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The Department of Defense (DoD) declined to grant Applicant a security clearance. On
September 29, 2022, DoD issued a Statement of Reasons (SOR) advising Applicant of the basis
of that decision — security concerns raised under Guideline F (Financial Considerations) of the
National Security Adjudicative Guidelines (AG) in Appendix A of Security Executive Agent
Directive 4 (effective June 8, 2017) and DoD Directive 5220.6 (Jan. 2, 1992, as amended)
(Directive). On November 30, 2023, Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals Administrative
Judge Edward W. Loughran denied Applicant’s security clearance eligibility. Applicant appealed
pursuant to Directive 11 E3.1.28 and E3.1.30.

Applicant is in his mid-40s. He served on active duty in the U.S. military from 1995 until
he retired with an honorable discharge in 2021 and has a 100% disability rating from the
Department of Veterans Affairs. Married in 2001, Applicant divorced in 2016 and has five children
between the ages of 9 and 23. The SOR alleges 10 delinquent debts totaling about $83,000. The
Judge found for Applicant on two of the debts and adversely to Applicant on the remaining eight.
Applicant attributes his indebtedness to his separation and contentious divorce.



On appeal, Applicant makes no assertion of harmful error on the part of the Judge. Instead,
he submits new evidence and requests reconsideration of the Judge’s decision. The Appeal Board
does not review cases de novo and is prohibited from considering new evidence on appeal.
Directive E3.1.29. Applicant also highlights that he requires a security clearance to retain his job.
The Directive does not permit us to consider the impact of an unfavorable decision. See, e.g., ISCR
Case No. 19-01206 at 2 (App. Bd. May 13, 2020).

The Board’s authority to review a case is limited to cases in which the appealing party has
alleged the Judge committed harmful error. Because Applicant has not made such an allegation of
error, the decision of the Judge denying Applicant a security clearance is sustainable.

ORDER

The decision is AFFIRMED.
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