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REPORT TO THE CONGRESS

BY THE COMPTROLLER GENERAL
OF THE UNITED STATES

rederal And District Of
Columbia Employees Need
To Be In Separate Pay And
Benefit Systems

Most District of Columbia employees parti
cipate 1n Federal civil service pay and fringe
benefit systems which are designed for Fed-
eral employees and admimstered outside the
District’s control. With the passage of the
Home Rule Act, GAQ believes all District of
Columbia employees should be cover:d by
District compensation systems that are 1iai-
lored 10 local goverament and employee
needs and financia! resources.

Conversely, certain Federal law enforcement
personnel participate in pay and retirement
sysiems which are designed for District police
and firemen and administered by the District.
These Federal emplovees receive higher pay
for the same levels of work and have much
~better retiremeént LenéTiis than thelr counter
parts cosered by the Fedeial civil service
system. They should be covered by Federat
pay and reurement systems like other Federal
law enforcement personnel,
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COMPTROLLER GEMERAL OFf THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20348

3-118638
B~179810

To the President of the Senate and the
Speaker of the House of Representatives

This report discusses the need to end the longstanding
pay and fringe benefit interrelationslips of the Federal
and District of Columbia governments. Because of the pas-
sage of "home rule," the District should not be bound by
Federal compensation policies and practices. Instead, ail
District employees' compensation should be administered
and controlled by the District so that it is consistent
with local personnel management objectives and affordable
for District residents, Similarly, the Federal Government
snould administer and control the compensation of certain
Fed~ral law enforcement personnel now covered by District
pay and retirement systems so that it is consistent with
that of their Federal civil service counierparts.

We made our review pursuant to the Budget and Account-
ing Act, 1921 (31 U.S.C. 53), and the Accounting and Audit-
ing Act of 1950 (31 U.S.C. 67).

We are sending cocies of this report to selected com-
wittees of the Congress and to the Acting Director, Office
of Management and Budcet; the Chairman, Civil Service Com-
mission; the Secretary of the Treasury; the Secretary of the
Interior; and the Mayo: and City Council, District of

Columbia.
Gie A it

Comptroller General
of the United States



COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S FEDERAL AND DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
REPORT TO THE CONGRESS EMPLOYEES NEED TO BE IN SEPARATE
PAY AND BENEFIT SYSTEMS

DIGEST

The Congress should end the longstanding pay
and fringe benefit interrelationships of °
Federal and District of Columbia employees

so that each government controls the nature,
level, and costs of its employees' compensation.

About 1,500 Federal law enforcement personnel
c¢f the Executive Protective Service, Park
Police, and Secret Service participate in

pay and/or retirement systems designed for
municipal police and firemen and administered
by tie District. They receive higher pay for
the same levels of work and have much better
retirement benefits than their Federal civil
service counterparts. The District's retire~
ment system is considerably more costly than
the Pederal civil service system, but partici-
cating employees'! contributions are less. The
Federal Government should administer and con-
trol these Federal protective services employ-
ees' compensation so that it is equitable,
affordable, and consistent with that provided
to other Federal law enforcement personnel.

Most District employees are covered by Federal
general salary and wage schedules and civil
service retirement and other benefit programs.
Before home rule began in 1975, District
employees were considered Federal employees,
and, properly, their vay and fringe benefits
wece the same as those of other similarly
employed Federal personnel. But the Home Rule
Act established for the District a form of
municipal government somewhat like that of
other U,S. cities-~responsible and accountable
- . to local residents. The act requires the
District to establish an employee merit
system by 1980 and gives it the option of
creating its own employee compensation
systems or continuing to participate in all
or part of the Federal civil service systems.

Jear Sheet. Upon removal, the report :
cove date shc&d be noted hereon‘.w 1 - FPCD~77-71



GAQ pelieves the District should control
and administer the pay and fringe benefits
of all District employees so that their
compensation is consistent with its local
cersonnel management objectives and
affordable for District residents,

To achieve the proper separation of
Federal and District of Columbia compen-
sation systems, GAQ is recommending that
tne Congress enact legislation:

~-Maxking all new Federal protective
services employees of the Executive

~ Protective Service, Park Police, and
Secret Service subject to Federal
civil service pay and retirement
systems. (sSee p. 20.)

--Excluding existing Executive Protective
Service emplovees from the District's
police and firemen's annual pay adjust-
ment process and providing then zannual
pay adjustments egual to the average
percentagje increase in Federal General
Schedule salaries. (S8See p. 20.)

~~Requiring tne Civil Service Commission,
with the assistance of tne Office of
Management and Budget, Department of
the Treasury, and Department of the
Interior, because of the potential
impact on affected employees, to study
and report to the Congress on the
desirability and feasibility of trans-
ferring existing Federal employees riow
covered by the District's police and
firemen's retirement system to the
Federal civil service reti:ement systen.
(See o, 20.)

--Providing that the District government
(1) establish its own pay and benefit
policies and systems for District
employees now subject to Federal pay
and retirement systems and (2) make,
if it chooses to administratively
adopt Federal pay systems, independent
decisions about granting any future
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Text Sheet

Feleral pay raices to existing District
employees. (Sce p. 30.)

~~Requiring the Civil Service Commission,
Office of Management and Budget, and
District government tou study and report
on the desirability of (1) transferring
existing District employees covered by the
Federal civil service retirement system
to a District administered and controlled
system or (2) retaining them in the Fed-
eral system. (See p. 31.)

GAO is also recommendina that (1) the Civil
Service Commission exp..itiously complete its
ongoing study of Pederal protective services
employees' pay systems and propose any appro-
priate legislative changes to the Congress
(see p. 20), (2) the District government es-
taplish its own pay and benefit systems for
District employees now subject to Federal
compensation systems (see p. 30}, and (3) the
Congress require all Federal retirement sys-
tems to be fully funded and the costs charged
to participating agencies and instrumental-
ities (see p. 31.)

The Civil Service Commission, Office of
*iragement and Budget, and Dapartments of
F.easury and Interior agreed that Federal
employers should no longer be covered by
District pay and retirement systems. The
District government is considering new in-
dependent pay and benefit systems for Dis-
trict employees but believes that its ex~
isting employees should be permitted to
retain their ve.ted Federal benefits.

(See apps. I through VI.)
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The pay and fringe benefits of Federal and District of
Columbia employees are interreiated. Most District employecs
are covered by P.deral pay and retirement systems, and con-
versely some Pederal law enforcement personnel participate
in the District's pay and retirement systems for its police
and firemen.

DISTRIZT_OF COLUMBIA HOUE_RULE

Before 1567 the District operated under a commission
form of government composed of three Presidentially appointed
commissioners. In 1967 this government was replaced by a
Presidentially appointed mayor and a nine-member Presiden-
tially appointed city council., &ll appointments were subjzct
to the advice and consent of the J.S. Senate. The District,
however, was still considered a Federcl agency, and all of
its employees were considered Federal.

In 1973 the Dictrict of Columbia Self-Government and
Gorernmental Reorganization Act (Public Law 93-198, called
the Home Rule Act} establiished in the District, effective
Januery 2. 1475, a form of municipal government similar to
that of other U.S. cities-~responsible and accountable to
local voters. It relieved the Congress of the burden of
legislating on essentially local matters and at the same
time provided a means of preserving and protecting the
Federal Government's interests in the Nation's Capital.

Although the District has home rule, the Congress retains
the prerogative of enacting laws for the District, whether
or rot such laws fall within the scope of legislative power
delegated to the District Council.

The Congress stil. appcoves the District's budget and
enacts it into law in the form of an appropriations act.
Also, tne Federal Government continues to finance a portion
of the District's operations. By law, these annual Federal
payments are tc teimburse the District for

-~revenues unobtainable because of tne relative lack
of taxable commercial and industrial property;

-~-revenues unobtainable because of the ‘relative lack
of taxable business income;



-~potenti-! revenues that would be realized if exemptions
from District taxes were eliminated;

--net costs, if any, after considering other compensation
for tax base deficiencies and direct/indirect taxes
paid of providing services to tax-exempt nonprofit
organizations and corporate offices doing business only
with the Federal Government:

--recurring and nonrecurring costs of unreimbursed serv-
ices provided to the Federal Government; and

--other urique expenditure requirements placed on the
District by the Federal Government.

The authorized Federal payment to the District was
$290 million in fiscal vear 1977, and annual payments of
$§300 million are authorized for 1978 and each vear thereafter.
The President's proposed budget for 1978 recommends increases
in fiscal years 1978 and 1979.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FEDERAL AND

DISTRICT EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION SYSTEMS

According to the District of Columbia, it hus about
47,000 employees. They are covered by various pay ana re-
tircment systems, some administered by the District Govern-
ment and others by the Federal Government. About 27,000 Dis-
trict employees are covered by Federal pay and retirement
systems; another 6,000 are covered by other vay systems, most
of which the Federal Government controls, and yet are under
social security; another 1,000 are paid under a District pay
system but covered by a privatel!y administered retirement
plan; and about 13,000 District police and firemen, teachers,
and judges are in separate pay and retirement systems author-
ized by various Federal laws and adainistered by the District.

3y law, certain Federal law enforcement personnel--Ex-
ecutive Protective Service 1/ and Park Police personnel--are
covered by the District's police znd firemen's pay and re-
tirement systems., But a 1976 law, Public Law 94-533, provides
that effective October 1976 the Park Police's annual vpay
adjustments will be equal to the average percentage pay in-
crease under the General Schedule {(GS). This law also

-

1/Subsequent to the preparation of this report, Public Law
95~179, approved Nov. 15, 1977, changed the name of the
Executive Protective Service to the United States Secret

Service Uniformed Division.



requires the Secretary of the Interior to repert to the Con-
agress on the feasibility and desirability of moving all pro-
visions of law Gealing with the Park Police from the District
of Columtia Code to the United States Ccde. wWhile all Secret
Service personnel are paid under the Federal Generel Schedule
pay system, som2 are covered by the District’'s peolice and
firemen's retirement system.

Public Law 93-198 requires that a District of Columbia
persornel merit system be established by 1980. It also au-
thorizes the District to establish its own personnel com=-
pensation systems or to continue participating in all or
part of Federal civil service systems. It further requires
that any new District personnel compensation system for ex-
isting employees be at least equal to that in effect at the
time of conversion.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

We examined and evaluated the interrelationships
between the Federal and District of Columbia pay and retire-
ment systems, especially comparative levels of pay and bene-
fits and the costs involved. However, no attempt was made
to determine the adequacy of District payv and benefit levels
and their associated costs. We reviewed applicable legisla-
tion, reports, correspondence, and pay and retirement records.
We interviewed District of Columbia officials responsible for
its pay and retirement systems, and Federal officials of the
Civil Service Commission {CS5C) and agencies with employeces
covered by District compensation systems.
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Certain Federal protective services personnel are cov-
ered by pay and retirement systems designed for District of
Columpia police and firemen; these personnel receive much
higher pay and have much better retirement benefits than
their Federal civil service counterparts.

The congressional bodies with legislative jurisdiction
over Federal civil service pay and retirement benefits--the
douse Committee on Post Office and Civil Service and the
Subcommittee on Civil Servic: and General Service, Senate
Comnittee on Governmental Affairs--have no jurisdiction over
the District systems and thus no control over the levels and
costs of the participating Federal employees' compensation.
In azddition, other Federal protective services personnel are
scattered among various Federal pay systems under the juris-
diction ¢f other conjgressional committees. We bhelieve that
Federal protective services employees should come under Fed-
eral pay and benefit systems designed toc support Federal per-
sonnel manajement systems and achieve more internal equity
and better alignment of jobs.

HISIORY OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES' INCLUSION

- . - S T AR AN Ml o m e e G ee e e o me m om A WE T W= A e b e e e e -
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The Executive Protective Service, the Park Police, and
some members of the Secret Service were long ago extended
coverage under the District's pay a2nd retirement systems
orimarily because they transferred from tne District police
force or assum=sd duties formerly done by the District police.

Executive Protective Service

Tne Executive Protective Service, called Wnite House
Police until 1970, was established in 1922 by Public Law 300,
67+h Congress. Before that date its duties were perforamed
by tne District police. The 1922 law established a Federal
police force, under the control of the President and under
tne direct supervision of an officer designated by him, to
guard the White House and grouads.

The law specified that the Protective Service pe staffed,
and its vacancies filled, by the President from lists orovided
by tne District police and Park Police., To avoid transfer in-
equities, Protective Service personnel were allowed to remain
in District pay and retirement systems.

4
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This restrictive appointment procedure was repealed in
1970 (Public Law 91-217). Since then the Service has re-
cruited nationwide. The Protective Service, now an artm cf the
Treasury Departament, currently has about 850 employees cov-
ered by District pay and retirement systems.

2355 Police

The Y.S. Park Police dates back to about 1800. Until
1919, Park Police were known as park watchmen and were sta-
tioned in public squares and reservations in the District of
Columbia. A 1919 law (Public Law 594, 66th Congress), des-
ignated them as the Park Police. Park Police were covered
by the Federal civil service retirement system at its incep-
tion in 1920. However, a 1924 law (Public Law 148, 68th Con-
gress) removed them from the civil service system and placed
them in the District's police and firemen's system. This
seems to have heen done to avoid inequities to personnel
transferring from the District police force to the Park Po-
lice.

There are currently about 540 Park Police covered by
District pay and retirement systems. Most are located in
the Washington, D.C., area, but about 90 are stationed at
field locations, mainly New York and San Francisco. The
Park Police is presently concentrating its recruiting ef-
forts in the New York area.

Secret Service

Secret Service personnel are paid under the Federal
General Schedule pay system, and before 1940 were covered by
the Federal civil service retirement system. In that year
a law (Public Law 847, 76th Congress) was passed permitting
nonclerical Secret Service employees wi*h 10 years' service
directly related to protecting the 7--silent to elect cover-

age under the District police and i: -~-a's retirement sys-
tem. A 1964 amendment (Public Lav 2. ‘'6) allows Secret
Service employees credit toward t “;ired 10 years' serv-
ice for periods of prior service .i*  riie District police,

Park Police, or the Executive Protiec.ive Service.

The 1964 amendment's legislative history indicates
that the Secret Service was having difficulty recruiting
personnel. Secret Service agents assigned to protect the
President were generally recruited from the Executive Pro-
tective Service and the District police force. Protective
Service and District police not meeting the 10-year service
requirement were reluctant to transfer to the Secret Service
because of the less liberal eivil service retirement benefits.

5



The Secret Service now recruits nationwide. Sectet
Service agents not covered by the District retirement system
are covered by the special early retirement provisions of
civil service.

MORE CONSISTENCY IN

FEDERAL PRUTECTIVE
SERVICES PAY IS NEEDED

Various laws (1) provide that Federal pay should be con-
parable with private enterprise pay for the same level of
work, (2) contain the internal eJuity pay principles of equal
pay for substantially equal work and pay distinctions in keep-
ing with work and performance distinctions, and (3) provide
an annual administrative pay assessment and adjustment proc-
ess. To help insure that the Government gives egual pay for
jobs requiring substartially equally ditficult duties, re-
sponsibilities, anid cualitications, Federal jobs are valued
or classified into classes sufficiently similar as to (1)
kind or subject matter of work, (2) level of difficulty or
or responsibility, and (3) qualification reguirements, and
then related to an associated Federal pay structure., This
process i3 designed to establish the relative value of each
Federal job. However, not all Federal employees' pay is
governed by these principles.

About 1,400 Federal employees--850 Executive Protective
Service employees and 540 Park Police-—-are paid under the
District's police and firemen's salary system. Since 1974,
pay increases for District police and firemen have been ne-
gotiated between the Mayor of the District and District po-
lice and firemen, with the approval of tne City Council.

Before 1974, salary increases for Dicstrict police and
firemen were granted by the Congress and, pursuant to section
501 of the District of Columbia Police and Firemen's Salary
Act of 1958 (Public Law 85-584), such increases also applied
to Federal Executive Protective Service and Park Police per-
sonnel., (In addition, 3 U.S.C. 204(b) requires that members
of the Protective Service be paid at the rates for District
police.) Two subseguent laws, however, changed these proce-
dures so that the Congress no longer legislates salary in-
creases for District police and firemen. First, the Home
Rule Act granted general legislative powers to the elected
Council of the District of Columbia, subject to congressional
modification for up to 30 legislative days after Council
approval. Second, & 1974 amendment (Public Law 93-407)

6
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increased District police and firemen's and Federal Executive
Protective Service and Park Police salaries by 16 percent

and provided that future salary increases were to be negoti-
ated between the District police and fire unions and the
Mayor, subject to the approval of the City Council,

District police and firemen's salaries were increased
6 percent effective October 12, 1975; and effective October 1,
1976, and October 1, 1977, they were increased another 4.83
and 7.05 percent, respectively, which equaled the average
percentage increase granted Federal General Schedule employ-
ees. These increases did not result from labor-management
negotiations, but were instead imposed by thé District Coun-
cil as an alternative to the settlement agreed upon by the
Mayor and the unions. The Council also approved legislation
that continued the tie to the General Schedule for the Octo-
ber 1977 increase. The 1974 amendment 4id not specifically
mention Federal employees covered by the District's salary
schedule. However, an April 1976 decision by the Comptroller
General of the United States stated that the Executive Proc-
tective Service and Park Police were entitled to the same
pay increases as the District police until such time as the
Congress enacted legislation to the contrary. 1/ Subse-
quently, the Congress enacted Public Law 94-533 which excepted
the Park Police from "=y future salary increases provided to
District of Columbia p.lice and firemen.

Distr1ct protectlve services
salarles are_higher _ than

those in the General Schggule

The salary rates of the Federal employees covered by the
District's police and firemen's salary schedule are consider-
ably higher than those of their Federal civil service counter-
parts. This also results in greater and more costly benefits,
since benefits are often based upon salary.

At our request, the Civil Service Commission classified
certain Park Police positicns under the General Schedule.
Based on the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to
perform the job, CSC said that a Park Police private posi-
tion under the District salary system was equivalent to a
GS-5 position and that a Park Police detective position was
equivalent to a GS-7 position. The salary differences for
step 1 of these positions follow.

- . e — o .

1/55 Comp. Gen. 965 (1976).



Park Police Salary under Equivalent GS Difterence

position D.C. system position salary Amount Percent
Private $13,799 $ 9,959 $3,840 39
Detective 17,248 12,336 - 4,912 40

The private can receive within-grade increases of 44 per-
cent, in confrast to the GS-5 range of 30 percent.

cmn t———

In 3addicion to within-grade longevity increases, protec-

tive carvirmrar amnlavase ~cavarad h +h Neiobwrirtt cealary cavea—
L1Ve Servicey empioyees Coveredad Oy Tne DIStrict’'s Saiary Sys-=

tem receive special longevity bonuses which their General
Schedule counterparts do not receive. These bonuses, de-

signed to reward employees for long and faithful service, are
as follows:

Annual bonus {(percent of step

Years of continuous service 1l of employee's pay rate)
15 5
20 10
25 15
30 20

The pay rates of Federal Executive Protective Service
and Park Police employvees are hicher than those of their Fed-
eral General Schedule counterparts primarily because pay in-
creases in the District's police and firemen's salary sched- :
ule since 1958 have exceeded those of the General Schedule.
The starting salary for a private covered by the District's
salary schedule was less than that of a GS~-7 in 1958, but
today it is more tran that of a GS-8. The cumulative per-
centage increases in salary since 1958 for comparable District
and GS positions are shown in the following table.

District police Federal '
Period private step 1 GS-5 step_ 1
(percent)
1958 to 1977 187 147
1962 to 1977 144 118
1966 to 1977 106 87
1970 to 1977 62 52
1974 to 1977 19 17
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Federel police and guards are also scattered among Fed~
eral pay systems other than the Gensral 3chedule., For ex-
ample, the Congress establishel separate pay systems for
the U.S. Capitol Police, National Zoological Police, and
Library of Congress Guards. Also, the Congress has reclassi-
fied certain General Schedule protective services jobs to
higher grades. Consequently, there are major differences
in salary rates among police and guard forces resulting from
this special legislation. This frustrates attempts to apply
uniform compensation policies and produces inequities among
employees doing the same kinds and levels of work.

Over the years, we and others have reported that more
raticnal Federal pay systems are needed. In an August 6,
1976, letter commenting on our report on salary variances
between the various Federal volice and quard service per-
sonnel, 1/ the Chairman of CSC said:

"Your report aptly points out the differences

in the salary rates among the pcliice and guard
forces. Much of this variation has resulted
from special legislation applicable to certain
agencies employing police and guards. This is
also of concern to us. As you may know, the
Commission is now drafting legislation to im-
plement the recommendations of the President's
Panel on Federal Compensation. One Panel rec-
ommendation called for the Executive Branch

to be given the authority to establish special
compensation schedules and personnel systems

for specific occupations for which management

is significantly handicapped in recruiting and
managing a well-qualified workforce. Among the
criteria for determining the need for establish-
ing such special systems was the following: the
generally applicable classification and pay
plan does not permit adequate job evaluation,
career progression and/or pay.

"The proposed legislation being drafted by the
Commission is limited to amending title 5, U.S.
Code, and would allow the Commission to estab-
lish epecial occupational services as needed.

———— - — v e .

1/Letter report on salary and fraining variances among Fed-
eral protective forces, GGD-76-82, May 5, 1976.



Questions relating to the feasibility and desir-
ability of establishing such a special szervice for
the protective occupations are currently being
¢xamined by the Commission.

"Iacluded within the scope of this study are not
only police and guards, but also other cccupetions
such as Deputy 1,8, Marshals, Border Parrol Agents,
Correctional Qfficers, Firefightets, and Criminal
Investigators, some of which are not subject to
title 5, U.S5. Code, pay provisions., 1If this rtudy
should conclude that some or all protective scrv~
ice occupations not now covered by title 5, U.S.
Code, should be Incorporated into a single special
occupational service, separate legislation to ac-
complish that change would be required.

"It is our present plan to submit the legislative
proposal that would carry out the Pay Panel's
recommendations to tne Congress early in 1977.

This legislation would nrovide the general au-
thority needed to establish special pay plans for
title 5 employees. It would be effective 18 manths
after enactment. Thus, assuming passage by th:

end of 1977, it would be about July 1979 beforc we
could decide upon ard begin implementing a special

pay plan for pro*ectlve occupations under title 5,
J.S. Code.

"Assuming an affirmative decision on the neazd there-
for, separate legislation would be needel to af-
ford similar pay treatment for non-title 5 emplov-~
ees, Depending upon the circumstances involved,

it is possible that such lagislation could be en-
acted in time to permit simultaneous application

to both categories of employees.”

Ae understand that CSC's views have not changed. We
encourage CSCT to propose legislation to replace the Gen-
eral Schedule with more appropriate schedules and to ob-
tain authority to establish special occupational pay sys-
tems. Also, CSC should exoeditiously complete its study
of protective services occupations with a view toward mak-
ing their compensation more consistent and equitable, and
‘more commensurate with personnel managewment needs.

FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICES EMPLOYEES' RETIREMENT
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e W R S M WG T W G e R D TR SB MM A8 %6 A NS W TE e WO Gy AP G G e e my W s S e

Covered by the District's retirement system are about
1,500 Federal law enforcement personnel--850 Execut.ive
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Protective Service employees, 540 Park Police, and 110

jecret Service personnel. Those Federal law enforcement
personnel covered by the Federal civil rervice retirement
system whose primary duties are investigating, apprehending,
or detaining persons susvected or convicted of Pederal crimes
are eligible for special early retirement; all others are
eligible for reqular civil service retirement,

Compared with the Federal civil service gystem, the
District's police and firemen's retirement system offers
earlier and more generous retirement and death benefits,
has more liberal provisions for reemployed annuitants,
and therefore is considerably more costly.

Listrict system offers earlier
and more generous retirement
benelfits than Federal system

The primary benefit of the Feaeral and District of
Columbia retirement systems is an earned pension for life,
but they also provide benefits in the eveat of disablility
or death. Before 1970, the retirement benefits of the
District system were similar to the special benefits for
certain protective services employees covered by the civil
service retirement system. Amendments to the District re-
tirement system since 1970, however, have made it one of
the most liberal systems in the country. A recent study by
the Metropolitan Studies Program of the Maxwell School of
Citizenship and Public Affairs. Syracuse University, con-
¢luded that of the retirement b2nefit packages furnished
to public employees in nine major U.S. cities, the benefits
provided to District police and firemen were in most respects
the best.

Optional retirement benefits

The District's police and firemen's retirement system
permits covered employees to retire at yvounger ages and at
higher retirement annuities than under the Federal civil
gervice retirement system. Under the District's system,
prctective services employees can retire after 20 years:
service, regardless of age, with an annuity of 50 percent
of their "high 12 months'" average salary. Additionally,
they receive 3 percent of averaqe salary for each year cf
service beyond 20. 1In contrast, Federal protective serv-
ices employees who have worked 20 years and are covered by
the civil service system cannoc retire earlier than at age
50. They are eligible for a 50-percent annuity for the
first 20 years' service and 2 percent for each vear of
service thereafter. But the annuity is based on the
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average salary earned over the 3 consecutive highest pai3
years of service, instead of the highest 12 months' average
salary. Regular civil service employees can retire no earlier
than at age 35 after 30 years' setvice, and their annuities
are calculated under a less liberal formula--36.25 percent of
nigh 3 years' average salary for the first 20 years of service
and 2 percent for each year of service beyond 20,

Using position description., CSC at our request made the
following retirement eligibility determinations, assuming the
Federal employees covered by the District's retirement system
were covered by the civil service retirement system:

-~5ecret Service agents would be eligible f£2r special
early retirement,

--Executive Protective 3ervice personnel would be ineli-
gible for special early retirement and therefore would

be covered by the reqular civil service retirement oro-
visions.,

--Park Police personnel, with the oossible excep'ion of
investigaters :n its criminal investigations ».=-ach,
would be ineligicle for special early retirement ang
therefore would be covered oy the reqular civil serv-
ice retirement provisions.

The inequities resulting from the different retirement
formulas can best be illustrated by comparing the retirement
benefits payable to a retiring 55-year-old Federal employee
#ith an annual salary of $15,000, 30 years of covered serv-
ice, and a history of S-percent annual salary increases.

Federal employee covered by

Special "Regular

District civil civil

Annuity payable  system  service service
Annually $12,000 . $10,007 $8,041
Monthly 1,000 834 670

Tne above comparisons 40 not consider the higher pay rates of
Federal employees covered by the District's salary system

which would make the difference in annuities even greater
than shown. -

Another consideration is that an employee's retirement
contribution rate under the District system is less than that
of employees under Federal civil service protzctive services
benefits and the same.as reqular civil service employees.

12



Zxecutive Protective Service, Park Police, and Secret Service
personnel covered by the District's retirement system are re-
quired to contribute 7 percent of basic pay toward their re-
tirement benefits--the same rate as regular civil service em-
ployees. But Federal protective services employees under the
special early retirement provisions of the Federal civil serv-
ice system-~-for example, FPBI agents, Treasury agents, prison
guards--are required to contribute 7.5 percent of basic pay
towards retirement, .

In comparison with their civil service counterparts,
Federal law enforcement personnel participating in the Dis-
trict's retirement system contribute at a lower rate a-d
generally for fewer years, but receive more liberal retire-
ment bhenefits. We believe that Federal employees, particu-~
larly those with similar duties and responsibilities, should
have comparable retirement benefits and be required to make
comparable retirement contributions.

District controls rarticivating Federal
employees' disability retirements

The District's police and firemen's retirzment system
disability benefits and disabilicy retirement rates are
higher than those »f the PFederal civil service retirement
system. The District controls and administers the disability
retirements of Federal personnel who particivate in the Dis-
trict's system.

The civil service retirement program permits an employee
to retire on disabilit, after 5 years of Federal service if
he or she is unable to perform useful and efficient service
in the grade or class of position last occupied because of
illness, disease, or injury. Disabled employees are entitled
to an annuity equal to the larger of the amounts derived
from the general retirement formula, which considers high
3 years' average salary and length of service or a guaranteed
minimum-~the lesser of (1) 40 percent of hiqh 3 years® aver-
age salary or (2) the percentage of salary that would be ob-
tained after increasing the years of service from the date
of separation to age 60. Employees who have job-related dis-
abilities are eligible for Federal workers' compensation beae~
fits administered by the Department of Labor. This program
provides total disability payments of two-thirds of monthly
pay and partial disability payments of two-thirds of the dif-
ference between actual pay and the computed wage-earning capa~-
city. Payments are based on three~fourths of monthly pay if
there is one dependent or more.
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Like civil service, the District system permits an em-
ployee to retire on disability after 5 years of service, but
the annuity computation formula is more liberal. Employees
whose disability is non-gervice-connected receive an annuity
equal to 2 percent ¢f high 12 months' salary for each year
of creditable service not to exceed 70 percert of high 12
months’ salary. but are guaranteed an annuity of not less
than 40 percent of high 12 months' salary. Employees with
service-connected or service-~aggravated disabilities receive
annuitiesg ecual to 2.5 percent of high 12 months' salary far
each year of creditable service not to exceed 70 percent of
high 12 months'® salary, but are guaranteed an annuity of not
less than two-thirds of high 12 months' salary.

Although the optional retirement benefits provided Ped-
eral and municipal employees under the District*s police and
firemen's system are among the best in the United States, few
employzes retiied under those provisions., Most of the sys-
tem's retirees~-about 31 percent--retired under the disability
provisions. Most were apprcved under the system‘s aggravation
clause, which permits disability recirement if performance of
duty aggravates a previocds injury or disease.

The following chart compares the disability and nondis-
ability retirement rolls of the District police and firemen's
and Federal civil service retirement systems as of Decem-
ber 31, 1976.

Disability Nondisability Total
annuitants annujitants annuitants
Organization Number  Percent Number Percent Number  Percent
District police &
firemen's
system:
District po-
lice 1,799 82 405 18 2,204 100
pist ict
firemen 841 83 170 17 1,011 100
0.5, Park
Police 147 81 34 19 181 100
Executive
Protective
Service 127 39 56 31 123 100
Secret Service 54 <4 46 46 100 100
Civil service sys-
tem {note a} b/279,326 27 759,011 713 1,038,337 100

a/Data for the civil service system is as of June 30, 1976.

b/This reptresents non~job-related disabilities. Data on job-rela*ed disabili-
ties is not readily available.
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Tne percentage o the {larrict's disabiiity retirements
has decreased in recent vears, and the civil service dis-
ability retirement rate is rising. The rate of new civil serv-
ice disability retirements was 39 percent in fiscal year 1976,
compared with 32 percent in 1975 and 23 percent in 1974. De-
spite the rising civil service rate, the District system's
disability rate remains much higher,

All disability retirements under the District's system
require approval by the Police and Firemen's Retirement and
Relief Board. The Board is composed of members and alcernates
of the perscnnel office, Corporation Counsel, Department of
Human Resources, Metropolitan Police Department, Fire Depart-
ment, and t«o vrivate citizens, one of whom mast be a physi-
cian. A representative of the Executive Protective Service
or Secret Service 13 authorized to sit as a member of the
Board in cases involving its employees, but the Park Police
has no representation.

We believe that disablility retirement applications of
Federal employees should be administered by the Federal Gov-
ernment, not the Pistrict of Columbia.

Death ben2fits

Benefits provided to survivors of deceased employees and
retirees under the Dictrict's police and firemen's retirement
system are, for the most part, more generous than those of
tne Federal civil service retirement system. However, the
benefits provided by the Federal Employees Compensation Act
{(workers' compensation) to survivors of Federal civil serv-~
ice employees killed in the line of duty are, under certain
conditions, comparable with the job-related dcath benefits
of the District system. Surviving spouses' benefits, how-
ever, differ substantially. For exanple, the District sys-
tem provides a surviving spouse an annuity equal to 40 per-
cent of the member's high 12 months' average salary, whereas
the civil service provides a surviving spouse an annuity
egqual to 55 percent of the former Federal employee's earned
annuity, which is based on years of service and high 3 years'
average salary, with a guaranteed minimum. If an employee is
killed 1n the line of duty, the District's system provides the
surviving spouse an additional nontaxable, lump sum death
benefit of $50,000. A surviving spouse of a civil service
employee whose death is job related receives nontaxab’e bene-
fits egual to 45 percent of the current pvay of the deceased
employee's position, but no lump sum benefits. Also, death
benafits are providod ander the District's system, regard-
less of the deceased's length of service. C(Civil service
death Lbenefits, however, are payable to survivors only if
the deceased had 18 Jdr more months' service.
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Thne retirement annuity adjustment processes of the Dis-
trict's police and firemen's tetirement system and the Fad-
eral civil service retirement systeam are inherently differ-
ent., Retirees under tae District's gsystem receive annuity
adjustments egual to the same percentage increases in ac-
tive emdloyees' pay. Civil service retirees, on the other
hand, receive semiannual annuity adjustments eqgual to the
actual percentage increase in the Consumer Price Index (CPIY.
Survivors of deceased caployees and retirces under both the
Jistrict and Federal systems receive annuity adjustments
which are based on the CPI, but survivors under the District's
system receive an extra l-percent increase each time their
annuyities are adjusted.

Tne i-percent add-un feature results in annuity in-
Jreasess n excess of the amount needed to pratect annuitants'
purcnasing oowar. Public Law 94-440, approved October 1,
1976, elininared the extra l-percent increazes in annuity
cost-af~l1ving sdjustments under the Federal civil service,
uniformed services, and foreign service retiremant systams.
It also provided for semiannnul annuity cost-of-living ad-
justaments 2qual to tne actual percentage change in tne CPY.
Tne Distraict of Celambria's police and firemen's survivorship
and teachers' retirement systems are the only reraining sys-
tems with a l-percent add-on featuire, and legislation is
pending in tne Congress {see p. 23) which would exciude froa
the add-on provision all but survivors of Federal employees
and retirees covered ny the District's police and firemen's
systen. .

Retirees' annuity adjustments under the District's
police and firemen's retirement system since 1965 have ex-
ceeded those under the tederal civil service retirement
system. Since 1965, annuity increases under the District's
system have totaled about 136 percent for former police and
fire sergeants, compared with 123 percent for all civil serv-
ice annuitants. The CPI increased about 98 percent during
that same period and the extra l-percent annuity increases
civil service annuitants received from November 1963 through
March 1976 have now bee':r eliminated; thus, future differences
between District and Federal annuity adjustments may be even
Jreater,

District annuitants reemployed under

civil service are entitled to
full pay_and retirement benefits

Federal and District retirees under the Federal civil
service retirement system who are reemployed by the
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Federal or District government in positions covered by civil
service systems have their salary reduced by the amount of
their civil service retirement annuity. But Federal and Dis-
trict employees who retire under the District's police ang
firemen's retirement system and are subsequently employed in
a Federal or District position covered by civil service are
permitted to receive both their full retirement annuity and
the position's full salary. Permitting such employees to
receive dual payments is inequitable and costly for Federal
taxpayers.

There are, reportedly, a number of District anruitants
who are holding Federal positions and receiving their full
annuity and full salary. Although we have no information as
to the number of Federal Executive Protective Service, Park
Police, and Secret Service retirees of the District system
who have been reemployed in a Federal civil service capacity,
we know that such situations exist. For example, a retired
Secret Service agent with an annual District annuity of about
$18,000 was recently reemployed in a Federal civil service
position paying about $47,000 annually--compensation totaling
"about $65,000. Under civil service, this individual would
continue to receive his $18,000 retirement annuity and the
employing Federal agency would pay him $27,000 annually--the
difference between the salary of his position and the annuity.
The employing Federal agency would be required to reimburse
the civil service retirement fund for the balance of the un-
paid salary representing his retirement annuity--$18,000.

District system is more
costly than civll service

Federal retirement costs are rising dramatically. These
increases are due largely to general pay iucreases for active
employees, subsequently reflected in higher starting retire-
ment annuities, and annuity cost-of-living adjustments for
retirees. But the more liberal retirement benefits applicable
to Federal employees covered by the District's system also
add to the high costs of Federal retirement.

The financing provisions of the Federal civil service
and the District's police and firemen's retirement systems are
different. The Federal system is partially funded as bene-
fits accrue, whereas the District's system is financed on a
"pay as you go" basis. Urder the Federal civil service re-
tirement system, participating Federal and District employ-
ees, Federal and District employing agencies, and the Dis-
trict make matching contributions to the retirement fund.
In addition, the Federal Government makes annual contribu-
tions to the civil service retirement fund for interest on

17



the unfunded liability, the cost of allowing retirement cred:t
for military service, and liabilities created by employee pay
increases, liberalizaticon of retirement benefits, and exten-
sion of retirement coverage to new groups of employees. The
District, using participating protective services employees'
contributions and District tevenues, makes required benefit
payments to its own annuitants and the participating Federal
annuitants. Emplcying Federal agencieu-~the Executive Pro-
tective Service, Park Police, and Secret Service--are re-
quired to reimburse the District each month for the differ-
ence between Federal employee contributions toward retire-
ment and the amount the District actually pa;d to Federal an-
nuitants.

The "normal co3t" of a retirement system is the present
value of all benefit rights earned annually and is generally
expressed as a percentage of total payroll. The composite
normal cost of the civil service retirement system, including
the special early retirement provisions, is currently es-
timated by CSC at about 13.6 percent of pay. However, in-
creased benefits payvable because of future pay raises and
annuity adjustments are not considered in CSC's actuarial
determination of normal cost, resulting in a significant un-
derstatement of the true cost of providing retiremenrt bene-
fits. The latest report of the board of actuaries of the
retirement system indicated that normal cost would actually
be about 28.7 percent cf pay if the conservative assumptions
of annual general pay increases of 3 percent and CPI in-
creases of 4 percent were considered in the cost calcula-
tions. 1/ The normal cost of the special early civil service
retirement benefits, without considering pay and annuity
increases, is estimated by CSC to be 19.7 percent of pay.

On a dynamic basis--~assuming 3-percent p.y and 4-percent an-
nuity increases--the estimated cost of the special civil
service retirement benefits is 43.6 percent of pay.

In comparison, the normal cost of District police and
firemen's retirement benefits, without considering pay and
annuity increases, is ectimated by the Lepartment of the
Treasury to be about 33 percent of pay. The true normal
cost of the District's system--assuming 3-percent pay and
4-percent cost-o0f-living increases--is estimated to ke
about 66 percent of pay. In terms of "pay as you go," the

1/The Office of Management and Budget had estimated the dy-
namic normal cost of the civil service retirement system to
be 31.7 percent of pay; however, on November 21, 1977, they
sent out for agency comments a revised cost estimate of
27.4 percent. We used the CSC Board of Actuaries estimate
of 28.7 percent of pay for consistency purposes.
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costs of the District's system are estimated to be about
50 percent of pay for fiscal year 1977 and, under present
financing arrangements, will exceed payroll costs for ac-
tive District police and firemen by the year 2000.

AGENCY COMMENTS

Federal agencies and the District of Columbia govern-
ment agreed that Federal employees should no longer be cov~
ered by Digtrict componsation systems. The Department of
the Interior believed, however, that the compensation levels
for prosrective and current Park Police should not be signi-
ficantly altered or decreased because it considered such
levels necessary 0 attract and retain high gquality personnel,.
It took the position that Park Police have no Federal coun-
terparts and that their compensation should be cowmparable with
that of urban police departments. The Department of the Treas~
ury said that Executive Protective Service employees who are
trunsferved to Federal systems should be permitted to retain
their present pay levels and to participate in the special
early civil service retirement benefits., It also believes
that Secret Service employees row covered by the District's
retirement system should be permitted to retain their vested
benefits,

The more liberal pay and retirement benefits available
to Federal employees covered by the District's systems un-
doubtedly aid in recruitment and retention. But are they
really needed to attract and retain competent law enforcement
personnel? In that regard, CSC recently reported that, na-
tionwide, there are about 24 applicants for every Federal
job opening--about 30 applicants for every job in the Wash-
ington, D.C., area. A recent study by the District government
revealed that its police and firemen's salaries were higher
than those of most other major U.S. cities. But a recent CSC
study comparing the duties and responsibilities of Federal
Park Police and Federal Protective Officers with those of
State and local police officers concluded that non-Federal
police work is more difficult and diverse. The study re-
vealed that Federal officers work in a more controlled en-
vironment, have a much lighter workload, and do not encoun-
ter as much stress as municipal police officers.

The more liberal District ccmpensation levels which
apply to a select group of Federal employees are inequitable
to other Federal law enforcement personnel who are covered
by Federal pay and retirement systems. According to CSC,
the knowledge, skills, and abilities required to perform
the same level of work in the various Federal law enforce-
ment positions, including the Park Police, are similar.
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Consequently, wz believe that their compensation levels
should be more consistent and more eguitable.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE CHAIRMAN, CIVIL
SERVICE COMMISSION

The Chairman, Civil Service Commission, should expedi-
tiously complete the ongoing studies ¢f the various Federal
pay systems, including whether there should be special oc-
cupational schedules for protective services employees, and
propose the necessary legislative changes to the Congress.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS

The Congress should enact legislation making the pay and
retirement benefits of Federal protective services employees
of the Executive Protective Service, the Park Police, and in
certain instances the Secret Service, more equitable, afford-~
able, and consistent with those 0of their Peder«l civil serv-
ice counterparts by

--making all new Federal emnloyees in those positions
subject to Federal pay aad retirement systems and the
Federal Employees' Compensation Act; and

--gxcluding, until such time as CSC comywletes its com-
prehensive study of Federal vrotective services em~
sloyees' pay systems and proposes appropriate legis-
lative changes, Executive Protective Service employ-
ees frox the District's police and firemen's annual
pay adjustment process and providing them annual way
adjustments, like U.5. Park Police, equal to the
average percentage increase in the Federal General
Schedule.

Because of the Jreat differences in benefit levels be-
tween the Distrivt's police and firemen's retirement s—-stem
and the Federal civil service retirement system and the po-
tential impact on Federal employees now covered by the Dis-
trict system, the Congress should require CSC, with the as-
sistance of the Office of Management and Budget, the Depart-
ment of the Treasury, and the Department of the Interior, to

--gtudy and report on the desirability and feasibility .
of transferring such Federal employees to the Federal
civil service retirement system and making them sub-
ject to the :ederal Employees' Compensation Act (work-
ers' compensation) and
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~-in the interim, develop and propose legislation making
the annuity cost-of-living adjustment process for sur-
vivors of deceased Federal employees and retirees cov-
ered by the Dietrict's police and firemen's retire-
ment sysztem consistent with that of Federal retirement
syatems by eliuwinating the l-percent add-on and pro-
viding for semiannual annuity adjustments equal to the
actual percentage increase in the cost of living.

21



CHAPTER 3

— ot
T T R G I I3 W AN M S d YeB WD e W 0 B WL WY B W

r o v mp - . - . . T . G W M S U e WS WA e T S e e e W . - -

Most District of Columbia employees=--about 27,000--z2re
under Federal gzay and retirement systems. Thus, the Dis-~
trict and these employees are bound by Federal cempensation
policies, principles, and practices designed for the diverse
Federal work force. As dis:ussed in chapter 2, the District
has separate pay and retirement systems for District police
and firemen and for judges and schoolteachers.

The home rule concept, which is designed in part to make
the District government similar to that of other cities,
raises serious guestions about the District's continued par-
ticipation in Federal pay and retirement systems. The Dis-~
trict should not be bound by Federal compensation policies and
practices that it may not want or need or that it may not be
able .o afford. The District should have the flexibility to
estaplish and administer its employees' pay rates and retire-
ment benefits so that such compensation is consistent with
its established personnzl management objectives and affordable
for District taxpayers. The District government should be re-
sponsible and accountable to District taxpayers for its pub-
lic employee compensation costs.

Moreover, District service, like other State and local
public servicz2, should not be cred:irtable towards Federal re-
tirement and other Federal benefit programs. In that regard,
the District, as well as all other employing organizations
participating in the civil service retirement system, is not
being charged the full costs of the currently accruing re-
tirement benefits of its employees. Such understatement of
true retirement costs distorts District yovernment operating
costs and shifts iz large porticn of the District's share
of civil service retirement costs to Felural taxpayers.

DISTRICT SHOULD ESTABLISH
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The Home Rule Act requires that the District government
establish an independent, autonomous personnel merit system
within 5 years {(by 1980) and authorizes the District to es~
tablish its own compensation systems or to continue partici-
pating in all or part of the civil service systems. The act
also requires that any new compensation rystem be at least
as generous as that in effect for District employees at the
time of conversion.
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In 1972 the Commission on the Organization of the Gov-
ernment ¢f the District of Columbia (Nelsen Commission)
recommended, among other things, that the Congress establish
an independent personnel system for District emplovees. The
Senate Committee on the District of Columbia, in recommend-
ing District home rule in 1973, saild that the District should
at the earliest practical date establish a separate personnel
gystem, distinct and apart from and not tied to the Federal
system. The Committee said, however, that the personnel
benefits of that separate gystem should be at least equal to
those District employees are already receiving, The Commit-
tee believed that it was essential to preserve all present
employee benefits and 1ights in full under any new District
personnel system.,

The House Committee c» the Dizlrict of Columkia, in
recommending District hume cuie I~ 1373, said that the Dis-
trict's personnel management system lacked unity and firm
central direction, because at least 15 classification and
pay systems and 6 retirement systems were in effect. In
view of such fragmentation, the Committee believed that
an entirely new parsonnel gystem, independent of the Federal
Government, could correct cxisting deficiencies in the Digs-
trict's personnel practices. Like the Senate Committee, the
House Committee apparently believed that any new District
systems should be at least as generous as the existing sys-~
tems. The minority views expressed by seven House Committee
Members, however, were different. They said that continuing
to permit the District government to operate under the Fed-
eral civil service system appeared to be thoroughly incon-
sistent with the thrust of home rule. They apparently be-
lieved that the District should a3sume complete responsibil-
ity for its personnel manacement systems, including the man-
agement and funding of its own retirement system or systems.

It is our view that, i{f the spirit and intent of the
District Home Rule Act is to be realized, the District must
have the flexibility to establish and maintain its own per-

_ sonnel management systems, independent of the Federal Govern-
ment.

District must assume greater responsibility
for its employees' compensation costs

All public entities should establish and maintain sound,
fiscally responsible compensation programs. Responsible pub-
lic officials must strive for compensation levels which are
equitable for employees but at the same time equitable and
affordable for the taxpaying public. fThe District of Colum-
bia is no exception, But about 27,000 District employees are
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covered by Federal pay and benefit systems. Thus, a large
part of the Digtrict's compensation is not controlled by its
government or taxpayers,

Pay and benefit systems for the Federal work force are
designed to serve diverse management and employee cobjectives.
Such compensation levels and systems may not be appropriate
for the District,

Pay systems under Federal control

MHost District employees are covered by Federal blue~-
collar, white-collar, and executive pay scnedules which apply
to thousands of Federal positions all over the United States
and overseas. In general, Federal pay is governed by the
principle of comparabiiity with pay in the private sector ang
is established by administrative action. Federal blue-collar
pay rates are fixed and adjusted from time to time in accord-
ance with local prevailing rates. Federal white-collar pay
rates are Government-wid. and are based on national private
enterprise average rategs. Federal executive pay rates are
Government-wide and are adjusted annually, based on the aver-
age percentage increase in white-collar pay, and every fourth
year the rates are reviewed for adequacy by a Presidentially
appointed commission. However, Public Law 95-66 suspended
the annual adjustment in Federal executive pay scheduled for
October 1977.

Federal pay policies and pay-setting processes are de~
signed to enable the Government to compete in the labor mar-
ket for capable people to manage and staff its programs. To
obtain and retain competent people, reasonable and equitable
pay levels must be achieved and maintained. But the Dis-
trict's pay raises are, in effect, controlled by decisions
made for Federal employees. If the District wants to follow
Federal pay rates, we believe that the periodic pay raises
should be specifically authorized by the District. But if
the District wants to administratively follow the Federal
systems, it should not adopt the many inequitable features
of the Federal systems.

Many of our studies (and those of others) over the years
have recognized that many changes are needed in Federal pay
systems to obtain comparability. For example:

--Fringe benefits, a growing and increasingly important
part of employees' compensation, should be considered
in Federal pay comparability policies and processes,
("Need For a Comparability Policy For Both Pay and
Benefits of Federal Civilian Employees," FPCD-75-62,
July 1, 1975.)
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~~The Federal General Schedule should be subdivided into
major occupational groupings which are more consistent
with labor market characteristics and non-Federal em-
ployers' pay practices; geographic pay rates should
be established, where appropriate, to reflect non~
Federal pay patterns of the competing labor market:;
within-grade pay increases should be based on employee
proficiency and performance, not longevity. ("Federal
White-Collar Pay Systems Need Fundamental Changes,®
FPCD-76-9' OCt. 30p 1975o)

~-The average local prevailing rates should become the
average Federal blue-collar wage rate rather thar the
predetermined step 2; blue-collar wage rates should
not be based on private sector rates paid in other lo-
calities (Monroney amendment); night wage differentials
should be based on prevailing private sector practices,
not a percentage of an employee's scheduled wage rate;
wage surveys should include State and local governments
and more private sector establishments. ("Improving
the Pay Determination Process For Federal Blue-Collar
Employees,” FPCD-75-122, June 3, 1975.)

cict should establish a separate
rement system for its _employees
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A staff retirement system should be an integral part of
the larger personnel management system within which it oper-
ates. It should help the institution maintain a sufficient
work force and facilitate adjustment of work forces to
changing manpower needs, resources, and policies. In otner
words, the system shou'd be structured to help maintain an
effective work force.

The c¢ivil service reticement system provides optional,
deferred, involuntery, and disability retirement benefits to
Federal and District retirees, and death benefits to survi-
vors of former employees and retirees. It covers about
27,000 District employees. But the age and service reguire-
mcnts and benefit provisions of the civil service retirenént
system may not be supportive of the District‘s personnel
management system. The retirement system for District em-
ployees should be consistent with and serve its established
personnel management objectives.

In addition; {he costs of civil gervice retirement bene-

fits are greatly understated. We believe, and have recom-
mended to the Congress, that the full costs of retirement be
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recognized, funded, and charged to employing agency opera-
tions. 1/

Considering the £full costs of civil service retirement,
the Federal treasury is providing unrecognized subsidies to
agencies whose operations are intended to be self-supporting.
In the case of the District, the combined employver-employee
retirement fund contribution rate of 14 percent of pay for
regular District employees and 15 percent of pay for correc-
tional facilities employees falls far short of covering the
fvll costs of accruing retirement benefits. We estimate that
the Federal treasury subsidized the District's participation
in civil service retirement by more than $72 million in 1976.
If the Federal Government is to continue subsidizing the Dis-
trict's participation, that subsidy should be clearly visible,
not hidden in the retirement system, This, of course, should
also be the case for Federal agencies and other organizations
receiving a subsidy frem the Treasury for their retirement
costs.

A separate District retirement system, properly inte-
grated with the District's mission, manpower needs, and re-~
sources, would be more consistent with the intent of home
rule and should better assist the District in fulfilling its
responsibilities to Disirict residents and to District em-
ployees.

DISTRICT COMPENSATION LEVELS SHOULD
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BE_AFFORDABLE FOR_ITS TAXPAYERS

Under the home rule concept, the District government
should be responsible ané accountable to District taxpavers
for its public employee compensation costs. Its employees’
pay rates and benefits should gserve the District’s overall
personnel management system, but at the same time be afford-
able for District residents. The District's financial re-
sources must be considered in its compensation pelicies and
its pay and retirement benefit levels and adjustment processes.

In that regard, the provision of the Home Rule Act (sec-
tion 422) which requires that any new compensation systems
for District employees be at least equal to those in effect
for District employees at the time of conversion may be too
restrictive. The District government should not be bound
by Federal compensation policies and practices and systems
that it does not want or need, or that its residents may not
be aple to afford,

1/"Federal Retirement Systems: Unrecognized Costs, Inadequate
Funding, Inconsistent Benefits" {FPCD-77-48, Aug.A3, 1977).
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BENEFIT LEVELS AND FINANCING
OF DISTRICT RETIREMENT SYSTEMS

The District's three retirement systems--for police and
firemen, teachers, and judges-~are operated on a “"pay as you
go" basis. That is, annuitants' benefits are f{inanced from
current revenues and active employees' contributions, but em-
ployees' accruing benefits are not funded. Police, firemen,
and teachers each contribute 7 percent of pay towards retire-
ment. Judges contribute 3.5 percent of oay, and an additiona!
3 percent if they elect to participate in the survivor anauity
plan. The District pays the remaining retiremznt annuity
costs. As of June 1977, these systems had unfunded liabili-
ties exceeding $2 billion,

As discussed in chapter 2, the DRistrict's volice and
firemen's retirement system is generous and costly. The qgues-
tion of what to do about the huge unfunded liabilities has
been the subject of much controversy in recent years. Cur-
rently, two identical bills~~H.R. 6536 and S. 18l3~-are pend-
ing in the Congress which are designed to {1) establish a
sound means of funding District retirement systems, (2) oro-
vide Federal funds to assist the District in meeting the
costs of its retirement programs, and (3) chaage certain
benefit features to less costly ones. H.R. 6536 has passed
the House. It and S. 1813 are pending before the Subcommittee
on Governmental Efficiency and the District of Columbia,
Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs.

Beth bills would establish a level percentage funding
approach for the three District retirement systems. Level
percentage funding is the constant vercentage of total ac-
tive employees' pay that must be paid into a fund annually,
in perpetuity, which with interest will accumulate suffici-
ent funds to pay accruing benefits and amortize previously
earned retirement benefits over the life of the fund. The
lavel percentage costs, less employees' ccntributions, are
expected to be 72.5 vercent of pay for police and firemen,
25.3 percent for teachers, and 51.6 percent for judges.

The bills propose that the Federal Government pay the
difference between the amount the District now pays under the
"pay as you go" method, including the 7-percent emoloyee de-
duction, and the level percentage amount. Federal vayments
would continue until the District's share of "pay as you
go" costs equaled the level percentage costs, The District
would then begin paying the level percentage cost in pervetu-
ity. The estimated Federal payments under these orooosals
would run through the year 2003 and total about $769 million.
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The Digtrict government contends that the Federal Gov-
ernment is responsible for the unfundsd liabilities because
the Congress legislated the gystems' retirement benefits be-
fore home rule but gid not provide for adequate funding of
those benefits. This theme has heen often repeated by Dis-
trict officials, because Federal actions were taken outside
of District government control. The Office of “Management
and Budget believes that the District should continue to pay
the systems' "pay ag you go" costs and that the difference
between those costs and the systems' "level percentage costg”
should be shared equally by the FPederal and District govern-
ments.

The bills also propose major benefit changes for Dis~
trict oolice and firemen. The proposed changes for existing
personnel include

~--vesting 31fter 5 yvears with the right to a deferred an-
nuity at age 55, instead of the existing policy of ro
vesting; i

‘e e amms W

--semiannual annuity cost-of-living adiustmentn, as in
the civil service retirement system, instead of the
existing policy of annual increases equal to the vay
increases granted to active members; and

--eliminating the disability aggravation clause for non-
job-related injuries and more strict accounting for
job-related aggravation claims.

In addition, the following major benefit changes would also
apply to future hires:

--Substituting high 3 vears' average pay, in lieu of
high 12 months' pay, for annuity computation purposes.

.

--Changing eligibility for normal retirement from 20
years' service, regardless of age, to age 50 after
25 years' service.

--Providing for (1) partial disability devending upon
the nature and extent of the injury or illness in
lieu of the current definition of disability which
assumes that the employee is totally disabled and
therefore entitled to the maximum disability benefit
and (2} reducing disability benefits for excessive
outside earnings.

The bills would also make the annuity adjustment processes
of the District's teachers' and judges' retirement svstems
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identical to the civil gervice retirerent syore-,
ing the proposed beneflit changes, the District's polic
firemen's retirement system would still rema:n a3 gener
system for whicu employees contribute only 7 pcrcent o
pay. 1/

.

SN
i

AGENTY COMMENTS

The Office of Management and Budget adateed that the
District of Columbia government should now control the na-
ture, level, and costs of its employees® compensation. Tt
said that the issues of transferring existing District employ-
ees now covered by the civil service retirement systen to
a District system or requiring the District to pay the full
accruing costs of its employees' retirement henefits woull
be considered in the Administration's ongoing review of the
Federal retiremen% policy.

The District of Columbia government is considering new,
independent pay and benefit systems tor its emnlovees, Tt
does not helieve, however, that it should be reguired to make
those new systems apolicable to existing District emnlovees
now covered by Federal systems or pay the full costs of its
employees' continued participation in the civil service .e-
tirement system. The District believes that such require-
ments would be insensitive to [ts meral and legal commitments
to current employees and annuitants on the one hand and its
taxpayers on the other. The District said that such changes
would require it to reduce current 2mployees' retirement
benefits or raise city taxes to finance the existing benefit
levels until they meet a civil service retirement funding
standard which Federal agencies are not now required to meet,
The District believes that it should be permitted to establish
its ovwn merit system without severing its longstanding ties
to Faderal personnel policies and oractices.

Unless the District government has the authority to
establish and administer its employees' pey rates and re-
tirement benefits as it sees fit, Distric* home rule can
never become a reality. The vested benefits of currzent
District employees are important, but taxpayers who

1/Subsequent to the preparation of this report, Senator
Eagleton introduced S. 2316. 1Its basic purpose is the same
as that of H.R. 6536 and S. 1213, <(nlike these bills, how-
ever, 5. 2316 would make no legislated changes in basic re-
tirement benefit levels. Instead, it proodses to correct
‘certain problems by improved enforcement and/or technical
improvements. Also, S. 2316 would require greater Federal
payments toward the District's retirement liabilities.
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finance the District government's operations should have

some Say about employee person..el policies and costs. The
issue of whether employee compensation levels would have

to be reduced or city taxes increased to finance existing
l2vels is, and under home rule should be, up to the District.
That is what home rule is all about.

If it chooses, the District government could pattern
its pay and retirement systems after those of the Federal Gov-
ernment. However, as long as District employees remain in
the civil service 1-~tirement system, wec believe that the Disg-
trict governmenlL's contributions to the retirement fund should
cover the full dynamic costs of accruing benefits. In a recent
report entitled, “"Federal Retirement Systems: Unrecognized
Coste, Inadequate Funding, Inconsisteint: Benefits™ [(FPCD-77-48,
August 3, 1977), we recommended that the Conygress enact leg-
islation requiring all employing agencies to make retirement
contributions equal to the diff=rence between emplovee con-
tributions and tnhe dynamic normal cost of the accruing bene-
fits.

RECOMMENDATION TO THE MAYOR AND

The Mayor and City Council should establish new pay and
fringe benefit systems for District employees now subject to
Federal civil service systems. Such systems, administered
and controlled by the District government, should provide the
District with the needed flexibility to establish compensation
levels that are consistent with local personnel management ob-
jectives and affordable for District residents.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO_THE_CONGRESS

The Congress should enact legislation to help further
implement the home rule concept and provide the District
government with the needed flexibility to establish public
employees’' compensation levels that are consistent with its
local versonnel management objectives and affordable for
District residents. It should:

--Amend the District of Columbia Home Rule Act to pro=-
vide that the District government (1) establish its
own pay and benefit policies and systems for District
employees now subject to Federal systems and (2) make
independent decisions about granting any future Federal
pay raises to existing District employees if the Dis-
trict chooses to administratively adopt Federal pay
systems,
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~-Require the Civil Service Commission, Office of Man-
agement and Budget, and District of Columbia govern-
ment, collectively, to study and rveport on the de-
sirability of (1) transferring existing District employ-
ees now covered by the Federal civil service retirement
system to a District administered and controlled re-
tirement system or (2) retaining them in the Federal
system.

Because of its relevancy to the issue of continued Dis-
trict participation in the civil service retirement system,
we are again recommending that the Congress enact legisla-
tion requiring all Federal retirement systems to be funded
on a dynamic normal cost basis and that the difference Le-
tween dynamic normal cost and employee cuntributions be
charged to participating agencies and instrumentalities.
{See note on p. 26.)
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UNITED STATES CiVilk SERVICE COMMISSION = RAT ALK BN 1

WASIHINGTON, D.C. 20415

U T RE !

Mr. H.L. Krieger .

Director, Federal Personnel and ocr ¢ owy
Compensation Division

Unites States General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C., .20548

Dear Mr. Kricger:

We have completed the veview of the draft report prepared by your office:
Federal and Bistrict of Columbis Employees Need to Be In Separate Pay
and Benefit Systema,

JUSTESevRea— e

The report speci{ically mentions that approximately 1,500 Federal law

. enforcement parsonnel of the Executive Protective Service (formerly
White House Folico), U.S. Park Police, and Secret Service participate in
the District of Columbia's municipal police and firemen pay and/or
retirement systems. Wa agree with the draft report's recommendation
that Federal cmployees should be removed from the coverage of District
of Columbia personnel lawa. In our view, it is incoasistent with hoth
Federal sovereignty and the D.C. home rule concept, fsr the Executive
Protective Service, the U.S. Park Police and the Secret Service to
receive the D.C. government's municipal police and firemen pay and/or
retirement benefitn. Just how the changeover can be accomplished with
the least impact to Federal protective employees is of direct concern to
the Commission in that our goal is to achieve uniformity and equity in
the pey and benefite for all Federal employees in protective occupations.
We specifically endorne the revort's recommendation that pay raises for
the Executive Protective Service should be tied to the General Schedule
until such time as the Civil Service Commission completes its study of
Federsl protective service employees' pay systems.

While we do agree with the principsl pay recommendations, there are X
technical problema in a changeover of this nature particularly in the

area of retivement bLenefits for these particular Federal employees. The
report recommends that Congress should require the Civil Service Commisgion
to (1) study and report on the desirability and feasibility of trans-
ferring such Federal employees to the Federal Civil Service Retirement
System and to subject them to the Federal Employees Compensation Act and
(2) in the Interim, develop and propose legislation to make the cost-of-
living adjustment for Fedeval retirees and survivors of deceased Federal
employees receiving the District's Police and Tiremen's Retirement

arnuity consistent with that of Federal retirement systems by eliminating
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the cne percent add-cn and by providing for semi-annual annuity ad-
Justments equal to the actual percentage increase in the cost~of-living.

Our staff has been actively discussing these problems with representatives
from the Office of Management and Budget, Secret Service, U.S. Park
Police and the Executive Protective Service. Since D.C. now has home
rule, the status of these agencles generally indicatesa prospective need
for legislarion to bring Federal employees under the D.C. Folice and
Firemen's Retirement System into the Civil Service Retirement System. A
major obstacle 1s that the Federal employees now under the D.C. system
enjoy earlier and more generous retirement benefits than they would
receive under the Civil Service Rectirement- System., Therefore, employees
vwio now have such coverage under the D.C, Poli:e and Firewen's System
are reluctant to uaccept such a changeover unless their present level of
benefits can be guaranteed by legislation.

Another major obstacle, as the report correctly notes, is that the D.C.
Police and Firemen's Retirement System is not as adequately funded as is
the Civil Serxvice Retirement System. Any transfer of emplcvees from
that system to the Civil Service Retirement System would have to be
properly and adequately financed. Since a proposed blll may eventually
flow from discussions with the agencies on the overall problem, we see
no atrong need {or Congress to require the Commission to make a study as
the report suggests.

(See GAO note 1, p. 58.)

I want to thank you for the opportunity to review this report. If you
kave any questions concerning our comments, my staff will be available,

Sincerely,

4 Ch :

Alan K. Campbell
Chalrman

/

(See GAO note 1, p. 58.)
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g ?‘.'"-‘ EXLECUTIVE QOFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
ROIJE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET
ot WABHINGTON, D.C. 20503

QCT 25 1977

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

Urnited States General
Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This 1s in response to your request for our comments on
the General Accounting Nffice's report entitled "Federal
and District of Columbia Fmployees Need to be in Separate
Pay and Benefit Systems."

The Offi~e of Management and Budget agrees with the
proposed report's prinary recommendation: that both
the Federal Government and the District of Columbia
government should control "the nature, level, and

costs of employees' compensation.” However, as Civil
Service Commission Chairman Campbell indicates in his
comments on the proposed report, there are technical
problems involved in converting current employees from
one pay and retirement system to another. With respect
to these problems, we concur with the comments contained
in Chairman Campbell's letter.

The recommeirdation to transfer existing District employees
covered by the Federal Civil Service system to a District
syvstem or require the Districi to pay the full cost of
retirement benefits, raises several issues that require
further review. Consideration must be given to the
conflicting interests of these employees, District
taxpayers, and Federal taxpayers. These issues will

be considered as part of the Administration's overall
review of the Federal retirement policy that is now
underxway. .
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Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment
on this report. I hope this information is helpful

o T

vames T. McIntyre, TIr,
Acting Director

Sincerely,
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DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON. D C 20220

SEP 23 1977

Dear Mr. Lowe:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft
of a proposed report prepared by your office and titled
"Federal and District of Columbia Employees Need to be
in Separate Pay and Benefit Systems". This report is
of importance to Treasury since Chapter 2 addresses participa-
tion in the District of Columbia's compensation system by
employees of the Executive Protective Service and certain
other employees of the Secret Service involved in the
protection of the President.

Many of the facts and observations presented in the
Jdraft report have been acknowledged previously by the
Department. The fiscal and personnel management disadvan-
tages of continued participation by certain Treasury employees
in the District's compensation system for police were accepted
upon passage of 0. C. Home Rule. 1In December 1974, Treasury
advised the Office of Management and Budget that there were
merits to each of several alternatives outlined for pay and
retirement benefits, but, that continuation of the long
standing pay relationship is the one believed to best meet
or strike a balance of the management and pay administration
considerations,

Through your draft report, I have become more aware of
the inequities, costliness, and disadvantages of having
Treasury employees participate in the D. C. compensation
system., Given those findings, there does not seem to be
any overriding management consideration to support continuing
the liberal pay and retirement benefits for a select group
of Treasury employees.

The recommendations provided in Chapter 2 of the draft
report are appropriate. The Civil Service Commission should
expeditiously complete its study of the various Federal pay
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systems for protective services employees to determine
whether legislative changes should be proposed, including
special occupational pay schedules for this group. 1In
addition, Congress, at this point, should enact legisla-
tion to make the pay and retirement benefits of employees
of the Executive Prntective Service and certain Secret
Service employees mcre equitable, affordable, and consis-
tent with that of their Federal civil service counterparts.

Your draft report is an informative compilation of
data. I hope these comments on its contents are helpful.

Sincerely,

\WMJJ»W“

Morris A. S!wms
Director of Personnel

Mr. Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

U. S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548
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THE UNDER SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON. € 20220

“\ .C;U 30 ~'l\-../:;

’

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This is in response to your letter to the Secretary
dated August 22, 1977, requesting our comments on the GAO
draft report entitled, "Federal and District of Columbia
Employees Need to be in Separate Pay and Benefit Systems.”

The report basically is aimed at tranaferring all
Federal protective service employees from the D.C. Police
and Firemen pay and retirement systems to the Federal
system. It points out that continuation of the current
practice of having certain Federal protective employees
on the D.C. payroll, and others on the Federal payroll is
unjustified, expensive and inequitable, Executive Pro-
tective Service employees currently participate in the D.C.
pay and retirement systems, and certain eligible Secret
Service personnel are enrolled in the retirement program.

The report specifically recommends that Congress enact
legislation placing all newly hired Federal protective
service employees under the Federal Civil Service pay and
retirement system. It also suggests that pending comple-
tion of an on-going Civil Service Commission study of the
Federal protective services pay system that a statute be
enacted excluding Executive Protective Service (EPS) per-
sonnel from further participation in the District’s annual
D.C. pay adjustments. EPS personnel, instead, would re-
ceive pay adjustments equal to the average percentage increase
received by Federal employees under the General Schedule.

Our basic concern with the report is its overriding
implication that the duties and responsibilities of all
Federal protective service employees are similar, and
therefore, the pay differentials and increased benefits
received by EPS employees are unjustified. In this regard,
it must be noted that the EPS mission to protect the President,
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his family, high U.S. Government officials, foreign
diplomats and embascies of foreign governments is far
greater in importance and scope than the mission of any
other Federal protective service. Likewise, the resvon-
sibilities and critical duties of EPS employees in per-
forming these missions are far more diverse and complex
than those of other protective personnel.

Unlike other Federal protective employees, all EPS
personnel must possess Top Secret security clearances
because of their access to conversations between the
President and other high officials, both U.S. and foreign,
which frequently involve critically sensitive information
relating to national security and foreign affairs. This
clearance also is necessary because of their critically
important responsibility of maintaining the security of
the Executive Residenca. Fregquently, this protective
responsibility involves access to sensitive documents and
sophisticated communications equipment designed to provide
the President with instant communications with the national
defense establishment, other departments and agencies of
Government and foreign countries.

To assure the effective performance of the EPS in
maintaining the security of the Executive Residence, aill
employees are trained in modern methods of security and
police procedures. They also are skilled in crowd control,
handling the mentally disturbed, firefighting and public
speaking.

Since 1970, EPS also has had the responsibility for
assuring the safety of foreign diplomats and foreign
embassies within the Washington, D.C. area. To accomplish
this pclice and protective mission, EPS employees have been
traired in up-to-date crime fighting techniques designed to
prevent criminal acts against the diplomatic community and,
where necessary, apprehend perpetrators., This often entails
their assignment to fixed posts within the community, as
well as foot, scooter and cruiser patrols, and a specialized
crime strike force.
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At the present time, only one applicant out of
twenty~five is selected for appointment in the EPS
because of the high standards required to perform the
necessary duties and rigorous training. Those selected
must be of the highest caliber, mentally and physically.
Since there is a market for such indiyviduals in any police
department in the country, high pay and good retirement
benefits are essential management tools for recruiting
and retaining high quality personnel.

It is our position that if the EPS were to be trans-
ferred from the D.C. to the Federal system, the basic pay
schedule received by its members should be retained, anrd
future annual adjustments to their pay should be made
pursuant to the pay comparability system of the Federal
Government., This would require legislation similar to that
enacted for the U.S. Park Police in Public Law 94-533,
dated October 17, 1976.

We also believe that if EPS employees are transferred
to the Federal pay schedule, they should receive the early
retirement benefits authorized for law enforcement officers
and firefighters by Public Law 93-350, dated July 14, 1974.
In this regard, the legislative history of Public Law 93-350
shows Congress designed these retirement benefits to serve
as recruitment and management tools for these hazardous
professions. These benefits also were designed to serve as

recompense for those whose law enforcement positions involved
the following:

(a) Working long hours under arduous and environmental
adverse conditions;

(b} Working under physical and mental stress;

{c) Constantly exposed to hazards during the perfdr—
mance of their duties;

(d) Reguired to maintain irregular eating and resting
habits because of being on constant call; and

(e} Frequently absent from home and family for extended
periods in order to respond to emergencies.
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Since &all EPS employees are reguired to work under
the foregoing conditions, we believe that they should
qualify for the early retirement benefits now accorded
other Federal law enforcement officers and firefighters.

Although elimination of eligibility for non-EPS
Secret Service employees under the D.C. retirement system
would not seriously affect their future recruitment, it
would affect employees now covered by this system, There-
fore, we strongly recommend that non-EPS employees of the
Secret Service presently covered by the D.C. Police and
Firemen's retirement system be allowed to rétain these
vested benefits.

Sincerely,

. f/ikgzu /4 4{f54~;ﬁfh

-

Bette B. Anderson

Mr. Victor Lowe, Director
General Government Division
U.5. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548
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United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

0CT 12 1877

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director, {ommunity and Economic
Development Division

United States General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C.

Dear Mr. Eschwege:
We have reviewed your draft report to the Congress on the need

of Federal and District of Columbia employees to be in separate
pay and benefit systems. Our comments are enclosed.

Deputy Assistant Secretary
Policy, Budget and Administration

. araem e

Enclosure
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Department of the Interior Comments on GAD Draft Report to the
Congress on Federal and District of Columbia Employees
Need to be in Separate Pay and Lenefit Systems

From the outset, we would like to state that since the advent of the "D.C.
Home Rule Bi11" (Public Law 93-198), we have been supportive of proposals
and legislative initiatives which would provide for administration of
existing pay, retirement and other benefits applicable to the U.S. Par
Police to be under the sole control of officials of the Federal Government.

On the other hand, we have consistently, with what we believe to be sound
reasoning, opposed any proposals or recommendations which would signifi-
cantly alter or decrease those benefits which have heen granted by Congress
through iegislation dating back to 1861.

It cannot be refuted that some of the current benefits applicable to U.S.
Park Police are different and, in some cases, higher than those granted
other Federal employees. But, a mere comparison of those benefits without
exploring the reasons why any of the benefits, whether for U.S. Park Police
or other Federal employees, are appropriate is not based on a thorough
analysis.

A knowledge of the history of the U.S. Park Police, a highly professional
police organization. is essential in order to understand its current status
in the law enforcement community. Known as Park Watchmen prior to 1919,
the U.S. Park Police has been continuously on duty in the older Federal
parks in the Nation's Capital since approximately 1791. Initially, the law
enforcement duties of the Park Watch were restricted to Federal property;
however, the Act of August 5, 1882 (22 Stat. 243), provided "That hereafter
all watchmen provided for by the U.S. Government for service in any of the
public squares and reservations in the District of Columbia shall have and
perform the same powers and duties as the Metropolitan Police of said
cistrict.” Since that time, the duties of the U.S. Park Police have been
those of an urban police department as evidenced by a statement in the 1917
"Report of Chief of Engineers, U.S. Army," which stated, "The work per-
formed by the U.S. Park Police is that of any city police force..."

In 1919, the official designation of the Force was changed to "United

States Park Police" (41 Stat. 364), to adequatelv reflect the duties
assigned to it. Since 1929, Congress has increased the police authority

of the U.S. Park Police to encompass areas of the National Park Service and
otner Federal property within the environs of the District of Columbia, as
well as National Parks throughout the country. The U.S. Park Police, as the
the urban law enforcement arm of the National Park Service, also provides
police services in the highly urban national recreation areas in New York
and San Francisco. -

Park Police officers are designated law enforcement officers by the
Secretary of the Interior pursuant to authority contained in Public Law
94-458 (90 Stat. 1939). They are authorized to carry firearms,
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make arrests. conduct investigations; and are charged with the
responsibility of protecting persons and property in areas of

the entive National Park System. At the request of the Secretary
of the Interior or his designee, Park Police officers respond to
any arca of the Park System to assist in lYaw enforcement emergencies
when the Tocal park staff is incapable of handling the situation.
Every Reqion in the National Park System is provided with a Park
Police official who acts as an advisor to the Regional Director

in matiers relating to law enforcement.

The Park Police provide resident instructors to the Federal Law
Enforcement Training Center in Glynn County, Georgia. Its in-house
training staff provides specialized training in iaw enforcement

subjects to National Park Rangers and other employees of Federal
Agencies, as well as to State asnd local police agencies when requeited.
The Farce provides specialized training in horsemanship to represent:
at’ es of police agencies throughout the nation. Its motorcycle patrol-
men and supervisors provide extensive training in the operation of
potice motorcycles to other police agercies in the Washington, D.C.,
ared.

The Force maintains a highly-trained Special Eauipment and Tactie

Teanm within its Special Operations Force which can be deployed to

any aved of the National Park System in the event of a hostaye
situation, a barricaded person, or sniper activities. Certain Force
members in the Special Operations Force are trained to detect potential
or actual explosive devices through the use of detection equipment

and service dogs.

Sections of the report refer to Federal employee covered by the
D.C. Police and Firemen's Salary Schedule who are being paid
considerably higher than their Federal Civil Service counterparts.
This s misleading because the U.S. Park Police has no counterpart
in the Federal Civil Service.

The Par Police consist of uniformed police officers who perform

the sane level of work and the same diverse duties that any other
urban police department performs. The crime statistics for the areas
patrolled by the Park Police indicate the level and severity of grime.
These statistics reflect, of course, only a small portion of their
duties, The Park Police patrols on foot, on bicycles. scooters,
motorcycles, horses and in cruisers, helicopters and boats. Tne work
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environment includes urban park areas in the Nation's Capital,

New York, and California; and the park area: in the environs of
the Dzstr1ct of CoTumb1a, including three major commuter arteries:
The Baitimore-Washington Parkway (D.C. to Maryland Rt. 175}, the
Suitland Parkway (Maryland), and the George Washington Memorial
Parkway (Maryland and Virginia).

Public Law 447, B0th Congress, authorized the United States Park
Police to make arrests within Federal Reservations in the environs
of the District of Columbia where no other police jurisdiction
applies. This legislation was enacted so that it would not “,.. be
necessary to establish additional separate police forces in the
metropolitan area of the District of Columbia to police each of the
several Federal Reservations where State and county officers of
Virginia and Maryland have no jurisdiction." Pursuant to this public
law, with the approval or concurrence of the head of the agency,
palice services are routinely provided to the Agricultural Research
Center in Beltsville, Maryland, the District of Columbia Children's
Center in Laurel, Maryland, and Arlington National Cemetery, 2s
well as on other Federal lands. The Park Police may be called to
any Federal land within the environs of the District of Columbia.

Public Laws 762, 81st Congress, and 726, 85th Congress, ex.end to

the U.S. Park Police law enforcement authority at wWashington National
and Dulles International Airports. The Pava Police routinely respond
to Washington Kational Airport for bomb threats and will respond to
emergency requests from police officials at either airport.

In 1971, in a report entitled Evaluation System for Positions in

the Protective Occupations, the Civil Service Commission identified
the type of work performed by the Force when it said, "In terms of
job requirements, difficulty of work, responsibility, personal
relationships, and working environment, the U.S. Park Police is

that Federal Police Force (in the Executive Branch) which is the most
nearly comparable, in organization and scope of assignments, to a
metropolitan police force.™

The GAD report states that the separate pay systems established by
Congress for the U.S. Capitol Police, the National Zoological Police,
the Library of Congress Guards, and other Federal protection forces
result in unequal pay for omployees “doing the same kinds and

levels of work." The report implies that the Park Police is to be
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consiaered along with these and other Federal police and gquard
forces scattered among the Federal pay system. The duties and
responsibilities of these organizations cannot realistically be
equated to those of the Park Police. As previously stated there
are no Federal Civil Service organizations which could be construed
as counterparts of the Park Police.

Regarding the yriteria for establishing Federal pay, the report

states that pay should {1) be equal for equal work; (2) be comparable
with private enterprise; (3) be equal for jobs requiring substantially
equally difficult duties; and {4) be designed to enable the Federa}
Government to compete in the labor market for capable people and <0

be able to employ and retain competent people. We agree with these
broad principles goverring Federal pay setting, but disagree with

the report's recosmendation “that the pay and retirement benefits of
the Park Police be more consistent with its Federal Civil Service
counterparts by making the U.S. Park Police subject to existing

Federal Civil Service pay and retirement systems.® Such a recommendation
is not in keeping with the Federal pay criteria alluded to in the
report. Since there are no police forces in the private sector (all
police forces are a part of either the State or local government), that
basis for comparison 1s not valid. Furthermore, we must take

exception to the Civil Service Commission classification of Private,
U.S. Park Police, relating to a GS-083-5.

The basic element of the U.S. Park Police, and the key one for
evaluation purposes, is the function of the Park Police Private.

It is in observing the duties and responsibilities of the Private
that the full breadth and scope of the Force can be measured.

An essential task of the Private is the obvious one — the policing
of Federal park areas and grounds, the protection of visitors to
those areas, and the enforcement of Federal laws and regulations
pertaining to the use of these park grounds and facilities. This
aspect of the job can be said to be comparable to the descriptive
criteria for the GS-5% level in the Civil Service Commission's

GS-083 series standard. What s not comparable to this criteria,
however, is the performance of such duties in an envirnnment as
varied as Rational Cspital Regton and the other Nationil Park Service
areas in which the Park Police operate, such as New York and San
Francisco; the performance of such duties in an urban environment;
and, the performance of such duties in the uniguz environment of the
District of Columbia jurisdiction and other major cities.
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The effects of these three factors are:

1. Creatfon of a variety of law enforcement assignmeyts, including
cruiser patrols, foot patrols, scooter patrols, bicycle patrols,
motoreycle patrols, horse-mounted patrols, beach patrols, and
helicopter patrols.

2. Creation of a need for in-depth knowledge of legal processes

related to exclusive, proprietary, and concurrent jurisdiction, and

the necessary interpretation of, not only the Code of Federal
Requlations, but also of appropriate penal and vehicle codes for

the State of Maryland, State of Virginia, District of Columbia, and local
Jurisdictions, including those of other geographic areas where the

Force operates, i.e., Rateway National Recreation Area and local

laws for Arlington County, Fairfax County, and the City of Alexandria.

3. Creation of a need for operation in a social environment typical
of any large city, which includes the usual crime and social problems,

4, Creation of a need for acute political sensitivity due to the
nature of operating in the Nation's Capital.

The above circumstances far exceed those illustrated in the GS-083
series standard, which envisions preventive security in a federal
installation, such as a military base, or international airport. The
duties and responsibilities, then, are considered more comparable

to the next higher level, or GS-7. ({The determination that GS-7

+. the next higher level is based on the assumption that between

the GS-5 and GS-11 levels, Park Police should be considered as being
in a two-grade interval series, as is the case with the GS-082,

U.S. Marshal series, GS-1816, Immigration Inspection series, and
GS-1890, Customs Inspection series, all considered organizationally
comparable lines of work.) The appropriateness of the GS5-7 level

for the rank of Private is further reinforced by reference to criteria
in the standards for the three above series. The Park Police Private's
nature of assignment and level of responsibility is considered to

be comparable to the iliustrated GS-7 level for Deputy United States
Marshal, Border Patrol Agent, and Customs Inspector.

Regarding benefits, the report was quick to compare them with those
of nine major cities' police forces, citing a recent study by the
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Metropolitan Studies Program of the Maxwell School of Citizenship
and Public Affairs, Syracuse University.

(See GAO note 1, p. 58.)

For many years, the same laws have governed the pay, retirement,
and benefits of the U.S. Park Police and the District of Columbia
Metropolitan Police Department. It was logical to deal with both
Forces in a single piece of legislation because Congress had direct
responsibility for providiny them with compensation and benefits.
Again, we elaborate that we agree with the advent of "Home Rule”
(Public Law 93-198), this arrangement is no longer practical.

The report states that inclusion of the Park Police in the District
Potice and Firemen's Retirement System was done generally because
members of the Park Police were either former members of the District
Police Force or because the Park Police were performing jobs formerly
done by District Police. The Park Police have seldom performed
duties formerly done by the District Police. Rather, it has and does
perform similar duties in areas of its primary responsibility within
the District of Columbia.

The report implies that the only reason for inclusion of the Park '
Police in that system was to avoid ineyuities to personnel transferred
from the District Police Force. The report states that the legislative ,
history of the public law which brought about this change did not give

a reason for the change. We believe that this implication is

inaccurate, based on the following excerpt from the 1917 "Report of

the Engineers, U.S5. Army":

“4. It is recommended that a pension fund similar to that now
authorized for the Metropolitan Police be established for the
Park Police. It is provided by act of Congress that money
accruirg from fines and forfeited collateral is appropriatod !
to the Metropolitan Police Force as a pension fund. The fines
resuiting from the arrests made by the Park Police should be
segregated and carried into a separate fund for temporary
assistance for policemen who may be temporarily disabled on
duty or who may be sick, administered in the same manner as
the present Metropolitan Police fund. The duties of the United
States Park Police are practically identical with those of the
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Metropolitan Police and yet the fines resulting from the work

of the Park Police ($4,949 this year) are paid over tc benefit
another police force which had nothing whatever to do with the
making of the arrests which resulted in the collection of this
money, and which 1s a force with which the Park Police is not

in any way connected. The continuance of this condition is most
disheartening and it is hoped that Congress may see fit to
remedy the matter."

This recommendation is als¢ contained in other reports.

Senate Report No. 280, 66th Congress, 1st Session, on H.R. 9821,

from the Committee on the Distr?ct of Columbia, dated October 22, 1919,
recommended that the compensation of the members of the Park Police

be increased to place them on an equal footing with the Metropolitan
Police. Since it was the intent of Congress to equate the duties of
the Park Police to those of the Metropolitan Police and to compensate
the Park Police accordingly in 1919, the same rationale could logically
be applied to affording the Park Police the same retirement benefits

as the Metropolitan Police in 1924,

Prior to 1885, there was no authorized police pension fund in the
District, other than a fund from voluntary contributions. In 1896,
Congress passed an act authorizing that revenues be turned in to

that pension fund from the sale of dog licenses in the District

of Columbia. In 1901, a similar act was passed to further suppliement
this fund by diverting revenues that came from the fines imposed

in police court. This early legisiative history indicates Congress’
desire to provide a sound and cquitablie pension system for the

police officers of the Distriet of Columbia. This has cantinued

to be the intent of the legislators to the present time. Nothing

in the Congressional Record, committee reports, or hearings on the
subject of police retirerient has served to vehemently object to the
benefits accrued by virtue of the passage of the various retirement acts.

The Record indicates that the rationale for enacting retirement laws

for police of the District was based on a variety of reasons, some of
which were: .

1. The recognition that the police job is physically demanding and
requires optimum physical condition.

2. The realization that peak effic1ency declines as years of service

increase and that 20 years of service is considered adequate to
qualify for retirement,
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3. That police officers of the District should have retirement
benefits closely aligned with those enjoyed by police officers in
cities of comparable size.

4. That police officers of the District should be accorded benefits

comparable to those of other law enforcement officers under the
Civil Service Retirement Act.

5. That Jiberal retirement benefits are incentives that enhance the
recruiting of competent and acceptable prospective emplioyees.

6. That the hazards of the employment outweigh those of regular Civil
Service employment.

7. That good people will be retained in the police establishment
through realistic retirement benefits.

Current medical benefits extended to officers and members of the United
States Park Police are derived from legislation which grants the
United States Park Police the same right to free attendance as that
received by the Metropolitan Police (PUblic Law 83, approved April 26,
1902, 32 Stat. 152). In substance, these benefits include treatment
by the Board of Police and Fire Surgeons, without charge, for any injury
received or disease contracted whether or not received or contracted

r the performance of duty. Conditions existing for the enactument

+ Y,ws granting such benefits may be found in the House of Representatives
«pot #2174 of August 10, 1962, which accompanied H.R. 12727, a bill
aserding the Act of February 28, 1901, to ensure that policemen and
“.remen in the District of Columbia received medical care for all
injuries and diseases. The report stated:

"It is important to ncce that some measure of concern and
protection should be provided for the health and well-being

of the city's policemen and firemen, because of the advantages
accruing in the matter of improved services as well as the
speedy return to their jobs in cases of disabilities or illnesses
received or contracted other than in the performance of duty

is of no less importance to the attainment of a sound health
care program than the treatment of these members for injuries
or illnesses incurred in the performance of duty. This program
can best be achieved by continuing the present medical care
services not provided by the Board of Police and Fire Surgeons.
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Medical care for policemen and firemen and their treatment for
injuries and illnesses incurred both on and off duty has been

in existence in the District for 100 years without interruption.
It has served extremely well to maintain members of these
departments in the outstanding physical condition required in
the proper performance of their jobs. In addition, this benefit
has been widely used (and with great success) as an 1nducement
for the recruitment of candidates for these jobs."

In summary, since 1947, Congress has provided preferential benefits

and retirement rights to certain persons engaged in law enforcement
within the Federal sector based on the nature of the work involved and
the determination that these occupations should be filled by physically
capable young men and women. In 1958, Congress granted police and
firemen covered by the D.C. Police and Firemen's Relief rund those
benefits provided to persons in similar occupations under the Civil
Service Retirement Act amendments of 1956 for persons engaged in
hazardous employment, and also gave police and firemen benefits
provided to Federal employees under the Federal Employees' Compensation
Act (Report No. 699, 85th Congress). Since 1958, Congress has
increased these benefits to their present level to enhance the recruit-
ment and retention of policemen to coincide with the concentrated,
nationwide effort to upgrade the quality of police personnel, and in
recognition of the hazards and stress connected with police work.

In further support of the report's recommendation that pay and benefits
for Federal employees be controlled by Federal officials, we would like
to offer the following auditional information,

While presently our basic salary is determined at the Federal level
pursuant to the Park Police Pay Comparability Act (Public Law 94-533),
automatic step adjustments, additional compensation, and retirement
and medical benefits are controlled by the Council of the District of
Columbia. Under existing taw, the U.S. Park Police is excluded from
the labor-management negotiation procedures which determine any changes
to theso benefits. This arrangement is no-longer appropriate for the

- following reason: The purpose of "Home Rule" was to separate the
District of Columbia from the Federal Government. The District
Government should not be able to continue to determine pay, retirement,
and medical benefits for Federal employees who have no input into

any proposed changes.
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Additionally, the U.S. Park Police 1s no longer a "local® police
force. The majority of the legislation covering the U.S. Park Police
was enacted when U.S. Park Police Jurisdiction was primarily limited
to the environs of the Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. We

have law enforcement advisors in each Region of the National Park
Service, as well as field offices in New York City and San Francisco.
In addition, we have law enforcement responsibilities in various
national parks urder emergency conditions. This expanded role has
created some inequities in uniform application of employee benefits.’
It is {llogical that a municipality which has no vested interests
outside its borders should continue to make determinations for
Federal employees assigned'to other Regions of the country, and who
are under the exclusive charge and control of the Secretary of the
Interior.

While we realize that many of cur comnonts are rather direct, they

are nonetheless extremely important in order to-offset inferences,
allusions, and comments found in the report which are misleading and,
in some cases, inaccurate. As we said at the beginning of this letter,
we support the conclusior that the pay and retirement systems of
Federal employees should be administered by the Federal Government.
However, we cannot support any recommendation which would lower existing
pay or retirement benefits for either new or current U.S. Park Police
officers. To do so would surely detract from the high quality,
professional and efficient police services provided by the U.S. Park
Police to the visitors of the parks it patrols.
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THEDISTRICT OF COLUMBIA

WALTER B von HOTON WASHINGTON, D. C. 20004

ocT 111977

Mr. Victor L. l.owe, Director
General Government Division

United S.ites General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This is in response to your letter of August 22, 1977, with which
you furnished for review and comment three copies of your
proposed reyort to the Congress entitled “"Federal and District
of Columbia Employees Need to be in Separate Pay and Benefit
Syztems." We have reviewed the proposed report and attached
herewith for your consideration is a two-part report setting
forth our views and comments. Part I deals with the impact
and effect of your report in the event that it serves as the basis
for enacted legislation. Part II relates to technical points
primarily involving the language of the proposed report.

The thrust of our comments is directed toward the matters
diacussed in Chapter 3 of the proposed report. The recommen-
dations of that chapter propose actions which would remove
District employees from Federal Civil Service pay and benefit
systems or, as a minimum, require the District to pay the full
cost of ita empioyees' Federal retirement benefits.

We oppose the recommendations in Chapter 3 of the proposed
report. On the surface, these recommendations might appear

not only sound and reasonable, but as the report argues, consistent
with the concept of home rule as well. In reality, however, they
are superficial and fail to recognize important legal safeguards
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that have been established to protect employees from arbitrary
actions such as those recommendsd. Moreover, the recom-
mendations indicate an insensitivity for the City's moral and
legal commitments to its current employees and annuitants on
the one hand, and the serious financial implications for the City
of assuming substantial additional retirement costs on the other.
Cur attached comments expand on these points and fully explain
the basis for our position.

The District's new Independent Merit Personnel system is
currently under consideration by the City Council. This system
is being developed in accordance with the requirements of the
Home Rule Act. 1n the near future the District will adopt a
responsible and equitable system consistent with the requirements
of existing legislation and recognizing its commitments to current
city employees and annuitants. The intent of existing legislation
affecting the pay and benefits of our current employees iz clear.
Further legisladve or policy changes which would reduce such pay
or benefits are unjustified and must be rejected.

We appreciate this opportunity to submit our views and comments
on your proposed report and trust tkat they will be considered in

the preparation of your final report.

Sincerely yours,

Walter E. Washington
Mayor

Attachments

GAO note: Some of the comments in this appendix may
no longer be applicable as they relate to
matters present in the draft report which
have been modified. in this final report.
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Vievs and Comments of Walter E. Washington, Meyor of Washington,
D.C., on the Proposed General Accounting Office Report entitled
"Federal and District of Columbia Employees Need to be in
Separate Pay and Beneflt Systems.”

PART I Impact and Effect

The proposed report essentially raises two basic issues {1) should
Federal employees who perticipate in the City's police and fire pay
and retirement systems be removed and covered under Federal cospen-
sation and pension systems {(Chapter 2), and {2) shouid District
employees whose compensation and retirement benefits are currently
tied to the Pederal Civil Service System be removed and covered
under & City-operated personnel program (Chapter 3).

The conclusions ¢f the proposed GA0 report ave affirmative on both
igsues. The first three recommeridations (pages 26 and 27) are
intended to bring sbout necessary action to implement an affirmative
response to the first issue,

In regard to the first issue, we agree that the District of Columbie
Government should not be setting pay and retirement dbenefits for any
employees of the Federal Government. Such practices prior to en-
actment of "Home Rule” requiring the District to negotiate police
,and fire pay with employee organizations, were appropriate since the
Congress legisleted all of these benefits.

It s ultimately the responsibdility of the Congress to decide what
pay and retirement benefits these Federal employee groups should
receive upon their removal from the District systems. Therefore,
we have no comments concerning the merger of these employees into
the Pay Comparability system or the U.S. Civil Service Retirement
system, except that it is very unlikely that such a merger would be
enacted by the Congress unless existing employee benefits wvere
preserved on the date of the consclidation.

BE.R. Bill 6536, pending in Congress,does profpose major changes in

the District administered retirement systems, including some changes
for existing personnel and would provide for Joint Federal and
District participation in the funding of these systems. Much of the
ceriticism of the District®s retirement systems in this report would

be resolved inm the event that H.R. 6536 or a version thereof were
enacted. We support H.R. 6536 and believe that it should be enacted
by the Congress. It should be pointed out that the police and fire
unions are also in support of H.R. 6536 even though there are proposed
changes that would affect current employees.

In regard to the second issue, the recommendations {pages 39 & LO.) are
directed toward removal of District employees from participation in
the Federal pay end retirement benefit systems

(See GAO note 1, p. 58.)
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On the surface, these recommendations might appesr not only sound and
reasonable, but as the report sargues, consistent with the concept of
home rule a&s well. In realiity, hovever, they are superficial and fail
to recognize important legal safeguards that have been established to
protect employees from arbitrary actions such as those recommended.
Several Tactors contridute to this asses:ment.

First, the problem involving Federal Civil Service pension cost is
more pervasive than the District Government alone. No Federal

agency pays the full normal cost recommended in the report. As
reported in an earlier GAO study, st least ten Federal agencies that
are intended to be fully or partially self-sustaining currently
receive indirect subsidies from the Federal Government for Civil
Service pension benefits, ranging from $800,000 for the Parm Credit
Administration to $1.6 billion for the Postal Service. Since existing
statutes unequivocally support 7ederal subsidiezs {n practice, a
question shculd be ralsed as to whether e Federal interest Justifies
this as & matter of policy -- not Just in the District's case, but
geross the board. Iscolating the District from the rest of the Federal
section, as this report does, leaves the mistaken impression that the
problem stems from home rule when in fact it is a basic policy of the
Civil Service Systen.

Second, regulsr retirement payments made by the District do cover th.
cost of all pension benefits with only tvo mejor exceptions: the

impact of pay raises for active emplorees and cost-of-living adjustments
for annuitants. In the past, the policy of funding these items from

the Federal treasury has been defended on grounds that {1} Congress
authorizes pay raises for Civil Service persconnel that Federal agencies,
as well as the District, must by lawv provide; and (2) Congress adopted
the Civil Service benefit package wvhich awvards higher pensions as a
result of pey and cost-of=-living incresases.

To counter these arguments, the report recommends that responsibility
for deciding pay raises ana pension benefits should be shifted to the
District &s envisioned under home rule. While this propocsl is not
without merit for new employees hired after the city's independent
personnel stem {IPS) is put in place, it fails to address the fact
that for many years to come, annual salary end retirement costs will
be composed almost entirely of employees already on the peyrcll before
the new IPS is implemented. 1In our view, it would be grossly unfair
to make Distriect taxpayers alone shoulder the cost of pension benefits
“hat were approveo by Congress and made compulsory for current city
employees.

{See GAC note 1, p. 58.)
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This proposal simply shifts a fundamental irequity from the Distric.
taxpayer to the city employee. As such, it is unsound not only from

e public policy standpoint but from & strict legal interpretation as
well. Host current employees, for example, have alrsady earned

vension rights asince the Civil Service Systea rermits vesting after
five years ol service. 7To suggest thet benefit commitments made {n
good feith at the time an employee was hired need not be honored, in ¢
ny judgment, constitutes an outright ebrogation of an employer's
contractual responsibility. PFor this resson, many state comnstitutions
gspecifically prohibit pudlic agenclies from reducing retiremeut

benefits except in the case of new hires. Moreover, that is exacllv
the kind of abuse the pension reform legi{slation vhich Congress enac ed
for private retirement plans in 1974 was intended to curb (i.e.,
Employee Retirement Income Security Act). This legislation provides
effective safeguards against arbitrary reductions in the pension
benefits promised to employees., It explicitly prohibits retroactive
benefit reductions and only allowvs prospective benefi! reductions

under the most severe circumstances.

In addition, Congress ras consistent'y upheld the rigats of current
enployeeg under reorganization plans such ss home rule brought ebtout.
As the proposed report notes, the legislative history of houwe rule is=
not at all ambi&uous on this sudbjfect; the record clearly suggects
Congress intended thet retirement promises made to current employees
should be kept. Earlier in the decade, the UJ.S. Postal system under-
vent a major reorganization with a similar oblective of making it more
independent of the Federal Government. Again, Congress chose to
maintain Civil Service benefits for current employees and to continue
providiag large Federal subsidies to finance certain pension benefits
not included in the actuarial determination of normal cost.

In summaery, these recommendations would put the District in & position
of raising city tax burdens *o meet a pension funding standard --hich
Federal mgencies are not required to achieve, or to take action to
reduce benefits for current employees which Congress has repeatedly
considered unfair and improper. In our opinion, these recommendations
need to be reconsidered and alternative proposals developed which will
permeit the establishment of a flexible nerit system without severing the
Digstrict's longstanding relationship to rersonnel policies and practices
of the Federal Government.

It has consistently teen my position that reform of the financial
structure of our District systems should not occur at the expense

of commitments made to current city employees or present annuitants.
The progress of bringing about meaningful change must not force us to
renege on promises made in good faith and accepted as part of the
terms of employment. Further changes affecting new employees should
originate at the local level. .
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" “The "District Goverrment Independent Merit Personnel Act of 1978" is

‘ecurrently before the Council's Committee on Government Operations.
:ThisACommittee is presently holding hearings on this bill and it is

the intent of the Committee that the proposed merit personnel systen
‘vill be effective on January 2, 1979.

Thls b'll recogn;zes all of the options granted by the Congress io

. the Home-Rule Act. It is not envisiocned by the Council or the
“Executive Branch that the District's independent merit personnel systenm
~will be a blanket sdoption of all Federal pay and benefit ~ystems.

- The District will, in my opinion, exercise as much independence as is
practicable and yet preserve our curreat employees benefits as
_required by Sec. 422(3) of the Home-Rule Act. The District would have
a moral obligation to preserve our current employees existing benefits

, even if ‘there were no stastutory requirements to do so. Employees who

. are hired and serve many years of their careers under our current pay
and benefits systems have a Justified right to the benefits accrued
under such systems. To provide otherviue would create many difficult

‘b“situntions impacting on ewpleoyee productivity and morale.

Withdrewval or remcval from the U.S. Civil Service retirement system
.is one of the most importsnt concerns of our empioyees. There are
:many current District employees who, in the past, have worked for o
Federal agency and therefore have both Federal) end District service
ereditable urder the Civil Service retirement system. To sever the
DPistrict from this system would &lso sever the creditabdle service and
“make the individusl sublect to tve retirement systeams for different
periods of service. Also portability .{ employment opportunities
betueen the Federal and District governments is & very important
issue. . The District has the ability to recruit highly gualified and
experienced personnel from the Federal government because the benefit
.svstems, especially health, life and retirement are the same.

Fur the above reasons it is our opinion that the recommendations con-
cerning the District of Columbia being removed from all Federal
benefit progrems are unjustified, ill-advised and must be rejected.

(See GAO note 1 below.)

GAO notes: 1. The deleted comments relate to matters
D discussed in the draft report but revised
in this final report.

2. Page references in these appendixes refer

to the draft report and may not correspond
to this final report.
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