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Chairman Issa. Admiral, thank you for being here voluntarily
today. The nature of this investigation is twofold. As you can
imagine, a great deal of it is about the factors leading to, leading
up to our vulnerability in Benghazi, the 7 1/2 hours of the attack until
the evacuation, and then the period after primarily dealing with
misinformation. As I understand, for the vast majority of this time
before and after or -- before you're intimately involved, for the during
you're aware, and the after is outside of what you participated with
in the ARB.

The second reason for this interview, which is much more to your
entire career, is we are the Oversight and Reform Committee. The
nature of reform is the after action of investigations are not just
to assign blame but just as the ARB had 29, I believe, strongly suggested
changes, we believe that there are two areas that we need to look into.
One, are there additional items that need to be changed within
Government Operations, State, Defense, CIA, and other entities which
may be foreign located? And secondly, is the ARB itself, a
long-standing statute used many times, up to the task, is the process
efficient? Particularly, we'll be looking at the relationship of the
ARB, which is a State Department-only entity, and Benghazi, which
obviously involved our clandestine service personnel and
warfighters -- not officially a war zone, but certainly the impact to
warfighters -- and whether or not there need to be changes in the law
or an additional review process. We're also looking at the scope of

the ARB, whether or not it was sufficient for what occurred. So all



of those will be areas in which we want to call on your expertise. I
have -- I'm saying all this because some of what we're asking for clearly
is within the scope of the ARB and your work. Some of it very much
calls on your decades of service, and we would like to have that included
as a participation, the earlier questions that went on before the record
was open as to questions and answers.

As you can imagine, your history was all in the executive branch.
With the two other branches, we make our own rules relative to what
is treated as classified or not classified, and particularly in the
case of Benghazi in open hearings the State Department has presented
objections to completely unclassified information being used or
entered in the record. Although I don't ask you to make a decision,
you can imagine how anyone would react to being told that emails sent
back and forth that say right on the face of them they're unclassified
somehow are being classified, in some cases because they could be
potentially embarrassing. So our view during this hearing will be if
it is not strictly classified under the secret or above level, then
in fact it will be open to all questions and all answers.
Notwithstanding that -- the minority is here now?

Mr. Lewis. Yes, sir.

Chairman Issa. Notwithstanding that, there will be an
opportunity before any transcript is made public to ensure that there
is a redaction of individual information that is unnecessary to the
transcripts from ever being made public. That's not a requirement in

a transcribed interview, but it is -- it would be in a depo, and we're



going to treat that portion. So feel free to answer questions as to
individuals' names or identities as long as they are not classified
secret or above, recognizing that if you'll simply say, you know, this
is an individual identity or anything you have a concern with, those
will be highlighted for purposes of making sure that both the majority
and minority observe that. We do routinely redact certain
information, even if an entire transcript is put out in a report or
otherwise. Do you have any questions, Admiral?

Admiral Mullen. 3Just -- I think I understand what you're saying
with respect to, you know, your view of classified and the Department's.
I'11l have -- I mean, I also have a view of what's classified and what
isn't just from my own experience, and so that -- I mean, that will
sort of --

Chairman Issa. Sure.

Admiral Mullen. That will guide me in terms of response in the
effort to keep this at the unclassified level.

Chairman Issa. Clearly this is an unclassified environment.

Admiral Mullen. Right.

Chairman Issa. And we want to make sure that to the extent that
anything has been deemed secret that we respect that. For official
use only and confidential, although I was taught about them, they're
all bunk relative to congressional action. So a creation of the
executive branch is not and also, you know, sensitive, those kinds of
terms --

Please come on in. We're not asking questions, we're going



through the pre-dialogue.

That doesn't mean you shouldn't point out any concern you have
with something being publicly disclosed. The transcript's ability to
be redacted is something that can be done, is done primarily between
the committee majority and minority, so please point out anything you
have concerns about.

We did your counterpart at the deposition level because we weren't
able to secure, if you will, your level of cooperation, and I'm glad
that you're here under these other terms. The difference between a
deposition and a transcribed interview is that in deposition you may
not choose -- you're under subpoena, you must respond. This is a
transcribed interview, and the expectation is that we'll have no
problems. Should we have a problem where you feel that you cannot
respond unless compelled to do so, simply say so, and we can deal with
that at a later time. We want to get all we can get today, and our
expectation is that we'll get everything we need.

Again, we asked you to come here 90 percent in your role as an
impartial evaluator of what went wrong and in no way, or at least
speaking only for myself, in no way are we criticizing the work that
you and the other members of the commission did on the report. We are
concerned that the structure of the ARB may not be sufficient, the
breadth of the request may not be sufficient, and since the process
was not done similar to what an IG or an FBI or others would do, we're
trying to formalize the process to, if you will, review the review.

For example, group interviews were done there where we do individual



interviews.

Any other questions?

Admiral Mullen. The only thing, again, Chairman, if I understand
what you're talking about is in terms of what's classified and what
isn't classified, and from the perspective of how individual
departments and obviously the administration views this, I'm at
least -- I think if I understand you, that's not a fight for me right
now.

Chairman Issa. It's not a fight for you.

Admiral Mullen. It's something you --

Chairman Issa. Right. If you have a concern, but for purposes,
and this has been a long-standing policy of the majority and minority.
Secret is a recognized level.

Admiral Mullen. Sure.

Chairman Issa. That and above is recognized, and we can go into
a session that is classified. We would not do it with the same
transcription or the same room.

Admiral Mullen. Sure.

Chairman Issa. And if you find something that goes into that
area, we'll simply stop, have a limited discussion about whether it's
necessary to pursue it, and then schedule if necessary. It was not
necessary in case of the Ambassador. We don't expect it will be
necessary here.

Admiral Mullen. Okay.

Chairman Issa. I justwant tomake it clear, though, that because



in the case of the State Department's assertions that you understand
we do not recognize unclassified material and open source material as
aggregating into somehow protected but not designated. The State
Department never said these documents are secret. They simply said
sensitive, therefore we don't want you using them in open hearing
repeatedly. We pointed out what they were saying. They wouldn't give
us, and I think the court of public opinion and, candidly, my peers
have found there was nothing wrong in what we released. So if you have
a concern, an individual judgment concern that something should not
be made public, express it. We'll have a discussion off the record
if necessary before we go forward, but if it is below secret, the
assumption is that it is appropriate and will be discussed here and
will be placed on the record, and again I'm spending a lot of time sort
of prefacing that which will possibly not come up at all.

Admiral Mullen. Okay.

Chairman Issa. Susanne, do you have anything on that topic?

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. No, sir.

Admiral Mullen. And this is just my core, you know, if it's got
a C -- if it's classified, it's classified. So it's for me to sort
of declassify --

Chairman Issa. Right.

Admiral Mullen. -- sort of real time is going to be difficult.

Chairman Issa. Except, of course, the executive branch does not
have the ability to create classifications, so sensitive, official use

only is not recognized by Congress. It is not a creation.
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Admiral Mullen. No, I'm really thinking of the confidential.

Mr. Lewis. Admiral, if at any point you think that the question
is important to answer, you're unsure of the classification level, if
you could answer the question, as long as you know that it's not secret,
we will run that portion by the State Department to make sure there
is a determination on the classification of that. We would not abandon
you to make that decision for yourself.

Chairman Issa. And this is a closed session, nothing inherently
we do not want to have. We want to have disclosures. We're not in
front of a hearing for a reason, which is there when the cat's out of
the bag, the cat's out of the bag. But, again, we are operating at
a level below secret, and we'll maintain that.

Mr. Levy. And I just want to clarify one thing. It was at
Admiral Mullen's request that in particular the accountability of
personnel section be declassified by the State Department so he could
discuss that.

Chairman Issa. Right.

Mr. Levy. My understanding from the correspondence of yesterday
is that the State Department has done that, reclassified it as
sensitive, but unclassified/privacy protected, and I believe as we
discussed earlier, their concern is about personally identified
privacy information because it discusses personnel actions.

Chairman Issa. Right.

Mr. Levy. I have great faith in the Admiral's ability to

distinguish between classified and unclassified.
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Chairman Issa. Right.

Mr. Levy. I just would anticipate that the committee would work
with the State Department to resolve any concerns vis-a-vis the privacy
protected portions.

Chairman Issa. And, you know, the intention and the standard we
use is do we need to disclose that information or do we need to contact
that secondary individual? The latter, of course, we totally believe
that is, even if it were top secret we would have the ability to make
a determination to go after and discuss it with that individual.
Having said that, it's not our intention to release public information,
but we do need to get to the facts, and naming names is important in
the process of discovering, and we appreciate that they have
declassified because had they done that 6 weeks ago or 16 weeks ago,
a lot of our work would have been easier.

Steve, you are the primary person here. Who is going to represent
the minority for questions on the first round?

Mr. Knauer. TI am.

Chairman Issa. Okay. Then I will unseat and sit aside. If you
want me back here -- this is a typical voting day. If you want me back
here at any time, take a break and I'll be back in a matter of minutes,
but I'm not leaving until this gets well underway.

Admiral Mullen. Okay.

Chairman Issa. I guess the last thing is thank you. You know,
I never -- you know, the last time you and I saw each other, I never

thought we would see each other across a table like this unless it was
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discussing things you think and have always wanted to tell me we should
be doing that we're not.

Admiral Mullen. No, I didn't anticipate this, either.

Chairman Issa. Well, and take this as not what it appears to be.
Inviting you to a public hearing as part of the ARB would gain us very,
very little unless we do a lot more of our discussion. My hope is that
you and the Ambassador, as we discuss ARBs going forward and your
experience would be willing to come forward and we talk about that.
I don't think it serves a lot of public purpose to ask you to come in
and then have 30 or so people ask you questions about everything under
the sun, sometimes going off subject, as you have seen over your many
decades.

Admiral Mullen. Sure.

Chairman Issa. But if you would like it, we can always arrange
it.

Admiral Mullen. Well, I mean, you saw where both Tom and I are

both, we're happy to do a public hearing if that's what you want to

do.

Chairman Issa. Right, and I think when that's
appropriate -- today's questions I think you're going to realize
are -- a lot of them are going to be ones that the public is not

interested in, and if you talked to Ambassador Pickering, I'm sure he
told you that the opportunity to spend with us was not as bad as he
had anticipated.

Admiral Mullen. Actually I haven't spoken with him.
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Chairman Issa. Well, you two can share that afterwards.

Admiral Mullen. At some point.

Chairman Issa. Steve?

Mr. Castor. For purposes of the court reporter, would you mind
switching seats?

Chairman Issa. Not at all. I was actually going to get up
altogether.

Mr. Castor. Good morning, Admiral, my name is Steve Castor.

Admiral Mullen. Hi, Steve.

Mr. Castor. 1I'm a staffer with the committee. I am sorry I'm
late. I had a meeting in the Capitol.

I'm going to read a little introduction.

Admiral Mullen. Okay.

Mr. Castor. We have atime clock. We do our questions in rounds.
We'll go for an hour.

Admiral Mullen. Right.

Mr. Castor. Our Democratic colleagues will actually physically
switch around for purposes of making it easier on the reporter and you
at the end of an hour. We encourage you to, if you need to confer with
your counsel at anytime, please do that. If you need to take a break
for any purpose, let us know. This is an uncomfortable setting in some
ways, so to the extent we can make it more comfortable, we would like
to do that.

Admiral Mullen. Sure.

Mr. Castor. So this is a transcribed interview of Admiral



14

Michael Mullen conducted by the House Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform. This interview was requested by the chairman and
is part of the committee's investigation into the attacks on U.S.
diplomatic facilities in Benghazi that resulted in the deaths of four
Americans, including the Ambassador. We're also looking into the
Accountability Review Board's report, and that's why the chairman has
invited you here today.

We appreciate your appearance, as the chairman mentioned earlier,
as a precursor to a future hearing. Your decades of dedicated service
to this country offer a unique insight that's extremely valuable to
the committee. You have undoubtedly earned the title of admiral.
I'1l strive to refer to you as admiral or sir, and to the extent I neglect
to do that, please accept my apologies.

Admiral Mullen. I don't take offense to that.

Mr. Castor. Some of the questions today may appear basic. This
is not intended to demonstrate any disrespect for your experience or
your time or your work with the Accountability Review Board. The
committee has staff with military and foreignh service experience.
Some of our members are also well versed in these issues. The basic
questions are intended to provide a clear record for all of our members
and staff as we prepare for the hearing and do our work.

Unlike a proceeding in Federal Court, the committee format is not
bound by the rules of evidence. The witness or their counsel, I mean,
if you need to raise an objection for privilege or classified

information, please do so. Under our deposition rules, and this is
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sort of a -- it's not a deposition under our rules, but we try to follow
that structure to the extent possible. Members and staff during
depositions aren't permitted to raise objections, it's only for the
witness or the witness' counsel.

This interview is unclassified, as the chairman mentioned, so if
a question calls for any information that you know to be classified,
please let us know, and if you know why it's classified, you can
certainly tell us that to the extent you feel that's appropriate. At
a later time we can have a classified session.

Admiral Mullen. Sure.

Mr. Castor. Did everyone introduce their names?

Chairman Issa. I apologize, I read your notes, so I just went
through a bunch of that.

Mr. Castor. Did everybody introduce themselves for the record?

Chairman Issa. No.

Mr. Castor. Maybe we can do that.

Admiral Mullen. Mike Mullen.

Mr. Levy. Michael Levy, counsel for Admiral Mullen.

Mr. Hamilton. 3Jim Hamilton, counsel for Admiral Mullen.

Mr. Gazzaway. Ken Gazzaway, counsel for Admiral Mullen.

Ms. Sachsman Grooms. I'm Susanne Sachsman Grooms. I'm the

chief counsel on the minority side.
Mr. Knauer. 1I'm Chris Knauer, I'm on the Democratic side of the
committee.

Mr. Kenny. Peter Kenny, counsel with minority.
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Mr. Powell. 3Jason Powell, senior counsel with the minority.

Mr. Ohly. John Ohly with the majority staff.

Mr. Lewis. 3Jim Lewis with the majority staff.

Mr. Beattie. Brien Beattie with the majority staff.

Chairman Issa. And Darrell Issa.

Mr. Castor. You do understand -- we ask all witnesses this. You
do understand questions and answers before congressional staff, you're
required by law to tell the truth?

Admiral Mullen. Yes.

Mr. Castor. Before we get going with my questions, do you have
anything for us that you wanted to raise?

Mr. Levy. I think we covered all the preliminaries.

Chairman Issa. We went through the personnel declassification
and what it remains as, and how we intend to treat it. You caught part
of that.

EXAMINATION
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q Okay. Maybe to start with you could walk us through when
you first heard there was going to be an Accountability Review Board
and how you came to be selected for that and so forth.

A I think I first heard about it shortly before Secretary
Clinton I think signed it out, and my recollection was through a news
report that she intended to do this, and that Ambassador Pickering was
going to be the chair. Then that's -- that was the initial cut.

Subsequent to that shortly I was called by Miss Cheryl Mills, Secretary
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Clinton's Chief of Staff, and she asked me to do this. She said, she
asked me for the Secretary to be the vice chairman. I agreed to do
that, and that as far as I'm concerned, that was sort of the extent
of, one, where I first learned about it and, two, how I came to agree
to do it.

Q Do you remember roughly when that was or at least how far
in advance?

A Well, I think the Secretary signed -- as I recall, the
Secretary signed out the directive shortly after the 12th of September,

and so it would be sort of within that week time frame or so.

Q Is this your first experience with an Accountability Review
Board?
A Yes.

Q What type of preparation did you receive from the State
Department in advance? Did they give you the regs or the statute or
anything like that?

A Actually we started to meet in early October, and as that,
our first meeting at that time is when we had, we received the law,
the background, what an Accountability Review Board generally was, and
then obviously the very specific tasking from Secretary Clinton on her
expectations with respect to this board.

Q Did you or any other members of the board have an opportunity
to provide input on the scope of your work?

A I didn't, and I'm not aware that anybody else did.

Q For example, the talking points that have become somewhat
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of a topic of discussion? Ambassador Pickering has told us that the
public component to the response was not part of the Accountability
Review Board's work.

A It was, essentially it was very clear in the scope that it
was focused on security, accountability, intelligence, et cetera, and
we had absolutely nothing to do with the talking points.

Q How was the board staffed?

A There were -- there was, I'll call her an executive
director, senior Foreign Service officer that came from the State
Department, there were three other State Department employees,
long-standing State Department employees who were the, I almost call
them the recorders, the note takers, et cetera. Miss Zeya, who was
the Executive Director, so she organized it, and she did the work, she
would respond to requests, et cetera, as the staff put this together.
There was also a lawyer, a senior lawyer, deputy general counsel for
the -- Deputy Legal Adviser for the Secretary of State by the name of
Richard Visek, and he had a more junior lawyer working for him, and
so I think that was the totality of the group that was involved in
addition to the five of us.

Q Did the board have office space over at the State
Department?

A Yes, we did.

Mr. Levy. 3Just for purposes of the record, it's a lot easier for
the reporter if you let him finish asking the question before you --

Admiral Mullen. Yeah, Okay.
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Mr. Castor. 1I'll foul that up myself, so I certainly apologize

to the reporter. And to you.
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q The staff for the most part, were they all State Department
personnel?

A They were.

Q Do you have any awareness of how the other members of the
board were selected? You said you were picked by the Secretary.

A The only awareness is that Shinnick, Bertini, myself, and
Pickering were selected by the Secretary of State, and the
intelligence -- and I'm drawing a blank. The intelligence guy was
selected by the Director of National Intelligence, General Clapper.

Q The ARB is supposed to be set up as an independent review
board. Did you have any questions about the independence of the board?

A In fact, in the original conversation I had with Ms. Mills
about this, the most -- from my perspective, the most important
descriptive characteristic of it is that it would be independent, and
Ms. Mills assured me that was the Secretary's intent upfront, and had
that not been the case, I certainly wouldn't have agreed to it.

Secondly, I saw in execution that independence throughout, from
beginning to end, that it was supported. We had the authority to,
within the scope of the tasking, to do just about anything that we
thought was important with respect to that tasking.

Q At least two of the members, Mr. Shinnick and Ambassador

Pickering, had long State Department experience?
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A Correct.

Q And the staff was State Department folks?

A Right.

Q Did you ever see any question as to whether that State
Department heavy component played into any of the board's work?

A It played into, from my perspective, a depth and a breadth
of knowledge in terms of how the State Department functions, what the
culture is, what was reasonable in terms of expectations in certain
situations that we would examine, and I found it to be -- as much as
I had worked with the State Department, particularly as Chairman, it's
one thing to be outside an organization and work with, it's quite
different to be inside to try to understand the inner workings and
hidden mechanisms of a massive organization like that. So in that
regard they were incredibly helpful.

Q Other than your conversation with Cheryl Mills before you
were selected, any other State Department officials contact you or did
you confer with any State Department officials before the board met
and kicked off its work?

A No.

Q Do you know if any other members, Shinnick or Ambassador
Pickering, had any meetings before the, meetings or communications
before the board started its work?

A I don't know.

Q Did you have any discussions with DOD personnel before the

board's work commenced?
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A No.

Q So you didn't discuss it with Secretary Panetta or General
Dempsey?

A No.

Q Could you explain to us how for the most part the board met

with some of the witnesses? We understand the board met with about
a hundred witnesses.

A Right, right.

Q Could you walk us through a typical procedure?

A Well, typically -- I mean, where we started was we wanted
at least certainly initially to see those that were in Benghazi that
night, and so we started with those individuals, the security officers
who were in fact both on that trip with the Ambassador and in Benghazi.
The other group, sort of core group we started with was the leadership
inside the State Department, and as we looked at and interviewed them,
and I'll come back to that part of it specifically, but as we would
review material and have interviews, the space that we wanted to see
or review would expand, and so we would add additional people as names
or positions became evident or obvious in our discussions. So
typically we spent the first few meetings just coming up to speed
ourselves on what had happened, and then we started to see witnesses
in sort of the two first key groups would have been the diplomatic
security group, in particular Assistant Secretary Boswell, Deputy
Assistant Secretary Lamb, Assistant Secretary -- or -- and then the

RSOs or ARSOs, assistant RSOs who were there in Benghazi that night.
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They would come in individually, which is how we would interview each

of them.

Q So some meetings were conducted in groups and then there
were some individual -- most were individual?

A Yeah, the vast majority were individual interviews.

Q Do you know what types of notice were provided to the

witnesses? Surely that was handled by the staff.

A It was, it was. I can -- my own view of that was ample time
generally speaking. It was never -- there was no witness that I sat
with in those interviews that indicated they didn't have time to
prepare. Some were coming from across the country, so it wasn't like
you could get them there overnight because they had been redeployed
or back to their duty stations from which they had deployed originally
to Benghazi on a temporary duty status. So there was never, from my

perspective, any pressure to get anybody here right now.

Q And they were allowed to come in with lawyers?
A They were. They had representation with them.
Q Did you know going in that it was possible some State

Department folks could lose their positions?

A Did I have specific knowledge of that? No.

Q When did that become clear that what happened was serious
enough that there might be some --

A Well, I would never say it wasn't serious. It was -- and
it goes to the definition of the board. 1It's an Accountability Review

Board. And with my background specifically, certainly accountability
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is cornerstone to leadership. So, I mean, I certainly didn't go in
with any kind of preconceived notion that someone would lose their job.
I just didn't know. It's, I would say, in terms of the eventual

recommendations that evolved over time, throughout the process. There

wasn't an instant moment where I said this could happen or this will

happen.
Q So there was no requirement to --
A No.
Q -- or guidance from anybody?
A There was not.

Q During the life of the board, did you or any of the board
members update State Department officials or DOD officials about the
work of the board that you know of?

A With respect to DOD, no. Shortly after we interviewed Ms.
Lamb, I initiated a call to Ms. Mills to give her -- what I wanted to
give her was a head's up because at this point she was on the list to
come over here to testify, and I was -- so from a department
representation standpoint and as someone that led a department, I
always focused on certainly trying to make sure the best witnesses were
going to appear before the department, and my reaction at that point
in time with Ms. Lamb at the interview was -- and it was a pretty unstable
time. It was the beginning, there was a lot of unknowns. To the best
of my knowledge, she hadn't appeared either ever or many times
certainly. So essentially I gave Ms. Mills a head's up that I thought

that her appearance could be a very difficult appearance for the State
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Department, and that was about -- that was the extent of the
conversation.

Q How was it decided that you would make the call to Ms. Mills
rather than --

A That was my own initiative.

Q Okay. Did you discuss that with the Ambassador?

A I did not. Well, actually I discussed that with him after
the fact. I told him what I was doing.

Q Were there any other, during the life of the board's work,
officials at the State Department that you or the members of the board

met with to provide updates or status reports?

A From beginning to end?
Q Yeah.
A There was a --

Chairman Issa. We can take a short break if youwould like. That

would be fine.
Admiral Mullen. Yeah.
[Discussion off the record.]
BY MR. CASTOR:

Q So during the life of the Accountability Review Board's
work, I had asked you whether there was any other times you or members
of the board met with, conferred with the State Department folks to
provide updates, status reports.

A So shortly after we met, first couple weeks there were

some -- there were some things that we could see early that we thought
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it was important that the Secretary of State know about, not so much
in terms of what had happened, but steps that we thought she might want
to take initially as opposed to wait weeks or months to see the results
of the board. So we put together a list of -- and I honestly can't
remember the number, but somewhere between 10 and 20 recommendations
for her to take a look at immediately. So, for example, one of them
clearly, because there was a fire issue, was consider getting breathing
apparatuses out to high threat posts immediately. So there were things
like that, and we sent that list up, and to the best of my knowledge,
that's something that Ambassador Pickering either handed, transmitted
to Ms. Mills and the Secretary.

At the end of the ARB we met with Secretary Clinton for about 2
hours to give her a briefing on what we had come across, and at least
at that point, and we hadn't finished or signed it out, but at least
the major recommendations that we had concluded up to that point. The
only other State Department employee that was in the room with Secretary
Clinton then was Ms. Mills. No other -- there were no other agencies
or -- that I'm aware of that we met or briefed with.

Q Do you recall meeting with Deputy Secretary Nides?

A Correct, sorry. I'm sorry, we met with Nides, we met with
Burns at the end as well. Same kind of thing that we walked through
with Secretary Clinton. It was at the end, sort of summary
recommendations, and in Burns' case, my recollection was he was by
himself, and I think Nides had one or two of his assistants with him.

Q And those meetings were the board conveying information,
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briefing?

A Yes. Yes.

Q It wasn't a Q and A interview type of setting?

A Correct. Correct. 1In fact, we divided that up into
sections. Ambassador Pickering would brief a section, I would brief
a section, Ms. Bertini would brief a section, Mr. Shinnick and Mr. -- I
think it's Turner.

Q Mr. Hugh Turner?

A Yeah. Would brief a section as well.

Q Under Secretary Kennedy, Patrick Kennedy, did the board
meet with him in that type of setting to provide --

A No. Sorry.

Q Okay. Did the board interview Under Secretary Kennedy?

A We did.

Q Did the board interview Cheryl Mills?

A We did not.

Q And there was no interview of Deputy Secretary Nides or
Secretary Clinton?

A There was not.

Q And was there any discussion as to at what level the
interviews would not take place at? For example, was there a
common -- excuseme, I'll start over. Was there a decision by the board
not to interview Mr. Nides?

A There was early on a discussion, and certainly I had a

discussion, private discussion with Ambassador Pickering about at
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least my expectation, and I would say this was in the first couple weeks,
that this certainly could present the requirement that we would have
to interview everybody up the chain of command, including the
Secretary, and he agreed with that. So the two of us had sort of set
that premise in terms of obviously depending on what we learned over
time, and our requirement to both affix both responsibility and
accountability per se were, again, based on the facts as we understood
them. So there was a consensus, and it was a universal consensus over
time that we did the interviews we needed to do and that we didn't do
the interviews we didn't do, which would have included the ones
obviously that we didn't do, which were Nides and Burns and Secretary
Clinton.

Q As the attacks were unfolding, Greg Hicks, the DCM, and
ultimately the chargé when the Ambassador passed, explained that he
was in constant contact with the folks in Washington, he described a
call with the Secretary and her top people. Did the board look at the
interactions between the senior folks in Washington and the folks in
Tripoli? Was that part of the --

A We did. I mean, for events that night. We were aware,
particularly -- well, actually almost from the initial interview with
Ms. Lamb, Ms. Jones, Mr. Hicks -- yeah. Well, Hicks was in town. On
the description of what happened that night and who was doing what.
And the details were very consistent in terms of what had happened that
evening. We talked to -- we both interviewed and then the individual

who was running the operations center that night, we went to the
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operations center, and so there was also obviously very helpful
information that came out of what they did in terms of what happened
that particular evening. So I was, as a command and control guy myself,
command center guy myself, I was actually pretty impressed with how
all that seemed to unfold as we looked at what happened and how did
it happen.

Q So it's fair to say the board decided it didn't need to
interview Cheryl Mills or the Secretary about events that night?

A No. And I think to your point about Ms. Mills and the
Secretary, it was really through the, both the discussions with so many
people that we interviewed and the affirmation and the validation of
what happened that evening, including the conversation the Secretary
had with Mr. Hicks, that we just didn't, we didn't see any need to
clarify that, we knew that had happened. We were comfortable in the
case of Mr. Hicks that he was walking us through what had happened.
So there just wasn't any further need to go anywhere else.

Q Looking back on it, now that the work of the board has been

discussed publicly --

A Yeah.
Q -- do you wish that the board had interviewed the Secretary?
A From my perspective, no. I'm very comfortable with the

decision that we made and the results of the work.
Q Did the board have any issues getting witnesses to appear
before the board or getting the documents you needed to do your work?

A None. There were no issues per se. There were plenty of
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people scattered around the globe that were relevant that we either
identified or that indicated they wanted to participate, so we would
come up against how do you set this VTC up, it's a classified briefing,
those kinds of things. But I thought the staff, which was an incredibly
competent staff, and my own view is I sense it pretty quickly,
particularly in a situation like this, did a superb job setting all
that up. So it didn't happen instantly, but it was, all in all it was
done pretty smoothly or actually very smoothly.

Q One of the witnesses that appeared at our May 8th hearing,
Mr. Thompson, testified that he asked to be interviewed by the board.
Did you have any awareness of that?

A None whatsoever.

Q Any other witnesses that you've since become aware of that
wanted to talk to the board that the board didn't meet with?

A His is the only name that I'm aware of at this particular
point in time, and that really I was not aware of that until your
hearing.

Q Is it fair to say if you were aware of that that you would
have recommended that the board meet with him?

A Absolutely. We -- I mean, from a direction standpoint, we
tried to cast a wide net and have a very open door and have that word
out, and we were reassured more than once that that was the case.

Q How were the interviews recorded? Was there a court
reporter? Was there video? Was there audio recording? Note taking?

A Note taking.
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Q And none of the other options?

>

No.

Q And how did it get put together?

A The staff would put a summary of the interview together.
We would -- the members would be able to review that summary shortly

aftter the interview.

Q Any concerns with that?

A No.

Q That it wasn't transcribed or recorded?

A No. From the standpoint of content, substance and content,

I found them to be very accurate.

Q For the most part, how long did the interviews last? Were
they all-day interviews or a couple hours or a morning?

A No, I would -- the substantive interviews, those who were
on the ground, those that -- the people that we found to be most
impactful of the situation typically 2 to 4 hours, sometimes longer
than that. The other interviews notionally probably about an hour or
so. And when I say substantive, I don't mean to say, you know, others
weren't, but the ones that were really heavily involved in both the
action that evening and in the responsibility overall.

Q Is it fair to say that the board's work zeroed in on the
Diplomatic Security Bureau and the Bureau of Near East Affairs?

A We -- in terms of areas inside the State Department?

0 Yes.

A We did zero in on those two bureaus.
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Q Were there any other bureaus that were looked at carefully?
A No.
Q Did the board interview everyone in senior leadership ranks

of those two bureaus? To the best of your knowledge. You may not have
a good --

A Well, I mean, on the diplomatic security side, certainly
the Assistant Secretary, deputy, and his deputy, then the deputy
assistant secretary and a couple of her action officers, desk officers,
and the same was true for NEA. Certainly, I mean, we interviewed
everyone that we thought was relevant.

Q Once the report started to come together, how did it -- how
was it written or prepared?

A The staff wrote it, and this was -- I mean, there was some,
certainly some composition in certain sections which was going on
earlier, but by and large that started well towards the end of the board,
and we agreed on the sections that would be laid out in the report,
and the staff would draft it, the members would review it, comment on
it. We met, we would meet on it as a board, we would discuss certainly
the recommendations, et cetera, and then the staff would respond to
that and come back with another draft.

Q Any drafts of the report shared with anyone inside the
Department?

A No. I mean, I take that back. I should say when we met
with the Secretary at the end and with Nides and with -- Deputy Secretary

Nides, Deputy Secretary Burns I think -- because we hadn't signed the
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report yet, they had draft reports, but prior to that no.

Q Is it fair to say the personnel in the Near East Bureau,
that the board looked at their performance that included Ms. Jones,
Ms. Dibble, and Mr. Maxwell? Anyone else?

A No, those would be the three, I mean, that we looked at who
were the principals that we thought were most involved. I mean,
obviously because of the bureau's responsibility.

Q And what was it about Mr. Maxwell's responsibilities or
duties that stuck out for the board?

Mr. Levy. Can we just clarify because I think this is getting
to the accountability of personnel section that was recently
reclassified sensitive but confidential/privacy protected. At least
from my perspective, I don't know how you guys want to handle it, I
would be more comfortable if we attach the letter from the State
Department reclassifying that so it's clear that Admiral Mullen is able
to discuss