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The Applicant, who was born in Guatemala, seeks a Certificate of Citizenship. See Immigration and 
Nationality Act (the Act) section 301(a)(7), 8 U.S.C. § 1401(a)(7), amended by Act of October 10, 
1978, Pub. L. No. 95-432, 92 Stat. 1046. An individual born outside the United States who acquired 
U.S. citizenship at birth, or who automatically derived U.S. citizenship after birth but before the age of 
18, may apply to receive a Certificate of Citizenship. For an individual claiming to be a U.S. citizen at 
birth, and who was born to married parents between December 24, 1952, and November 14, 1986, one 
parent must be a U.S. citizen parent, and that parent must have been physically present in the United 
States for 10 years (with at least 5 years occurring after the age of 14) before the individual's birth. 

The Director of the Tampa, Florida, Field Office denied the application, concluding the Applicant 
did not establish that her U.S. citizen father was physically present in the United States for 10 years 
prior to her birth in at least 5 years after the father's 14th birthday in as 
required. 1 

The Applicant appealed the Director's decision to our office, claiming that her father's residence 
with her paternal grandfather in Guatemala constituted U.S. physical presence because the 
grandfather worked for a U.S. Government or international organization. She asserted further that 
evidence in the record, including declarations, academic transcripts, rent receipts, marriage 
certificate, and correspondence and photograph evidence demonstrated that her father was physically 
present in the United States for the time period required under former section 301(a)(7) of the Act. 

We dismissed the appeal, finding that the evidence in the record was insufficient to demonstrate the 
Applicant's father satisfied former section 301(a)(7) of the Act U.S. physical presence requirements 
prior to her birth. Specifically, we determined that her paternal grandfather's employment in 
Guatemala for the underJthe direction of the 
was not qualifying employment for a U.S. Government or international organization.L We also 

1 The Director indicated that the Applicant's citizenship claim was pursuant to section 30 I (g) of the Act. Former section 
301(a)(7) ofthe Act (of 1952) was re-designated as section 301(g) by the Act of October 10, 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-432, 
92 Stat. 1046 (1978). The requirements of former sections 301(a)(7) and 301(g) ofthe Act remained the same after the 
re-designation and until 1986. 
2 We determined that even if the had been a U.S. Government or international 
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found that declarations from family members and friends had limited evidentiary value in that they 
lacked specific details or did not reflect personal knowledge of the father's physical presence in the 
United States. As to photograph evidence, we concluded that even assuming the alleged U.S. 
locations and identity of individuals in the photographs could be determined, the photographs did not 
contain dates and did not demonstrate when or how long the Applicant's father was physically 
present in the United States. We determined that correspondence and academic transcripts 
established the Applicant's father attended a military academy in the state of Georgia between 1957 
and 1960; rental receipts showed his presence in the United States in April, June and October 1961, 
and in February and March 1962; and his marriage certificate reflected that he married in Florida in 

1963. The rent receipt dates were not consecutive, though, and did not contain an address 
where the father lived, and although the marriage certificate reflected his marriage in Florida, it 
contained no other information demonstrating his U.S. physical presence before or after the 
marriage. Upon review, we concluded that even if this evidence were accepted as establishing 
continuous physical presence between 1957 and 1963, it would at best establish seven years of 
physical presence prior to the Applicant's birth in 

The matter is now before us on a motion to reconsider. On motion, the Applicant reasserts that her 
paternal grandfather worked for a U.S. Government or international organization in Guatemala, and 
that the totality of the evidence in the record demonstrates her father satisfied U.S. physical presence 
requirements contained in section 301(a)(7) ofthe Act. She contends that we did not thoroughly and 
properly examine the record, and requests that we review the record again and render a favorable 
decision in her case. 

The motion to reconsider will be denied. 

I. LAW 

A motion to reconsider must establish that our decision was based on an incorrect application of law 
or policy and that the decision was incorrect based on the evidence in the record of proceedings at 
the time ofthe decision. 8 C.F.R. § 103.5(a)(3). 

A motion to reconsider must be supported by a pertinent precedent or adopted decision, statutory or 
regulatory provision, or statement of U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) or 
Department of Homeland Security policy. 

organization, it would not have been relevant to the issue of her father's U.S. physical presence, as the Applicant's father 
was born in and the record contained no evidence of the grandfather's employment with the 

after The Applicant points out on motion that evidence shows her grandfather was 
employed at the until at least which was three months after her father's 
birth. This does not change our finding, as she did not show that the was a U.S. 
Government or international organization. 

2 
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II. ANALYSIS 

The issue on motion to reconsider is whether the Applicant has established that our decision (that she 
provided insufficient evidence to establish her father was physically present in the United States for 
10 years prior to her birth in at least 5 years of which were after the father's 14th birthday 
m was erroneous based on an incorrect application oflaw or USCIS policy. 

The Applicant claims on motion that we did not diligently and truly examine all of the documents 
contained in the record. She also reasserts that U.S. Department of State Foreign Affairs Manual 
(F AM) guidance at 7 F AM section 1133 demonstrates her paternal grandfather worked for a U.S. 
Government or international organization in Guatemala, and she contends that we erred in not 
finding she established by a preponderance of the evidence, that her father was physically present in 
the United States for the time period required under former section 301(a)(7) of the Act. 3 

We find that the Applicant lias not demonstrated that our decision was based on an incorrect 
application of law or USCIS policy, or that she acquired U.S. citizenship at birth through her father 
under former section 301(a)(7) ofthe Act. 

The Applicant reasserts generally that the (under the direction of the 
qualified as a U.S. Government or international organization 

pursuant to FAM guidance at 7 FAM §§ 1133.2-2 and 3-3. However, she does not clarify exactly 
how the guidance demonstrates that the qualified as U.S. 
Government or international organizations. In addition, review of these F AM provisions shows that 
they do not support the Applicant's assertions. Specifically, 7 FAM § 1133.2-2 does not address the 
issue of U.S. Government or international organizations at all. The guidance at 7 FAM § 1133.3-3 
also does hot support the Applicant's claims, but rather, undermines them. It provides that "a person 
employed by a company that has accepted a U.S. Government contract to undertake a certain project 
abroad is not a U.S. Government employee. Such a person cannot count as U.S. physical presence 
any time spent abroad working on the project." 7 FAM § 1133.3-3(e)(5)(a). Thus, pursuant to this 
subsection of the FAM, the Applicant's paternal grandfather, who worked in those circumstances, 
was not employed by the U.S. Government. With regard to employment with an international 
organization, the F AM guidance refers to the definition and public international organization 
designations contained at section 288 of the U.S. Code. See 7 FAM § 1133.3-3(f)(l), (2). Our prior 
decision also applied the definition of international organization set forth at 22 U.S.C § 288. We 
discussed further that neither the nor the 

qualified as a U.S. government or international organization, and that neither was 
contained on the list of organizations determined to be American institutions or public international 
organizations, as set forth at 8 C.P.R.§ 316.20. 

3 The Applicant submits no new evidence on motion. 

3 
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In conclusion, although the Applicant disagrees with our determination on appeal, she has not 
provided sufficient authority to demonstrate that our examination of the evidence or the conclusions 
we reached were erroneous based on an incorrect application of law or USCIS policy. 

III. CONCLUSION 

In view of the above, the Applicant has not established that our prior decision was incorrect as a 
matter of law or policy or that she acquired U.S. citizenship at birth through her father under former 
section 301 ( a)(7) of the Act. 

ORDER: The motion to reconsider is denied. 

--" 
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