
COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20541 

B-132376 . 

The Honorable Warren G. Magnuson 
Chairman, Committee on 

Appropriations· . 
United States Se~ate 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 
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Our December 16, 1977, report, "Proposals to Resolve Long­
standing Problems in Investigations of Federal Employees" 
(FPCD-77-64) discussed the Federal program for investigating 
the suitability of Federal employees, its problems and the 
actions needed. The Civil Service Commission is primarily 
responsible for conducting the investigations~ Our recommenda­
tions in the report, when implemented, would establish a 

·sound statutory base for the investigations: provfde a means 
to identify and adequately inv~stigate persons in positions 
with sensitive duties, and greatly reduce the investigation, 
potential for invasion of privacy, and collection, use and 
dissemination of information for, the. vast majority of 
Government employees. · 

We obtained formal comments on the report from the 
Cornmissi6n and the Department of ~u~tice. ~Their comments 
and our position were discussed .·in the original report. ·s· After. 
the report was issued, the Department.of Defense provided 
comments that generally agreed with.our position. DOD is 
heavily involved in personnel investigations, and it uses the· 
Commission's investigations for its civilian employees. 

On February 16, 1978, the Commission advised you of their 
proposed ccrrrective actions, as required by Section 236 of 
the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 .• · . The Commission 
agrees with the findings and principles. recommended in otir 
report, and some of the actions taken .by it appear adequate. 
Other proposed actions remain inadeqri~te and will not solve 
several of the critical issues we .. identified in our re.port. 

Our reasons why we believe some of. th~ Commission's 
proposed actions are inadequate are in enc,losure I. The views 
of Defense and Justice.are also provided in enclosures II and 
III. 
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This information is also being furnished today to the 
Chairmen, House Committee on Appropriations; Senate Committee 
on Governmental Affairs; House Committee on Government 
Operations; and House Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service. It is also being sent to·the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget; the Attorney General; and the Chairman, 
Civil Service Commission. · 

Enclosures 

..... 

.. '.; 

Sincerely yours, 

. ·;r<.F.~ 

Comptroller General 
of the United States 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

EVALUATION OF THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION'S 

COMMENTS ON OUR DECEMBER 16,.1977.t,_REPORT 

BACKGROUND -
Almost everyone entering Federal service is investigated 

to make sure he or she is reliable, trustworthy, loyal, and 
of good ~haracter. Executive Order ·10450, dated April 27, 
1953, authorizes investigations by the Civil Service Commis­
sion (CSC). The results of these investigations are adjudic­
ated under separate and unrelated Civil Service laws and reg­
ulations. Other authority for investigations and adjudica­
tions is dispersed through various laws, regulations, and 
Executive orders. 

Executive Order 10450 united previously separate suit­
ability, security, and loyalty programs under the framework 
of a security program. The consolidation of the three pro­
grams under one Executive order has been a source of confu­
sion since shortly after it was issued. Also, csc has had 
to modify its investigative process to comply with con­
straints in new laws and court decisions. The cumulative 
effect of such constraints has been to 

' 
--reduce the authority of employing agencies to remove 

employees under the provisions of Executive Order 
10450 and 

--limit CSC's ability to obtain information bearing on 
an applicant's or employee's suitability for employ­
ment. 

Executive Order 10450 authorizes two kinds of investi­
gations--(1) full field and.(2) national agency check and 
inquiry (NACI). Full field investigations include a check 
by CSC of Federal agency arrest and investigative records 
and personal interviews and checks of local sources by CSC 
investigators. The NACI also includes a check of Federal 
agency arrest and investigative records but uses only writ­
ten inquires to check local sources. 

Federal regulations make agency heads responsible for 
analyzing and classifying positions according to whether 
the positions are. 

--critical sensitive, 
--noncritical sensitive, or 
--nonsensitive. 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

The current regulations provide clear criteria as to 
how to categorize high-level policymaking positions .and posi­
tions with duties requiring access to classified defense in­
formation. However, they are unclear as to how the agencies 
should categorize other positions, and CSC has only three 
people to help the agencies in this program. Consequently, 
the agencies have not used the categories· consistently. 

CSC regulations require agencies to identify positions 
as noncritical sensitive if they .require access to sec~et or 
confidential defense information. The regulations do not 
discuss other sensitive duties which should be classified as 
noncritical sensitive. We think this category should in­
clude those positions with potential to adversely affect 
agency operations on less than a national ·scope. 

These classifications control whether employees ap­
pointed to the positions must be subjected to a full field 
investigation or to a less intense NACI. CSC conducts a 
full field investigation for all positions classified cri­
tical sensitive. ·These positions have duties critical to 
national security or require the highest degree of trust. 
CSC conducts a NACI for positions classified noncritical sen­
sitive or nonsensitive. 

Since agencies rely on the NACI investigation for in­
formation to determine the suitability of occupants of 
sensitive positions, csc needs to establish controls to 
make sure that 

--responses to requests for information are obtained, 

--additional investigations are made when appropriate, 
and 

--the investigation is not arbitrarily reduced. 

On the other hand, the scope of the present NACI investi­
gation seems excessive for the vast majority of positions 
which have no.dutie~ materially affecting agency opera­
tions. 

Because agencies have authority to adjudicate the 
suitability of nonsensitive employees, CSC disseminates 
all the derogatory information collected to the employ­
ing agency, even though much of it is irrelevant to suit­
ability, security, er loyalty determinations. Yet, some 
agencies have no way to gather additional information to 
put the derogatory information into perspective·. CSC 
keeps the information for at least 20 years, and many 
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ENCLOSURE I .ENCLOSURE I 

agencies retain it throughout the employee's career. CSC has 
no overview on how the agencies use the information. 

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CONGRESS 

We recommended that the Congress consolidate into one 
law the authority to investigate and judge the suitability 
of Federal employees, including the potential ·of employees 
in sensitive positions to impair national security. we said 
the Congress should consider: 

--Restrictions imposed on personnel investigations by 
other laws, such as the Privacy Act of 1974, and 
court decisions protecting individuals' constitu­
tional rights. 

--Whether CSC should investigate occupants of nonsen­
sitive positions only to determine prior criminal 
conduct, leaving to employing agencies the responsi­
bility for assessing applicants' efficiency. 

--The need to define, in a manner acceptable to the 
courts, disloyal acts which should bar Federal em­
ployment. 

--The scope of investigation needed for the several 
levels of security clearances granted Federal employ­
ees. 

--Whether there is a need in the legislation for pro­
visions to aid CSC in gathering local law enforce­
ment information; for example, reimbursing local law 
enforcement agencies for supplying information, re­
ceiving assistance from Federal law enforcement 
agencies, or clarifying CSC's legal authority to 
have local arrest information. 

CSC comments 

CSC agrees that a consolidation of investigative author­
ity is needed. However, CSC believes the consolidation can 
best be accomplished by an Executive order. On the other 
hand CSC says it needs help from the Congress regarding 
several of the problems we think the Congress should con­
sider in drafting legislation. For example CSC said: 

:. '~·: . . ·.,: 

--There is a need for the Congress or the Attorney Gen­
eral to reconcile any conflicts between the intent 
and application of restrictions imposed on personnel 
investigations by other laws, such as the Privacy 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

Act, and court decisions. There is also a need to 
prescribe the extent to which information related to 
exercise of first amendment rights may be collected, 
maintained, disseminated, and used in the adjudica­
tive process. 

--It needs definitive guidelines from the Congress or 
the Attorney General regarding disloyal acts which 
should bar Federal employment. 

--It would welcome assistance from the Congress in ob­
taining information from local enforcement agencies. 

Evaluation of CSC comments 

We do not agr~e that an Executive order would be adequ­
ate for more than an interim period until legislation could 
be drafted. Since new authority must consider restriction~ 
placed on personnel investigations by other laws and court 
decisions, we believe it is imperative that Congress define 
the basic reguirements for investigating and adjudicating 
the suitability and security of Government employees. 

One problem facing CSC and other investigative agencies 
i~ the difficulties in balancing the goals of protecting our 
national security and welfare and the recent legislation and 
court decisions protecting the constitutional rights and 
privacy of individuals. In this regard, the Supreme Court 
has said: 

"Whenever constitutional limits uoon the investi­
gative power of Congress have to be drawn by this 
court, it ought only to be done after Congress 
has demonstrated its full awareness of what is at 
stake by unequivocally authorizing an inquiry of 
dubious limits. Experience admonishes us to 
tread warily in this domain." 

We believe that only the Congress should authorize .in­
vestigations which are designed to protect the welfare and 
security of the Government. Since investigations almost 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

inevitably infringe on the rights and privacy of individuals, 
the extent of such infringement should be determined only after 
careful consideration by the Congress. It should be ex­
pected, as has happened in the past, that the necessity, 
scope, and use of investigations will be tested in the 
courts. For these reasons we believe another Executive 
order would eventually result in another fragmented ap-
proach to solving the problems. 

Department of Jus!i~ comments 

Justice stated it agrees on the need for legislation to 
consolidate the authority for suitability investigations 
into one law. This law would not conflict with the Privacy 
Act and would define in a manner acceptable to the courts 
the kinds of acts which disqualify an individual from Fed­
eral employment. Justice emphasized the need for legisla­
tion to establish goals and limitations of personnel inves­
tigations and the criteria for judging the suitability and 
trustworthiness of Federal employees. Justice also agrees 
the legislation'should contain guidelines for the collec­
tion and dissemination of information by investigative 
agencies. 

Department of Defense (DOD}_£2!!!~ts 

DOD agrees there is a need for a new and consolidated 
legislative basis for the Federal personnel security pro­
gram. DOD states that if loyalty is to continue as a 
standard for Federal employment, as well as access to 
classified information, then it must be specifically de­
fined so that Federal investigative agencies will under­
stand their investigative authority and Federal personnel 
security adjudicators will know which activities are dis­
qualifying. 

RECOMMENDATION TO CSC TO IMPROVE 
EM~to?ING AGENCIES' CONSISTE~ 
IN CLASSIFYING POSITIONS 

To improve employing agencies' consistency in classi­
fying positions so that occupants of those positions are 
appropriately investigated, we recommended that CSC es­
tablish criteria which will provide agencies clear in­
structions on how to classify positions into thre~ cate­
gories based on whether the position duties would enable 
an occupant to have (1) a materially adverse effect on 
national security and/or a materially adverse effect on 
other national interests, (2) a materially adverse ef­
fect on agency operations, or (3) no materially adverse 
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effect on agency national interest. These classifications 
should then be used as the communication tool for designat­
ing the scope of the investigation needed, the responsibility 
for adjudication, and the need to disseminate investigative 
results. 

CSC comments -
CSC has proposed two cl~ssification categories, sensi­

tive and nonsensitive, to replace the three existing cate­
gories. The CSC proposal calls for the following criteria to 
be applied in designating a position as sensitive, which would 
require a full field investigation. All other positions 
would be nonsensitive and require.an NACI. 

(1) Access to information classified as Secret or Top 
Secret under Executive Order 11652. 

(2) Duties involved in the conduct of foreign affairs. 

(3) Approval of plans, policies, or programs which af­
fect the overall operations of a department, agency, 
or organizational component; that is, policymaking 
or policy-determining positions. 

(4) Investigative duties, the issuance of personnel 
security clearances, or the making of personnel 
security determinations. 

(5) Duties involved in approving the collection, grant, 
loan, payment, or other use of property or funds 
of high value, or other duties demanding the high­
est degree of public trust and confidence. 

(6) Duties involved in .the enforcement of laws, or re­
sponsibilities for the protection of individuals 
or property. 

(7) Duties, whether performed by Federal employees or 
contractors, involved in the design, operation, or 
maintenance of Federal computer systems, or access 
to data contained in manual or automated files and 
records or Federal computer systems, when such 

J data relates to national security, personal, pro­
prietary or economically valuable information, or 
when the duties or data relate to distribution of 
funds, requisition of supolies, or similar func-
tions. • 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

( 8) Duties involved in or access to areas which have 
a critical impact on the national security, econo­
mic well-being of the Nation, or public health or 
safety. 

CSC also said that regardless of criteria, placing a position 
in a specific designation is judgmentai, and the agency is 
in the best position to m~ke that decision. CSC would be 
glad to provide assistance to the extent it is able. 

Evaluation of CSC comments 

In our original report we disagreed with CSC's prooosed 
action to use only two classifications, sensitive and nonsen-

~ sitive. After reviewing the detailed criteria CSC now pro­
poses as corrective action, we still believe that CSC's pro-
posal is inadequate~ · 

It is very important to provide for two levels of posi­
tions which have sensitive duties, instead of the one recom­
mended by CSC. Recognizing this necessity will require more 
definitive guidelines by CSC than proposed in the previous 
criteria. These criteria do not provide definitive guidelines 
for some duties which CSC believes are sensitive, nor does it 
recognize that there are degrees of sensitivity. Duties de­
scribed in criteria 5, 7, and 8 are particularly vague and 
could be interpreted to cover vast numbers of Federal em­
ployees or even entire agencies. Although some clasif ica­
tions may be subjective, we believe that better criteria 
will reduce the number of such judgmental decisions. 

Using two sensitive categories instead of one can 
greatly reduce the overall cost of investigating Federal em­
ployees while providing the protection the Government needs. 
Using our recommendation, fewer expensive full field inves­
tigations would be required, with greater use of less ex­
pensive controlled NACI. 

We agree with CSC that those positions which have very 
sensitive duties having an impact on national welfare or 
security should be sensitive and subject to a full field in­
vestigation. Examples are top agency officials and other 
positions with access to top-secret defense information. 
we agree with CSC that distinct and different reasons are 
needed to categorize positions based on access to classified 
defense information from those which can affect accomplish­
ment of agency missions. 

However, there needs to be a separate classification for 
positions which have sensitive duties which can have less 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

than a national impact on agency operations or DOD security 
matters. CSC does not agree, and its proposal ~oes not pre­
scribe specific criteria for these positions. As a result, 
we believe agencies will continue to be confused on which 
positions to classify as sensitive. In addition, the pro­
posed criteria will require that a full field investigation 
be conducted for all sensitive positions and, as previously 
noted, at significantly higher costs over that of an NACI. 
The NACI, if improved as we have recommended, would be an 
adequate and cost-effective investigation. The primary dif­
ference between the full field investigation and improved 
NACI would be the use of controlled written inquiries for 
the NACI instead of investigators. Followups by personal 
investigation should be made as necessary. Further, we do 
not believe that CSC has sufficiently analyzed this situa­
tion to satisfactorily determine the level of investigation 
needed for access to secret information. 

For the third classification CSC should provide agenc­
ies with adequate criteria to identify positions which are 
nonsensitive. A criterion to be used would consider the 
nature of the duties of such positions where close supervi­
sion can prevent the compromise or successful achievement 
of agency missions. For such positions a check of criminal 
misconduct should be adequate. As a result of court deci­
sions, 'adverse action can rarely be taken against occupants 
of these positions except for prior criminal conduct. 

Justice comments 

Justice states that our recommendations are realistic. 
Justice also emphasizes the need to identify in a specific 
group those positions which are really sensitive. Justice 
agrees with us that three categories are needed to improve 
the consistency in classifying positions and to insure that 
persons in sensitive positions are appropriately investi-
gated. · 

DOD comments 

·ooo states that CSC's proposal for two categories is 
inconsistent with the concept of structuring the scope of 
investigations according to the degree of sensitivity. 
Further it would be inconsistent with DOD investigative 
policy, which has long been applied in the military and 
industrial personnel security programs. DOD also cites 
the overwhelming cq~t increases which would result from 
requiring a full field investigation for all occupants 
of sensitive positions. 
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ENCLOSURE I 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO CSC TO INSURE 
THAT OCCUPANTS OE'SENSITIVE POSITIONS 
ARE PROPERLY INVESTIGATED 

ENCLOSURE I 

CSC responded to our original report describing se~eral 
actions under way or planned to correct the weaknesses in the 
NACI process. We disagree with some of the actions. CSC's 
subsequent response regarding corrective action are the same 
as those we believe are inadequate. 

First recommendation 

we recommended that csc establish controls which insure 
that written inquires are responded to and used for adjudica-
tion. 

CSC comments 

37:1 

CSC commented that although it is now retaining all 
vouchers (responses to inquiries) and using them in the 
adjudicative process, it cannot insure that all vouchers sent 
will produce a response. It believes it cannot require a response 
from those reluctant to respond; nor spend the time and money 
to track down addressees who have relocated. 

Evaluation of csc comments 

CSC describes a realistic problem, but its response 
does not show it has established controls and criteria to 
adequately investigate occupants of noncritical sensitive 
positions. 

Retaining all vouchers received and using them in ad­
judication is a positive .action, but this action alone does 
not assure that any responses are received. Criteria based 
on studies of relevant and productive sources should be de­
veloped to make sure additional effort is expended to ob­
tain needed information. We believe that if it is necessary 
to ask for information, it is necessary to have alternative 
approaches, such as using telephone calls, followup written 
inquires, and investigators to obtain the information. An 
example of a problem which will not be solved by CSC's ac­
tion is not receiving criminal records from law enforce­
ment agencies because they will not respond to written in­
quiries. Investigators can often obtain this information. 

Second recommendation 

We recommended that CSC establish controls which in­
sure that classifiable fingerprints for the FBI check are 
obtained. 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

CSC com~!~ 

CSC has requested improvements from agencies. CSC is 
currently offering training in this area and stated it will 
monitor agency performance to identifycthose having problems. 
However, it stated it must be realized that many agency people 
who take prints are less than expert in the field. CSC does 
not believe that refusing to process cases until classifiable 
prints are obtained is a viable alternative~ since several 
agencies grant interim clearance on the basis of a name 
check only. 

Evaluation of CSC comments 

We agree that training programs are necessary to reduce 
4 the rate of unreadable prints submitted by agencies for oc­

cupants of sensitive positions. However, training alone will 
not assure that FBI files will be successfully checked for 
criminal records. AS pointed out in our report, the FBI 
locates 93 percent of the arrest records it finds in its 
files by name check. The other 7 percent would not have 
been found without readable fingerprints. In dealing with 
occupants of sensitive positions, we do not think that 
agencies should judge whether to resubmit prints for classi­
fication. Specific criteria and controls are needed for 
resubmission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO INSURE THAT THE 
INVESTIGATIVE-rNFORMATr~OLLECTED 
AND DISSEMINATED IS LfMITEP TO ONLY 
THAT WHICH IS NEEDED -

To eliminate the dual adjudication of NACI investiga­
tions and reduce the gathering and dissemination of invesi­
gative information for occupants of nonsensitive positions, 
we recommended that CSC: 

--Assign adjudication responsibility for all sensitive 
positions to employing agencies. 

-•Assume complete responsibility of adjudicating past 
conduct in making suitability determinations for 
occupants of nonsensitive positions and retain in­
vestigative results. 

--Establish criteria on the completeness, accuracy, and 
age of information which can be used by CSC for ad­
judication dr be disseminated to an employing agency 
for its adjudication. Also, restrict the collection 
of information to that which can be used. 

10 
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ENCLOSURE I ENCLOSURE I 

CSC comments 

CSC agrees agencies should adjudicate the investigative 
results for all sensitive positions. But CSC does not agree 
it should assume complete adjudication responsibility for oc­
cupants of nonsensitive positions. CSC has approved but not 
implemented the delegation to employing agencies of the 
responsibility to evaluate suitability information in all 
appointee cases. CSC agrees with us that any delegation 

373 

of adjudication authority requires controls on the information 
which will be disseminated. 

CSC stated its investigators have received instructions 
on the collection and reporting of information bearing on 
exercise of individual rights. The CSC is reviewing files 
established before the Privacy Act prior to release to in­
sure that first amendment information is not disseminated. 
In addition CSC stated it was developing guidelines to be 
used in determining what information will be used by csc or 
released to agencies. 

Evaluation of CSC comments 

We believe that if CSC would determine that a person in 
a nonsensitive position is suitable for Government employ­
ment, the investigative results could be retained at CSC, and 
employing agencies could accept that decision. This would 
improve the consistency of adjudications and .stop the dis­
semination of information. Our opinion rests on the court 
decision which requires that adverse actions must be based 
on a relationship between conduct and an individual's abil­
ity to perform the duties of the position. Also, before an 
investigation is initiated the employing agency has .already 
determined the person's job qualifications, and by the 
time the investigation is completed, the employing agency 
has monitored several weeks of performance. 
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NCLOSURE II ENCLOSURE II 

UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 2.0415 

'. FEB 1 6 .~,-a 
r . 
Honorable Elmer B. S~aats 
Comptroller General of the United States 
·General Accounting Off ice 
Washington, D. c.. 20548 

L 

Dear Elmer: 

-.. -

This i• .our response to the General Accounting Off ice report on Proposals 
to Resolve Longstanding Problems in Investigations of Federal Employees, 
dated December 16, 1977 (YPCD-77-64 B-132376). The response is forwarded 
in accordance with the Legislative Reorganization Act of 1970 (31 U.S.£. 
1176). . 

The Act requires that ve state our.position on each GAO recommendation 
and finding of deficiency with an explanation of corTective actions 
taken. Our response to the report will address, in· order, a recommenda­
tion to the Congress and recommendations to the Chairman, Civil Service 
ColllDission. 

Recommendation to the Congress 

CAO raco=aends that the Congress consolidate into one law the authority 
to iDVestigate and judge the suitability of Federal employees, including 
the potential of employees in sensitive positions to impair national 
security. We agree that such consolidation of investigative authority 
is needed.· Although we have no objection to consolidation through 
legislation, wecfeel that it can best be accomplished by direction of 
the President. We con~ur with the GAO finding that Executive Order 104·50 
is out of date. However, we feel that its shortcomings have only become 
apparent in retrospect and are more a result of changing times than any 
inborn weakness. We believe that a new Presidential directive building 
on 10450's strengths and eliminating its weaknesses should be sufficient 
found~tion upon which to build an investigative program. 

the recommendation speaks to the consolidation of adjudicative authority; 
we hold that the Commission should judge applicant suitability, with 
agencies making determinations on all applicants for .and appointees to 
sensitive positions. This division of adjudicative authority is consistent 
vith tb.e intent of the Civil Service A.ct and ·Executive Order 10450. The 
ColllliAsion recently approved the assignment of suitability evaluation of · 
appointees to the employing agency. this action was taken to accom.odate 
the r&aponsibility implied in E..O. 10450, ud because we believe the 

THE MERIT SYSTEM-A GOOD INYESTMENT IN GOOD GOVERNMENT 
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employer is in the best position to weigh the information at issue against 
the duties of the po1ition and the mission of the agency. 

AIJ part of its recommendation, GAO suggested several specific program 
areas for consideration by Congress: 

Congress should consider restrictions imposed on personnel investigations 
by other laws, such as the Privacy Act of 1974, and court decisions 
protecting individuals' constitutional rights. 

There is a need for reviev in this area, especially with respect to 
striking a balance between the constitutional rights of the i~dividual 
and the re.sponsibilities and needs of the Government as an employer. The 
Congress or the Attorney General should attempt to reconcile any conflicts 
between the intent ~ ap.plication of the restrictions, and pre.scribe the 
extent to which information related to exercise of First Amendment rights 
uy be collected, IDaintained, dissemi:Dated, and used in the adjudicative 
process. 

Congress should consider whether CSC should investigate occupants of 
nonaensitive positions only to determine prior criminal conduce, le3ving 
to employing agencies the :responsibility for assessing applicants' 
efficiency. 

The requirement of employee trustw0rthiness demands that honesty, in­
tegritY, loyalty, and general fitness receive consideration, even for 
noa.seasitive positions.· Experience sbovs that not all crimiDal conduct 
leads to prosecution; e.g., thieving employees are fired or· allowed to 
resign, drug or alcohol abusers are placed in rehabilitation programs, 
etc. A great deal of information bearing on fitness is furnished by 
source. other than those charged with enforcing the iaw. 

Congress should consider (the) need to define, in a manner acceptable to 
the courts, disloyal acts which should bar Federal .emplovment. 

There is a need for definitive guide.lines in the area of investigating 
and adjudicating information with loyalty connotations. We "10uld 
welcome any definitions that could be provided by Congress or the 
Department of Justice. 

Congress should consider the scope of investigation needed for. the 
aeveral levels of security clearances s·ranted Federal employees. 

The acope of any personnel security investigation is directly related 
to position eens;i.tivity and job requirements; it should therefore be 
Ht by the investigative and adjudicative ~ommun:Lty within the ·Executive 
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Branch. A proposed Executive Order to replace 10450 provides for sensi­
tivity classification of positions at the department or agency level, 
gives criteria to be applied in designating a position as sensitive, and 
allows the Civil Service Commission to prescribe scope. 

Congress should consider whether there is a need in the legislation for 
provisions to aid CSC in gathering local law enforcement informationj 
e.g., reimbursing local law enforcement agencies for supplying informa­
tion, receiving assistance .from Federal law enforcement agencies, or 
clarifying CSC's legal authority to have local a?Test information. 

~e would velcome aasistance in obtaining information from local law 
enforceml!\lt agencies. We have found that local sources provide an 
appreciable amount of actionable information not recorded elsevhere. 
Hovever, ·our access to such information has been reduced or restricted 
by overzealous application of related Federal guidelines, or by adoption 
of state or local restrictions on dissemination. As a minimum, state 
and local agencies should be made avare of CSC's legal authority to 
obtain such information. Any financial consideration provided to state 
or local agencies should be in the form of grants or other usistance; • 
direct reimbursement would prove too costly. ! 

Recommendations to the Chairman, Civil Service Commission 

RecDlllllendations to improve employing agencies' consistency in classifying 
positions. 

Establish criteria which will provide agencies clear instructions on hov 
to classify positions into three categories based on whether the position 
duties would enable an occu ant to have (1) a materiall adverse effect 
on national secut:ity and or a materially adverse effect on other national 
interests, (2) a materiallv adverse effect on agency operations, or 
(3) no materially.adverse effect on agencv or national interests. These 
claaaifications should theri be used as the communication tool for desig-· 
nating the scope of the investigation needed, the responsibility for 
adjudication, and the need to disseminate investigative results. 

· The term "materially adverse effect" appeared in the first proposed Executive 
Ordar to replace 10450 but was not included in the rewrite, the feeling being 
that it is vague, difficult to define, and would lead to confusion in classi­
fication and designation. The rewrite calls for two classification categories, 
aensitive and nonsensitive, with the following criteria to be applied in 
designating a position as sensitive: 

(1) Access to information classified as Secret or Top Secret 
under Executive Order 11652; 
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'(2) Duties involved in the conduct of foreign affairs; 

(3) Approval of plans, policies or program which affect the 
overall operations of a department, agency, or organizational 
C0111PODeDt; that is, policy-making or policy;,.determi.ning 
positions; 

{4) Investigative duties, the issuance of personnel security 
clearances, or the making of personnel security determina­
tions; 

(5) Duties involved in approving the collection, grant, loan, 
payment or other use of propercy or funds of high value, or 
oth~ duties demanding the highest degree of· public trust and 
confidence; 

(6) Duties involved in the enforcement of laws, or respon­
sibilities for the protection of individ.ual.s or property; 

(7) Duties, whether performed by Federal employees or . 
contractors, involved in the design, operation or maintenance 
of Federal computer systems, or access to data conta'ined in 
manual or automated files and records er Federal computer 
systems, when such data relates to national security,. personal, 
proprietary or economically valuable information, er vhen the 
duties or data relate to distribution of funds, requisition 
of supplies or s~r functions; or 

(8) Duties involved in or access to areas which have a critical 
ilapact on the national security, economic well-being of the 
nation, or public health or safety. 

a.sardles• of criteria, the placing of a position in a specific designation 
is a judgment call; the agency is in the best position to make it. The 
Civil Service Commission would be glad to provide assistance to the extent 
it is able. 

Assign more people to the review of agency classifications to bring about 
consistent use of the cate$ories and thus appropriate investigations. 

We agree that this part of our function needs to be strengthened, and we 
anticipate that our Security Appraisal staff will be increased. The proposed 
Executive Order would give CSC more authority in this area and would require 
that agencies implement corrective. action or modification prescribed by the 
Ccniaission. This authority is not currently contained in Executive Order 
10450. 
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Recommendations to insure that occupants of sensitive positions are properly 
investigated. 

Establish controls which insure that written inguiries are responded to and 
used for adjudication. 

Although we are now retaining all vouchers and using them in the adjudicative 
process, ve cannot insure that all vouchers sent will produce response. ~e 

cannot require respollSe from those reluctant to respond; nor can we.spend 
the time and money to track down addressees who have relocated. 

Establish controls \lhich insure that classifiable fingerprints for the FBI 
check are obtained, 

We have requested improvement from agencies, we are currently offering 
training in this area, and we anticipate that a 95 percent rate of profi­
ciency will be met. We will monitor agency perfo1:111ance to identify those 
having problems, however, it must be real,ized. that many agency people who 
take prints are lass-than-expert in the field. We do not feel that 
refusing to process cases until classif~ble prints are obtained is a 
viable alternative, since· several ageiicies grant interim clearance on the 
ba.d• of a l18llle check only • 

. Establish clear criteria for determining when cases should be further 
investigated to obtain complete and accurate information and to ascertain 
1f a pattern of misconduct is continuing or if rehabilitation has been 
accomplished. 

We have developed criteria to be used in making a determination as to 
whether additional investigation should be accomplished; they are currently 
being evaluated and we anticipau diey will be issued in early April. 

Establish controls to prevent arbitrary reductions in scope of investiga­
tions. 

We feel that the consolidation of tbe NA,C/NACI operation and the application 
of the criteria for initiating addit:ional investigation will insure that 
acope requirements are m.et. 

Recommendations to insure that loya1ty investigations protect the interests 
of the Government and the rights of individuals. 

Order loyalty investigations only when the type of information being pursued 
vill be disguatifying if verified. · 

We agree that there is a need for guidance in this area.. The proposed 
Executive. Order would require the Deparcaent. of .Justice to issue guidelines 

' 
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for the referral of cases to the Federal Bureau of Investigation and 
establish criteria for the use of the information developed by these 
investigations in the adjudication of such cases. 

Obtain authorization from the Congress for the files on alleged subversive 
and.radical organizations or destrov the files. 

We have decided to dispose of all our organization files. 

Recomnendations to insure that the investigative information collected and· 
diaseminated is limited to only that which is needed. 

Assume complete responsibility for adjudicating past conduct in making 
suitability determinations for occupants of nonsensitive positions and 
retain tlie investigative results. 

The Coallission has approved delegad.ng to employing agencies the respon­
sibility for evaluating suitability in.fot"lll&tion in all appointee cases. 
At present, agencies adjudicate information in critical-sensitive cases, 
and share jurisdiction vi.th CSC in noncritical-sensitive and. nonsensitive 
cases~ Given the approved delegation, the question remains as to what 
information will be disseminated to agencies; this will be addressed 
foiloving the next item. 

Assign adjudication responsibility for all sensitive positions to employing 
agencies. 

We endorse this recommendation and will issue an implementing directive 
should the proposed order be approved with its sensitive/nonsensitive 
classification provision. M itidieated above, agencies now have adjudi­
cative authority, by delegation from. the Coamission, in critical-sensitive 
poaitions. 

Establish .criteria on the completeness, accuracy, and age of information 
which can be used by CSC for adjudication or be disseminated to an employing 
agency for its adjudication. Also, restrict the collection of information 
to that which can be used. 

Our investigators have received :instructions on the collection and reporting 
of information bearing on exercise of individual rights. We are reviewing 
files established before the Privacy Act prior to release to insure that 
First Amendment information is not disseminated. In addition, we are 
developing guidelines to be used in making a determination as to what 
information will be used by the CSC or. released to agencies. 
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When needed to determine the qualifications of potential appointees. direct 
employing agencies to make appropriate inquiries .Of prior emploV111ent and 
educational sources. 

Agenciea already have this authority in the case of applicants, and are . 
instructed to refer all inves.tigative information to the Commission when 
requesting an NACI. In the case of appointees, qualifications have already 
been determined; the making of inquiries is a ·required part of suitability 
screening. Also to be considered is the cost factor; the cost difference 
in processing written inquiries from thousands of agency installations and · 
from one central location (Boyers, Pennsylvania) would be enormous. 

In summary, ve agree vith the p-r:l.nciples contained in the GAO study. We 
hope thaf the recommendations contained therein vill provide the impetus 
for tbe eatabli~hment of a strong, consistent, and eqUitable personnel 
investigations program. 

I will be happy to supply any additional information you desire. 
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ASSIST-ANT SECRETARY OF- DERNSE 
WAINllMITOM, D.C. to:I01 

CONl'TJIOLI.all 

Honorable Elm.er B. Staats 
Comptroller General of the United St:at~s 
U. S. General Accounting Office 
Wa.11hington, D. C. 2.0548 

De&r Mr. Staats: 

31 MAR 1978 

On behalf of the Secretary of Defense, I am forwa.rcling Department 
comments concerning your report to the Congress entitled "Proposals 
to Resolve Longsta.nding Problems in Investigations of Federal 
Employees, 11 dated December 16, 1977, (OSD Case i 4792.)(FRCD 
·77-64). 

We find the report to be a very thorough a.sse~sment of ~rious long-
1tanding problems that have beset the Federal personnel investigative 
progra.zn. Moreover, we agree that the prograni' s foundation, as 
expressed in an Executive Order (E. 0. 10450) promulgated al.most 
2.5. years a.go, falls short of meeting current personnel security needs 
of the Government and is much in need of overhaul. We understand 
that the Office 0£ Management and Budget, in reco~tion of this short­
coming, has under consideration a proposed dra.it Order to re?lace 
E. O. 10450 which is expected to be coordinated in the near iuture. 

We do support your recommendation for legislation to consolidate the 
authority to investigate and adjudicate the suitability oi FeC.eral 
employees and believe this is a particui.a.rly important o-pcion with 
respect to senaiti.ve positions involving national security. 

Pending the development oi this legislation, we believe that a.n u.p-da.ted 
Order to replace Executive Order 10450 would provide the most practi­
cal and expeditious me&ns oi bringing a.bout a revita.liza.tion of the Fed­
eral personnel security program. 

We mUJlt take pa.rtieul.a.r exception with the recormnenda.tion that Full 
Field Investigations be a requirement for all sensitive positions. As 

GAO Note: ln regard to the last complece sentence on this oage, 
DOD is taking e.~ception to the CSC proposal that all 
sensitive positions r~cuire a Full !ield :nvestigation. 
See page 24 for DOD' s d!seuasion of the CSC proposal.· 
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pointed ~ut in the attachment, it is an unrealistic requirement which 
would necessitate enormous expenditure of investigative resources 
which simply are not a.vaila.ble. 

The attachment sets forth the Depa.rtment 1s specific comments con­
cerning individual recommendations contained in your report as well 
as other overa.ll observations on this subject. We greatly apprecia.te 
your providing us the opportunity to comment upon your proposals. 

Attachment 

·.. · .... 
··.·. 

Sincerely, 

John R. C\::t:c!1 
Acting A:::i:.:t~;~t t. ~~. ·. - ~'J cf o.; .. ,~u 

.( C:;.:;. ::,:.;r) 
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Deparhnent of .Oe!ens e Comments 

on the. Report of the 

Comptroller Genera.l o! the United Sta.tes 

entitled 

"Proposals to .Resolve Longstanding Problems in In.vestiga.tions 

o! Federa.l Employees" 

GENERAL OBSERVATIONS 

The original ama.lga.ma.tion o! suitability. loyalty and .security progra.rris 
into a •ingle Executive Order (10450), combined with subsequent legis­
lation a.nd court decisions, ba.s had the effect o! producing an overall 
mue of regulatory requirements that ma.ke the Federal personnel investi­
gative program confusing, conflictive and essentially ineffective. As a. 
result, actions to remove Federal employees on security grounds are 
practically nonexistent -- as are denials or revocations o! security .. 
c:le&:rance on national security grounds. 

Although we recognize that there is no simple panacea. in this complex 
area of personnel sec\U'ity, we do believe tha.t the approach we have 
outlined below should go a long way toward overcoming the shortcomings 
presently existing in the program. 

There is a. need to develop regulations that establish a.nd separate the 
authority to investiga.te a.nd adjudicate suitability matters from security 
matters. fa doing so, careful consideration must be given to developing 
realistic criteria. that may be used in eV&hlating trustworthiness with 
:respect to access to classi!ied information or assignment to sensitive 
dutias. · 

Once such criteria. are a.greed upon, it will become clear what kind of 
investigative information is needed by adjudicators to make trustworthi­
neas determinations. Perso!lllel security program investigations c:a.n 
then be scoped in accordance with .actual needs of the adjudica.toz-s. 
Emphasis can be placed upon the. collection o! relevant iri:formation. 
Sources of information most likely to produce relevant informaticn 
would be identified. Investigative elements that a.re unproductive, 
:redunr:l&nt or irrelevant wo1:Lld be ·eliminated. As a result, restructured 
investigative requirements would be developed that should be more 
efficient, less cc:istly, and would avoid unnecessary intrusions oi privacy. 
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::.NCLOSURE I I I ENCLOSURE III 

Finally, clea.r authority must be given to hea.ds of departments and 
a.1encie1 to ta.ke decisive action.alter evaluating the investigative 
Wormation against established disquali!yi~g criteria.. 

RECOMM:ENDA TIO NS TO THE CONGRESS 

1. Consolida.te 'into one law the authority to inve~tigate and judge 
the suitability of Federa.l·employees, including the potential of employees 
in sensitive positions to impair na.tiona.l security. 

DoD Comment 

We &gree tha.t there is a. need !or a. new a.nd consolidated legislative 
basis for the Federa.l personnel security program. The current program 
is inefiect.ive lugely because of the dichotomy c:reateid by using E. O. ' 
10450, essent:ia.lly a secu.rity Order, a.s the basis for c:onduc;ting personnel 
investigations wh.ile the results of those investigations a.re adjudicated on 
suitability criteria. issued under sepa.ra.te and unrelated civil service laws 
a.nd regula.tions. Criteria. used in the a~judica.l:ive process should logically 
relate to the origina.l basis for the investigation. 

We feel that an upgraded Executive Order would best insure the 
needed program revision on a timely basis. 

2. Consider restrictions imposed on personnel security investigations 
by other laws, such a.a the Privacy Act of 1974. and court decisions pro­
tecting individual constitutional rights. 

DoD Comment 

This is .a. difiicult problem and we agree that it should be considered 
by Congreu. Specific e!iects of the Privacy Act of l 9i4 include denial 
of needed criminal history record information (at local and state jurisdie· 
Uons), educational a.nd 'employment data a.nd an overall tendency to 
:restrict the ability of Federal investigative agencies to conduct relevant 
personnel security interviews with certain sources of information such a.s 
former teachers, employers or eo-wor.kers. Signed relea.ses or waivers 
by the subject of the investigation a.re frequently not honol'ed. 

3. Consider whether the CSC should investiga.te occupants of non-
1ei:usitive positions only to determine prior criminal conduct, leaving to 
employing a.gencies the responsibility for aueuing efiicienc:y. 

DoD Comment 

We believe that the CSC investigation for nonsensitive po!itions should 
be limited to a. National Agency Check.consisting of a FBI-ID (name check 
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~CLOSURE I I I ENCLOSURE III 

only), FBI-HQ check, a.nd other na.tiona.1 agencies as may be pertinent.. 
Letters of inquiry, a.s appropriate, and other traditional personnel 
management verification techniques can be uUl.Ued by employing agencies 
to assess job qua.lifica.tions. Moat agencies CU%rently do tw -- thus, 
to a.ak CSC to do more is redunda.nt and not cost-effective. 

4. Cea.aider the need to define, in a :manner acceptable to the 
courts, disloyal acts which should bar Federal employment. 

DoD Comment 

E. O. 10450 requires that all persons privileged to be employed by 
the Federa.l government shall be of "complete and unswerving loyalty 
to the United States. " We feel this is a. reasonable standard for any 

. government to set for its public servants; however, experience in the 
personnel. security a.ren.a. hu shoWtl tha.t it ~ a.11 elusive concept when 
a specific and lei&l definition is sou1ht. 

Nevertheleu, in the day-to-da.y world, there is continuing evidence 
that Federal employees, a.lthough few in uU.mber, engage in acts which are 
inimical to the natioul security intereat.s o! the United Stat.es, would deny 
others their coc.stitut:ional·rights, and which serve the interest of potential 
adversaries. It is a.greed, however, tha.t when seeking to identify such 
conduct, the boundaries may become 'blurred as to wha.t is constitutionally 
protected a.nd wba.t js illegitilnate. 

If we a.re to continue to set loyalty as a standard pre-requisite to 
Federal employment, ILS well a.s. access to classified information. then it 
mu.it be specifically defined (or otl;i.er criteria spelled out to achieve the 
intended pa:rpose) so tha..t Federal investigative agencies will understand 
their investigative authority ~nd so that Federa.l personnel security 
a.cijudicators will know exactly which a.ctivities are disqua.lifying. 

S. Consider the scope of investigation needed for the several levels 
of security clea.ra.nc:es gra.nted Federal employees. 

DoD Comment 

W.e do not believe this is a. matter needed to be treated by the Congress 
in law. We feel that the 3 levels of position categories are appropriate -­
th&!: is, nonsensitive, noncritical sensitive, a.nd critical sensitive. Once 
precise and relevant disqualifying criteria. are established, the scope of 
the pe:r1om:iel security investigatiou may be ta.ilored to position sensitivity 
&a a logical sequence and incorporated into the revised Executive Order. 
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6. Consider whether there is a. need in the legislation !or provisious 
to &id the CSC in ga.thering loca.l la.w enforcement information: e., g. 
reimbursing local law enforcement agencies far supplying information, 
.receiving assistance !rom Federal law enforcement a.gencies, or clari­
fying the Ccimmission's legal authority to have local a.rrest informa.!:ion. 

DoD Comment 

We concur with the CSC comment that any legislation perta.ining to 
the personnel investigative program (as well as any revision of E:. O. 
10450) should contain a provision authorizing tbe Commission and other 
designated Federa.l personnel security investigative agencies to collect 
and diuem~nate (within tbe Federa.i government) criminal justice informa­
tion !rom local law enforcement agencies. Similarly, we would support 
reimbursi~g such local a.gencies directly for the imormation in the form 
of 1::rants .th.rough the Law Ea!orc:eme.nt Asaista.nce Adininittration. 

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE.CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 

1. To improve employing agencies I consistency in classifying 
positions a.a to the scope o! investigation needed, establish criteria. 
which will provide agencies clear instl"Uctions on how to classify posi­
tioau into three categories based on sensitivity of duties and assign 
:more people to the revie.w of agency classifications. 

DoD Comment 

We agree that national criteria. !or classifying positions at the three 
lenls of sensitivity must be carefully spelled out. General guidelines 
fo-r each level should be incorporated into either legislation or a. revised 
E. O. 10450, Detailed instructions would more logically fit in a CSC 
:reiUI&tion (suc:h a.a t.he Federal Personnel Manual) issued in implementa­
tion of the basic statutory requirement that ma.y be changed a.s time and 
experience dictate. · 

We strongly disagree with the CSC proposal that a.ll sensitive positions 
require a Full Field Investigation. This is inconsistent with the basic 
idea 0£ levels o! sensitivity as well a.s the proven concept of structuring 
scope of investigation a.ccordil:lg to degree of sensitivity. Further, this 
would be inconsistent with investigative policy which has long applied in 
the military and industrial personnel security programs where a. National 
Agency Check is the investigative requirement for access to Secret or 
Confidential classified information (identical to the current E. 0. 10450 
investigative :requirement for noncritical sensitive positions). There is 
no logic in requiring one standard for Federal employees and another 

!or military and contractor employees. 
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The investigative costs of requiring Full Fidd Investigations of all 
persons requiring a.cceu to Secret and Confidential information would 
be overwhelming and grossly prohibitive. For example, the cost of a. 
Natiorµ.I Agency Check is a.bout $10. The cost of a DoD Background 
Investigation (comparable to a. Full Field Investigation) is currently 
$2:2.1. Thia compares with the cost of a.ppro.x:i.mately $1000 for a. Full 
Field Investigation conducted by the FBI or a.pproxima.tely $700 by the 
CSC. In DoD alone this requirement would apply to approximately 
500, 000 civilia.n employees and 1, 200, 000 military. In the industrial 
security area, involving contra.-ctor employees of DoD a.nd 16 other 
Departments a.nd Agencies of the Execu.tive Branch. the requ,irement 
would impact on approximately one million contractor employees. 

2. To insure that occupants of seusitive positions are investigated 
properly: 

a. establish co~rols over written inquiries and see that 
cl&uifia.ble fingerprints are obtained; 

b. establish clear cri'teria for determining when cases 
should be further investigated; and 

c. establish controls to prevent arbitra.ry reductions in 
•cope of investigations. 1 

DoD Comment 

2.a. 1t was only through the GAO report that DoD learned of the CSC 
unilateral reduction in the scope of NACI investigations. !'his ~ done 
apparently witilout notifying the various a.gencies and resulted in a situ.a.tion 
where even the CSC could not determine whether any part. oi the Inquiries 
portion of the NACI had been accomplished. We feel that the requireme::es 
of E. 0. 1045 0 (or a.ny subsequent re issuance) prescribing the scope of 
investi;a.tions should be strictly im.plemented. 

We recommend that invutiga.t:f.'ft! requirementa for nonsensitive 
podtious match those established m DoD for enlisted personnel entering 
the Armed Forces. That is·: an Emra.nce National Agency Check c"on­
sisting of a. FBI-ID (name check only}, a. FBI-HQ check, and checks with 
other n&tional agencies. All che-cks .fo~ sensitive poait~ns should 
include a technical fingerprint check. 

We do not feel that requiring c:J.a.ssifiable fingerprints for all non­
critical sensitive positions would be cost-effective. Inde.ed, experience 
ha• shown that it is not possible to- obtain classifia.bl~ fingerprints from 
some individuals. I! a. second effo:t to obt a.in classifiable prints fails, 
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there should be no futher requirement unless there are special fa.ctors in. 
& particular case which wa.rra.nt additional effort. The overall security 
risk factor in such ca.sea is negligible. 

, 
2b. We &gTee tba.t clear criteria. !or determining when ca.ses are to 

be further investigated should be established. In DoO, for example, !:be 
De!enae Investigative Service has specific guidelines to be followed in 
eJCPanding derogatory Nation&l Agency Checks. Requiring suc:h procedures 
on a n.ationa.l basis would result in more consistent: investigations, avoid 
wmecessary privacy intrusion, and result in greater cost-effectiveness. 

2c:. We agree that: controls should be established to prevent arbitrary 
reductions in scope of investigations because there is considerable incon­
aiatency among the various Federal agencies in investigative scope with 
respect to E. 0. 10450 "Full Field 11 Investigation requirements. Tn.is is 
particularly true with respect to investigations condacted for Sensitive 
Compartmented Information under the reC!_uirements of Director of Central 
Intelligence Directive l /14; With respect to any reductions in the scope 
of Background Investigations made by DoD, it should be noted they have 
been based on comprehensive stUdies that have demonstrated tha.t the 
reduced or eliminated elements were either irreleva.n.t, redundant or not 
productive. 

3. To in.sure that loyalty investigatidns protect the interests o! the 
Ciovermnent a.nd the rights o! individuals, order loyalty investigations 
only when the type of information being pursued will be disqualifying if 
verified. 

DoD Comment 

We agree with this recommenc!&tion becaase it is a necessary extension 
of the development of criteria for. detennining loya.lty. 

4. To insare that the investig&tive information i.s limited to only 
that which is needed to ma.ke suitability, security a.nd loyalty Lnfonnatiou: 

a.. CSC assume complete responsibility for adjudicating past 
conduct in making suita.bility determinations for occupants of nonsensi­
tive positions a.nd retain tbe investi1ative results. 

b. csc assign &djudica.tive responsibility for all sensitive 
po1itio~ to employing agencies. 

c. CSC establish criteria on the completene11s, accuracy a.nd 
a1e o! information which ca.n be c:ollec~ed. 11sed, or disseminated to a.n 
employing agency. 
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d. When needed to determine the qua.lifica.tions of potentia.l 
appointees, the CSC direct employing agencies to make appropriate 
inquiries of prior appointment a.nd educa.tionLl sources. 

DoD Comment 

4a. and b. Because the ~vidua.l agencies would in a.ny event ha.ve 
adjudicators to make sensitive position determinations, we do not see the 
need to set up a duplicate set of adjudicators within CSC to determine 
•uita.bility for nonsensitive positions. We agree with CSC that the employing 
agency should be provided all of the investigative data. and make their own 
determination. This would be consistent with the recommendation that 
CSC assign adjudicative responsibility for all sensitive positions to employing 
agencies, a recommendation we agree with. 

4c. We do not agree that CSC should establish such criteria., rather 
they should be incorpora.ted into the revision of E. O. 10450 and/or a.uy 
subsequent consolidated legislation. and the criteria should a.:pply to a.11 
Federal agencies conducting personnel seelll'ity investiga.tions. 

4d. We feel the responsibility !or determining the qualifications of 
pote,ntia.l employees, as a.gajnst a. personnel security determination,· may 
best be accomplished through traditional personnel (in contrast to investi­
gative) procedures a.s indicated in our comment on item 3, "RECOM..\f.ENDA· 
TIONS TO nlE CONGRESS, " above. 
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