, she goes down and says, "But based on 

20 the best information we have to date, what our assessment is 

21 as of the pr esen t is in fact what - - it began spontane ous ly 

in Benghazi as a reaction to what had trans.pir ed some hours 

.., . 

.!.) ear-lier in Cai ro . 1--1here, of cour·se, as you know, there was a 

24 vi olent pro te st outside of our embassy sparked by this 

hateful video ." 
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A Yes . 

2 Q Is that, again, co nsistent with tile talking points? 

.3 A It is. 

4 Q Let's go to NBC Meet the Press . It is on page 12. 

5 In th i s one, in response t~ Da vi d Gregory's question in the 

6 first fu ll paragraph by Susan Rice -- the second full 

7 paragraph -- she says quote : 

8 "Well. let me ten you the best information we have at 

9 present. First of al1, the re's an FBI investigation which is 

10 ongoing, and we look to that investigation to gi ve us the 

I I defin .itive r10rd as to what transpired .. " 

12 Is this, aga in, starting her answer with a refe rence to 

13 the ongoing FBI invest igation? 

14 A Yes. 

15 Q And the fact that it is uncertain and she won't 

16 know the defini tive answers until it is done? 

17 A Yes . 

18 Q Then she says: ''But putt ing together t he best 

19 i nfor matio n we have available to us today, our current 

20 assessment is tha t what happened in Benghazi was in fact 

21 initially a spontaneous reaction to what had just transpired 

22 hours before in Cairo." I s that cons ist ent 1-Jith tile tal kin g 

point? 

24 A Yes. 

25 Q 1\ n d t hen 1 a t N down s he s ay s i n the n e :< t f u l l 
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paragraph: 

2 "It/hat we think then transpired in Benghazi is that 

3 opportunistic extremist elements came to the consulate as 

4 this was unfolding." Is that consistent vJith the HPSCl 

5 talking point that there are indications that extremist 

6 participated in the violent demonstration? 

7 A Yes, those are consistent. 

Q And then, later on. she says quote: 

9 ,;Obviously, that's our best judgment now. vJe'U await 

10 the results ·of the in ves tigatlon and the President has been 

11 very clear. We'll work with the Libyan authorities to bring 

12 U10se responsible to justice." 

13 So again, that is yet another example of her sort of 

14 book-ending at the end, in between her statement, that was 

15 repeating the talking poin ts of the reference to the FBI 

16 investigation and that the answers are uncertain. Is that 

17 accurate? 

18 A Yes. 

19 Q Let's go to Fox News Sunday. It is on page 23. 

2.0 A 20? 

2 1 Q I' m sorry 23. It is at the top. She says quote: 

1 1 .. ~~ e l l , f i r s t o f a l l , C h r i s , vt e ' r e o b v i o u s 1 y 

1 n v e s t i gat i n g t hi s v e r y c 1 o s e 1 y . The F 8 I has a 1 e a cl i n t 11 i ~ 

i n v e s t i g at i on . '' 

Is that, again. her starting her answer with the 
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reference to the FBI ongoing i nvestigation? 

2 A Yes . 

3 She then goe.s on to say: 

4 "The best information and the best assessment that we 

5 have today is that in fact this was not a preplanned, 

6 premedita ted attack. That what happened initially was that 

7 it was a sponta neous reaction to what had just transpired in 

8 C a i r o a s a c on s e q u e n c e o f t h e v 1 6e o . " 

9 Is that consistent ~ith the HPSCI talking points? 

10 A Yes. 

11 Q And then afterwards, once again, she says quote: 

12 "Obviousl y , we wi1l wait for the results of the 

13 investigation and we don't want t o jump to conclusions before 

14 then . But I do th in k i t is important for the American people 

15 to know our best current assessment." 

16 A Yes. 

17 Q Is that. once again, her sort of book-ending it 

18 wi th another caveat that the information she had was 

19 pr el iminary and subject to change? 

20 A Yes. 

21 BY ~tR. KENNY: 

Q Director, if I could . 

A Sure. 

24 Q I would li ke to redirect you r attention to exhibit 

25 3. This is the September 19 testi mo ny you gave before HSGAC . 

£2!;'Jr 
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I direct you r attention to page 51491, which is the beginning 

2 of your e xchange with Senator then-Chairman Lieberman of 

3 HSGAC . 

A Yes. 

5 Q We have had an extensive conversation today about 

6 your use of a particular phrase here, calling or confirming 

7 the Senator's question about whether you ag r eed this was a 

~ terrorist attack. 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q I would like to just drop down a little bit and 

ll r ead a portion o f your testimony and ask you D few questions 

12 about th a t . 

13 In response to your questions from Senator Lieberman, 

14 the second question -- this i s in the middle of the page --

15 yo u wrote -- or you testi fied: 

16 The best information we have now, the facts that we have 

17 now i ndicate tha t this was a opportunistic attack on our 

IS emba ssy. The a tt ack began and evol ved and escalated over 

19 se ve ral hours at our embassy -- our diplomatic post on 

20 Benghazi . It evolved and escalate over several hours . It 

21 

')~ 
_ j 

appear s that individual s who were certainl y well-armed seized 

on t he oppo r tuni ty pres ented as t he eve nts unfol ded that 

eve ning and into the morning hours of Septembe r 12 . We do 

24 know that a number of militant s in the area, as I mentioned, 

ar e wel l -armed and ma i ntain those arms. What we don ' t have 
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at this point is specific intelligence that there was a 

2 significant advanced planning or coordination for this 

3 attack. 

4 What I would like to ask you about here -- I know we 

5 l1ave touched on it in a little bit in the past hours -- you 

6 l1ave been asked about your beliefs or feelings of whether or 

7 not this was a terrorist attack and when you knew that, 

8 whether or not you believed or agreed that there was a 

9 protest and when there was contravening information to 

10 dispute that, as well. 

II Wha t I would like to as k you here is, moments before in 

12 your testimony you referred to the attack as a terro rist 

13 attack. Just a few moments later, you refe~red to as 

14 opportunis tic. I would just li ke to be as clear as possible 

15 for the record that you didn't view the attack as being a 

16 terrorist attack as somehow incompatible with it also being 

17 opportun i stic in nature: i s that correct? 

IS A Absolute l y right. 

19 Q In your mind, it is complete l y consistent to refer 

20 to the attacks as both being a terrorist attack and 

21 oppor tunistic. 

22 A Yes. 

Q One of those descriptors refers to a potential 

24 motivat ion . The other refers to pe r haps the l ~ngth of 

25 planning invo l ved in t he attack. Is that right ? 

IT",....,c ,....r 
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A I think that is fair to say that, yes . 

2 Q And, addi tionally, when you refer to t he attacks 

3 that they began and evolved and escalated over several 

4 hours -- again, is that incompatible with referring to the 

· 5 attack as a terrorist attack? 

6 A No. Those are consistent or at least potentially 

7 cons i s ten t . Yes . con s i s t.e n t . 

8 Q Okay. And to the extent that we have seen other 

9 references or other statements, including assessments that 

10 refer to demonstrations or protests, would those also be not 

11 inconsistent with the idea or the notion of this bei ng a 

12 terrorist attack? 

13 A Certai nly , potentially consistent. Again. if I 

14 could just elaborate a bit, from the out set, as I have said, 

!5 I viewed this as a terrorist attack even when the initial 

!6 reporting . wh i ch included several repo r ts both from 

17 classified and open sources that the r e was a protest. 

18 I never viewed that as being incompatible with the 

L9 conclusion that it was a t er rorist attract. In other words, 

20 the existence of a protest didn't unde rc ut the conclusion 

21 that it was a terrorist attack or the idea that the 

initial -- what we initially said called it a sponta neous 

demonstration that was spontaneously inspired -- again, that 

24 has to do with the nature of the terror i st attack -- the 

timing, the planning. other aspects of it - - but didn't 

:s/sc:: 
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undermine the conclusion in my own mind that this was a 

2 terrorist attack. 

3 And I think I tried to make tha t point I believe l ater 

4 on at some point in the testimony I gave before the Senate 

5 Homeland Committee. 

6 Q Sure. And if I could, I would l ike to direct you 

7 to the ope ning statement you gave and connect kind of the 

8 idea that you were just making. 

9 I will direct you to page 51487. And in the second 

10 paragraph of this transcript there is a reference to the 

II att ack in Benghazi. Your testimony at that time was quo te : 

12 "Ce r tain ly, the attack on our diplomatic post in 

13 Benghazi that took the l i ves of four Americans, including 

14 Ambassador Stevens, is proof that acts of terror and violence 

15 continue to threaten our citizens and our interests around 

16 the wo rld . 11 close quote. 

17 To the extent that you are subscribing your belief -- at 

19 least, initially from the outset -- that. based on ce rtain 

IY f acts, that you f el t that this was a terrorist attack, here 

20 you use a s lightly different verbiage. You refer to it as 

21 acts of terror and violence. 

22 I would just like to ask, was that a judgment that you 

23 also believed at the time? 

14 

25 

A 

Q 

I am sorry , what? 

Was that a judgment that you a1so believed at the 
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time? 

2 A That the attack was proof that acts of terror and 

3 violence continue to threaten citizens, you mea n? 

4 Q Yes. 

5 A Yes, def i nitely. The reason I hesitate is I am 

6 recalling what I meant by saying acts of terror and vi ol ence. 

7 As I sit here and r ead that. I ·don't know that I was trying 

S to make a distinction between terror and vio l ence of any 

9 import or just sort of referring to the nature of what 

10 threatens our intere s ts and citizens around the world . 

II Q Su re. Much has been made of the use of one 

12 phra se one formulation or the othe r. 

13 A Right. 

l4 Q Sometimes it can nave policy and legal 

15 implications, those sorts of things. Your use of acts of 

16 terror here. was that in any way an attempt to downplay the 

17 nature of th e at t ack in Benghazi? 

1 g A No. I mean. I thin k . in fact. without suggesting 

19 that I had this in mind at the time : it certainly would only , 

20 J t hink . highlight and do the opposite of downplay by using 

21 t r1e Lerm act of te rro r in that sentence. 

Q 0 k a y . A 1 s o . i n t h a t s e n t e n c e i t do e s ,- e f e r to 

continu ing threats to American citizens and interests aroun d 

24 U1e world. 

A Yes. 
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Q Were you pressured in any way to downplay the 

2 extent of the continuation of these threats posed by 

3 extremists in your testimony here? 

4 A Never. 

5 Q And if I could redirect you back -- I apol ogize for 

6 flipping back and forth: it is a lengthy document -- we will 

7 go back to the page we were on: 59491. At the very bottom 

8 of that page. Senator Lieberman man asks you a questio n about 

CJ attribut i on and responsibility, and you replied quote: 

10 "This is the most important question that He're 

11 considering." close quote. 

12 A Yes. 

13 Q Is it fair to say that i n the days f ollowing the 

l4 at t ack, your principle concern - - the National 

15 Counterterrorism Center's principle concern --wa s 

16 identifying the attacke rs and supporting the FBI 's 

17 investiga t ion and bringing the perpetrator s t o jus tice? 

IS A That i s absolutely right. That was the ove r riding 

19 focus of our work. 

20 Q Okay. I believe you have been asked this ques tio n 

21 a couple of di f ferent ways. I will ask it perhaps an 

additional way. 

It/ere you ordered or instructed by anyone a t tile White 

24 House not to acknowledge i n your t est i mony tha t the attack 

Has a terrorist attack? 

TS/SGI 
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A No . I never had any di scussion prior to my 

2 te sti mony about that iss ue wi t h anyone at the White House. 

3 In fact. I don't recall eve r tatk. ·ing to anybody at tl1e White 

4 House about my testimony . period. It certain l y was never 

5 suggested to me not to me nt ion terrorist attack. 

6 Again, as I mentioned before . by talking about and 

7 coordinating t his idea that th ey were l ooking at connections 

S to Al Qaeda. it sort of implied that we were look i ng at t his 

9 as a terrorist attack . 

I 0 Q Sure . And , again , another s 1 i g h t1 y d i f fer en t 

I I formulation of this . Were you told that the adm i ni.strat i on ' s 

I 2 p o l i c y vt a s n o t to a c k n 01-1 l e d g e t h a t t h i s w a s a " t e r r o r i s t 

Jj attack?" 

14 A No. 

15 Let me j ust add a l i ttle bit on tha t poin t . Th i s idea 

16 that the administration or t he White House was focused on 

I 7 downplaying the idea of Al Qaeda , if you read my statement 

18 for the record and my tes t imony as a whole . it certainly 

19 doesn't suggest for a momen t that t hreats from Al Qaeda, Al 

~0 Qaeda affiliates, and Al Qaeda- l inked groups is 

21 i nsignificant. 

71 In other words. the gene ral me ssage that I was conveying 

at this heari ng and t he other hearings I testified in was the 

24 nature of the threat is changing ; that we made progress 

agains t core Al Qaeda , but we sti l l face threats against Al 

l.JJ..J I,.. .L 
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Qaeda- lin ked grou ps ; particularly, Al Qaeda i n the Arabian 

2 Peninsu la . And I felt part of my job was to truthfully 

3 co n v e y "t h e s i g n if i c a n c e of t h a t · t h r e a t , w 11 i c 11 I · t h o u g h t w a s 

4 substantial. in terms of the potential for terrorist attacks 

5 aga inst U.S. per sons overseas and also ins ide t he United 

6 Sta tes. 

7 Q And in fact , your appearance here was a re gul ar 

R sc hedul ed hearing before Congress on emerg i ng threats. Is 

9 that accurate? 

10 That is right. 

I I Q And you had given a couple of thos e before , in t he 

12 past. 

13 A Right . 

14 Q Some of those may have also touched on threats 

15 posed by either cor e Al Qaed a or the dif f us ion or dispersion 

16 of AQ-a ffiliates who inspired ter rorism? 

17 A Tt1at is right. 

18 Q Yo u were ask ed in the fir s t r ou nd a little bit 

19 about some of th e NCTC product s. You had menti oned or we 

20 di scus sed t he NC TC ' s "Curr en t." I thin k the y way it was 

21 descr i bed is: Are you awa re of what sor t of products are 

22 pushed out t o the community or to cons umer s? And jus t my 

ques tion on that. the NCTC Cur re nt. wou l d t hat have been 

24 some thin g wo ul d have bee n ava i l ab l e to authorizing comm i ttees 

in Congress? 

TS;'B:I 
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A Yes. My understanding is and I don't remember 

2 exactly the mechanism -- but there was a channel for 

3 providing Current and other types of finished intelligence 

4 products to the Ho use and Senate Intelligence Committees, in 

5 particular. 

6 Q Is the Current something that is posted on l ike an 

7 in te rnal Web site that then consumers can access? 

s A Yes. 

9 Q So rather than being something that is pushed out 

10 directly to peop le, it is something that is made available 

ll to -- you described it as a wide audience? 

12 A Quite a wide audien ce. It is an online portal for 

l J t he i n tel l i g en c e communi t y . but I t h i n k Cap . net - - I can ' t 

14 remember exactly, but there is a system here on Capitol 

15 Hill -- where In tel Committees can access those products. 

16 I recall I had also worked with our leg affairs to have 

17 an emai l push of significant inte llige nce -- things that we 

18 wanted to highlight to members of the Intelligenc e 

J!) Committees -- and push that by em ail: at least, highlight 

20 pa r ticular produc ts by email. 

21 

22 

24 

,
~) 

Q So to the extent that an NCTC product such as 

Current documented the strategic environme nt 

counterterrorism environment in Libya, those products, 

presumably, would have been avail able to Members of Congress , 

the HPSCI; is that your understanding? 

TS/SC: 
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A That is, yes. 

Q And do you recall in any of the previous emerging 

3 threat hear ings tl1a't you may have testified before · -- the 

4 open hearings -- do you recall whether you were asked any 

5 questions specifically ~bout the AQ thr~at in Libya? 

6 A Sitting here today, I don 't recall that in the open 

7 hearings. I should point out. in addition to the opening 

8 hea rings, there Were num erous closed hearings. and also 

9 closed briefings with the Intel Committees , both by me, but 

10 also by anaiysts, staff. So there was, from my perspective, 

11 a consistent flow of information to and then back from the 

12 Intel Committees on the overall threat picture. 

13 Q So to the extent that NCTC may have produced 

14 product s describing the threat from t e rror ists in Libya 

15 threats to U.S. interests in Libya -- do you recall whether 

16 the White House ever attempted to try to exert any influence 

17 on an NCTC product to downplay or diminish the threat from 

18 AQ and its affiliates? 

19 A No. I have no recollection of that ever happenin g. 

20 And it would be the kind of thing th~t would be considered an 

2 1 egregious act, if the re ever l1ad bee n anything like that. So 

if there had ever been sucl1 pressure t l1 at I was not directly 

involved, I would have expected to hear about it. 

24 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

25 Q And that would app l y for not just products related 

':'C,'GGI 
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to Libya, but - -

2 A Across the board. Across the board. Th ere are 

3 very f ew tenets I am not sure there is a more sort of 

4 i mportant t enet to an intel analyst than, that their an alysis 

5 is not su bje ct t o i nfluence for an~ reas on other than the 

6 facts t hat are available. 

7 So that i s sort of part and parcel of being an analyst. 

8 That never ha ppened in my 3 yea rs at NCTC, as far as I 

9 recal l, on anything related to our work. 

10 Q To t he extent that yo u had acknowledged bo th i n 

11 NCTC products but a ls o in your test imony , private and in 

12 public , both t hat Al Qaeda core was a shadow of its former 

13 self and also th at there was an ongoing threat f rom Al Qaeda, 

14 was that a judgment that was shared throughout the 

15 intel l igence community? 

16 

1 7 

I 8 

19 

20 

21 

22 

24 

'l
.<,) 

A Yes. Those assessments we r e generally shar ed 

throughout the i nte l ligence commu nit y. 

So let me g ive you a little bi t longer answer to the 

question, because I thi nk it is re levant to t his particular 

issue. 

There was an occasion where - - on the question of 

inf l uence on our products, one of the things t hat we produced 

in connection with the Bengh azi attacks was a narra tive 

time li ne t hat included Predator video and surveillance vi deo. 

As we were ge nerating t hat and the na r rative tha t went 
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with that product, which has been part of at least the HPSCI 

2 r eview record -- I know they included it - - we held a meeting 

3 ·at NCTC to finish the coord inating ·on tl1at. We "''ere 

4 coordinating the narrative with the intelligence community, 

5 but also DOD, the State Depa r tment , and FBI.. 

6 It was during one of those meeting~ -- I he ld a meeting 

7 at NCTC with sort of my counterparts to finalize that 

8 product. During that meeting, there was an instance where I 

9 thought there was an occasion where there was some effort t o 

10 go beyond what we wanted to do with just the facts; in other 

II words, some effort to influence wha t we were saving that 

12 seemed self-serving from the State Department. And I pu t my 

13 foot down and said, This is just abo ut the facts of the 

14 timeline, it is not about the broader controversy around what 

15 happened. 

16 It i s an example of how strongly I felt th at we needed 

17 to maintain the integrity of the analytic process throughout. 

18 I just think that i s a relevant fact in answering that 

19 ques ti on about how we view our position. our role with the 

20 IC . 

2 1 Mr. Kenny. Independence i s something your analysts take 

1 1 seriously. 

Mr. Olsen. Yes , ext r emely seriously . 

' " _.., BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

Q And to the ex tent that somebody at that meeting 
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r aised something from the State Departme nt that yo u did not 

2 ~r-tant to includ e , was that person, in you r vi ew, attempting to 

3 create a false narrative or put inacc urate or false 

4 information in? or . was it just something that wasn't 

5 appropriate for that product? 

6 A It was exactly that. ~lore than that , it went 

7 be yond i t wa s n't counterfactual or inaccurate. It just 

8 did n't fit with a straightforward assessment of the f acts. 

9 Q So it just wasn ' t approp ria te for t ha t product? 

!0 A For that product . ye~. 

11 BY MR. I<ENN·Y: 

12 Q At the beginning of our se ssion today, you were 

13 as ked abo ut your par ti cipation in a secure video conference 

14 that oc cu rred on the ni ght of the attacks -- a 7:30 SVTC ca l l 

15 that oc curred. 

16 A Right. 

17 Q You were asked some di screte questions about wha t 

!8 occurred on tl1at cal l , but I was hoping if I could just ask 

19 more generally about the t one and the tenor of t hat call. 

20 A Sure . 

21 Q You de sc ribed in some of you r informat ion 

22 ava i labil ity yo ur awareness of military assets. My question 

24 

25 

to you is whether or not i n that call you had a sense of 

wh e ther the safe t y and security of U.S . personnel in Libya , 

i ncluding Benghazi and Tripoli, was something that was being 
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taken seriously by the i nteragency? 

2 A That was the key focus of that video conference and 

3 of par~mount concern, was the safety and security of U.S. 

4 personnel in Benghazi. 

5 Okay. 

6 As well as the team from Tripoli, of course. 

7 

Q 

A 

Q To the extent you were asked the question about the 

8 YouTube video and the discussion about a YouTube video t hat 

9 night, I take it that wasn't a key focus at that SVTC or that 

10 was a focus that maybe touched upon NCTC ' s equities at the 

II time? 

12 A I would say that the issue of safety went beyond 

13 Benghazi. So we were conce r ned that thi s was not going to be 

14 limited in terms of risk to U.S. personnel to Benghazi , and 

15 that the reason for that was the reaction to the video --

16 what we had seen in Cairo. 

17 So I think out of concern for protecting the safety of 

18 U.S. personnel at o ther diplomatic posts , the thought was tc 

19 limit the continued dissemination of the video vi a YouTube . 

20 Q Did you see over the course of that week not 

21 just limited to that particul ar SVTC, but to the days that 

22 followed the attacks did you in fact see that that video 

was beginn ing to spread throughout the region ? 

24 A Yes. 

25 Q And incite add it ional unrest? 

fj/JCI 
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A I don't remember the numbers, but I would say in 

2 the dozens. I should be careful. I don't know the number of 

'3 diplomatic posts t hat we ha d seen protests, but it was 

4 severa1 after Benghazi. 

5 Q What was your understanding of the protest at tho se 

6 locations? What was the cause of those protests? 

7 A I think it was the video itself and reaction to the 

8 video. 

9 Q YouTube? 

!0 A The threat video. I don't know a better way to 

11 call it than the YouTu be video . The Innocence of Muslims 

12 v·ideo. Yes. 

13 Q So the request then that was made of you -- of 

14 NCTC to work or coordinate with the FBI or to work and 

15 address access to the video. is that something that you 

16 viewed as in appropriate at that time. in the context of that 

17 discussion? 

1 s A No. I thought the effort was the right thing to 

!9 do. I thought that we were not the right people to carry out 

20 that task, but I 100 percent thought that was the right step 

2 1 to be taking at the time . 

22 

24 

? " _) 

Q And throughou t that week , did you continue to 

participate in secure video teleconferences 

A Yes. 

Q -- discussing ongoing unrest in the region? 

_Q; '§J_ 
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A Yes; as well as meetings in person and at the White 

2 House. 

Q Okay . So is it fair to 5ay th~t ~oncern ·for the 

4 safety and security of u.s~ personnel remained throughout 

5 that week and in the weeks that developed? 

6 A And beyond, yes. At NCTC, I think we cleve.loped a 

7 product. We had a threat matrix that we put out every 

8 morning. I think we developed -- I recall we d~veloped we 

9 culled out of the threat matrix -- which is essentially a 

10 catalog of all raw reporting -- anything relating to 

II diplomatic posts. 

12 And so it just was a separate section of that threat 

13 matrix that dealt with threats to State Department facilities 

14 around the world, even if they weren't necessarily related 

15 strictly to terrorism, as I recall. So even suspicious 

16 activities. Just as a reflection of how heightened our 

17 concern was. 

18 Q And was that a process that you deployed· daily for 

19 the State Department? 

20 A For the intelligence community . It was an Intel 

21 Community product. It '!'las certainly available to the State 

22 Department; but yes, we developed that post-Benghazi. 

23 Q Okay. So the threat matrix didn't exist before tile 

24 attacks? 

25 A The threat matrix generally did, but then this 
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pi ece of th e threat matrix that just focused on diplomatic 

2 posts was cul l ed out of the th reat matrix -- those particular 

3 types of t hreats -- in order to give us better insights to 

4 poli cymaker s and Inte l Community folks bet t er i nsights about 

5 threats to diplomatic posts. 

6 Q Do you recal l your participation in the SVTCs as 

7 being a daily occurrence, twice daily occurrence, through 

8 this period? 

9 A There were a number of di f ferent things going on. 

10 but my pa rticipat i on in the sort of deputy-level meetings 

II would have been not pro bab l y daily, but multiple t i mes a week 

12 for the first fe1v weeks after Benghazi. But beyond that , 

13 there are -- at a lower level. t here are secure video 

14 con f erences . Every day, NCTC hosts a secure video conference 

15 th r ee times a day with the intelligence community and with 

16 non-intel community componen t s of the government. And they 

17 wo uld have talked about these things. 

18 Q Unde rs tandi ng it has been some time. but do you 

19 recall a specific SVTC that occur red on Sunday , September 16? 

20 A No. Saturday, tl1e 15th, 1-1e t al ked about. Sunday, 

21 the 16th; no. I don't r ecal l . 

,_ _l 

24 

25 
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[ 5: 50 p.m.] 

2 BY MS. SAWYER: 

J 'Q 'So Director , I t hink we'·re almost done .. 

4 A Okay. I'm okay. Yeah , of course. 

5 Q But I have jUst a couple of questions and you ' re 

6 going to indulge me. 

7 I just wanted to direct your attention to exhibit 7, and 

8 you spent a little time talking with my colleague about that. 

9 A Yes. 

10 Q On the second page, one thing I don 't think that 

11 was disc ussed was in the context of your response -- it is 

12 about halfway down your response about the potential 

13 statements to kind of clarify where things stood. And you 

14 v1ill see it says: "From Matt Olsen." It's on Thursd ay, 

15 September 27. 2012. 

16 A Yes. 

17 Q It's addressed to "Ben . " and I assume that's Ben 

IK Rhodes on that emai l address. I will give you a second just 

19 to read that, and I have just a couple of questions. 

20 A Yes. Okay. I'm good. 

21 Q Tl1at second paragraph starts with, "I expect our 

?1 _,_ sta tement to make these poinLs," and then it has several 

points . the first of vlhich is, "The IC's job is to follow the 

24 facts wherever t hey lead." 

25 Was that - - and I assume the t hings that you're puttin~ 
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in here and we can kind of go through each and every one 

2 of th em that was, indeed, what the intelligence community 

3 was seeking to do throughout in its a~sessment of what had 

4 happened in Be nghazi? 

5 A Absolu tely. 

6 Q You go on in the second point to say: "This was a 

7 chaotic situation at the outset; we had more questions than 

8 answers as the event unfolded." 

9 I t hink we've gott~n some sense of that today, and maybe 

10 it 's ha rd to put yourself back 3-1/2 years ago, but was that 

I I kind of your se nse that , at the time, there were a tot of 

12 questions. not a ·lot of answers. it was chaot i c? 

13 A Yes . particularly at tt1 e outset. As 1 say, it was 

14 very chaotic . 

1 5 Q And. again, that first principle still was 

16 governing, right. you we r e seeking to follow the facts where 

17 they led. even i n a chaotic and unfolding situation? 

I 8 A Yes. 

19 Q It goes on to say in the next bullet: "Our 

20 collection has been limited and fragmentary." 

21 What does t11at kind of mean, if you can flesh that out a 

2~ l 1 ttl e b i t? 

A Sure. You know, what we were getti ng was extremely 

24 limited from -- particularly at the ou t set - - f rom sources 

25 that were either some limite d based on 
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really access, which is, you kno1-1, again, limited and 

2 sometimes fragmentary, you know, where they happened to have 

3 the ab'il ily to col l ect "i'nfonnat'ion or, you know , 

4 

5 And then what I recall is sort of a frustrating l y small 

7 information. Th at was the nature of eastern Libya, I think, 

8 at the time. It was just we d id not have a lo t of 

9 source information. So that was, I thi nk , what I was saying 

10 there bas ic ally . 

I I Q And I th ink early on you had indicated that at the 

12 same t ime, as you've j ust explained, that you were, you know, 

13 gett i ng some limited and fragmentary information, the re was a 

14 tremendous demand from what I'm going to refer to as 

15 consumers 

16 A Yes. 

17 Q of informat i on. I assume that would be peop l e 

18 in Co ngress, others in the executive branch . certain l y 

19 reporters , the Amer i can people - -

20 A Right. 

21 Q -- to prov ide informati on. 

22 A That ' s right. 

Q You go on to say in he r e: "Our understanding of 

24 the attack has evolved as new information has become 

? " _) available." You knori, I assume , not only was th a t Uue; but 

TB:'a r 
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was that somet hi ng just unique to t his situation, or is that 

2 some t imes -- is that often what happens? 

3 A No, that's always the case, particularly after 

4 anything that's a crisis situation. It was true in my 

5 experience after the Boston attack. It was true after other, 

6 you know , significant events like t his. It's jus t that we --

7 the initial reports are often inaccurate. and we really try 

8 t o sort out , through tradecraft. what we can rely on so that 

9 we can provide precise information. 

10 Q And your reference to "tradec raft" there. we have 

II heard from a number of fo lks in t he course of this 

12 investigation, I'm sure in the co ur se of prior congressional 

13 investigat i ons as well, about tradecraft and its applicat i on 

14 here. 

15 Was there anything in what you've witnessed or 

16 participated in with regard to the assessme nts in Benghazi 

17 that departed from what would be longstanding , established, 

18 you know, analytic tradecraft? 

19 A . No, there's nothing I ' ve seen that departed f rom 

20 es tablished tradecraft. 

21 Q And then you go on to say: "We have taken care to 

22 be prec i se about the facts and about what we knew and did not 

23 know." So 1 assume that was true. certainly. as you tr ·i ed to 

24 explai n. you said there was a demand for the i nformation , so 

25 as you tried to explain over time, you tried t o take ca re to 
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be precise. 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q And trren, finally: "At every opportun ity," your 

4 em a i l conc ludes , ''we have reported these facts based on the 

5 developing intelligence.'' Aga1"n, you were trying to keep 

6 people updated as instances developed? 

7 A Yes. 

8 Q And, certainly. we have talked a lot i bout various 

9 s tatements . Some of these statements were made in the 

10 public domain. Presumably, yo u were also giving classified 

11 briefings at t he time. 

l2 A Yeah. In f ac t, the classified briefings 

IJ outnumbered the i nformation we were providing publicly. 

14 Q And, certainly, in the classified setting, you 

15 might have been able to convey more detailed information 

16 about all of these things as they were developing based on 

17 the intelligence. Is that a fa ir statement? 

I S A Yes. It is, certainly, the case that we would be 

19 able to be more specific in the classified setting in terms 

20 of what we were learning fr om intelligence sources. 

2] 

22 

23 

24 

7" _ ) 

Q And so some of the adjust~ent or . perhaps, 

difficulty and then translat i ng it to some of the other 

consumers -- the public consumers -- who wouldn 't have access 

to classified would be trying to make an assessment as to the 

1e vel of detail tha t could be given at any particular point 

r-..-. 1 ,-. .-, -
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in time? 

2 A That's right . Yeah. 

3 Q And the level of detail that might have been able 

4 to be given on September the 13th in the public dom ain might 

5 differ from the level of detail that could be given in the 

6 publi c domain on September 19th? 

7 A Yes. That's r igh t. 

Q And f air to say, when Ambassador Rice appeared on 

9 September 16th, the level of detail that could be provided or 

10 t hat people fe l t comfortable providing in the public domain 

11 ma y have differed than it would have been on the 19th when 

12 you testified before HSGAC? 

I 3 A Th at 's right . It was true here, but it's generally 

14 t ru e that. you know , fol l owing an event like an attack li ke 

15 in Benghazi. over time you feel more confident pr ovidi ng more 

16 deta il as you learn more and can provide that information 

17 publ i cly, and you'd expect that to evolve over time. yes. 

18 Q And in the efforts to coordinate among t he 

19 interagency and figu re out what was appropriate to say i n the 

20 public domain in particular, is it fa i r to say that different 

2.1 pe ople would have sens iti vit i es to whether informat i on was 

22 classified or not classified, and revealed sources, revealed 

methods mi ght potentially interfere witt1 an FBI investigation 

that was ongoi ng ? 

25 A Well. those would cer tainly be some of the 
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conside ration s that wou l d be br ought to bear on what we could 

2 say publicly . 

3 Q So in tile 3-1/2 yea rs-- if my math ·i s corre·C:t 

4 since t he attack , certainly, the re has been s i gnificant 

5 exami nat io n, we've done a fa i r amount of it today, in 

6 addition to th e course of the othe r inve stiga tion s, 

7 Ambassador Rice has be en accused of an array of faults for 

8 going on nat ional TV . One i s that she intentionally l ied to 

9 the American people. Some say she spun a fa l se nar r ative. I 

10 think what you are exp l ai nin g to us today is you felt, upon 

II reflec tion of what she had said, that she may have been more 

12 emphatic than. for exampl e , you might have been. 

13 I just want. to make perfectly c l ear, t11 ougl1, because in 

14 the back and forth wh at I found in t eres ti ng was . you know, 

15 she ' s been faul t ed f or having told the American peopl e t hat 

16 th e re was a pro t es t that preceded the att ack that occurred 

17 t hat night in Benghazi. But that is . in fact , 1r1ha t t he U. S. 

18 Government believed th at day, is it not ? 

I C) A Right . Yes. So the -- yes. we believed at that 

20 t i me th at - - and we were as se ssing t hat th ere had been a 

21 protest i n Benghazi, and th at was part of t he intelligence 

22 assessment at that ti me. 

Q So the fact t ha t she may have -- and I don 't know 

24 if this was a persona l t i ck of hers t ha t you make the 

25 reference to, i n fact . I not ic ed, on one of the pages t hat 
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you and my colleague we r e reading, she ac tua ll y repea ts that 

2 very phr ase . 

3 A Yes. 

4 Q So that mig ht be a persona l tick on her part. 

5 But also, as of that day, it was t ile assessment based 

6 on -- I think, Mike Morell has refe re nced it . and I know 

7 pr osecutors don't always agree with this term-- as the 

S evi dentia ry basis. i t was factually what we believed that 

9 day . 

10 A Tha t the re had been a protest i n Benghaz i. Yes, 

11 t hat was what we were assess ing at the time. And - - yea h. 

12 Q And th at , t o the exte nt th a t she also indi cated 

13 that had a connection . She says nere t hat i t was a 

14 spontaneous rea c ti on to what had just transpired hours before 

15 i n Ca iro . Tha t also vias, in fact, vthat the U.S . Government 

16 bel i eved the day t hat she appeared on the talk shows? 

17 A I'm sorry, that what? I 'm sor r y. 

18 Q That it was a spon taneous reaction to what had just 

19 tra nspi r ed hours before in Cairo. She go es on t o expl ain 

20 t ha t wha t happened in Ca iro was prompted, of course, by the 

21 video . 

A Right. 

Q So again, like the f ac t of a protest or the i s sue 

of a pro te st, that was, in fact . what the U.S. Government 

be l ieved the day tha t s he appeared, Sep t embe r th e 16th . 



'_'0 ;' Q ISII 
163 

A Right, because the talking points, at least as I 

2 saw them on the Saturday before her testimony -- her 

J statement -- her appearance on the Sunday shows, that Morell 

4 sent around, we said that the currently available information 

5 suggested demonstrat~ons in Benghazi were spontaneously 

6 inspired by protests at the U.S. Embassy in Cairo. 

7 Q Right. So the day she appeared, aga in . given your 

8 best assessment. based on the currently available information 

9 that she had, was, you know, in fact, that a protest had 

10 occur red and that it had been inspired by the events in Cairo 

II earlier that day . 

l2 A Yes, 

13 Q And then just like -- I probably should have asked 

14 this . l think it was apparent. 

15 [Discuss ion off the record.] 

16 BY MS. SAWYER: 

Sorry. 

That's okay. 

17 

IS 

I <) 

Q 

A 

Q I thin k it was apparent , but just to conclude --

20 again, with exhibit 7 -- the discussion you and I had about 

21 kind of what you had articulated as the goals for that 

2'2 statement and explaining how it unfolded, [ mean, tllat , in 

23 fact. did represent kind of how you and others had treated 

24 the Benghazi. All of the th i ngs that we talked about, about 

25 trying to follow the facts where they following the facts 
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where they led --

2 A Right. 

3 Q -- conveying that, that was accurate, tt1at wasn't a 

4 false portrayal of how you or others in the government had 

5 treated this crisis . I s that true? 

6 

7 

A 

Q 

A 

Yes. Thi s is the September 27th email. 

Yes. 

Yes. that's certainly true, hovJ we looked at the 

9 circumstances aro und what our responsibility was. 

10 Q So th i s wasn't some kind of tail spun to kind of 

II protec t the government after there had been some criticism 

12 abo ut the handling of the assessment of the Benghazi attacks? 

13 A Definitely not. 

14 BY MS. SACHSMAN GROOMS: 

15 Q And is it fair to say that t he accuracy of those 

16 statements was something that was shared by Den is McDonough? 

17 A Of my September 27th email --

18 Q Yes. 

19 A -- to those individuals? You know, look, 

20 everyth i ng in my exper i ence with the people who I sent that 

21 to, fr om -- on the ''t o" line as well as the "cc" line -- from 

22 Ben Rhodes, to Cardillo, to McDonough, to Brennan, lo t1orel1, 

Nick, Shawn Turner, -- my experience over 

24 dealing with those individual~ before and since is that they 

25 would absolute l y agree that that was our job . And So I mean , 
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l ' m not sure there's mo re I can add to tha t other than I 

2 think that they -- that this was absolute ly where they would 

·3 v1ant the NCTC and tl1e intelligence community to be in 

4 pursuing our j ob of explain ing what happened in Benghazi. 

5 Q An d I think your statement there i s also bol stered 

6 by Denis McDonough's email response, and I'll just read it 

7 into the record . 

R He says: "Thanks, Matt and team, for all the work you 

9 are doing. The form and nature and of course the 

10 substance- - of thes e documents is your call. 

II ''The main issue here is our collective need to keep 

12 Congress i nfor med of what we know and assess about the 

13 developments in and around the Benghazi attack. Many of the 

14 reports that have been made public are i ncomplete -- and some 

15 ass ertions that have appeared in the press are complete l y 

16 ina cc ura te so we have an obligation to make sure Congress 

17 is kept up to date on what intelligence we ha ve as we ll as 

18 our best assessments . " 

19 That was from 10 : 09 p.m .. September 27th . 

20 So is that sort of consistent with yo ur understanding of 

21 his general views? 

'), _ J 

A Yeah . No t on 1 y i s t 11 at cons i s te n t i n this 

1nstance. but i t's consistent in my dealings with Den is . 

2~ agai n , before and since. That is how he would approach the 

inte l l i gence community, and tha t's how he would approach me 

rs;':s: 
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and the ro l e of NCTC. 

Q And you fol lowed up the ne xt day, Friday, 

3 September 28th, at 10 :40 a.m . , witt1 a dtaft sta tement . You 

4 said you provided a draft statement this morning to Shawn 

5 Turner, and I think we have already discu~sed that statement. 

6 But was that statement meant to be a good faith effort 

7 to address some of the confusion that had developed over the 

S public characte rization of the attacks? 

9 A I think that 's a fair way t o look at what we were 

10 trying to accomplish, yes. Again, I think I said before too 

11 that I think it was impo r-tant, from my per-spective , for the 

12 DN I , given some of the discussion in the press, to give a 

13 s trong and public statement about where we were as a 

14 commun ity and also to defend the idea that it's no t only okay 

15 bu t, you know , sort of not uncommon for assessments to evolve 

16 as you get more informat i on. and that's what we want our 

17 analysts to do . 

18 For my part. as , you know. I am with my analysts at 

19 NCTC, were, obv iously, aware of the pub l ic debate, I want~d 

20 them to feel that we basically had the ir back and tha t they 

21 should continue to do their job. 

..,., 
'- J 

24 

r _ ) 

Q And were you in any way trying to create or 

perpetuate some kind of false na rra t iv e or some political 

narrative? 

A No. 
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BY MR. KENNY: 

2 Q I appreciate your pat i ence, Director. 

3 A ·No problem. 

4 Q I'll shift gears a little bit. This will, 

5 hopeful l y, conclude our portion. 

6 I'm going to read for you a series of allegat i ons that 

7 were made publicly about the attacks, in the 3-1/2 years 

S since the attacks. and just ask i f you have any persona l 

9 knowledge or information to support that allegation. There 

10 are several of them, so it will take a little bit of time t o 

I I Hork thr ough them. 

12 A Okay. 

13 Q So I would appreciate your indulgence . 

14 A Ok·ay. 

15 Q I will start with the first one. 

16 It has been alleged that Secretary of State Clinton 

17 intentiona ll y blocked military action on the night of the 

1R attacks . One Congressman has speculated that Secretary 

19 Clinton told Leon Panetta to stand down, and this resulted in 

20 the Defense Department not sending more assets to help in 

21 Benghazi . 

22 Do you have any evidence that Secreta r y of State Clinton 

ordered Secretary of Defense Panetta to, quote, ··stand clown, " 

24 close quot e , on the night of the attacks? 

A No. 

To ;'sr 
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Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary of State 

2 Clinton issued any kind of order to Secreta ry of Defense 

'3 Panet t a on the nigHt of tiTe attacks?· 

4 A No. 

5 Q Next allegation. 

6 It has been alleged that Secretary Clinton personally 

7 signed an April 2012 cable denying security to Libya. The 

8 Washington Post Fact Checker evaluated this claim and gave it 

9 four Pinocchios -- its highest award -- for false claims . 

10 Do yo u have any evi dence that Secretary Clinton 

11 personally signed an April 2012 cable denying security 

12 resources to Libya? 

1.3 A No. 

14 Q Do you have any evidence that Secretary Clinton was 

15 personally involved in providing specific instruction on 

16 day-to-day security resources in Benghazi? 

17 A No . 

18 Q Next . 

19 It ha s been alleged that Secretary Clinton 

20 misre prese nted o r fabricated intelligence on the r isks posed 

2 1 by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for 

') I military operations in Libya in spring 2011. 

Do you have any evidence tha t Secretary Cli nton 

24 misrepresented or fabricated i ntel ligence on the risk posed 

25 by Qadhafi to his own people in order to garner support for 
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milita r y operations in Libya i n spring of 20117 

2 A ·No. 

3 Q Next. 

4 It has been alleged that the U.S. mission in Benghazi 

5 could have transferred weapons to Syrian rebels thro ugh other 

6 countries. A bipartisan report iss ued by the House Permanent 

7 Select Committee on Intelligenc e found · that, quo te, "The CIA 

8 was not collecti'ng and shipping arms from Libya to Syria." 

9 close quote, and that they fo und, quote. "no support for this 

10 allegation, " c1ose quote. 

11 Do you have any evidence to contradict the House 

12 Intelligence Committee's bipartisan report finding that the 

13 CIA was not shipping arms fr om Libya to syria? 

14 A No. 

15 Q Do you have any evidence that the U.S. faci lities 

16 i~ Benghazi we r e being used to facilitate weapons transfers 

17 from Libya t o Syria or to any other foreign coun t ry? 

18 A No. 

19 Q A team of CIA security personnel was temporari l y 

20 delayed from departing the Annex to assist the Special 

21 Mission Compound. There have been a number of allegations 

22 about the cause of and the appropriateness of that delay. 

The House Intelligence Committee issued a bipartisan report. 

?A concluding tl1at the team was not ordered to, quote, "stand 

25 down," close quote. but that, instead, there were tactical 
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disagreements on the ground over how quickly to depart. 

2 Do you have any evidence that would contradict the House 

3 In te ll igence Committee's finding that ther-e was no stand-down 

4 order to CIA personnel? 

5 A No. 

6 Q Putting aside whether you might agree with that 

7 dec i s i on or thin k it was the right dec i s i on, do you have any 

R evidence that there was a bad or improper reason behind the 

9 temporary delay of CIA secur ity perso nnel who had departed 

10 the Annex to assist the Special Mission Compound? 

1 I A No . 

12 Q Concern has been raised by one individual that in 

13 the course of producing documents to the Accountab ili ty 

14 Review Boa rd damaging documen t s , may have been removed or 

15 sc rubbed out of tha t production. 

16 Do you have any evidence that anyone at the State 

17 Departme nt removed or scrubbed damaging documents from the 

18 materials that were provided to th e ARB? 

19 A No. 

:w Q Do you have any evidence that anyone at the Stat e 

21 Department directed anyone else at the State Department to 

22 remove or scrub damaging documents from t he ma terials that 

7' _ j 

24 

25 

we re provided to the ARB? 

A No. 

Q I'm going to ask this questi on for documents 
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provided to Congress. Do you have any evidence that anyone 

2 at t he State Department removed or scrubbed damaging 

'3 documents frorn the materials that were pr·ovided to Congress? 

4 A No. 

5 Q It has been alleged that CIA Deputy Director Mike 

6 Morell altered unclassified talking points about the Benghazi 

7 attacks for political reasons and that he then misrepresented 

8 his actions when he told Congress that the CIA . quote. 

9 "faithfully per formed our duties in accordance Hith the 

10 highest standards of objectivity and nonpartisanship," close 

II quote. 

12 Do you have any evidence that CIA Deputy Director Mike 

13 Morell gave false or intent ional ly misleading testimony to 

14 Congress about the Benghazi talking points ? 

15 A No. 

16 Q Do you have any evidence tha t CIA Deputy Director 

17 Morell altered the talking points that were provided to 

18 Congress for political reasons? 

19 A No . 

20 Q It has been alleged that AmbassJdor Susan Rice made 

21 an i ntentional misrepresentation when she spoke on the Sunday 

22 talk shows about the Benghazi attacks . 

Do you have any evidence that Ambassador Rice 

24 intentionall y misreprese nted facts about the Benghazi attacks 

25 on the Sunday talk shows? 
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A No. 

Q It has been alleged that the President of the 

3 United States was, quote, ·"virtually AWOL as 

4 Commander in Chief," close quote, on the night of the attacks 

5 and that he was, quote, "missing in action," close quote. 

6 Do you have any evidence to support the allegation t hat 

7 the President was virtually AWOL as Commander in Chief or 

R missi ng in action on the night of the attacks? 

9 A No. 

10 Q It has been alleged that a team of four milita ry 

I I personnel stationed at Embassy Tripoli on the night of the 

12 attacks , who were conside ring flying on the second plane to 

13 Benghazi, were ordered by their superiors to, quote, "stand 

14 d 01-m , " c l o s e quo t e , me a n i n g c e a s e a ll ope r a t i on s . M i 1 i t a r y 

15 officials have stated that those four indi vidua l s were, 

16 instead. ordered to, quote, "remain in place," close quote., 

17 in Tr ipoli to provide security and medical assistance at that 

LS location. A Republican staff report issued by the House 

Ill Armed Services Committee found that, quote, "There was no 

30 s tand-down order is sued to U.S. military personnel in Tripoli 

21 who sought to joi n the figl1t i n Benghazi," close quote. 

22 Do you have any evidence to contradict the conclusion of 

23 the House Armed Services Committee that there was no 

24 s tand-down order issued to U.S. mil 1tary personnel in Tr ipo l i 

25 who sought to join the fight in Benghazi? 

'!'.3 /3 21 
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A No. 

2 Q It has been alleged that the military fai led to 

J deploy assets on the night of the attack that would have 

4 saved li ves. However, former Republican Cong re ssman Howard 

5 "Buck" McKeon, former chairman of the House Armecl Services 

6 Committee. conducted a review of the attacks, after which he 

7 stated. quote. "Given whe re the troops we r e, hov1 quickly the 

R thing all happ ened, and how quickly it dissipated. we 

9 probably cou1dn't have done more than we did," close quote. 

10 Do you have any evidence to contradict Congressman 

II ~l cKeon' s conclusion? 

12 A No. 

13 Q Do you have any evidence that the Pentagon had 

14 military assets available to them on the night of the attacks 

15 that could have saved lives, but that the Pentagon leadership 

16 intentional l y decided not t o depl oy? 

17 A No. 

18 Mr . Kenny. Dire ctor, I appreciate it. Thank you again 

19 for your many years of service. 

20 With that , we 'll go off the record . 

21 ~lr . Davis. Actua ll y, I jus t have one quest ion b01sed or. 

22 somet hing you ment ioned, Pe te r. 

Mr. Kenny. We can stay on the record . 

24 BY MR. DAVIS: 

Q You mentioned there was a me e ting in your office at 

Ttl ;'5JCI 
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NCTC to kind of f i na lize the t imeline with ot her ind i viduals. 

2 A Yes. 

3 Q Wl1 e n d i d t 11 at rn e e t i n g t a k e p l a c e , t he o n e y o u 'rl e r e 

4 referring t o? 

5 A I ' m not sure t he exact date, but it wou ld have 

6 be en, I thi nk, sometime-- my best recollect ion i s it v/ould 

7 have been sometime in late October. 

Q October. Okay . 

9 A Yea h, October timef ra me. 

I 0 Q And what did this individual from the St ate 

11 Department say or do that kind of gave you pause? 

12 A To my rec ol l ect ion -- and it 's not speci fic -- it 

13 was it had to do with information tha t would have been 

14 supportive of what th e State Depar tm ent was doing on that 

15 night, and it was more qualitativ e than factual. 

16 Q Do you recall specifically what it was? 

17 A I don't recall o ther than my r eco llect io n is that I 

18 thought that that -- and I said so - - I didn't think that 

19 be l onge d in what we were doing. 

20 Q Who from the State Departmen t made th ose comments ? 

21 A It was Philippe Reines . 

22 Mr. Davis. Okay. Thank you . 

· 23 Mr·. Ken ny-0.. Off the record . 

24 Mr·. Olsen. Jus t one momen t, if I co uld, ju s t to confer 

25 here. 

·:::-s /2 !L 
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[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr . Ols en . I'm good . Thank you. 

[Whereupo ni at 6:15p. m. , the i nt erview was concluded.) 
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