
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEFENSE LEGAL SERVICES AGENCY 

DEFENSE OFFICE OF HEARINGS AND APPEALS 
WESTERN HEARING OFFICE 

21820 BURBANK BOULEVARD, SUITE 235 
WOODLAND HILLS. CALIFORNIA 91367-6484 

(818) 887-0409 FAX (818) 887-9905 
 
 

DATE: October 9, 2007 
 
InRe:       ) 
       ) 

XXXXXXXX, Xxxxx    ) 
SSN: XXX-XX-XXXX   )  ISCR Case No. 04-07791 
      ) 

Applicant for Security Clearance   ) 
) 

DECISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 
BARRY M. SAX 

 
APPEARANCES 

 
FOR GOVERNMENT 

Candace Le'i, Esquire, Department Counsel 
 

FOR APPLICANT 
David P. Price, Esquire 

Attorney and Counselor at Law 
 
 

 
SYNOPSIS 

 
This 47-year-old Information Technology (IT) Specialist has been in te U.S. for almost 30 

years. He owns and operates his own IT company. He has some relatives in still Pakistan, but most 
of his immediate family is in the U.S., and are U.S. citizens or in the process of becoming citizens. 
His business operations in Pakistan were really little more than hobbies and were terminated once 
he understood there was a security issue. He considers himself to be an American and had long 
contributed to te U.S. defense effort. Mitigation has been established. Clearance is granted. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
 

On November 29,2004, the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals (DOHA), pursuant to 
Executive Order 10865 and Department of Defense Directive 5220.6 (Directive), dated January 2, 
1992, as amended, issued a Statement of Reasons (SOR) to the Applicant. The SOR detailed reasons 
why DOHA could not make the preliminary affirmative finding required under the Directive that it 
is clearly consistent with the national interest to grant or continue a security clearance for the 
Applicant. The SOR recommended referral to an Administrative Judge to conduct proceedings and 
determine whether a clearance should be granted, denied or revoked. 
 

On December 29, 2004, Applicant responded to the allegations set forth in the SOR, and 
elected to have a decision made by a DOHA Administrative Judge after a hearing. The matter was 
assigned to another Administrative Judge on May 14,2007, but was reassigned to me on May 22, 
2007. On June 15,2007, a Notice of Hearing was issued setting the hearing for July 31, 2007. At the 
hearing the Government introduced eight (8) exhibits (Government's Exhibit (GX) 1) and six (6). 
Official Notice Documents (ON 1-6). The Applicant testified and introduced fourteen (14) exhibits 
(Applicant's Exhibits (AX) A-N. All exhibits were admitted into evidence. The transcript (Tr) was 
received at DOHA on August 10, 2007. 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 

The SOR contains twelve (12) allegations under Guideline B (Foreign Influence); five (5) 
allegations under Guideline L (Outside Employment); and one (1) allegation under Guideline E 
(Personal Conduct). Applicant testified and called three other witnesses. In his response to the SOR, 
he admitted allegations 1.a. - l.h., 1.1., but denied they indicate that a foreign influence exists; he 
denied allegations l.i. and l.j. He admitted allegations 2.a. - 2.e., but denied that the facts indicate 
a conflict with his security responsibilities. He denies allegation 3.a., claiming no intent to falsify. 
All specific admissions are accepted and incorporated herein as Findings of Fact. 
 

After considering the totality of the evidence, I make the following FINDINGS OF FACT 
as to the status, past and present, of each SOR allegation. 
 
Guideline B (Foreign Influence) 
 
The SOR alleges that: 
 

1.a. - Applicant's parents are citizens of Pakistan currently residing in the u.s. and planning 
to become U.S. citizens (Tr at 84-86). His father is a professor at a major u.s. university (Tr at 114). 
 

1.b. - Applicant's brother is a citizen of Pakistan, currently residing in the U.S. as a visitor. 
Applicant has filed a petition for his brother to receive a Permanent Resident card (AX K). 
 

1.c. - As of March 12,2004, Applicant stated that he would sponsor his brother, a resident 
of Pakistan, for a green card for permanent residence in the u.S. He has done so. 
 

1.d. - Applicant's sister and brother-in-law, and father-in-law are citizens of Pakistan 
currently residing in Pakistan. Applicant is sponsoring his sister for entry into the U.S. (Tr at 83). 
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1.e. - Applicant's mother-in-law, father-in-law, and brother-in-law are citizens of Pakistan 
and currently reside in Pakistan. Applicant and his wife have begun the process of bringing her 
parents and her brother to the U.S. (Tr at 80-82 and AX J). The father-in-law works as a forestry 
official for one of Pakistan's state governments. 
 

1.f. - Applicant's rvaternal uncle and two aunts are citizens of Pakistan currently residing in 
Pakistan. 1 
 

l.g. - Applicant's fraternal uncle is a citizen of Pakistan currently residing in Pakistan. 
 

l.h. - Applicant traveled to Pakistan in at least 1997, 1998, and 2003. He and his wife are not 
anticipating future travel to Pakistan since his parents are here and are planning on coming soon (Tr 
at 119). 
 

l.i. - Applicant pledged $3,000.00 in July 1998 to Pakistan, as an Independence Day gift. 
 

l.j. - Applicant's company, X Consulting, in State A, pledged $4,100.00 on July 31, 1998 
and $900.00 on August 3, 11998, to Pakistan as an Independence Day gift. 
 

The sums alleged to have been sent in 1998 were actually, as per l.i. and 1.j., above, were 
pledged but never sent (Tr at 88-92, testimony of wife). 
 

1.k. - Applicant is the cofounder and editor of a news service that has been providing daily 
news, live broadcasting, interviews, articles, and a variety of local and international information on 
Pakistan on the internet, aimed primarily at people in the U.S. The news service was founded in 
1991 by Applicant and six other individuals, apparently all of Pakistani origin. The service began 
as a hobby appears to have been aimed at an audience in the U.S. (Tr at 73-75 and GX 7). This 
operation made little money and was ended in December 2004 (AX B) 
 

1.1. - The information alleged in 2.b, 2.c., and 2.d., below. 
 

Two work colleagues and his wife (Tr at 30-48, 48-58, and 58-104, respectively) speak 
highly of Applicant's close ties to this country, and his integrity and dedication to the interests of his 
adopted country. Colleague A works for Applicant and his wife, as the company "Facility Security 
Officer" and has himself held a security clearance for more than 10 years. He says of Applicant: "He 
is truly an American, he is an American citizen. He has the country's best interests at heart" (Tr at 
39,40). He says that, to his knowledge, X Systems in State A does not have any foreign projects, 
foreign clients, any offshore companies in Pakistan (Tr at 43). He is familiar with the "NISPOM" 
and understands his responsibility to report an improper activity at the company (Tr at 46). 
 

Witness B has known Applicant for more than 30 years, since he was a little boy in Pakistan, 
when she and her husband were doing archaeological work in that country. Applicant's father was 
a member of the Pakistani team working on the project (Tr at 56). They renewed contact after 
Applicant came to the U.S. to attend college (Tr at 51). She views Applicant as "trustworthy," hard 
working, and "emphatically more American than Pakistani at this point" (Tr at 54). 
 

Witness C is Applicant's wife. She left Pakistan for the US when she married Applicant. She 
was 21 (Tr at 60). They have one son, now 13, and a daughter, 13, both native-born u.s. citizens 
only (Tr at 63). She is a U.S. citizen only, having renounced her Pakistani citizenship when she was 
naturalized and obtained a U.S. passport (Tr at 64). She projects X Systems business revenue for 
2007 at about $1 O,OOO,OOO jOO (Tr at 67). They started X Systems Pakistan in about 1997, because 
operating costs, mostly for data entry, were lower there (Tr at 68). The company never had more than 
three employees (Tr at 88) and was shut down in 2005, when they realized it was a security issue (Tr 
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at 69). The proceeds ofthe sale were returned to the U.S. and used here. The news service began as 
an e-mallist and was something Applicant had started before they were married. 
 

Guideline L (Outside Employment) 
 

2.a. - Applicant and his wife are the vice-president and president, respectively, of X Systems 
in State A. This is an information technology services company, providing systems administration, 
data base administration, network administration, and information technology security. 
 

2.b. - Applicant and his wife are joint partners and own 100% of X Systems Pakistan, located 
in that country. That company works on commercial projects assigned to it by X Systems in State 
A. The work performed includes website design, data entry, and maintenance. On January 23, 2005, 
X Systems Pakistan was dissolved, all operations were terminated, and the office in Pakistan was 
closed 
 

2.c. - Applicant and his wife managed and operated X Systems Pakistan, but it now out of 
business. 
 

2.d. - Applicant's Pakistani father-in-law is the local manager of the company in Pakistan, 
but it has been out of business since 2005. 
 

2.e. - Applicant is the coordinator of a project between X Systems Pakistan and Applicant's 
news service. The project supports computer security/virus infection issues in Pakistan. The project 
offers support to individuals in Pakistan and has a web site open to public scrutiny (GX 8). The 
project closed down in December 2004 (AX B). 
 

Guideline E (Personal Conduct) 
 

In a signed sworn statement provided by Applicant to the Defense Security Service on March 
23, 2004, Applicant did not deliberately falsify material facts in that he identified his foreign 
connections in Pakistan as limited to family members, travel, and a business in one city in Pakistan, 
but failed to disclose his involvement with the news service and the joint project computer support 
team described above. The SF 86 at Question 12 asks about "business connections" (GX 1). 
Applicant's explanation is that the two projects were hobbies he enjoyed, and not "businesses" 
intended to make money (Tr at 33). 
 

intelligence, character, and integrity (AX G at 1, 2, and his (and his wife's) company's (AX H 
at 6, 
7,8, 9), and contributions to the U.S. defense effort (AX G at 3,4, 5, AX H at 1,2, 3, 4, 5,6, 7, 8, 
9,10, 11, and 12). In 2003 and 2004, X Systems received satisfactory facility security review ratings 
from the Defense Security Service (AX 0). 
 
POLICIES 
 

Each adjudicative decision must also include an assessment of nine generic factors relevant 
in allcases: (1) the nature, extent, and seriousness of the conduct; (2) the circumstances surrounding 
theconduct, to include knowing participation; (3) the frequency and recency of the conduct; (4) the 
individual's age and maturity at the time of the conduct; (5) the voluntariness of participation; (6) 
the presence or absence of rehabilitation and other pertinent behavioral changes; (7) the motivation 
for the conduct; (8) the potential for pressure, coercion, exploitation, or duress; and (9) the likelihood 
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of continuation or recurrence (Directive, E.2.2.1., on page 16 of Enclosure 2). 1 have considered all 
nine factors, individually and collectively, in reaching my overall conclusion. 
 

The eligibility criteria established by Executive Order 10865 and DoD Directive 5220.6 
identify personal characteristics and conduct that are reasonably related to the ultimate question of 
whether it is "clearly consistent with the national interest" for an individual to hold a security 
clearance. An applicant's admission of the information in specific allegations relieves the 
Government of having to prove those allegations. If specific allegations and/or information are 
denied or otherwise controverted by the applicant, the Government has the initial burden of proving 
those controverted facts alleged in the Statement of Reasons. 
 

If the Government meets its burden (either by the Applicant's admissions or by other 
evidence) and proves conduct that creates security concerns under the Directive, the burden of 
persuasion then shifts to the Applicant to present evidence in refutation, extenuation or mitigation 
sufficient to demonstrate that, despite the existence of conduct that falls within specific criteria in 
the Directive, it is nevertheless consistent with the interests of national security to grant or continue 
a security clearance for the Applicant. 
 

A person seeking access to classified infonnation enters into a fiduciary relationship with the 
Government based upon trust and confidence. As required by DoD Directive 5220.6, as amended, 
at E2.2.2., "any doubt as to whether access to classified information is clearly consistent with the 
interests of national security will be resolved in favor of the nation's security." 
 

Official Notice Documents 
 

Based on the Official Notice documents submitted by the Government, I find the following 
to be official U.S. policy and findings as to Pakistan. It became independent of the United Kingdom 
in 1947, when the mostly Moslem western regions of India won their independence as a separate 
country. The U.S. and Pakistan have had generally friendly relations for more than 60 years. The 
government of Pakistan has pledged and supported the U.S.-led anti-terror coalition, but it is the 
official position that the U.S. Govermnent that Al Queda and other terrorists are using parts of 
Pakistan as a refuge and training area. Some 20% of the National Assembly is known to have anti U. 
S. sentiments. The U.S. Department of State warns Americans against unnecessary travel to 
Pakistan. The situation is further complicated and unsettled by the fact that Pakistan has nuclear 
weapons. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
 

Applicant was born in Pakistan in 1968. He came to the U.S., attended school in State A and 
obtained a degree in Enginecring in 1990. He became a naturalized American in 2000 and obtained 
au' S. passport in that same year. His Pakistani passport expired in 200 1 and has not been renewed. 
In his SF 86 (GX 1) of June 2004, he describes himself as a U.S. citizen only. His wife, also born 
in Pakistan, in 1971, is also a U.S. citizen only. She renounced her Pakistani citizenship in 2003 
(AX D). Applicant and his wife have two U.S.-born children, bom in 1994 and 1999, respectively. 
Both children are U.S. citizens only (GX 1). 
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Applicant founded his news service in 1991, some nine years before he became a U.S. 
citizen. From 1995 to 1999, he worked for a prestigious science laboratory in State A as a member 
of the technical staff. His work on an important program led to his being praised on an internet web 
site aimed at highlighting Pakistani professionals (GX 6). He founded X Systems in 2002 (GX 5). 
The company provides services to a variety of DoD components and defense industry companies. 
His business contact with Pakistan are open to the public, are aimed at improving computer security 
in Pakistan, and does not appear to have any connection to classified information. The service closed 
down in 2005. 
 

Considering the totality of the evidence, I find Applicant to be a man of considerable intellect 
and integrity. He has lived in the U.S. for most of his adult life has worked primarily in areas 
connected too supporting the U.S. defense effort. The U.S. organizations to which he has provided 
services (GX 5 at 6/12.7/]2, and 8/12) indicate that his company's services have been recognized 
as both acceptable and valuable. 
 

I note the absence of any allegations under Guideline C (Foreign Preference), but some of 
the allegations under Guideline B would logically fit under the former Guideline as welL The SOR 
alleges activities under Guideline B (Foreign Influence), 1.k., Guideline L (Outside Activities), 2.a, 
2.b., and Guideline E (Personal Conduct), 3.a. In any case, I conclude that his public efforts to assist 
ethnic Pakistanis in the U.S. and in Pakistan and companies in Pakistani interested in computer 
security, do not suggest a preference of any kind for Pakistan. Putting it another way, the conduct 
alleged in the SOR does not establish or even suggest anything other than Applicant's unequivocal 
dedication to the U.S. and its security interests, while also honoring his heritage, a not uncommon 
situation in today's culturally diverse America. 
 

Guideline B (Foreign Influence) Foreign contacts and interests may be a security concern 
if the individual has divided loyalties or foreign financial interests, may be manipulated or induced 
to help a foreign person, group, organization, or government in a way that is not in U.S. interests, 
or is vulnerable to pressure or coercion by any foreign interest. Adjudication under 'this Guideline 
should consider the identity of the foreign country in which the foreign contact or interest is located, 
including but not limited to, such considerations as whether the country is known to target U.S. 
citizens to obtain protected information and/or is associated with a risk of terrorism. 
 

The risk of foreign influence cannot be considered in a vacuum. Whether someone might ask 
him to act improperly and against U.S. interests, is beyond his control, although nothing he knows 
about his relatives in Pakistan makes him think it is likely. It has never happened in the past. 
The Concern under Guideline B is that "a security risk may exist when an individual's 
immediate family, including cohabitants, and other persons to whom he or she may be bound by 
affection, influence, or obligation are not citizens of the United States or may be subject to duress. 
These situations could create the potential for foreign influence that could result in the compromise 
of classified information. Contacts with citizens of other countries or financial interests in other 
countries are also relevant to security determinations if they make an individual potentially 
vulnerable to coercion, exploitation, or pressure." 
 

Disqualifying Conditions: 1. An immediate family member, or a person to whom the 
individual has close ties of affection or obligation, is a citizen of, or resident or present in, a foreign 
country; Mitigating Conditions: 1. A determination that the immediate family member(s), (spouse, 
I 

father, mother, sons, daughters, brothers, sisters), cohabitant, or associate(s) in question are not 
 
 

FOR OFFICIAL USE ONLY 
When unredacted this document contains information 

EXEMPT FROM MANDATORY DISCLOSURE under 'he FOIA 
Exemption 6 applies 

6 



agents of a foreign power or in a position to be exploited by a foreign power in a way that could 
force the individual to choose between loyalty to the person(s) involved and the United States; 5. 
Foreign financial interests are minimal and not sufficient to affect; the individual's security 
responsibilities, particularly since Applicant closed down his company's operations in Pakistan. 
 

Ultimately, the record is compelling in detailing Applicant's long and strong ties to the U.S., 
his respected work in areas involving U.S. security interests, and his most immediate family now in 
the U.S. Understood in this context, the presence of some relatives in Pakistan is unlikely to lead to 
the situation of concern as stated in the preamble to the Guideline. Under the circumstances of this 
case, I find for the Applicant under Guideline C. 
 

Guideline L (Outside Employment) 
 

2.a. Since X Systems in State A is his own company and the one seeking a security Clearance 
for him, it not clear how it can also constitute "outside employment." Allegations 2.b., 2.c., and 
2.d.,and 2.e., are either a subsidiary of his U.S. company or other of his own activities. The 
Government's evidence does not show that any of his cited activities show (1) a foreign preference; 
(2) his susceptibility to foreign influence; or (3) the potential for conflict with his U.S. security 
responsibilities. 
 

The Concern is that "involvement in certain types of outside employment or activities is of 
security concern if it poses a conflict with an individual's security responsibilities and could create 
an increased risk of unauthorized disclosure of classified information 
Disqualifying Conditions that could raise a security concern and may be disqualifying include 
any service, whether compensated, volunteer, or employment with: 
 

1. A foreign country; 
 

2. Any foreign national; 
 

3. A representative of any foreign interest; or 
 

4. Any foreign, domestic, or international organization or person engaged in analysis, 
discussion, or publication of material on intelligence, defense, foreign affairs, or protected 
technology. 
 

The evidence is not compelling that any of the Disqualifying Conditions have been 
established as having existed, Mitigating Conditions: 1. Evaluation of the outside employment or 
activity indicates that it does not pose a conflict with an individual's security responsibilities; and 
2. The Applicant terminated the employment or discontinues the activity several years ago, upon 
being notified that it was in conflict with his or her security responsibilities. 
 

Guideline E (Personal Conduct) 
 
The Concern: Conduct involving questionable judgment, untrustworthiness, umeliability, 

lack of candor, dishonesty, or unwillingness to comply with rules and regulations could indicate that 
the person may not properly safeguard classified information. 
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Disqualifying Conditions: None that are established by the record; i.e., that he (2) did not 
deliberately omit, conceal, or falsify any relevant and material facts from any personnel security 
questionnaire, ... personal history statement, or similar form used to conduct investigations, ... 
determine security clearance eligibility or trustworthiness, or award fiduciary responsibilities; 
 

Mitigating Conditions: 2. The falsification was an isolated incident, was not recent, and the 
individual has subsequently provided correct information voluntarily; 3. The individual made 
prompt, good-faith efforts to correct the falsification before being confronted with the facts. 
 

Decisions under the Directive must evaluate the record evidence under both the specific 
Disqualifying Conditions and under the nine generic factors that guide evaluations under the Whole 
Person concept. The Appeal Board has clarified that evan if questions arise under Guidelines B, L, 
and E, a favorable decision may still be made under the Whole Person concept. 
 

"His work is here now," his wife says, "and all of his friends and all the people he knows are 
here" (Tr at 108). As Applicant sees himself and his wife, "we are very loyal citizens" and we 
"support the Department [of Defense] and our soldiers on the ground" (Tr at 163, 164). When he 
took his oath of allegiance renouncing any foreign loyalties, "of course I meant it!" (Tr at 179). It is 
fair to say thatApplicant comes from a distinguished family and has had a distinguished life himself, 
particularly in terms of his long service to his adopted country 
 

I have carefully considered Department Counsel's closing argument. I appreciate her 
comments about the Guideline Land E allegations and her focus on the Guideline B issues. This one 
of a series of cases, all with distinctive fact situations but which share the focus on an applicant's 
having family in a foreign country and the risk that someone might ask him to act improperly and 
against U.S. security interests. 
 

Whole Person Concept 
 
After a thorough evaluation of the relevant language in both the pre- and post-September 1, 

2006 versions of the Directive, I conclude that the drafters of the new version of the Directive have 
clarified their intent as to the meaning of the Guideline B Disqualifying and Mitigating Conditions 
stated in the version of the Directive applicable to this case ... 
 

In a recent decision, the Appeal Board stated the following: 
 

Nevertheless, the Appeal Board does not hold an Administrative Judge's decision to 
a standard of perfection. See ISCR Case No. 05-03143 at 2 (App. Bd., Dec. 20, 
2007[ sic, presumably 2006]. In this case, there are numerous unchallenged findings 
of fact which cumulatively support the ultimate conclusion of the Chief 
Administrative Judge's whole person analysis that Applicant has sufficiently strong 
ties to the United States to overcome the Government's security concerns. These 
facts include: Applicant immigrated to the United States in 1982; Applicant has been 
a U.S. citizen since 1986; Applicant's wife and children are U.S. citizens; Applicant 
has had a security clearance since 1991; and Applicant has not used a Jordanian 
passport since his arrival in the United States. Considering the record as a whole, the 
Chief Administrative Judge's ultimate favorable security clearance decision is 
sustainable (ISCR CASE No. 02-17369 (April 5, 2007) at 2). 
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DOHA Appeal Board decisions based on Guideline B have traditionally focused on the 
identity of the foreign country and the nature of the Applicant's personal, business, and other 
connections to that country. In such cases, the risks of someone asking an Applicant to act against 
U.S. security interests was clearly treated as controlling and important than the question of how the 
Applicant was likely to respond to such improper contacts. 
 

The decision in ISCR Case No. 02-17369, cited above, is directly contrary to the earlier line 
of cases. The above cited language by the Appeal Board is unequivocal in stating the principle that 
the "whole person" concept must be given considerable weight and can be persuasive. In summary, 
taking into consideration the nature of the foreign country, compelling evidence of an Applicant's 
integrity, judgment, trustworthiness, and dedication to U.S. security interests, can "overcome the 
Government's concerns" (Id.). The personal background evidence in ISCR Case No. 02-17369 was 
detailed and impressive, bht so is the fact situation in the present case. 
 

Applicant has a solid record of maturity, integrity, and service to his country. Despite 
whatever risk may exist because he has family in Pakistan, nothing in the record suggests he would 
hesitate before acting instinctively to protect U.S . interests.' Under the "whole person concept," he 
has not done or said anything that raises any questions about where his loyalties, commitment, and 
dedication lie, nor does the record suggest any reason to deprive the United States of his valuable 
services. In summary, the record as a whole leads to the conclusion that Applicant has the integrity, 
good judgment, reliability, and trustworthiness required of anyone seeking a DoD security clearance. 
In summary, and considering entire record, I conclude that Applicant has met both the 
mitigating conditions of all three Guideline, B, L, and E, and the general guidelines under the "whole 
person" concept. Applicant has established he is a man of integrity and has demonstrated that he 
possesses the good judgment, reliability, and trustworthiness required of anyone seeking access to 
the nation's secrets. 
 
 
 
 

1 In a recent case, the Appeal Board accepted the Judge's conclusion "that Applicant 
credibly testified that he realized the security implications of his marriage and had repeatedly told 
his wife in blunt and graphic terms that he would not compromise national security under any 
circumstances, even ifher family members were harmed by the PRC. Applicant has successfully 
rebutted the normal presumption that an applicant has ties of obligation or affection to his inlaws." 
The Appeal Board also noted the Judge's acceptance of Applicant's testimony that he 
had complied with security procedures regarding his trip to the PRC to meet his fiancee. As a 
result, "the record supports the Judge's conclusions, which are not arbitrary or capricious" (ISCR 
Case No. 04-06564 (May 30, 2006)). In the same case, the Appeal Board rejected the 
Government's contention that the Judge's "whole person analysis" was unsustainable. The 
Appeal Board found that the Administrative Judge had restated some of the Guideline B 
mitigating factors and presented a reasonable explanation for her decision, given the relevant 
factors in this case, making the favorable decision sustainable. 
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FORMAL FINDINGS 
 

Formal Findings as required by Section 3, Paragraph 7 of Enclosure I of the Directive are 
hereby rendered as follows: 
 

Guideline B (Foreign Influence)    For the Applicant 
 

Subparagraph I.a.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph l.c.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph l.d.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph I.e.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph l.f.      For the Applicant   
 
Subparagraph l.g.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph l.h.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph l.i.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 1.j.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 1.k.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 1.1.      For the Applicant 
 
Guideline L (Outside Employment)    For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 2.a.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 2.b.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 2.c.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 2.d.      For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 2.e      For the Applicant 
 
Guideline E (Personal Conduct)    For the Applicant 
 
Subparagraph 3.a.      For the Applicant 

DECISION 
In light of all the circumstances presented by the record in this case, it is clearly consistent 

with the national interest to grant or continue a security clearance for Applicant. 

 
BARRYM.SAX 

ADMINISTRATIVE JUDGE 
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