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E xhib i t  (E x .)  1  (E lec tron ic  Q uest ionna ire s  fo r  Invest iga tions  P rocess ing  (e -Q IP )  a lso  known as1

S ta nd a rd  F o rm  (S F )  8 6 ,  S ec ur i ty  C le ara nc e  A p p lic a t io n) .  T he  la st  p age  is  s igne d  a nd  d a te d  O c to b e r 1 3 ,

2 0 0 5 .  T he re  is  no  a l le ga tio n  o f fa ls if ic a t io n  o f th is  S F  8 6 .

E x .  4  (S ta tem ent  o f  Reaso ns (S O R ),  d a ted  A p ri l  23 ,  20 0 7 ) .  2

O n A ugus t 3 0 ,  2 0 0 6 ,  the  U nd er  Secre ta ry o f  D efense  (In te l l igence)  p ub lished  a  m em o randum3

d irec t ing  ap p lica t io n  of  rev ised  A d jud ica tive  G uid e l ines  to  a l l  ad jud ica tio ns  and  o ther  de te rmina t io ns

m ad e  und er  the  D irec t ive  and  D ep artm ent  o f  D efense  (D o D ) R egula t ion  52 0 0 .2 -R ,  P erso n n e l  Secu ri ty

P ro g ra m  (R egula tion ) ,  da ted  Janua ry 198 7 ,  a s  amended ,  in  wh ich  the  SO R  was issued  o n  o r  a fte r

Sep tem b er  1 ,  2 0 0 6 .   A p p lica nt ’s  case  i s  reso lved  und er  the  revised  A d jud ica t ive  G uidel ine s .

E x .  5  ( A p p l ic a nt’s  re sp o nse  to  the  S O R , re ce ive d  a t D O H A  o n  M a y 1 5 ,  2 0 0 7 )  is  the  so urc e  fo r4

the  fac ts  in  th is  p aragraph  and  the  nex t  pa ragraph .

Applicant had four delinquent debts listed on the SOR. He borrowed money to invest in
the stock market, and the market declined in 2001 resulting in large financial losses. His wife
lost her job. He recently paid all four debts, and completed credit counseling. Financial
considerations security concerns are mitigated. Clearance is granted.

STATEMENT OF THE CASE

On October 13, 2005, Applicant signed a Security Clearance Application (SF 86).  On1

April 23, 2007, the Defense Office of Hearings and Appeals (DOHA) issued a Statement of
Reasons (SOR) to him,  pursuant to Executive Order 10865, Safeguarding Classified2

Information Within Industry, dated February 20, 1960, as amended and modified, and
Department of Defense Directive 5220.6, Defense Industrial Personnel Security Clearance
Review Program (Directive), dated January 2, 1992, as amended, modified and revised.  The3

SOR alleges security concerns under Guideline F (Financial Considerations). The SOR detailed
reasons why DOHA could not make the preliminary affirmative finding under the Directive that
it is clearly consistent with the national interest to grant or continue a security clearance for him,
and recommended referral to an administrative judge to determine whether a clearance should be
granted, continued, denied, or revoked.

In an answer received at DOHA on May 15, 2007, Applicant responded to the SOR
allegations, and elected to have his case decided at a hearing.  On June 1, 2007, the case was4

assigned to me. His hearing was held on June 28, 2007. Applicant requested, and I agreed to
hold the record open until July 10, 2007 for Applicant to provide evidence of payment and
financial counseling (record of proceedings (R.) 35-36). DOHA received the hearing transcript
on July 10, 2007. On July 10, 2007, Department Counsel indicated she had no objection to my
consideration of Applicant’s additional evidence, which I admitted into evidence (Ex. B). I
closed the record on July 10, 2007. 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

As to the factual allegations under Guideline F, Applicant’s response to the
SOR admitted responsibility for all four delinquent SOR debts listed in the SOR, and
stated he would settle his debts.   



E x.  1 ,  supra  n .  1 ,  a t  que s tio ns  1  ( d a te  o f  b ir th ) ,  5  (ed uca t io n) , 6  (em p lo ym ent) ,  8  ( spo use) ,  and5

9  (re la t ives)  is  the  so urce  fo r  the  fac ts  in  this  p a ragrap h ,  un less  o the rw ise  s ta ted .  

SOR
¶ 

 SOR       
Amount

Settlement
Amount

Account Type and Current
Status

¶ 1.a $10,075 $2,003 Credit Card-Paid 

¶ 1.b $9,958 $8,885 Credit Card-Paid

¶ 1.c $3,606 $2,250 Credit Card-Paid 

¶ 1.d $15,944 $7,785 Credit Card-Paid

Total $39,583 $20,923

Applicant is 47 years old (R. 7).  He received a bachelor’s degree in electrical5

engineering from a university in 1982 (R. 7). He married his current spouse in 1994.
He has one child, who was born in 1999. A government contractor has employed him
for 25 years as a systems engineer (R. 8). He has held a secret clearance for more
than 20 years (R. 8).     

Applicant used credit cards to borrow money to invest in internet stocks listed
on the stock market (R. 21-22). He charged $50,000 to $60,000 on credit cards (R.
22). The market declined in 2000-2001, and in 2002 several companies went
bankrupt. He lost his investment (R. 23). In 2001, Applicant’s spouse lost her job
because of the post-September 11, 2001, business slowdown (R. 23). She was
unemployed for about 18 months (R. 24). Applicant’s father had lung cancer and he
provided financial support of about $500 per month to his father (R. 24). In 2004, he
recovered financially and began negotiations with his creditors (R. 17).  

The following table lists the amounts of the SOR debts, and their current
status.

For the debt in SOR ¶ 1.a ($10,075), on May 10, 2007, the creditor agreed to
settle the account for $2,003 (Ex. A at 2; R. 27). On May 18, 2007, Applicant paid
the creditor, resolving the debt (Ex. B at 4; R. 27). 

For the debt in SOR ¶ 1.b ($9,958), on June 8, 2007, the creditor agreed to
settle the debt for $8,885 (Ex. A at 5; R. 29). On June 11, 2007, Applicant paid the
creditor, resolving the debt (Ex. A at 6; Ex. B at 6; R. 30).

For the debt in SOR ¶ 1.c ($3,606), on May 9, 2007, the creditor agreed to
settle the debt for $2,250 (Ex. A at 3; R. 30). On June 1, 2007, Applicant paid the
creditor, resolving the debt (Ex. B at 6; R. 30-31).



For the debt in SOR ¶ 1.d ($15,944), on May 9, 2007, the creditor agreed to
settle the debt for $7,785 (Ex. A at 4; R. 31). On May 25, 2007, Applicant paid the
creditor resolving the debt (Ex. B at 4; R. 31).

Applicant received credit counseling and on July 9, 2007, prepared a budget
(Ex. B at 8-9). His gross salary is $82,000 per year (R. 26). His monthly net income
is $4,220. His monthly expenses include his house payment ($375), groceries ($600),
utilities ($360), insurance ($372), gasoline and car expenses ($225), clothing ($200),
and miscellaneous ($70) (Ex. B at 9). His monthly expenses total approximately
$2,000. Applicant has credit cards, but he pays them off every month (R. 25). He has
$25,000 in savings (R. 26). He had the ability to pay his debts earlier, but when he
dealt with his creditors they were unpleasant (R. 32). More recently, his creditors
were cooperative and willing to work with him (R. 33).  

     

POLICIES

In an evaluation of an applicant’s security suitability, an administrative judge
must consider the “Adjudicative Guidelines for Determining Eligibility For Access
to Classified Information” (AG). In addition to brief introductory explanations for
each AG, the AGs are divided into Disqualifying Conditions (DC) and Mitigating
Conditions (MC), which are used to determine an applicant’s eligibility for access to
classified information. These AGs are not inflexible ironclad rules of law. Instead,
recognizing the complexities of human behavior, an administrative judge applies
these AGs in conjunction with the factors listed in the adjudicative process. AG ¶ 2.
An administrative judge’s over-arching adjudicative goal is a fair, impartial and
common sense decision. Because the entire process is a conscientious scrutiny of a
number of variables known as the “whole person concept,” an administrative judge
should consider all available, reliable information about the person, past and present,
favorable and unfavorable, in making a decision. AG ¶ 2(c).

An administrative judge should consider the nine adjudicative process factors
listed at AG ¶ 2(a): “(1) the nature, extent, and seriousness of the conduct; (2) the
circumstances surrounding the conduct, to include knowledgeable participation; (3)
the frequency and recency of the conduct; (4) the individual’s age and maturity at the
time of the conduct; (5) extent to which participation is voluntary; (6) the presence
or absence of rehabilitation and other permanent behavioral changes; (7) the
motivation for the conduct; (8) the potential for pressure, coercion, exploitation, or
duress; and (9) the likelihood of continuation or recurrence.”

Since the protection of the national security is the paramount consideration,
the final decision in each case is arrived at by applying the standard that “[a]ny
doubt concerning personnel being considered for access to classified information
will be resolved in favor of national security.” AG ¶ 2(b). In reaching this decision, I
have drawn only those conclusions that are reasonable, logical and based on the
evidence contained in the record. Likewise, I have avoided drawing inferences
grounded on mere speculation or conjecture.



 “Subs tan t ia l  evidence  [ is ]  such re levan t evidence  a s  a  reasonab le  mind  might  accep t  a s6

a d eq ua te  to  sup p o r t  a  co nc lus io n  in  l igh t  o f a l l  the  c o ntra ry e vid e nc e  in  the  re co rd .”   IS C R  C a se  N o .  0 4 -

1 1 4 6 3  a t  2  (A p p .  B d .  A ug .  4 ,  20 0 6 )  (c i t ing  D irec tive  ¶  E 3 .1 .3 2 .1 ) .  “T his  is  som eth ing  less  than  the

w e ig ht  o f the  ev id ence ,  and  the  p oss ib il i ty  o f d rawing  two  inco nsis ten t  co nc lus io ns  fro m the  ev id e n c e

do es no t p revent  [a  Judge ’s]  f ind ing from  be ing suppo r ted  by substan tia l  evidence .”  C o n so lo  v .  F e d era l

M a r it im e  C o m m ’n ,  3 8 3  U .S.  60 7 ,  6 2 0  (19 6 6 ) .  “Sub sta n t ia l  ev id ence ”  i s  “m o re  than  a  sc in t i l la  b ut  less

than a  p reponderance .”  S ee  v .  W a sh ing ton  M etro .  A rea  Tra n si t  A u th . ,  36  F .3d  37 5 ,  3 8 0  ( 4  C ir .  19 9 4 ) .t h

 “T he  A d m inis tra t ive  Jud ge  [cons id ers]  the  reco rd  ev id e n c e  as  a  whole ,  bo th  favo rab le  and7

unfavo rab le ,  eva lua te [s]  A pp lican t’s  p as t  and  curren t  c ircum stances  in  l igh t  o f  p e r t inen t  p ro v is io ns  o f

the  D irec tive , and  dec ide [ s]  whe the r  Ap p l icant  ha[s]  me t  h is  bu rden  o f pe rsuasion  unde r  D irec tive  ¶

E 3 .1 .15 .”  IS C R  C ase  N o .  04 -10 3 4 0  a t  2  (A p p .  B d .  Ju ly 6 ,  20 0 6 ) .  

In the decision-making process, the government has the initial burden of
establishing controverted facts by substantial evidence, demonstrating, in
accordance with the Directive, that it is not clearly consistent with the national
interest to grant or continue an applicant’s access to classified information. Once the
government has produced substantial evidence of a disqualifying condition,  the6

burden shifts to Applicant to produce evidence “to rebut, explain, extenuate, or
mitigate facts admitted by applicant or proven by Department Counsel, and
[applicant] has the ultimate burden of persuasion as to obtaining a favorable
clearance decision.” Directive ¶ E3.1.15. The burden of disproving a mitigating
condition never shifts to the Government. See ISCR Case No. 02-31154 at 5 (App.
Bd. Sep. 22, 2005).7

A person who seeks access to classified information enters into a fiduciary
relationship with the government predicated upon trust and confidence. It is a
relationship that transcends normal duty hours and endures during off-duty hours.
The government has a special relationship with those who have a security clearance
and reposes a high degree of trust and confidence in them. Decisions under this
Directive include, by necessity, consideration of the possible risk an applicant may
deliberately or inadvertently fail to protect or safeguard classified information. Such
decisions entail a certain degree of legally permissible extrapolation as to potential,
rather than actual, risk of compromise of classified information.

 
The scope of an administrative judge’s decision is limited. Nothing in this

Decision should be construed to suggest that I have based this decision, in whole or
in part, on any express or implied determination as to Applicant’s allegiance,
loyalty, or patriotism.  Executive Order 10865, § 7. 

CONCLUSIONS

Upon consideration of all the facts in evidence, and after application of all
appropriate legal precepts, factors, and conditions, including those described briefly
above, I conclude the following with respect to the allegations set forth in the SOR:

AG ¶ 18 articulates the Government’s concern concerning financial problems.
“Failure or inability to live within one’s means, satisfy debts, and meet financial
obligations may indicate poor self-control, lack of judgment, or unwillingness to



See  ISC R  C ase  N o .  02 -3 1 1 5 4  a t  5  (A p p .  B d . Sep .  22 ,  20 0 5 ) .8

See  IS C R  C a se  N o .  0 3 - 0 2 3 7 4  a t  4  (A p p .  B d .  Ja n.  2 6 ,  2 0 0 6 )  (c it ing  IS C R  C a se  N o .  0 2 -2 2 1 7 39

a t 4  (A pp .  B d .  M ay 26 ,  200 4) ) .  W hen mak ing a  recency ana lys is ,  a ll  deb ts  a re  conside red  a s  a  who le .

  

abide by rules and regulations, all of which can raise questions about an individual’s
reliability, trustworthiness and ability to protect classified information. An
individual who is financially overextended is at risk of having to engage in illegal
acts to generate funds.” 

Two disqualifying conditions could raise a security concern and may be
disqualifying in this case: “inability or unwillingness to satisfy debts,” and “a
history of not meeting financial obligations.” AG ¶¶ 19(a) and (c).  

Applicant admitted he was responsible for all four of the SOR debts. The
Government produced substantial evidence of these two disqualifying conditions,
and the burden shifted to Applicant to produce evidence and prove a mitigating
condition. The burden of disproving a mitigating condition never shifts to the
Government.8

Five Financial Considerations Mitigating Conditions under AG ¶¶ 20(a)-(e)
are potentially applicable: 

(a) the behavior happened so long ago, was so infrequent, or occurred
under such circumstances that it is unlikely to recur and does not cast
doubt on the individual’s current reliability, trustworthiness, or good
judgment;

(b) the conditions that resulted in the financial problem were largely
beyond the person’s control (e.g., loss of employment, a business
downturn, unexpected medical emergency, or a death, divorce or
separation), and the individual acted responsibly under the
circumstances;

(c) the person has received or is receiving counseling for the problem
and/or there are clear indications that the problem is being resolved or
is under control;

(d) the individual initiated a good-faith effort to repay overdue
creditors or otherwise resolve debts;

(e) the individual has a reasonable basis to dispute the legitimacy of the
past-due debt which is the cause of the problem and provides
documented proof to substantiate the basis of the dispute or provides
evidence of actions to resolve the issue.

Applicant paid the four SOR debts in May and June 2007. The AGs do not
define “recent,” and there is no “bright-line” definition of what constitutes “recent”
conduct. Based on my evaluation of the record evidence as a whole,  I conclude AG ¶9

20(a) partially apples. Because Applicant had multiple delinquent debts, which were



“E ven  i f A p p lican t’s  financ ia l  d ifficul t ie s  ini t ia l ly  a ro se ,  in  who le  o r  in  pa r t ,  due  to1 0

c ircumstances  ou ts ide  h is  o r  he r  con tro l ,  the  Judge  cou ld  s t i l l  co nside r  whethe r  A pp licant  has  s ince  ac ted

in a  reaso nab le  m a n ner  when  dea l ing  with tho se  f inanc ia l  d ifficu l t ie s .”  IS C R  C ase  N o .  05 -11 3 6 6  a t  4

n .9  (A p p .  B d .  Ja n .  12 ,  2 0 0 7 )  (c i t ing  ISC R  C ase  N o .  9 9 -0 4 6 2  a t  4  (A p p .  B d .  M ay 2 5 ,  2 0 0 0 ) ;  ISC R  C ase

N o . 99 -0 0 1 2  a t  4 (A p p .  B d .  D ec .  1 ,  19 9 9 ) ; ISC R  C ase  N o .  03 -13 0 9 6  a t  4  (A p p .  B d .  N o v .  29 ,  20 0 5 ) ) .

T he  A pp ea l B oard  has  p rev iously exp la ined  wha t const i tu te s  a  “good  fa ith”  e ffo r t  to  r epay1 1

o ve rd ue  cred ito rs  o r  o the rwise  re so lve  deb ts :

In  o rde r  to  qua lify  fo r  app lica tion  o f  [ the  “good  fa ith”  mit iga t ing  c o nd it ion ] ,  an

ap p l ica n t  m us t p resen t  ev id ence  show ing  e i ther  a  goo d -fa i th  e ffo r t  to  repay  overd ue

cred ito rs  o r  som e o ther  goo d -fa i th  ac t io n  a imed  a t  reso lv in g  th e  a p p lican t’s  d eb ts .  T he

D irec tive  do es no t de fine  the  te rm ‘good -fa ith .’  H owever ,  the  B oard  has  ind ica ted  tha t

the  concep t  o f  good-fa ith  ‘requ ire s  a  showing tha t  a  p e r so n  ac ts  in  a  way tha t shows

reaso nab leness ,  p rud ence ,  ho nesty,  and  ad herence  to  du ty o r  o b l iga t io n .’  A cco rd ing ly,

an  ap p l i c a n t  must  do  m o re  than  m ere ly sho w tha t  he  o r  she  re l ied  on  a  lega l ly  ava i lab le

o p tio n  ( such  as  bankrup tcy) in  o rd er  to  c la im  the  b enefi t  o f  [ the  “go o d  fa i th”  m it iga t ing

co nd i t io n] .  

( in te rna l  c i ta t io n  and  fo o tno te  o m itted )  ISC R  C ase  N o .  0 2 -3 0 3 0 4  a t  3  (Ap p .  B d .  A p r .  20 ,  20 0 4 )  (q uo ting

IS C R  C ase  N o .  99 -90 2 0  a t  5 -6  (A p p .  B d .  June  4 ,  20 0 1 )) .  

unpaid when the SOR was issued, the first two prongs of AG ¶ 20(a) are against him.
However, he meets the third prong of AG ¶ 20(a) because he has shown sufficient
efforts and unusual circumstances for concluding that such financial problems are
“unlikely to recur.” The unusual circumstances are the poor choices in 2000
(borrowing money to invest in the stock market), which caused him to make
purchases he could not afford. His investments declined in value from 2000 to 2002,
as well as his wife’s unemployment in 2001 and 2002 caused his financial
circumstances to deteriorate. However, his financial circumstances steadily
improved after 2002, and financial counseling will help him with his budget and
assist him in avoiding future debts. His recent, aggressive efforts to resolve his
delinquent SOR debts remove any doubts concerning his “current reliability,
trustworthiness, or good judgment.”  

Applicant disclosed some information to support application of AG ¶ 20(b).10

The initial delinquent debts resulted from the stock market decline and his wife’s
unemployment. The record did not disclose any information indicating his actions
were in bad faith. However, Applicant’s conduct does not warrant full application of
AG ¶ 20(b) because he did not act more aggressively to resolve his delinquent debts. 

Applicant receives credit under AG ¶ 20(c) because there is sufficient
evidence that he has received financial or credit counseling, and his SOR debts are
paid. His financial problems are resolved. 

AG ¶ 20(d) does not fully apply because there is insufficient information to
establish that Applicant showed “good faith” in the resolution of his debts.  He11

does, however, receive some credit for paying his debts even though the pertinent 4-
year state statute of limitations rendered his debts legally uncollectable. See Tex.
Civ. Prac. & Rem. Code §§ 16.004(c) and 16.051 (statute of limitations for
contracts); 16.004(a)(3) (statute of limitations for debts); Cont’l Casualty Co. v. Dr.
Pepper Bottling Co. of Tex., 416 F.Supp. 2d 497, 505-507 (W.D. Tex. 2006); Facility



Ins. Corp. v. Employers Ins. of Wausau, 357 F.3d 508, 513-514 (5  Cir. 2004)th

(discussing statute of limitations for open or revolving accounts). 

The South Carolina Court of Appeals succinctly explained the societal and
judicial value of application of the statute of limitations:

Statutes of limitations embody important public policy considerations
in that they stimulate activity, punish negligence and promote repose by
giving security and stability to human affairs. The cornerstone policy
consideration underlying statutes of limitations is the laudable goal of
law to promote and achieve finality in litigation. Significantly, statutes
of limitations provide potential defendants with certainty that after a set
period of time, they will not be ha[iled] into court to defend time-
barred claims. Moreover, limitations periods discourage plaintiffs from
sitting on their rights. Statutes of limitations are, indeed, fundamental
to our judicial system.
 

Carolina Marine Handling, Inc. v. Lasch, 363 S.C. 169, 175-76, 609 S.E.2d 548, 552
(S.C. Ct. App. 2005) (internal quotation marks and citations omitted).

The elimination of his delinquent debts reduces his potential vulnerability to
improper financial inducements. The degree that he is “financially overextended,” is
also eliminated. However, it does not negate his past conduct in failing to take more
aggressive and timely actions to maintain communications with his creditors and to
resolve his financial jeopardy in a more timely fashion. 

AG ¶ 20(e) is not applicable. He did not provide “documented proof to
substantiate the basis of the dispute or [provide] evidence of actions to resolve the
issue” with respect to any of his delinquent SOR debts.

In sum, he has demonstrated sufficient effort to resolve financial concerns to
merit application of mitigating conditions in AG ¶ 20(c), as well as partial
application of AG ¶¶ 20(a), (b), and (d). These adjudicative AGs are further
addressed in the whole person analysis portion of this decision, infra. See ISCR 04-
07360 at 2 (App. Bd. Sept. 26, 2006) (stating partial credit was available under
adjudicative AGs for debts being resolved through garnishment). His aggressive
actions in May and June 2007 to obtain financial counseling, set up a budget and his
payment of his delinquent debts are particularly noteworthy.  

 
“Whole Person” Analysis

In addition to the enumerated disqualifying and mitigating conditions, I have
considered the general adjudicative AGs related to the whole person concept under AG
¶ 2(a). As noted above, Applicant’s failure to make greater progress resolving his
delinquent debts is a serious, ongoing, long-term problem and is sufficiently serious to
raise a security concern. His actions were knowledgeable and voluntary. All of his
delinquent debts were paid at the time the record was closed. He is 47 years old,
sufficiently mature to be fully responsible for his conduct. The motivation for his
failure to pay his debts was insufficient income, and reluctance to work with some of



See  IS C R  C ase  N o .  04 -06 2 4 2  a t  2  (A p p .  B d .  June  28 ,  20 0 6 ) .  1 2

his creditors. Delinquent debts are inconsistent with prudent and responsible behavior.
A person “who is financially overextended is at risk of having to engage in illegal acts
to generate funds” and as such the potential for pressure and exploitation is raised.    

Applicant presented substantial extenuating and mitigating evidence. His
financial problems were aggravated by lack of income, unemployment, the stock
market slump, and his father’s lung cancer. He paid his delinquent SOR debts in May
and June 2007, even they were collection-barred by the pertinent state’s 4-year statute
of limitations. The elimination of his delinquent debts has reduced his potential
vulnerability to improper financial inducements. Prior to payment of his creditors,
none of his SOR creditors filed a judgment or took other judicial action against him,
which is an indication of the lack of financial pressure upon him. He received
financial counseling. He has held a clearance for many years without a security
violation. The absence of evidence of any prior violation of his employer’s rules or
requirements, his forthright and candid statement at his hearing, and his evident
sincerity about making future financial progress all weigh in his favor. He pays his
credit cards off every month, and he has $20,000 in his savings account. In sum, the
likelihood of recurrence is low because sufficient evidence was presented about
improvement in his overall financial situation, the absence of evidence of other
delinquent debts, and financial counseling.  

After weighing the disqualifying and mitigating conditions, all the facts and
circumstances, in the context of the whole person, I conclude he has mitigated the
security concerns pertaining to financial considerations. The evidence leaves me
without doubts as to Applicant’s security eligibility and suitability.  

I take this position based on the law, as set forth in Department of Navy v.
Egan, 484 U.S. 518 (1988), my “careful consideration of the whole person factors”12

and supporting evidence, my application of the pertinent factors under the
Adjudicative Process, and my interpretation of my responsibilities under the AGs.
Applicant has successfully mitigated or overcome the government’s case. For the
reasons stated, I conclude he is eligible for access to classified information.

FORMAL FINDINGS

Formal findings for or against Applicant on the allegations set forth in the
SOR, as required by Section E3.1.25 of Enclosure 3 of the Directive, are:         

 Paragraph 1, Guideline F:  FOR APPLICANT
Subparagraphs 1.a to 1.d: For 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 eligibility for a
security clearance for Applicant.  Clearance is granted.

Mark W. Harvey
Administrative Judge 
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