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  Why Benghazi Makes a Difference

  AN INTRODUCTION BY ROGER STONE

  This is the report that Hillary Clinton doesn’t want you to read. This report by the U.S. Senate Select Committee on Intelligence contradicts a strained, page-one effort by the New York Times to exonerate then–Secretary of State Hillary Clinton for responsibility in the attacks on the American facility in Benghazi. In short, it is a report every American should read.

  The release of the report on the September 11, 2012, attacks on the U.S. Department of State Temporary Mission Facility and CIA “Annex” in Benghazi, after numerous hearings, and despite significant resistance from the State Department and other executive branch agencies, substantiated a number of the criticisms leveled by Congress at President Obama and Secretary Clinton in the months following the attacks. The report’s findings alone show a bipartisan consensus regarding the culpability of State Department officials including, but not limited to, Undersecretary of State for Management Patrick F. Kennedy, Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Programs Charlene Lamb, and ultimately Secretary Clinton herself.

  The report, whose eighteen findings are generally commendable for their lack of bias (save for #9, which punts on the issues surrounding the executive branch talking points issued in the days following the attacks), not only takes aim at the Clinton-led State Department, though their fault was certainly the most spectacular, but also critiques other aspects of the executive branch. Finding numbers 4, 9, 10, 11, and 14 all involve significant failings from the various intelligence agencies, including the CIA, the FBI, the State Department’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research, and the office of the Director of National Intelligence. Additionally, the committee found that the U.S. military under the direction of General Martin E. Dempsey failed to ensure that any U.S. military assets were situated to intervene in support of U.S. operations within an acceptable time period. The failure of all these agencies and departments illustrates a failure of leadership at the highest levels of the administration.

  However, it is impossible to read the committee’s report without feeling anger, disgust, and contempt for those individuals at the highest echelons of the State Department who were at best incompetent, and at worse willfully negligent in protecting their employees. Employees who, had their superiors shown the least bit of interest in following their own already-established procedures, should never have remained in Benghazi through the end of the preceding summer. As is noted in finding #5, State Department officials overseeing the temporary mission for the Bureau of Near Eastern Affairs were aware that in the months preceding the attacks there had been at least twenty major security incidents involving “the Mission Facility, international organizations, and third party nationals.” They were further aware that these multiple incidents crossed existing “tripwires” that should have, at the very least, ensured that far fewer personnel would remain in the facility—if any at all.

  Further, the committee’s findings illustrate a State Department whose leadership was far more concerned with the political “optics” of reinforcing the Benghazi facility than ensuring that the American citizens and allies working there were doing so in a safe environment. Vice-Chairman Chambliss, in the additional views of the minority appended to the report, reports that Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb responded to requests to provide additional security agents for the DoS facilities in Libya by arguing it would be “embarrassing” to provide more agents than were in both Yemen and Pakistan—an argument she made despite knowing that unlike the facilities in Sanaa and Islamabad, the Benghazi facility was not up to the State Department’s own security standards. Ms. Lamb, who despite losing her position was amazingly not drummed out of the State Department by Secretary Clinton, even informed then–Regional Security Officer Eric Nordstrom that she would not approve additional security personnel because “this is a political game.”

  The report also discusses, at length, the disparity between the response from State Department officials to the growing threat in Benghazi and that of the CIA for their response to threats to their Benghazi facility. Despite repeated petitions to upgrade the physical security of the facility, whose existence at a substandard physical location would have required authorization from Secretary Clinton herself, the extent of those upgrades were to be largely cosmetic—heightening the perimeter wall, and installing concrete Jersey barriers.

  The internal State Department review of the attacks, cited by the committee, states that “[the facility] included a weak and very extended perimeter, an incomplete interior fence, no mantraps and unhardened entry gates and doors. Benghazi was also severely under-resourced with regard to weapons, ammunition, [non-lethal deterrents] and fire safety equipment, including escape masks.” In a quote that could be an amusing tale of bureaucratic incompetence under other circumstances, the report notes, “the Mission facility had received additional surveillance cameras, but they remained uninstalled because the State Department had not yet sent out the technical team necessary to install them [emphasis added]. In addition … the camera monitor in the local guard force booth next to the main gate was inoperable on the day of the attacks due to a needed repair by a technical team.”

  By way of comparison, the security improvements made to the CIA Annex, while redacted, take up an entire page of the report—and while the exact security procedures the CIA utilized remain classified, it seems a safe bet that their security cameras were both installed and operating on the day of the attacks. This failure to adequately protect the Benghazi facility belongs not just to Ms. Lamb, but also to Undersecretary Kennedy, who turned down offers of Department of Defense security personnel support for State Department operations in Libya from Lt. General Robert Neller, USMC Director of Operations, J3, the Joint Staff.

  Finally, while the facts of the investigation presented do not press into the root causes of the inaccurate talking points released in the days following the attacks (that task, partisan as it is, was left for the “additional views” following the report), the report states in no uncertain terms that there was no protest at the mission facility before or during the attacks. Furthermore, while again refusing to assign motive, the report notes what all can agree, that following the initial release of the faulty talking points the administration was indefensibly slow to correct the glaring errors. Despite the official report’s refusing to make a definitive statement regarding the reasoning behind the composition of those talking points, the Committee Minority’s view that this remains one of the open questions relating to the attacks rings true. This fact, too, reflects the extraordinary hubris and lack of accountability of high-ranking administration officials.

  There will be those who will claim that the failures of the officials cited above, and of numerous others in the following report, do not amount to a failure at the top. These apologists for Secretary Clinton and President Obama point elatedly to a December 28, 2013, in-depth report from New York Times Cairo bureau chief David Kirkpatrick. Kirkpatrick’s report is done a disservice by his paper’s editorial board, which in an editorial published two days later blithely accuses congressional Republicans of “conspiracy-mongering and an obsessive effort to discredit President Obama and former Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton.” It further concludes that Mr. Kirkpatrick’s report is “a reminder that the Benghazi tragedy represents a gross intelligence failure, something that has largely been overlooked in the public debate.” This blatantly partisan assertion should have been obvious even to the Times editors based on Kirkpatrick’s reporting alone.

  Kirkpatrick’s reporting on the issue of intelligence appreciations of the threat posed shows excerpts from Ambassador Stevens’s diary, which includes the following passage: “[There is a] security vacuum…. Militias are power on the ground. Dicey conditions, including car bombs, attacks on consulate … Islamist ‘hit list’ in Benghazi. Me targeted on a prominent Islamist website (no more off compound jogging) … Never ending security threats [emphasis added].” While Kirkpatrick did not have access to the diplomatic cables and email correspondence that are cited in the Senate report, in which Stevens and others repeatedly asked for additional security, even the liberal Times editorial board should have recognized that a man of Ambassador Stevens’s intelligence would not simply note the threats to the security of himself and his staff without requesting additional protection. Had the Times editors read even Mr. Kirkpatrick’s imperfect report they should have recognized the appropriate message of their editorial was not to blindly support the president and Secretary Clinton, but rather to demand that the obvious security questions be answered.

  Barring the glaringly obvious question of why American personnel at the State Department facility were left with inadequate protection, particularly in comparison to the CIA facility, the Times editors could also have sought answers about why the perpetrators of the murders of four Americans have yet to be brought to justice. Kirkpatrick’s report notes that “by last summer … [the United States] formally asked the Libyan government to arrest Mr. Abu Khattala, along with a dozen others.” Not surprisingly, the Libyan government, such as it is, closed ranks and has thus far refused to act on the matter—whether this is because it is unable or simply unwilling to do so is irrelevant. Sensibly, according to Kirkpatrick, “the United States military also prepared a plan to capture him on its own, pending Presidential approval…. But the administration held back, fearing that unilateral military action could set off a backlash that would undermine the fragile Libyan government.”

  The revelation that the U.S. government has made an affirmative choice not to bring the killers of four Americans to justice is disturbing and unconscionable. Mr. Kirkpatrick’s assertion is not confirmed in the Senate report; however, logic would argue in favor of its truth. Let us reflect on how President Obama famously ordered the mission—violating the airspace of nuclear-armed Pakistan—that ultimately led to the killing of Osama bin Laden. The very same president, on whose authority unmanned drones have violated the airspace of numerous countries thousands of times, has evidently gotten cold feet when it comes to apprehending the mastermind of the killing of Ambassador Stevens and three other Americans.

  Instead of asking the two most obvious questions raised by Kirkpatrick’s report, the Times focuses on driving home a point that the Senate report finds cannot be concluded based on the available evidence. According to Kirkpatrick’s reporting, oftentimes citing individuals who were involved with the attacks, the impetus for the attacks was an inflammatory video posted on YouTube criticizing the prophet Muhammad. According to the Senate report’s finding #14, “some intelligence suggests the attacks were likely put together in short order, following that day’s violent protests in Cairo against an inflammatory video.” While for the Senate this statement serves as a warning that America’s enemies can move swiftly to seize opportunities, to the Times and other liberal apologists the video serves to liberate both President Obama and Secretary Clinton from responsibility, for reasons that are, at best, unclear—the president and secretary being those individuals most responsible for ensuring that American consular staff are safe from such attacks.

  To apologists for Secretary Clinton and President Obama, despite the two having oversight authority for the placement of the individuals with direct responsibility for the protection of the temporary mission facility in their positions, the argument is that the government bureaucracy is vast and no two people can keep watch over it in its entirety. This point will be argued vehemently, with no apparent appreciation for irony, by those same individuals who have in years past criticized President Bush for the failures of Michael D. Brown as FEMA director. It is true that President Obama cannot be in all places at all times. However, his influence is shown in those whom he chooses to trust with important government posts. The failures of Undersecretary Kennedy, Deputy Assistant Secretary Lamb, Secretary Clinton, and General Dempsey are the failures of the man who put the nation’s trust in them.

  The defenders of the president must twist, or downright ignore, many of the facts of the buildup to, actions during, and investigation of the attacks in order to achieve anything approximating a logically coherent defense. Such an argument generally chooses to attack Republican members of Congress for “fear-mongering” or being “conspiracy theorists” to overwhelm the large body of evidence incriminating President Obama and Secretary Clinton.

  However, the facts of the case stand on their own. In the months leading up to the attack, both the State Department and CIA received reports from their agents on the ground suggesting an increased danger to their activities. The CIA acted to increase security; the State Department ignored pleas from its employees and did nothing of any great effect. Upon the revelation that its facilities were woefully below standard, the State Department sought to shift blame for the failure onto the intelligence community. Finally, following the attacks, and despite having actionable intelligence on the identities and locations of the perpetrators, the Obama administration has punted on bringing the instigators to justice.

  The following report is damning in presenting the case that President Obama and Secretary Clinton, as well as a number of others, helped ensure the events of September 11, 2012, could happen, and that when in progress the attacks could not be adequately handled. Following the conclusion of the attacks, they too were among those deceiving Congress, delaying investigations, and protecting those guilty of making the attacks possible. It is my hope that by reading the contents of this report the American people can come to see for themselves the shocking failures that have remained persistently unaddressed by the president and his administration.

  An overriding tenet of American foreign policy in the era of global terrorism has been to do whatever possible to ensure the protection of American nationals in high-risk areas, and failing that, to bring the perpetrators of terror to justice. This report proves that while the administration might talk a big game, when it comes to Benghazi it has shown itself to be incompetent, untrustworthy, and unwilling to act.

  When asked about her role in the death of Americans in Benghazi, Hillary Clinton asked, “What difference at this point does it make?”  I say it does make a difference and the contents of this report outline why Mrs. Clinton has neither the judgment, nor the experience or veracity to be Commander-in-Chief.
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  SSCI Review of the Terrorist Attacks on U.S. Facilities in Benghazi, Libya, September 11-12, 2012

  I. PURPOSE OF THIS REPORT

  The purpose of this report is to review the September 11-12, 2012, terrorist attacks against two U.S. facilities in Benghazi, Libya. This review by the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence (hereinafter “SSCI” or “the Committee”) focuses primarily on the analysis by and actions of the Intelligence Community (IC) leading up to, during, and immediately following the attacks. The report also addresses, as appropriate, other issues about the attacks as they relate to the Department of Defense (DoD) and Department of State (State or State Department).

  It is important to acknowledge at the outset that diplomacy and intelligence collection are inherently risky, and that all risk cannot be eliminated. Diplomatic and intelligence personnel work in high-risk locations all over the world to collect information necessary to prevent future attacks against the United States and our allies. Between 1998 (the year of the terrorist attacks against the U.S. Embassies in Kenya and Tanzania) and 2012, 273 significant attacks were carried out against U.S. diplomatic facilities and personnel.1 The need to place personnel in high-risk locations carries significant vulnerabilities for the United States. The Committee intends for this report to help increase security and reduce the risks to our personnel serving overseas and to better explain what happened before, during, and after the attacks.

  II. THE COMMITTEE’S REVIEW2

  Hearings. Briefings, and Meetings: The Committee began its initial review of the September 11, 2012, terrorist attacks against the U.S facilities in Benghazi, Libya, on September 13, 2012, which transitioned into a formal review a few weeks later. This report and our findings and recommendations are based upon the extensive work conducted by Committee Members and staff during this review, including the following hearings, briefings, and meetings (which included interviews of U.S. personnel on the ground during the attacks):

  •   Three Committee oversight hearings with witnesses from the Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI), National Counterterrorism Center (NCTC), Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), State, and DoD;

  •   Two Committee briefings with David Petraeus—one while he was CIA Director and one after his resignation;

  •   Three Committee briefings with Robert Litt, ODNI General Counsel, regarding the issue of the CIA Talking Points;

  •   Four on-the record Member and staff meetings with:

  1.   Gregory Hicks, Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM) in Tripoli during the attacks;3

  2.   Mark Thompson, Acting Deputy Assistant Secretary for Counterterrorism at the State Department;

  3.   Eric Nordstrom, former Regional Security Officer (RSO) in Libya; and

  4.   the former CIA Chief of Base in Benghazi who was at the Annex on the night of the attacks; and

  •   At least 17 other staff briefings and meetings, including interviews of U.S. Government security personnel on the ground in Benghazi the night of the attacks.

  Documents and Video Reviewed: The Committee reviewed: (1) thousands of intelligence reports and internal documents (including e-mails, cables, etc.) which were provided by the IC, the State Department, and DoD; (2) written responses to Committee questions for the record; (3) numerous open-source materials; and (4) surveillance videos related to the attacks.

  III. DESCRIPTION OF THE SEPTEMBER 11-12, 2012. ATTACKS

  The sequence of events in Benghazi on the night of September 11, 2012, and the morning of September 12, 2012, have been widely described in media and other reports. There were effectively at least three different attacks against U.S. facilities in fewer than eight hours. Understanding the evolution and the sequence of attacks is important to provide the context in which Americans in Benghazi and Tripoli and U.S. officials in Washington, D.C., evaluated events as they unfolded and formulated operational and policy responses. Below are the key details about the three attacks.
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