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SUBJECT: Counterintelligence Screening Needed lo Reduce Scci1dty Threat Th1.1t 
Umcreened Local Natio11al Lingµists Pose to U.S. Fm'ces . 
(Repol't No, DODIG·2013-030) 

Wciu'e. pi·ovtdillg thi.s t1lJ101Hbr yoi11•infotmatip11 _11nd use, .·For the_ lh1guist 
contmct W91. l W4•Q7-D·OOI o, v11lµed at $1 A6 billion, ()l\ly 656 of4,31 O loc11l nationals 
hired.as linguists fol' U.S. fo1·ces in Afghanistan, as of Octobe1• 25, 2010, received 
counte1fote!ligence screening. As a J'esult, there is an increased tisk thatlocal nationals 
hire\!. pose a sectirity threat to U.S. and coalitio11 tl,irces in Afghanistan. We considered 
management cotnments on a drntt of this report wl1en preparing the final report 
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Comniandet', U;S. Forces-Afghanistan, conformed to tile requirements of DoD · 
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Repmt No. DODIG-2013-030 (Project No. D2010-DOOOJA-O 165.002) December 7, 2012 

Results in Brief: Counterintelligence 
Screening Needed to Reduce Security Threat 
That Unscreened Local National Linguists 
Pose to U.S. Forces 

What We Did 
This is the third in a series of audits conducted in 
response to a January 20 I 0 shooting incident in 
Afghanistan, involving a contractor lin&Uist and U.S. 
forces. Om objective was to determine whether U.S. 
Army Intelligence and Security Command 
(INSCOM) offieials effectively implemented the 
security requirements for the linguist contract 
W9 l l W4-07-D-0010, valued at $1.46 billion. This 
repo1t addresses the counterintelligence (CI) 
·screening oflocal nationals (LNs) hired as linguists 
in Afghanistan. 

What We Found 
lNSCOM officials did not effectively implement the 
security requirements for linguist contract W9 l l W 4-
07-0-0010 in Afghanistan. Specifically, INSCOM 
did not ensure that Army policy requirements for 
screening linguists were incorporated into the 
contract in a timely manner. This occurred because 
INSCOM officials did not ensme the linguist 
contract included the most updated requirements for 
screening LN linguists. As a result, INSCOM 
officials did not require CI screening for 3,654 of 
4,31 O LN linguists in Afghanistan hired by Mission 
Essential Persom1el (MEP) in calendar year 
(CY) 2009 and CY 2010. Fmthermore, there is an 
increased risk that LNs hired as linguists by MEP, 
who were not CI screened, may pose a threat to the 
security of U.S. and coalition forces in Afghanistan. 

l'f91"19) Additionally, JNSCOM officials awarded 
MEP a contract to conduct CI screening on LN 
linguists hired under the MEP managed linguist 
contract, which is an organizational conflict of 
interest. INSCOM officials recognized the 
organizational conflict of interest and MEP 
developed a plan that only U.S. Government 

617QlJQ) officials could approve CI screening 
results for LNs; however, the mitigation plan was 
not implemented. This occurred because INSCOM 
contracting officials did not conduct oversight of the 
plan to ensme that the Government, not MEP, 
approved the results of the CI screening. As a result, 
INSCOM has no assurance that CI screening used to 
determine if LN linguists constituted a security 
threat to U.S. and coalition forces and facilities was 
objective and thorough leaving the forces at risk for 
potential harm. 

What We Recommend 
We recommend that the Commander, 
Intelligence and Secmity Command, and the 
Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan (USFOR-A) 
identify LNs working with U.S. forces who did not 
complete CI screening, and conduct CI screening 
for those individuals. Fmther, that the Commander, 
Intelligence and Security Command, and the 
Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, appoint a 
Govermnent representative to approve the results of 
CI screenings in Afghanistan, and implement the 
mitigation plan to eliminate the organizational 
conflict of interest. 

Management Comments and 
Our Response 
The comments from the Chief of Staff, INSCOM, 
the Director, Theater Linguist Office, USFOR-A 
were responsive to the reconunendations, and no 
additional comments are required. Please see the 
recommendations table on the back of this page. 
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Recommendations Table 

Management Recommendations 
Requiring Comment 

I No Additional Comments 
Required . 

Commander, U.S. Army 
Intelligence and Security 
Command .. 

I A., B. l., and B.2. 

· Commander, U.S. Forces-
Afghanistan 

-- - ·--·- --· 

I A., B. l., and B.2. 
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Introduction 

Objective 
Our objective was to determine whether U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command 
(INSCOM) officials effectively implemented the security requirements for the linguist 
contract W91 l W4-07-D-OOIO, valued at $1.46 billion. This report addresses the 
counterintelligence (CI) screening of local nationals (LNs) hired as linguists in 
Afghanistan and is the third in a series of audits conducted in response to a January 2010 
shooting incident in Afghanistan involving a contractor linguist and U.S. forces. See 
Appendix A for a discussion of our scope and methodology and prior coverage related to 
the objective. 

Background 
The report is pursuant to the requirements for Public Law I 00-181, "The National 
Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2008," section 842, "Investigation of Waste, 
Fraud, and Abuse in Waitime Contracts and Contracting Process in Iraq and 
Afghanistan," December 6, 2007. Section 842 requires thorough investigation and 
auditing to identify potential waste, fraud, and abuse in the performance ofDoD 
contracts, subcontracts, and task and delivery orders for the logistical support of coalition 
forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. Fmther, section 842 requires thorough auditing of 
Federal agency contracts, subcontracts, and task and delivery orders for the performance 
of security and reconstruction functions in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

On September 7, 2007, INSCOM personnel awarded contract W91 I W4-07-D-0010 to 
Mission Essential Personnel (MEP) for linguist suppott, valued at $1.46 billion. The 
contract provided for linguist services that will enable U.S. Forces to communicate with 
the local populace, gather information for Force Protection (FP), and interact with other 
foreign militaiy units. The contract required performance-based services for the rapid 
recruitment and deployment of foreign language interpretation and translation services in 
suppmt of the U.S. Army; the U.S. Army as executive agent for DoD translator and 
interpreter services. The contract also required interpreters and translators to accompany 
military units during their missions. 

Army Organizational Responsibilities 
(FOUO) DoD designated the Secretary of the Army as the executive agent for contract 
foreign language suppmt in DoD Directive 5160.41E, "Defense Language Program," 
October 21, 2005. The Secretary of the Army, in a memorandum titled "Delegation of 
Authority for DoD Executive Agent for Contract Linguists," March 1, 2006, delegated 
that responsibility to the Army Deputy Chief of Staff for Intelligence G2 (Army G2). 
Additionally, Atmy G2 is responsible for issuing policy and providing oversight of 
contract linguists. Army G2 delegated the CI and security screening requirements for 
outside the continental United States (OCONUS) to the U.S. Army CI commanders. 

t'0R 0FFICIMJ tJSE 0P(Li' 
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Contract Award Organization 
INSCOM is an Army command that conducts intelligence, security, and information 
operations. INSCOM personnel awarded and managed contract 
W911W4-07-D-0010 for linguist support, and two other contracts for CI and FP 
screening. On September 28, 2009, INSCOM personnel awarded contract 
W911 W4-09-D-0103 to MEP for CI services to U.S. Forces-Afghanistan (USFOR-A), 
valued at $78 million. On September 24, 2010, U.S. Aimy Contracting Command 
awarded contract W52P IJ-10-D-O I 07 to MEP for CI services in Afghanistan. 

U.S. Army Policy for Contract Linguists 
fFOUO) On September 7, 2007, INSCOM awarded contract no. W911 W4-07-D-0010 
for contract linguists with a period of performance through November 2, 20 I 0. INS COM 
extended the contract on September 24, 20 l 0. When awarded, the linguists' contract 
referenced an April 22, l 998, policy that only requires an investigation for non-U.S. 
citizens employed as contract linguists. INSCOM oversight officials in Afghanistan 
interpreted this requirement to mean a FP security screening, not a CI security screening. 
See Appendix B for screening requirements. Later, the contracting officer modified the 
statement of work for the contract and included a reference to the three memoranda 
(April 22, 1998; May 15, 2008; and September 20, 20 I 0) to address the inherent security 
risks associated with contractor personnel who provide foreign language translation and 
interpretation services. The memoranda applied to all U.S. Army activities that use 
INSCOM contracts to acquire foreign language translation and interpretation services. 

tr\''t16) U.S. Army Policy Memorandum, "Army Counterintelligence and Security 
Suppott to Contract Linguist Acquisition," April 22, 1998 (1998 memorandum), requires 
Army Commands that hire linguists outside the U.S. to "conduct any investigation 
deemed appropriate for non-U.S. citizens employed as contract linguists." U.S. Army 
Policy Memorandum, "Contract Linguist Counterintelligence and Security Screening 
Policy," May 15, 2008, (2008 memorandum), states that all contract linguist applicants 
must meet security eligibility requirements as follows: "[c]ategory one linguists hired 
OCONUS as LNs and third-country nationals to support military operations must 
undergo CI screening by in-theater screening teams using the CI screening questionnaire 
published by the Army G2." The 2008 memorandum was applicable to LNs screened 
from May 15, 2008, through September 20, 2011. 

fFOBO) Additionally, the policy states that "[c]ontract [MEP] CI Screeners may be used 
as long as the company providing screeners does not also have an ownership, subsidiary, 
or contractual relationship with companies that provide linguists to fill U.S. Government 
requirements." 

fFOUO) In 20 I 0, the Army issued a memorandum, "Contract Linguist Personnel 
Security Investigation and Counterintelligence-Focused Security Review Program 
Policy," September 20, 2010 (2010 memorandum), which removed the 2008 
memorandum's requirement to CI screen LNs hired OCONUS and delegated the 
responsibility down to local commanders. 
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Review of Internal Controls 
DoD Instruction 5010.40, "Managers' Internal Control (MICP) Program 

Procedures," July 29, 2010, requires DoD organizations to implement a comprehensive 
system of internal controls that provides reasonable assurance that programs are 
operating as intended and to evaluate the effectiveness of the controls. We identified 
internal control weaknesses for INSCOM, such as an organizational conflict of interest 
(OCI) when they awarded the CI screening contract to MEP, the same company hiring 
the linguists that required screening. INSCOM officials did not implement the plan to 
mitigate the OCI. In addition, for the linguist contract W91 l W4-07-D-0010, INSCOM 
officials did not provide adequate contract oversight by ensuring that all LNs hired as 
linguists received CI screening. INSCOM officials should have ensured that only 
U.S. Government officials approved the results of CI screening, not MEP CI screeners. 
We will provide a copy of the report to the senior official responsible for internal controls 
in!NSCOM. 
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Finding A. Adequate Security Screening 
Needed to Reduce the Threat That 
Unscreened Linguists May Pose to 
U.S. Forces 
INSCOM officials did not effectively implement the security requirements for linguist 
contract W9 l l W 4-07-D-0010 in Afghanistan. Specifically, INSCOM did not ensure that 
Army policy requirements for screening linguists were incmporated into the contract in a 
timely manner. This occurred because INSCOM officials did not ensure the linguist 
contract included the most updated requirements for screening LN linguists. As a result, 
DoD did not conduct CI screening for 3,654 of 4,310 LN linguists in Afghanistan hired 
by MEP for CY 2009 and CY 20 I 0. Furthermore, there is increased risk that LNs hired 
as linguists by MEP, who were not CI screened, may pose a threat to the security of 
U.S. and coalition forces operating in Afghanistan. 

INSCOM Did Not Effectively Implement Security 
Requirements for Screening Linguists in Afghanistan 
INSCOM officials did not effectively implement the security requirements for the 
linguist contract W91 l W4-07-D-0010 in Afghanistan. Specifically, INSCOM did not 
ensure that Army policy requirements for screening linguists were incorporated into the 
contract in a timely manner. INS COM personnel awarded contract W9 l l W 4-07-D-0010 

on September 7, 2007. On May 15, 2008, 
Army G2 officials issued a memorandum 
that required all LNs hired as linguists to 
receive CI screening. When Army G2 
issued the 2008 memorandum, INSCOM 
officials should have modified contract 
W911W4-07-D-OOIO to require MEP to 

complete CI screening for LNs. INSCOM officials later modified the contract on 
June 22, 2010, almost 2 years after the screening requirements changed for LNs hired as 
linguists. The delay resulted in LNs receiving FP4 screening, instead of CI screening. 
Subsequently, the 2008 screening requirements changed when Army G2 issued a 2010 
memorandum 

INSCOM officials should have 
modified contract W911W4-07-D-OOJO 

to require MEP to complete CJ 
screening/or LNs. 

4 FP Screening is a basic security screening process for escorted entry while on U.S. Forces' installations in 
Afghanistan. 
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2010 Memorandum Removed Requirements for Cl Screening of 
Linguists 
In 20 l 0, Army G2 issued a memorandum that changed the screening requirements in the 
2008 memorandum. Specifically, the 2010 memorandum no longer included the security 
requirement to perform CI screening of LNs hired under the MEP linguist contract. The 
2008 memorandum was the only consistent guidance in Afghanistan for screening LN 
linguists that would determine whether they may pose any threat to U.S. and coalition 
forces. Because Army G2 issued the 2010 memorandum that exempted LN linguists 
from mandatory CI screening, we reviewed the screening policy for the Kabul Base 
Cluster (KBC)5 in Afghanistan, as it was the only policy in effect that required CI 
screening in Afghanistan. 

Implementation of Cl Screening in Afghanistan 
Cf'OUO) The local KBC commander's policy and the KBC security teams focused 
mainly on day laborers access using FP screening, which is a less suitable security 
screenin for the mission re uirements of the LN Jin uists hired under the MEP contract. 

The contracting officer's representative in Afghanistan for contract W9 l l W 4-09-D-O l 03 
expressed concern to the Theater Linguist Manager (TLM) that LNs should be required 
to undergo CI screening. Additionally, USFOR-A J2 officials expressed that CI 
screening was better suited than FP screening to identify whether the LNs posed a 
security threat to U.S. and coalition forces. In response, the TLM sent an e-mail to 
USFOR-A and MEP officials on September 18, 2010, stating that all LNs hired as 
linguists in Afghanistan would continue to be CI screened. Although the e-mail was not 
formal policy, the TLM's instruction for 100 percent CI screening ofLNs hired as 
linguists provided a continual requirement for CI screening in Afghanistan. Although 
policy and instructions required CI screening for LNs hired as linguists continually, 
beginning with the 2008 memorandum, the amount of CI screening actually performed in 
CY 2009 and CY 2010 was limited. See Appendix B for more information on CI and 
FP screening processes. 

5 IIBC includes the installations called Ala1no, Black Horse, Bala Hissar, Dubbs, Eggers, Green, 
International Security Assistance Force, Julien, North Kaia, NKC, and Phoenix. 
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The following figure demonstrates the continuing requirement that LNs in Afghanistan 
receive CI sdeening. 

Cl Screening Conducted·From CY 2009 Through CY 2010 
Ef'8B8) INSCOM: oversight officials provided a repo11 of the total LNs that MEP 
recrnited and the LNs thaheceivect CI screening for 2(J09 and 2010, · According to the 
INS COM report, oilly .656 of the 4,310 LNs lilted between 2009 and 2010 received 
CI screening, leaving 3,654 LNs who were not CI screened. 

Ta.ble. LNs Hired as Linguists alld CI Screened in 2009 and 2010 
(as 

. 
of . October 25, 

. · 
2010) 

.. . 

I 
I 
I 
I 

Year I 
I 
I 
I 

Total Hired I 
I 
I 
I 

Total Cl Screened 

2010 2,Ui5 656 

2009 2,155 0 

Total 4,310 
- -

656 
Sourc.e: INSCQM ACORs 

Delay in Updating Contract Security Requirements 
Negatively Impacted Screening in Afghanistan 
$BBB) INSCOM officials did not incorporate Army policy requirements for Screening 
linguists into the contract in a timely manner. This occun-ed because INSCOM official$ 
inte1pi'eted requirements from a 2008 memorandum that required CI screening for LN 
linguists to mean FP screening and did not modify the contract to require CI screening. 

FQJ\ Qjj:li:{~u.;i;, lJ~J<l Q~i¥ 
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EPOU01 According to INSCOM assistant contracting officer's representatives (ACORs) 
and MEP officials, LNs received FP screening, instead of CI screening, because the 
contract required only FP screening. IfINSCOM had implemented the security 
requirements of the 2008 memorandum in a timely ma1111er by modifying contract 
W911W4-07-D-0010 immediately after Army 02 issued the policy, the LNs may have 
received CI screening prior to 2010. Therefore, INSCOM should determine the LNs 
hired as linguists in Afghanistan that did not receive CI screening and ensure that all LNs 
receive CI screening. 

Increased Security Risk From Limited Cl Screening 
of Linguists 
As a result, CI screening was not conducted for 3,654 of 4,3 I 0 LN linguists in 
Afghanistan hired by MEP in CY 2009 and CY 2010. There is increased risk that LNs 
hired as linguists by MEP, who were not CI screened, may pose a threat to the security of 
U.S. and coalition forces operating in Afghanistan. For example, we reviewed a sample 
of 422 linguists from April 1, 2010, through November 2, 2010, and found that only 9 of 
the 48 linguists hired by MEP at Camp Phoenix received CI screening. USFOR-A could 
not provide documents to determine ifthe remaining 39 LNs received CI screening. LNs 
hired as linguists by MEP should have been CI screened before MEP hired and assigned 
them to military units. 

CI screening is more effective than FP screening to identify potential security threats 
posed by LNs to U.S. and coalition forces. In addition, the 2008 memorandum required 
that all LNs receive CI screening before MEP could hire them to work as linguists. 
Therefore, not performing CI screening for all LN linguists increases the risk that 
individuals can pose to U.S. and coalition forces. 

Recommendations, Management Comments, and 
Our Response 
A. We recommend that the Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security 
Command and the Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, conduct a review to 
identify the local national linguists working on contract no. W911W4-07-D-0010 in 
Afghanistan that have not completed counterintelligence screening, and schedule 
and conduct a counterintelligence screening for each linguist. 

U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command Comments 
The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command, responding on behalf 
of the Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command, agreed with the 
recommendation. The Chief of Staff stated that ongoing efforts to resolve issues such as 
revising the security vetting procedures in accordance with International Security 
Assistance Force Standard Operating Procedure 233 to require CI screening of all local 
national linguists (LNL ). The Chief of Staff stated that the revised security vetting 
procedures will include requiring CI screening of all LNL. The command's revisions for 

FSR 8FFICl'MJ tfSE 8NL\' 
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the security vetting procedures will include requiring CI screening of all local national 
linguists every 6 to 12 months. 

Our Response 
Cmmnents from the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 

U.S. Forces-Afghanistan Comments 
The Director, Theater Linguist Office, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, responding on behalf of 
the Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, agreed with the recommendation. The 
Director, stated U.S. Forces-Afghanistan established a Theater Linguist Office in 
February 2011 to ensure all linguist requirements are fulfilled in the Combined Joint 
Operations Area-Afghanistan area ofresponsibility. The U.S. Forces-Afghanistan 
Theater Linguist Office partnered with the International Security Assistance Force 
Intelligence Division to verify all 5,052 LNL completed CI screening requirements. 
LNLs are required to pass CI screening before being hired and enroll in the Biometric 
Automated Toolset in accordance with International Security Assistance Force Standard 
Operating Procedure 233. A Theater Linguist Office CI adjudicator will ensure that LNL 
completed CI screening requirements. 

Our Response 
Comments from the Director, Theater Linguist Office; U.S. Forces-Afghanistan were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 
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Finding 8. The Contractor Approved Its Own 
Work, Which Caused an Organizational 
Conflict of Interest 
MEP employees conducted CJ screening of other MEP employees hired as linguists in 
Afghanistan and approved their own results of the screening, resulting in an OCI. 
JNSCOM officials awarded two contracts to MEP: one contract to hire linguists and the 
other contract to conduct CI screening. INSCOM officials determined that an OCJ 
existed after awarding the contract to conduct CI screening and MEP developed a plan to 
mitigate the conflict. However, INSCOM did not implement the mitigation plan. This 
occurred because INSCOM contracting officials did not conduct oversight of the plan to 
ensure that the Government, not MEP, approved the results of the CI screening. As a 
result, INSCOM has no assurance that CI screening used to determine ifLN linguists 
constituted a security threat to U.S. and coalition forces and facilities was objective and 
thorough, leaving the forces at risk for potential harm. 

Definition of Organizational Conflict of Interest and 
Contracting Officer Responsibilities 
According to Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) Part 2.101, "Definitions," 

[ o ]rganizational conflict of interest means that because of other 
activities or relationships with other persons, a person is unable or 
potentially unable to render impartial assistance or advice to the 
governn1ent, or the person's objectivity in perfonning the contract work 
is or might be otherwise in1paired, or a person has an unfair co1npetitive 
advantage. 

FAR Patt 9.504, "Contracting Officer Responsibilities," states that contracting officers 
shall analyze planned acquisitions to: 

a. Identify and evaluate potential organizational conflicts of 
interest as early in the acquisition process as possible; and 

b. Void, neutralize, or niitigate significant potential conflicts 
before contract a'vard. 

·Plan to Mitigate the Conflict of Interest Using 
Government Oversight 
(fOUO) MEP employees conducted CI screening of other MEP employees hired as 
linguists in Afghanistan and approved their own results of the screening, resulting in an 
OCI. INSCOM officials awarded two contracts to MEP: one contract 
W911W4-07-D-0010 to hire linguists and the other contract W911 W4-09-D-0103 to 
conduct CI screening. INSCOM officials determined that there was an OCI before 
awarding a contract to MEP in September 2009 for CI screening. INSCOM requested 
MEP develop a mitigation plan, which was approved on March 3, 20 I 0, to address 
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the OCI. MEP officials stated in the OCI mitigation plan tbat the requirements 
of the plan woµld be sufficient to resolve the OCL 

CENTCOM, (b) (2), (b) (7)(E) 

11\ccording to the mitigation plan, neither the first nor the second reports would 
draw conclusions and recollllllel1dations on the retention, hir.ing, or threat posed by the 
LNs. MEP would send thjl MFRs to tlie office responsible for issning badges on the local 
installations if the MFRs had no negative CI infonnation. If the MFRs had CI exploitable 
information, ME,p would send the infonnation eleclronicaily thro11gh tlle operations 
coJ!lrol team to a J26 database. The local area J2 wmild make the approval for hiring the 
t:Ns as linguists. 

The date of the MEP OCI Mitigation Plan was March3, 2010, which occurred 
after INSCOM persi;mnel awarded the secmity-screening contract to MEP foi· CI 
scree1\ing. FAR 9 .504 requires that the contracting officer mitigate any OCI befme 
contract award. However, INSCOM personnel c;hose to mitigate the OCI after award 
using Govemment oversight of CI screening to prevent a conflict of interest. 

(f'ffl'f6' 

-- ; • ; 

• 

~0~0~ 

(J'"lm'.i 

Contractor Approved Its Own Work 
€l'9l 1~9 MEP personnel performed and approved CI screening for 656 :LNs that 

received CI scteening when MEP hired thell! as 
~SQ[~ linguists in2010. The MEP CI screeners 

c6nducted face-tocface intetviews 

MEP CI screeners recor e 
the results of the CI screenings in MFRs. The MFRS contained infonnation to allow the 
U.S. Govemment to make recollllllendations regarding whether MEP should hire the LNs 

Wheli MEP o.ffiCia!s 
approved their own work, they 
created 011 OCI that INSCOM 
officials should have identified 

and mitigated. 

6 According to J~int Publication l-02, "Department of Defense Dictiona1y of Military and Associated 
Tenns," November 8, 2010, J2 is the staff element of the intelligence dire~torate of a joint staff 
ti.at combines and represents the principal authority for CI and.luunan intelligence suppoit. 
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Ei'QPQ) for employment or not. However, a review of the MFRs showed that the 
Government did not review or make recommendations stating whether the LNs passed 
the CI screenings. MEP CI screeners made determinations regarding whether or not the 
LNs posed a security risk to U.S. forces. In accordance with FAR Part 2.101 and FAR 
Pait 9.504 requirements, when MEP officials approved their own work, they created an 
OCI that INSCOM officials should have identified and mitigated .. 

Effective Oversight of Screening Needed to Reduce 
Conflict of Interest 
INSCOM contracting officials did not have required oversight functions in place to 
mitigate the OCI. The oversight functions implemented to mitigate the OCI required that 
CI screeners refrain from making conclusions regarding the threat that LNs pose to 
U.S. coalition forces and the suitability ofLNs for employment. However, MEP CI 
screeners performed CJ screenings on LNs at Camp Phoenix and signed the MFRs to 
approve the results of the screening. Additionally, the MEP CI screeners made 
statements that the LN passed the CI screening using MFRs. In addition, the MFRs did 
not contain any evidence that U.S. Government officials reviewed and approved the 
MF Rs. When asked for documentation or proof of their oversight of the MEP security 
screening contract W9llW4-09-D-O103, officials from INSCOM and USFOR-A J2 
could not provide evidence that they reviewed and approved the results of the CI 
screenmgs. 

INSCOM contracting officials acknowledged that they were aware of the lapse in 
oversight of the CJ screening functions in Afghanistan, but they did not take action to 
ensure that there was adequate oversight of the CI screening functions. Specifically, 
INSCOM believed the mitigation plan resolved the issue; however, INSCOM did not 
carry out oversight responsibilities detailed in the mitigation plan. 

INSCOM contracting personnel later provided a document called a "Determination and 
Findings ofNonpersonal and Non-Inherently Governmental Services" that referred to the 
OCI. An INSCOM contracting official stated, "the controls on contractor performance 
have been put in place to prevent the contractor from improperly exercising the authority 
that is reserved to the government." Although the INSCOM contracting official stated 
that controls were in place during contract performance, INSCOM could have prevented 
an OCI if they provided adequate oversight during the CI screening of LNL. 

In addition, the contracting officer did not sign and date the determination and finding. 
Subsequently, an INSCOM contracting official stated that he signed the determination 
and finding in June 2010, which was 9 months after INSCOM personnel awarded 
contract W91 l W4-09-D-0103 in September 2009. INSCO M's planning and oversight 
was not adequate to address or mitigate the OCI. INSCOM personnel responsible for 
oversight did not ensure that government personnel approve the results of CI screening. 
In addition, INSCOM contracting personnel did not ensure that the OCI, that occurred by 
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awarding a contract for MEP to screen its own employees, was mitigated. Therefore, 
INSCOM and USFOR-A should appoint government personnel to review and approve CI 
screening conducted by contractors. The commands should adhere to the procedures 
defined in plans to mitigate OCis. 

Conflict of Interest Was Not in Compliance With FAR 
INSCOM officials did not manage and administer the CI screening contract in 
accordance with FAR guidance. FAR 9.504 states that contracting officials must identify 
and take action to avoid OCis in contracting for services early in the acquisition process. 
INSCOM contracting officials recognized that awarding a contract to MEP for screening 
ofLNs hired under another MEP contract is an OCI. INSCOM officials received an OCI 
Mitigation Plan from the contractor outlining steps to remove the OCI. However, no 
evidence exists to show that MEP and INSCOM officials completed the requirements of 
the OCI mitigation plan. 

Conclusion 
INSCOM officials awarded a contract for MEP to screen its employees. However, there 
was a lack of Government oversight, as required in the OCI mitigation plan, to ensure 
that the contractor's work met standards required by the FAR. In addition, INSCOM 
officials were aware of the lapse in oversight and should have taken steps to implement 
the mitigation plan. This resulted in the contractor approving its own work, which could 
impair contractor employees' decisions regarding whether the LNs hired as linguist met 
applicable security requirements. There is an increased risk that LNs hired as linguists do 
not meet security requirements and are a threat to U.S. and coalition forces. 

Recommendation, Management Comments, and 
Our Response 
B.1. We recommend that Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security 
Command, and the Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan appoint a Govemment 
representative to approve the results of all counterintelligence screenings completed 
by MEP counterintelligence screeners to mitigate conflicts of interest. 

U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command Comments 
The Chief of Staff, U.S. Anny Intelligence and Security Command, responding on behalf 
of the Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command, agreed with the 
recommendation. U.S. Forces-Afghanistan appointed an Army civilian CI adjudicator to 
approve CI screening results. 

Our Response 
Comments from the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 
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U.S. Forces-Afghanistan Comments 
The Director, Theater Linguist Office, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan agreed with the 
recommendation. U.S. Forces-Afghanistan hired a CI Adjudicator to partner with U.S. 
military CI teams to provide Government oversight for CI screening ofLNL. The CI 
adjudicator duties include keeping track of Memorandums for Record of completed CJ 
screenings ofLNL. 

Our Response 
Comments from the Director, Theater Linguist Office, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 

B.2. We recommend that the Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security 
Command, and the Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, assess mitigation plans 
to determine what measures are necessary to eliminate the organizational conflicts 
of interest in screening linguists in Afghanistan. 

U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command Comments 
The Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command; responding on behalf 
of the Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command, agreed with the 
recommendation. The Chief of Staff stated that the U.S. Forces-Afghanistan contract for 
CI screening support was restructured to mitigate organizational conflict of interest. The 
restructuring of the contract will have a requirement prevent contractors from CI 
screening local nationals hired under other contracts awarded to their parent companies. 

Our Response 
Comments from the Chief of Staff, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 

U.S. Forces-Afghanistan Comments 
The Director, Theater Linguist Office, U.S. Forces Afghanistan, responding on behalf of 
the Commander, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, agreed with the recommendation. The 
Commander, U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command and the Commander, 
U.S. Forces-Afghanistan, assessed mitigation plans to determine what measures are 
necessary to eliminate the organizational conflicts of interest in screening linguists in 
Afghanistan. MEP does not conduct any CI screening of any MEP contract linguists. 
A Theater Linguist Office CI adjudicator provides oversight of.CI screening results 
tests. 

Our Response 
Comments from the Director, Theater Linguist Office, U.S. Forces-Afghanistan were 
responsive, and no additional comments are required. 
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Appendix A. Scope and Methodology 
We conducted this performance audit from June 2010 through September 2012 in 
accordance with generally accepted govermnent auditing standards. Those standards 
require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to 
provide a reasonable basis for our findings and conclusions based on our audit objectives. 
We believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 
conclusions based on our audit objectives. 

During the fieldwork stage of the audit, we contacted, visited, or interviewed officials 
from the following organizations: 

• USFOR-A 
• MEP 
• INSCOM 

We reviewed contract W91lW4-07-D-0010 for linguist support. We reviewed contract 
W91 l W4-09-D-0103 and W52PIJ-10-D-0107 for CI screening. We reviewed contract 
W52PlJ-07-D-0008 for FP screening. 

We reviewed FAR Pati 2.101 for the definition of OCI and FAR Part 9.504 for an 
understanding of the contracting officer's responsibilities for planned acquisitions. We 
reviewed the DoD Directive 5160-41E, which designated the Secretary of the Army as 
Executive Agent for the Defense Language Institute Foreign Language Center and 
Executive Agent for contract foreign language suppoti to the DoD Components. 

We reviewed and analyzed three memoranda issued by the Army to determine the 
Anny's policy for screening LN contract linguists. We reviewed a 1998 memorandum, a 
2008 memorandum, and a 2010 memorandum that established standards for CI and FP 
security screening of LN contract linguists. In addition, we reviewed the KBC security 
regulations to determine requirements for LNs to enter the military installations that are 
part of the KBC. 

We reviewed the contract statement of work and three Army policy memoranda to. 
determine the screening process for LN contract linguists. We then visited each of the 
above organizations to observe the screening process. We then collected documentation 
from MEP, INSCOM, and USFOR-A officials to determine whether U.S. Government 
officials effectively implemented the security requirements. 

We selected a nonstatistical sample of 48 Afghan LNs hired as linguists under 
contract W91 l W4-07-DOOIO from April 1, 2010, through November 2, 2010. We 
selected the sample from a population of 422 LNs hired by MEP that went through the 
testing and screening process at Camp Phoenix, Afghanistan. We used the sample to 
determine whether the LNs had CI screening before MEP hired and sent the LNs to work 
as linguist with U.S. f01:ces. We verified that the LNs from our sample went through CI 
screening before MEP hired them by requesting and reviewing the CI screening 
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records from the USFOR-A J2. Additionally, we obtained the number of linguists hired 
and CI screened during CY 2009 and CY 2010 from INSCOM officials to determine 
whether all linguists hired received CI screening. We also spoke with representatives of 
INSCOM, USFOR-A, and MEP to obtain their views related to CI screening 
requirements. 

We observed the CI screening of five LNs during site visits to Camp Phoenix. 
In addition, vie obtained the CI screening results and other documentation to determine 
whether the U.S. Government officials, not MEP, reviewed and approved the CI 
screening results. 

Use of Computer-Processed Data 
We did not use computer-processed data to perform this audit. 

Prior Coverage 
. During the last 5 years, the Government Accountability Office (GAO), the Department of 
Defense Inspector General (DoD IG) and the Army Audit Agency have issued five 
rep01is discussing contracted linguists. Umestricted GAO reports can be accessed over 
the Internet at http://www.gao.gov. Umestricted DoD IG reports can be accessed at 
http://www.dodig.mil/audit/reports. 

GAO 
GA0-08-1087, "DoD Needs to Address Contract Oversight and Quality Assurance Issues 
for Contracts Used to Support Contingency Operations," September 2008 

DoDIG 
DoDIG Report No. D-2011-112, "Counterintelligence Interviews for U.S.-Hired Contract 
Linguists Could Be More Effective," September 30, 2011 

DoD IG Repmi No. D-2010-079, "Security Provisions in a U.S. Army Intelligence and 
Security Command Contract for Linguist Support," August 13, 2010 

Army Audit Agency 
A-2009-0144-ZBI, "Army Foreign Language Program Contracting," July 23, 2009 

A-2007-0149-ALL, "Audit of The Army's Theater Linguist Program in Afghanistan, 
Operation Enduring Freedom," July 23, 2007 
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Appendix B. Recruiting, Testing, and Current 
Security Screening Process for 
Local Nationals 

Local N~tionals' Screening Pro.cess 
- - - CENTCOM, (b) (2), (b) (7)(E) 
~ 

CENTCOM, (b) (2), (b) (7)(E) 

• 
• 

Recruiting. Methods 
• - -
~ 

CENTCOM, INSCOM, (b) (2), (b) (7)(E) 
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• 

• 

• 

Oral Proficiency Test 
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Written Proficiency Test 

Med.ical Scr(i!ening 

FP ScrE!E!ning 

• 



conducting the CJ/t1terview 

Ass gninent of the LN Lingyist 



U.S. Army Intelligence and Security Command Comments 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
UNli:ED ~TA ti:~_ ARMY itiitE_LLIGENc;e"Atio SE'.CUR1rr COMM,fi.~6 

, 882!!_ Bl:ULA_H STRi;_ET 
F0RT.BELVOIR, VJ~GINIA 2.2060-~246 

IAcS 

iv!EMOHANDUM FOR Departmont ofilefonse Inspsctor (lonersl, 4l'!OOMnrk 
Oent$r-Prive, ~le~:a.))dd~1 YA :22$50·1500' · · 

StJ!lJE;(J'J':. yo®torh\te!lig•nco S.(!rMnJngNeeded to R•dnco Socwity')'!\l'e~t That 
-Unscreened Local-Nationa1 Li_n~i~ts ·Pose to u :s. Forces (Projsct 'N'a·. n2010· 
DW00Jk0165.002) . . . 

Enclosed are-the.l'NSCOM:comme:nts regru.;dlngthe three -xeeom¢ellfuttion.s in the 
r¢port Cit~cl abov_e. 'J.'hiS C:Qnl:Q,\l\nd c9nC\ll.'$"With th~S~ tecommend~tions. 

Eiicl 
i'tfl 
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Project N.o. D2010MDOOOJ;\-0165.002, Cou11terintelligen:ce Screening Needed to Reduce 
Security 11lreat That Unscreened Local National Linguists Pose to U.S. Forces 

Finding: Adequate scdu1ity screening needed to reduce the threat that unscreened 
liitgoists :;:n,ay pose ·10 U.S. Forces. INSC01,l officials did not effectively huplcnrcn_t tho 
security r'equiren1ents for linguist contract \V91 l \V4-07~D~OOIO in Afghru1istru1. 
Specifically, INSCOM did not ensure that A1111Y policy rcquire1nents for screening 
linguists \Vore inco111or(ltod i1lto the contract in a ti1ncly 1nannor. This occurred because 
J_NSQ_Olvl officials did not ensure the li1-iguist contraPt iitcluded the n1ost updated 
requirement.~ for scrt:ening ~.N linguists. As a result, DoD did not conduct Ql screening 
fof 3,654 of 4i310 LN linguists in Afghru1istru1 hired by 11EP for CY 2009 and CY2010. 
Fu1thcnuorc;_ there· is ·increased risk that l.Ns hired as linguists by lvfEP, \Vho \Vero not CI 
scrcehcd, tl'lay pose n threat to the security of U.S. nnd corilitio1i forces operating in 
;\fghanista.n. 

Rccon11nendation A: We rcco1mnend thttJ. tho Conunru_tdcr, u:s. Anny Intclli~cnce 
nnd Se_curity Co1nmnnd and the Co11unm1der; U,S. For¢es-Afgh~i.istan~ co_i1duct a r_~view 
to idontify the locnl ni.,tionnl lingul_sts \Vorkjng on contra,ct nO~ Yl911W4-Q7-D-0010 in 
Afghanistan that have not cmupleted countefintelligence sCttiening,-and schedule and 
conduct a counterintellige11ce screening for each Hngui$t, 

Act.ion Taken: INSCOM conours \vith t:he i·oco1mnendntion. In Mnrch 20li, 
USli'OR·A revised s.eCuri.ty vetting procedures 11\.W Int~·national Secttrity 
Assistance Forces (ISAF) Standard Operating Procedure 233 to require CI 
screening of all local national linguists. As a result, re·CI screening of all 
local national linguists occurs every 6 to 12 1nol1ths. Additionally, INSCOl\1 
has incorporated the curront Ai·my G-2 Cl screening policy into conb_·~ct 
docu1neutat.iou. 

lNSCOM has iclaniiJiod all coutmct linguists provldod to USFOR·A for 
perfor1nnnce under the contract aucl respectfully defers to US1i'Olt·1\'s 
cmn1ncnts regarding those requiring CI scre.ening. USFOR·A has the 
responsibility for both policy and rosourcos to conduct the Cl screening in tho 
CJOA·A. 
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Project No. D2010MDOOO.JJ\.M0165.002, Cou11te:rh1lelligerice Screening.Needed to Reduce 
Secµrity 11weat That Unscreened Looal National Linguists Pose to U.S. Forces 

Findii1g: 111c contractor upprovcd its O\Vll \VO:rk1 \vhkh caitScd an organizational 
conflict 9f_intcrcst. MEP c1nployce.s conducted CI scrcenh1g of other 1.-IEP c111ployccs 
hire_d aS liJ1gulsts jn Afghani$lfin and approved their O\Vn results of the screeningi 
rcsultiilg in an OCL JNSCOivl officials a\vardO"d t\vo contracts to MEP: one contract to 
hire linguists and the other contract to conduct CI screening. INSCOM offiCiafa 
detem1ined that an OCI_ exisJed ':l_fi_Cf a:w_arcling the contra'c_t to .c:ondoct CI s_creening and 
?-.·U~P developed a plan to· 1ni1ignte the _c9n_flfct. llo\vev_e_r, lNSCOlvJ did not ilnplenient 
the 1nitigation plan, This oc·curred becai1Se INSCONl co11tracthig otl_iclals_ did no~ con~uct 
oversight of the plan to ensur¢ that the CJOvenunent, notJvfEP, apprQved 1hc f¢Slilts of th¢ 
CI screening. As n result, INSC01·1 hns no assurance tlu\( CI Screcuing l1Sed to determine 
if LN linguists constituted a se·curity threat to U.S. and c_oalitioii forces and faCilities was 
objective and thoro\1gh leaving the forces al risl>, f'or potentia1 hnm1. 

Reconun"endation JJ. L (U) \Ve r~conunend that. Cc;uuniaudcr) U.S. Anny Jntclligcncc 
~nd Security Connuand, _and th_e Con1n1andcr, U.S. Forcas-Afghnnishul appoint a_ 
Go\;entment representatiVe to approve the l'esultS of all counterintelligence screenings 
co1npletcd hY l\1EP counterh1t.dligcncc screeners to 1nitigate conflicts of interest.. 

Action Taken: JNSCOM concurs with tho rocommondation imd is in foll 
compliance. Th_e USFOR·A 'Jih~ater Lruiguage Office has assigned afuU time 
Departinent of tl1e Ar1ny clviliall (GS· 14) CI ~uljudicntor to a.pp1·ove the 
results of all CI screenings. 
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Project No. D2010-DOOO.JJ\.-0165.002, Counterhltelligetice Scree1ling Needed to Reduce 
Security 'I11reat That Unscreened Local National Linguists Pose to U.S. Forces 

Fhiding: 1llc c,0htractor approved its O\Vtl \VO:rk1 \Vhich Causcct an Organh;ational 
conflict 9f_iutcrest. ME_P e1nployces conducted CI scrce1ling of other kfEP e1nployces 
hire_d aS lingu1sts _in Afghanistan and approved their O\Vn restllts ofihe screening, 
resulting in un OCI. JNSC01-'i1 officials awarded 1\vo conttacts to l\1EP: one contract to 
hire linguists mid the other contract to conduct CI i;.crccning. INSCOM officials 
detemlined that 3n 9CI exlst_ed a_fier a\varding the co'ntr.\Ct tO conduct Cl screening artd 
r ... 111P developed a plan to 1nitigqtei}le c~n_flict. Jlo,vever, JNScorvt did not hnple1nent 
the 111itigation pl-an. This oC<:llirrfd becat1Se INSCONi contracting officials did not conduct 
oversight oft he plan to cns_ure that 010 .(]0vernfnent, not_ ~1EP. apprqvc_d the results of the 
Cl screening. As a result, IN SC-OM has no assurance thai Cl Screening tised to deten1il1ie 
if LN linguists c01tttituted a sectirity-thii:iat to U.S. and coaliti9n forces and f.1Cjl_ities \Vas 
objective and thorough leaving the forces at risk for p9t_e1.1tiat haon. 

Reconnn0ndation B.2. (U) We recOnuucnd that Conin1ander, U.S. Anny In1e1tigcncc 
and $ccurity Co111rnand, and tho Conuuandcr. U.S. -Forces-Afghanistan asse:ss mitiga_,tion 
plans to detennine 'what tneasures ure necessary to eli1ninate the organizational collflicts 
Of interest in screening linguists in Afghanistan. 

Action Taken: INSCOM 0011cu1•s \vith tho rcco1mnendnt.ion nnd is in full 
Com1JlianCe. The USFOH .. A Contract providing Cl screening support haS 
been J:estructured to 1nitigate OCI issues (i.e., contractors do not Cl screen 
locnl nationals hired l.tncler other contracts a\yarded to their pm•ent 
comr>nnies). 
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U.S. Forces-Afghanistan Comments 

llSf.oR-ACOS 
14 ~ep1emb.er2012 

'MeMORANDUM TlfRU 

1Ji1hi!d S1ai<:_t\ f_prc111>"' A_fghaJ!l~tan· (tJ IG), ·Al>Q J\E __ i)9j56 
tJ11i1cd _S1~tcs ~:c~rrnl conmiarid (CCIO),._MeDIJI f\F?. Fl. ·33-621 

FbR office <>rtl.11.1 Qi!p~rtment OflJcfcllS!! -,,.fnSjic#tOT Oci1era1:41i~Q iv1ar~ Center _fjrtv~. 
Alcx~ildrin 1 V 1\ 223$0-1500 - - - -

SUBiEC'f! USFOg-A The{ller Lhigui$1 _0llictt ('fl.O) R~~pol1·sc:i1Hhii-Drall __ ~_e1'9rt 
"Cou11t~rl1\lelllt:C11ce.Scrc~ninJ;!. Ncciled lQ ReqtJt;e S9e1,.1dtY Thte.1t "Th;11 Utis.cti::~fi~d-L_P~rnl 

·N11li!:it1nl Lingui.sl11 rose to U.S. Fr~ircc.~·, (P10IO~DOOOJA..0l 65;002} . 

I. fllifi'ERENCE; OmftJl~port duied 3 l Au,& i.012, Dcpnrlltlct'!t _Qf (.).l;!rc~!m inspector G~ttend. 

2. enclos¢i;i_ USFQit-A ts ~c;inse·10 recfininiend11ti<ins_~. Bl,1 nnd ~i \Vlthil:MhC rc1Cre11Ced DhO: IO d_roft wport. 

3. P_olnl 1,1(-~Qntll_C_I for. ihis ~vHPh Is 
~rcn~ilfllll! ~eP\lfY 'ft,o. otl.•••• 

- Colonel;lJ_.~. AriliY 
DirCctni~ f"tlemcf _Ll1lgqi~t Ofike 

Unite~:s1IitC:>-l'o;~e~:..;\fgti11oiS1un 
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qRAFI' llEPOR'I' 
''.Coun1eritJttlllige11ce St:f9~1\!1~1t NciCd.¢d 10 Rcd1.1C~$ecuri1y Thrc?\l! Tln(t l),1'$c(l.!¢hed "/.vcul 

Nationa,I J_;_h(gul_sts l;osc Jo IJ.S, Forccs•1 (D2QJO~oooqJA,.0165,1)0'2) 

µsr:(JR,A 1Jl~A rn11 LINGIJ!Sl' OFl'lt:E ('nLO) 
O~N~RACdOMM!iNTS ON THE DAAITR!iPOR!' 

I - RCcomhfcndajli.j_ll ·J\, Pi1_g,¢-Ji.St~fo$;-

th~Comll\Jinder,, l:J~·:Aml)•-lntellig(:!lc!!-'nlld Securii_.y C9n_1_mtm~ fi;fi~ Ow. ~ci_in_m~ndcr,_ US 
fLlrC!l$9\jghan.li;(ltlJ, !!.ll~clU_cl fl. rc•/lew lo l_denJU'y)lic loc;i_l fl~l_iQnitl ~_ing_ui.sts-((LN_l-i) _wnrkii;_g: __ t)n · 
cP!ltttlc.1 ·i10. \V9J I W4-07-D~ootl) fn Arsh_nniS1m1_1h_iilhuve_not co,mpfo~_c_a_·_~~tl111e_ii1i1~1Jigeru:i;:. 
\SC-r.Qcnl,1g, 11nd s,.:.hetfuri; Uud crmdti~t n cOuhforintclligencc !i-t'r~J!Il.inj.\ fof_"-!'nob U11gui!'.i!1 

1-1. C~m_ci;ir. US FOR-A Thea_t_ct Uns1,1ist Off!~C(Ti.0)1iSAF-GJ2X rcrnrQtl$_c; 

J l -Thcof~gitinI Ooo 10 lnvc.sti!JQli~IJ (D20_10~DOOOJt\.Qt65_;!)_02) V.·R.~ ~O~«ui:t1;d h1 
Qc_t9bi!i~OlO Jli1<l i'l,1c d111ll rcp(lri W~'i.ls_sira.~ dri __ J I Au!lu!il_idll 

2) -{JSf:OR~t\' ~IJtobllshcd tht: Tbt'.):llcr Lii\gl)lsl Qffic~ {Tl.O) lq f(lbrilll.Q
'1IL1i~g4j$t 

1_'1.01 I 10 oV(,'tS~~ 
tCq11itC1uems i11-1he CJOA,1\~ 

3)_ B_ll_$ed ~I\ l11e~·c11f~_Ql D,tuft DQD fa_:findiilgs; USfOlt·A.Tt,;o.m1d_ 'JSA_f; CJ2>\; 
_cplt8bolilt~d-1o:v:~rify.1ill. of lh~ S,052 ·t;N~s- _lh{ll ~~ cu.rr~tlll>' \y6rk"iniin llure;tOA+A 
hf\VctC0Ji_tplC:1:qt ih~_ Cl fi_~l°C'!l\i_.ng Nqii~!Jlimt. 

nl Sin~c.tM_~h-_70ll ;-."ll 1"NSC0~1 loc_a_I ,~atf(>nal (!011trnt1 lln~tiisl~. r..ws·r 1'.1u.511_ Cr 
$1'Cei:ilngli~foic ll¢irill hire(! n11_d_ml.(!>l'b~_c~t6lh:~ i111hl! Biunio1riq-A'ulDmitt!-'d ' 
~rools~1 (»A_f~_,_:_in_ ~~CQtdU!t~_.w11l1_ iSAF-~OP.2ll 

ll) TLO ci-Atlju_dt~i:!t:or (JjA OS~l.4._h_l~d __ ln fyf_~rch_~01_2)-_~v~ll ~9titiO~e JQ_cn_li\Jfll 1ha1 
nJI liN~!;-~U,Plil~te _1fo,! C~_lic_r~-~11i_ns- rcqyfretnti1i_I, 'ff!µ .l~Af-CJ:?){ e~CJlblistiud th~ 
CIST_1,-"(lntrae1 itl __ i:1111 20:11 ·!Ind il_i,s_ C11iliptjs~d of f_.3_. Six3:~--iln4 Jv:!('IP ~-(l~fr:ic.tors. 
Eu¢11 CTSf-fa 1!!~ ~.>' 11 L.J _cUniillCfot-, 

2. _Recom1t11;n~~ti_Qh Dl, P_11_gi,: '12 state_s.r 

11ic_Com~-ru1t~ct! 1 Os An:nr l_n~~Oi&c!l_c¢ii1_1U ,S_C¢Urtry:c9m_m11nd and th_e c~nnmu1.1d~r1 U,$ 
r or~~s~A(gh11oistah 1 lij1po_i111 ?_~vct,nm~m r'epl"(!Senta!lve_ \O apl)l't)Vc_ llie rc;stiftS.Q_f Hll_ 
C(l1trlteri_11tcllij;ef}_cesi;:f~i!niO~~ l)()t}1-pJ~i&J b_y .tvfUJ1 COIJJllCtinlel igcnct! scree1_1ers-lo miligmc. 
clmflic1 pf in:1¢re~t. , · -

a, ConQvr, lJSF~:fR~/\ ,.n)>:\!lt:r 'l.ingilis·t t)lilct:! ('fLQ)l1$Af ,CJ_2X rll!fi)Oi1$e_; 

T) t;sr:o_ft·I\ iio Cf ;\dji.ldicala)' :intl l/$ tnUilnry CJ luau1i1; co-1!.IL~iilld wflh 'the; CJ ST 
11rovidc ~6vcrrui_1~ni ov~t!iight of'C:_JS'f Cl ~ti~ctii.n_g.-

2) !J11~ L'1f;TjlroVide~ a l\1c1n<> t<'t>r Record {tvffl{) fora compl1.1h."tl Cl sc~~l1ing,_ Whi'!.!hi!; 
hiw/·trt!.ckcd b~' chi: f_LO·CI AdJu<lio_ator. 
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Dl"t.\VT N t'~'OR" 
-r, \•unt.:1il~\~l!IJ.1~ll!'"" ~vr· :,.~ t-. -'· •,.-.1 t•• R .. J11<."'<! !'~rn+ ·~ 1_ .. -U fh:>l (. n.~,:~"~-i1~d T ,,c:i_I 

'-:nt\11~! 1.im:m:;..~ \'us~· \t• l ;$. l·fm:cf' 1u:?:1;Jn.l>'tJi_lf ,\.IJlt>$.O~J1 

I !Sl'(J•; "'' 'J llhA 11'.'!( l.li\(il -1~>; _c)r ·. - t; I J 1_.0_1 
<il;..::'t'ft\::.. ro~i\.lli!"'~~()\J n 1• l>i.lA:- - ~;~1'<1R 1 

lt.:.:(~\lllNn.i:nhwi, UJ, r~.it..i -_:. :;<4\1.:F: 

me' ·_i1n111t'11iih:f. '.. ·f.i _\_:n:_·_--,m~l;,_~Mc\·_ !''.i ~ : !~ 11_) t\1,1ri1m11_!J ,u1~ 1\1~-t'-'m:i:11:r.k.-. t s· 
!·or:_: :-'.\l\,!h~tli~1i1"._:_\~~~-°1'-~ i;:,1,1 .. !i_i1"I r!wt"- '.•1 J,;1~_m1in.: ,,_h-11 m_.:'11\U.:~ ,n_n! n~..-..-.,~in Ill 
.:h.m!_1y11~ 1hc.~r~~mi,.Uli11n11! ..:11rfl:.i1" ~II' .n111nH lF 5~T~'Cr.inb lir.1-:ni~:\ 'n ,\fgNi:i!.sJJr .. 

~. fo•m.'u:--. l:~i:OR-A 'fl· -;../ J,i:1~(,:,,~Jflkcf ll-.(J_.IS;\F l'J'.::~ 1c~l"'1,1~>, \U;i' d~-sn111 
~··"i.IH~t~:~· -"murinl\"llig~~.-.:;)c:Nmin~ o1'\11W i,'.•'Wr-,wl J\t,~t:i.<"'~ .\r.~ L_l; t'I ~·t~•'•lioy 
;~·~uh~ ih.1111 tl;c <.'l~T ,,,11-~''':mr,-•I uwrslshi i""rr1••!J.:'•tl:oy llw lLO C ,\d,J1!Jw11~1rn11d 
;,s 11~\!h~· ~·'· ti:<Jll1S .:.rl,,-,,,l!J \1i\ti !h~ "~'{I, 

~'fl.I.• i'.f>-',...w 
f)fr\.'.i.'({!r. -~_!i,;.1_il,>f _i 'iir1f1:(~1 (11\in: 

:·ri.h\'\I ~t~W~ f\l!l:~_S.~)11(i~ii-~l~j.Ji1 

:.Jt';l':i.Ynii} 
11!r(l.:l\lf,/JX 

1 ·n11i'll !i\J°W~ h1?""~•Ar1l11u;i.si11:1 
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