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COMPENSATION FOR SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM
EMPLOYEES

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 1967

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER AND CIVIL SERVICE

OF THE COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10 a.m., Hon. David N.
Henderson (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. A
Mr. HENDERSON. The subcommittee will come to order.
The Manpower and Civil Service Subcommittee is meeting this

morning in public hearing to consider the position classification
and pay rates of local board and appeal board employees of the
Selective Service System.
H.R. 3902, introduced by Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania, and H.R.

10718, which I introduced, would "provide for the uniform application
of the position classification and General Schedule pay rate pro-
visions of title 5, United States Code, to all employees of the Se-
lective Service System."
Employees of the Selective Service System have their compensation

fixed in accordance with the Classification Act of 1949, as amended,
except that, and I quote:
The compensation of employees of local boards and appeal boards may be

fixed without regard to the Classification Act.

As a result of hearings in April 1966 on this subject by the Sub-
committee on Civil Service under the chairmanship of Hon. Lindley
Beckworth, a request was made for a joint study by the U.S. Civil
Service Commission and the Selective Service System regarding the
pay of the local and appeal boards personnel of the Selective Service
System. The report was submitted to the committee in January 1967.
A summary review of the joint report indicates that there are some

7,800 local board employees working under 56 different State compen-
sation systems. The average pay in 1966 for local board clerks for the
State of New York, according to this report, was $4,184 per year;
yet in the neighboring State of Vermont the local board clerks were
paid $5,001 per year.
In another comparison the report shows that postal clerks at the

PFS-4 level exceed the pay of comparable Selective Service clerks in
several States by as much as $1,541 a year.
We are glad to have the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission

and the Director of the Selective Service System present this morning.
I have indicated to both gentlemen that the hearing should provide a
means for them to show the members any personnel administrative
changes that have resulted from their joint survey, as well as their
comments on the need for legislation as reflected in the two bills
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before the subcommittee; namely, H.R. 3902 and H.R. 10718, which
bills, without objection, will be included in the record at this point.
(H.R. 3902 and H.R. 10718 follow:)

[H.R. 3902, 90th Cong., first sess.]

A BILL To extend the application of the Classification Act of 1949 to certain positions in, and employees
of, the executive branch of the Government

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 201(b) of the Classification Act of
1949 (5 U.S.C., sec. 1081(b)) is amended to read as follows:
"(b) Subject to the exemption specified in section 202, and except as provided

in sections 204 and 205, this Act shall apply to all civilian positions, officers, and
employees in or under the departments, including positions in local boards and
appeal boards within the Selective Service System and employees occupying
such positions."

SEC. 2. So much of section 10(b) (4) of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act (50 App. U.S.C., sec. 460(b) (4)) as precedes the words "That any
officer" is amended to read as follows: `(4) to appoint, and to fix, in accordance
with the Classification Act of 1949, the compensation of such officers, agents, and
employees (including employees of local boards and appeal boards) as he may
deem necessary to carry out the provisions of this title: Provided,".
SEC. 3. The rate of basic compensation of each employee appointed to a position

in a local board or in an appeal board within the Selective Service System prior
to the effective date of this Act shall be adjusted, as of such date, as follows:
(1) If the rate of basic compensation of such employee is equal to any scheduled

rate for the grade to which the position of such employee is allocated, such rate
of basic compensation shall be the new rate of basic compensation for such
employee;
(2) If the rate of basic compensation of such employee is less than the mini-

mum scheduled rate for the grade to which the position of such employee is allo-
cated, such minimum rate shall be the new rate basic compensation for such
employee;
(3) If the rate of basic compensation of such employee falls between any two

scheduled rates for the grade to which the position of such employee is allocated,
the higher of such two rates shall be the new rate of basic compensation for such
employee; and
(4) If the rate of basic compensation of such employee is greater than the

maximum scheduled rate for the grade to which the position of such employee is
allocated, such rate of basic compensation shall be the new rate of basic compensa-
tion for such employee.
SEC. 4. This Act shall take effect at the beginning of the first pay period which

begins more than ninety days after the date of enactment of this Act.

[H.R. 10718, 90th Cong., first sass.]

A BILL To provide for the uniform application of the position classification and General Schedule pay rate
provisions of title 5, United States Code, to all employees of the Selective Service System, and for other
purposes

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 5102(b) of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by inserting immediately before the period at the end thereof ",
including positions and employees of the Selective Service System and positions
and employees of the local boards and appeal boards of that System".

SEC. 2. The rate of basic pay of each employee in a position under a local
board or appeal board of the Selective Service System on and immediately prior
to the effective date of this section shall be adjusted, as of such effective date, as
follows:
(1) If the rate of basic pay of such employee is equal to a scheduled rate of that

grade of the General Schedule in section 5332 of title 5, United States Code, in
which his position is placed, such rate of basic pay shall be the new rate of basic
pay for such employee.
(2) If the rate of basic pay of such employee is less than the minimum scheduled

rate of that grade of the General Schedule in which his position is placed, such
minimum rate shall be the new rate of basic pay for such employee.
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(3) If the rate of basic pay of such employee is between any two scheduled rates
of that grade of the General Schedule in which his position is placed, the higher of
such two rates shall be the new rate of basic pay for such employee.
(4) If the rate of basic pay of such employee is higher than the maximum

scheduled rate of that grade of the General Schedule in which his position is placed,
such rate of basic pay shall continue to be the rate of basic pay for such employee.

SEC. 3. That part of section 10(b) (4) of the Universal Military Training and
Service Act (50 App. U.S.C. 460 (b) (4)) which precedes the words "That any
officer on the active or retired list of the armed forces" is amended to read as
'follows:

"(4) to appoint, and fix, in accordance with the provisions of chapter 51
and subchapter III of chapter 53 of title 5, United States Code, relating to
classification and General Schedule pay rates, the basic pay of such officers,
agents, and employees (including employees of local boards and appeal
boards) as he may deem necessary to carry out the provisions of this title:
Provided,".

SEC. 4. The foregoing provisions of this Act shall become effective at the be-
'ginning of the first pay period which begins on or after the ninetieth day following
the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. HENDERSON. We will first hear from Mr. Macy, to be followed
'by General Hershey.

Mr. Macy-, it is always a pleasure to have you before the committee
-and we will be glad to hear from you.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. MACY, JR., CHAIRMAN, CIVIL

SERVICE COMMISSION, ACCOMPANIED BY HAROLD H. LEIGH,

CHIEF, POLICY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION, BUREAU OF POLICIES

AND STANDARDS; AND FRANK S. MELLOR, PAY SYSTEMS SEC-

TION, BUREAU OF POLICIES AND STANDARDS

Mr. MACY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate
-very much your inviting me to come this morning to express the
'Commission's views on H.R. 10718, a bill to provide for the uniform
application of the position classification and general schedule pay
-rate provisions of title 5, United States Code, to all employees of the
.Selective Service System, and for other purposes.

As you have indicated, H.R. 10718, introduced by you, and H.R.
3902, a similar bill introduced by Mr. Byrne of Pennsylvania, would
bring the local and appeal board clerks of the Selective Service System
whose pay is now fixed administratively by the Selective Service
System, under the classification provisions of chapter 51 of title 5,
United States Code, and under the pay scales of the general schedule.
'The Civil Service Commission favors the purpose of H.R. 10718.

For many years, the Civil Service Commission has been concerned
about the pay of local board clerks of the Selective Service System,
but the view has prevailed in the past that the salary rates for these
employees must be fixed administratively in order to preserve the
local community character of the selective service boards.
We now support these proposals to have the position of local board

clerks classified under the regular classification system and to pay the
clerks in accordance with the general schedule which applies to
nearly all other clerical employees in the Federal service.
In October 1966 there were some 7,815 local board employees and

52 appeal board employees in the Selective Service System whose
pay rates were fixed administratively under authority of section
10(b) of the Universal Military Training and Service Act. With respect
to other aspects of their employment, such as retirement, annual



4

and sick leave, and competitive status, employees of local and appeal
boards of the Selective Service System are treated in the same manner
as other civil service employees.
As a matter of simple justice, the Commission believes that these

employees should be paid in accordance with the general classification
system and the general schedule in the same manner as other Federal
employees. It is the decided policy of the Government to pay clerical
employees nationwide salary rates fixed on the basis of the level of
duty and responsibility of their positions. We see no justification for
continuing an exception which works to the disadvantage of a large
number of the local board clerks of the Selective Service System who
are performing duties which are so important to the Nation.
Last year, in response to a request of this committee, the Selective

Service System and the Civil Service Commission undertook a joint
study of the pay of local and appeal board clerical personnel. A report
on this study was submitted to the committee in January of this year.
The study showed a great variation in salary rates among clerks doing
essentially the same job in different locations in the country, but these
variations did not, in general, bear a rational, systematic relationship
to prevailing rates in private industry in the locality. On the average,
but with many variations from city to city, salaries for clerks in metro-
politan areas approximated those for employees under the general
schedule. But, in smaller cities and rural areas, the average salary for
local board clerks was significantly lower than salaries under the
general schedule.
The report also showed that pay and pay systems varied widely

among States. For substantially the same positions, average State
salaries in metropolitan areas ranged from $4,500 to $6,000, and in
rural areas, from about $3,800 to about $5,000.
In a number of localities salary rates for local board clerks were

found to be very low. In some instances they were equal to the lowest
rates in the GS-1 salary range.
In light of the established principles for fixing salaries for Federal

employees, we believe that the regular classification system and the
general schedule should be applied to local board and appeal board
clerks.
To accomplish this objective, we recommend enactment of H.R.

10718, but with technical revisions along the lines of the language
attached to this statement.
This language would amend section 10(b) (4) of the Military Selec-

tive Service Act of 1967—Public Law 90-40—formerly the Universal
Military Training. and Service Act, so as to eliminate the present
provision authorizing an exception to the Classification Act if 1949, as
amended. The authority for the exception having been removed, the
provisions of chapter 51 of title 5 and the general schedule would
automatically apply.
The language we propose does not include conversion provisions be-

cause regulations of the Commission issued under authority of section
5334(d) of title 5 of the United States Code are adequate to take care
of the conversion. Under these regulations an employee, paid less than
the minimum appropriate for the general schedule grade, would have
his salary increased to the minimum for the grade. Others would have
their salaries adjusted to the nearest rate which is not less than their
existing rate. An employee paid more than the maximum rate would
retain his existing salary.
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The proposed language would provide that the conversion would
take place on a date specified by the Director of the Selective Service
but no later than the first day of the first pay period which begins
more than 12 months after the date of enactment. We believe that it
is important to allow this flexibility in the timing of the change. An
adequate period must be allowed to permit the orderly classification
of the positions, including time for the Civil Service Commission to
prepare classification guides which might be found necessary. The
maximum 12-month period allowed coincides with that which was
allowed in 1954 for changing the pay treatment of the employee in
crafts, trades, and labor positions which had been under the former
CPC schedule that was then abolished.
I shall be pleased to answer any questions that you have.
Mr. HENDERSON. I would suggest that the suggested substitute

language for H.R. 10718, attached, be printed in the record at this
point, to complete your statement.
(The document referred to follows)

SUGGESTED SUBSTITUTE LANGUAGE FOR H.R. 10718

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of
America in Congress assembled, That section 10(b)(4) of the Military Selective
Service Act of 1967 (50 App. U.S.C. 460(b) (4)) is amended by striking the first
proviso and the word "further" in the second proviso and by amending the language
preceding the first proviso to read:
"(4) to appoint officers, agents, and employees as he considers necessary to

carry out the provisions of this title and to fix their compensation:".
Sec. 2. The amendment made by the first section of this Act shall become

effective on the date specified by the Director of Selective Service, but not later
than the first day of the first pay period which begins more than twelve months
after the date of enactment of this Act.

Mr. HENDERSON. Perhaps, Chairman Macy, it would be well for
me, at this time, to explain what some might consider undue delay in
the action of this subcommittee in receiving the joint report in
January and not calling hearings on this subject until this time.
I think most everyone here will recognize that the Selective Service

Act, as I refer to it, was under review by the House Armed Services
Committee this year, and has been revised and such revisions are
now enacted into law. It was the feeling of the Civil Service Committee
that we ought to wait and see what action was taken by the Congress
with regard to the basic law before we proceeded to take a look at
pay provisions, and while the so-called pay bill was before the Pay
Subcommittee and then the full Post Office and Civil Service Com-
mittee, I explored the possibility of taking the action, or some action,
with regard to the uniform pay procedure. I think I can report very
accurately there was quite an interest among the committee members
that that be done. However, the hearings were concluded without
affording you and General Hershey that privilege, as well as others
who should have been afforded an opportunity to testify There was
some doubt that our action would be as wise and complete as it would
be if that were not taken up as a part of the overall pay bill Thus
consideration to go forward in that matter was not agreed upon.
Therefore, the hearings this morning are coming as quickly as we
could arrange them after the pay hearings. I think I could also say
that I do not anticipate that the subcommittee will conclude the
hearings, or action on the legislation at this session I thought it would

87-388-67-2
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be well for us to get the top people, you and General Hershey, in this
morning and give us an opportunity to focus on this problem; to give
you and to give our staff an opportunity in the coming weeks to take
a look at this. Perhaps early in the next session the subcommittee will
proceed with additional witnesses if we find it necessary It would
be wise to hear from them and then, perhaps, to conclude our delibera-
tions on what should be done after hearing all of the testimony regard-
ing this broad problem.

Just one or two questions, Chairman Macy:
In the Department of Agriculture, where they have local clerks

working in various counties over the Nation compared to the Selective
Service System, are their employees paid under a uniform system or
are their salaries set as they are in the Selective Service System?
Mr. MACY. The Department of Agriculture has employees in most

of the counties. Some are Federal employees; some, in the case of the
employees of the Agricultural Conservation and Stabilization Corn--
mittees, are technically non-Federal employees, but even in that case
the employees are paid on a uniform, national pay system with
grade levels that are comparable to the grade levels in the general
schedule. They call these CO grades rather than GS grades, but they
are built on the same structure as the Classification Act.
Mr. HENDERSON. The reason that we say technically they are not—

and I think you are right—full Federal employees, is the manner in
which those employees are selected, as well as directed by local
boards that are themselves not Federal employees.
Mr. MACY. That is right. They are boards made up of private

citizens who are elected by the farmers and their employees are
employees of the board.
In connection with other legislation, I testified that the Government

has gone so far in extending Government benefits to those employees.
that, in my judgment, they should be identified as Federal employees.
However, that position has not been shared by the Congress and they
continue to be non-Federal employees, but are covered by the Retire-
ment Act, the Insurance Act, and the Health Benefits Act.
Mr. HENDERSON. You were making the point I was leading up to,.

As I have studied the pay system, we find a very interesting system
where we have in the Department of Agriculture employees who are
directed by local boards; they are hired or selected for employment
and receive all of the benefits, including a uniform pay system of the
Federal Government, but are not Federal employees. Here within the
Federal Selective Service System, we have employees with all the
benefits except uniform pay.
From your experience and study of the Department of Agriculture

employees and their programs, have you seen any adverse effect on
the local operating efficiency as a result of their uniform pay system?
Mr. MACY. None that I have observed or have had reported to

me. In fact, the Department of Agriculture felt that it was necessary,,.
because of the close association of the people in these positions, to
have them paid on the same basis as Federal employees.
On page 12 of the joint report there is a more detailed development

of comparison with salaries of the county committee employees.
You may wish to put in the record—unless you have already in-

corporated the joint study in your record 
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Mr. HENDERSON. I would suggest the staff be permitted to make
that decision as to what is actually included in the record, but we are
certainly aware of the availability of the information.
I would like to know if you could give us approximately what has

been the percentage increase of a classified worker's pay since 1960 as
compared to the increases in the Selective Service Board employees?
Mr. MACY. I don't have that precisely, Mr. Chairman. I do have—

again drawing from the joint study findings—a contrast for the last
11 years, since 1955. Here we see that in actual fact the average rate
to the Selective Service clerical positions have been increased $1,731
or 58 percent during that period of time, whereas the fourth rate of
grades 2, 3, and 4 do show increases of 34, 37, and 43 percent.
I can give you similar figures for a period from 1960 to 1966 if that

would more adequately serve your purpose, but I don't have those
with me today.
Mr. HENDERSON. Perhaps we would agree that unless we asked for

something else the information you have furnished is sufficient.
Again, percentage increases do not always reflect what we are looking
for. I do think the table you have furnished as a part of the study will
be very helpful to the subcommittee and perhaps as we go along we
might want to refer to the actual figures and the percentage of increase.
Mr. MACY. The table in attachment 6 to the joint study shows that

the average rate for the local and appeal board clerks in Selective
Service has significantly improved in relation to the rates of pay
under the general schedule. During the period of time since 1955 and
since 1960, that is. You will note in 1960 the average rate for Selective
Service clerks was below 3,800 and below GS-2, whereas the average
rate in 1960 was above $4,700 and slightly above the fourth step of
GS-3.
The survey conducted jointly showed that the bulk of the clerk

positions in Selective Service would be evaluated under Classification
Act standards at about Grade 4, so this information shows that on the
average these clerks are still below the rate that would probably result
if they were under the Classification Act.
Mr. Chairman, I think it would be appropriate for me to comment

at this point that the position I am taking for the Civil Service Com-
mission is different from the one I took at the hearing before Chairman
Beckworth in 1966. At that time I advocated for the Commission a
continuation of the prevailing rate system on the grounds that that
system was more appropriate to the operations of Selective Service
in relation to the local community.
The Commission's position has been changed since the study was

conducted because the study revealed that there is no rationale, or
systematic method by which prevailing rates are determined and
there are widespread differences in variations from locality to locality;
that there is not a regular system for adjustments; that this is left
entirely to the discretion of the local management.
As we studied these positions and looked at them in relation to

Federal field positions, such as the agricultural positions that you
identified a moment ago, it is our belief that we could not see a suffi-
ciently clear difference in the operation to justify a departure from
the uniform nationwide pay system that the Congress has applied for
virtually all other clerical jobs.
Mr. HENDERSON. I fully appreciate the fact that your position

has changed. It was really mylhope, at the time it was suggested that



we have this study, that not only would the Civil Service Commission
change its position, but that Selective Service officials likewise would
come to realize that, after looking at the other Federal employees,
their system did not quite fit into the scheme of things just as you are
now saying is the position of the Civil Service Commission.
Mr. Macy, I noted in Public Law 90-40, which you referred to—

the Military Training and Service Act, as amended this year, the
creation of the executive secretary of local boards.
I wonder if you could tell us what changes have occurred in this

particular position, insofar as their civil service status is concerned,
such as the selection, the retention on the job, and other matters that
we normally look at?
Mr. MACY. That provision, Mr. Chairman, is still under study in

the Civil Service Commission as to just exactly what the congressional
intent may have been. Public Law 90-40 provides that an employee
of a local board, having supervisory duties with respect to other
employees of one or more local boards, shall be designated as the
executive secretary of the local board or boards, and then it goes
on to provide—and I quote from the statute—that "the term of
employment of such executive secretary in such position shall in no
case exceed 10 years. except when reappointed."

Executive secretaries at the present time are career employees in
the competitive service. We have a question as to just what effect
this "term appointment," if you will, has upon their civil service
rights. You see, an employee who served 10 years as an executive
secretary and was not reappointed as provided in the statute may well
be entitled to the normal statutory removal protections that exist
under the Veterans' Preference Act. This provision did not repeal or
supersede the Veterans' Preference Act. The proviso should, in our
opinion, be repealed as such a limited term of appointment is incon-
sistent with the basic concept of career employment in the competitive
service. Therefore, I feel that this is in conflict and in the event Con-
gress does not repeal this provision, and intends that such a career
employee should not have the job protection benefits referred to in
the -proviso, the law should be amended to include an express excep-
tion. This could be the addition of a clause "And provided further, That
an executive secretary who is not so reappointed may be terminated
without regard to the provisions of chapter 75 of title 5 of the United
States Code, or the provisions of any other law." Otherwise, the first
time there is not a reemployment of an employee designated as execu-
tive secretary, there will be a case of appeal under the provisions of
the Veterans' Preference Act.
Mr. HENDERSON. Realizing the problem that you do have, we

might suggest you keep us advised as to what your final conclusions
may be, and if you do recommend legislation in this regard, or have
problems, we invite you to keep us informed and let us assist you in
any way we can.
Mr. MACY. I will be happy to do that because clearly this does

relate to the issue that you have before you.
It may be claimed that the congressional intent was to take this

particular position out of the competitive service by placing it in this
special category, but the language of the statute is not sufficiently
detailed in order to indicate that intent.
Mr. HENDERSON.' I think we can see that this points up a problem

that you have and that legislative committees are not fully aware of
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the problems of the civil service system. It may be that the language
that would correct and amend this, by way of legislative recommenda-
tion from the executive, would come to this committee rather than
to the Armed Services Committee. It really doesn't make a great deal
of difference. I am sure it would get proper consideration over there.
Of course, we don't know what they intended.
I think we would have to find out what their intention was and try

to fit that into the civil service system. That is the reason I think we
would like for you to explore what the problem is and what your
recommendations would be and then, as our committee jurisdiction
might apply, we would be delighted to work on this problem.
Mr. MACY. It might be contended, Mr. Chairman, that this was

an indication of congressional intent, that they wish to remove certain
positions from the civil service system in order to have a different
appointment arrangement for Selective Service. But, again, the legis-
lative language isn't clear as to just what the intent was. I don't see
how this could be used as a basis for argument that this is further evi-
dence that the Congress intends Selective Service to have a different
type of appointment and personnel system than the rest of the Federal
Government.
Mr. HENDERSON. I can assure you, as one Member, that I don't

know what Congress intended. Perhaps the members of the Armed
Services Committee, who have worked on this, could give you better
advice than we could. I do see the problem that you have presented.

This brings me to one other point: It is my understanding that the
Armed Services Committee has had consideration of the Military
Service and Training Act of this year and did not get into the pay of
the employees that we are talking about today to a depth that led to
any final determination.
Mr. MACY. That is my understanding.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Macy, thank you very much for coming before us.
Who presently sets these salaries?
Mr. MACY. These salaries are presently set, Mr. White, by the

State directors of Selective Service under delegation from the Director
of Selective Service.
Mr. WHITE. Who pays the money for the salaries themselves?
Mr. MACY. The money is paid by the Federal Government.
Mr. WHITE. Does Selective Service from Washington set out guide-

lines or does the Civil Service Commission set out the guidelines?
Mr. MACY. The guidance is provided by the Director of the Selective

Service System. The Civil Service Commission has no involvement
insofar as the pay of Selective Service employees is concerned. The
involvement is limited to the employment aspects and other aspects
of personnel policy; these employees are civil service employees
except insofar as pay is concerned.
Mr. WHITE. I presume these are full-time jobs?
Mr. MACY. These are mostly full-time jobs that are referred to

here. There are about 8,000 jobs that we are talking about.
Mr. WHITE. Could you briefly describe the type of duties these

clerks would have?
Mr. MACY. Yes; these are clerical tasks in connection with the

operation of the Selective Service System. In the joint report that I
referred to there is a rather complete description of the duties that
are performed. They involve keeping the records of registrations of
those eligible for Selective Service. It involves assisting the boards in
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the classification of potential selectees; maintaining the records on.
physical examination; making the arrangements for notice of induc-
tion; it is all very important clerical work that really provides the
foundation for the functioning of the Selective Service boards.
Mr. WHITE. Now, are these salaries that are paid locally as pre-

scribed and mandated by the State directors in line with the local
salaries for that particular type of duty?
Mr. MACY. That is the basis on which the rate is presumably set.

In our survey we had some difficulty in identifying just what stand-
ards they were using in determining what was an appropriate pre-
vailing rate.
In some instances they were using the Classification Act as an

indication. In other instances they were using State employee salaries
as a guide. In other instances they were using local government salaries,
or private salaries. The point is that there is no standard system.
Each State has done it in its own particular fashion. In other instances
there is certain irregularity in conducting surveys and making adjust-
ments; in other cases, it is very regular.
Mr. WHITE. Are there any inequities evolving from the differences

in salaries?
Mr. MACY. They tend to be place-to-place inequities rather than

any inequities among positions locally.
Mr. WHITE. Would these salaries be geared to the cost of living in

these communities?
Mr. MACY. The survey did not reveal any connection with cost of

living. In each case the State director has determined what system
he will follow. The assignment of actual salaries has also been left
to the State director insofar as individuals are concerned.
Mr. WHITE. Do you find in your studies over the country that

the cost of living does vary greatly from area to area?
Mr. MACY. We find that both cost of living and salaries vary from

place to place. It has been argued, on a number of occasions in the
past, that it would make better sense to establish prevailing rates
for clerical jobs for the entire Government, but the conclusion has
been reached that this would be exceedingly difficult to administer,
particularly with clerical jobs in the post office that are in 34,000
different communities, and a large number of other agencies that have
a vast geographical spread of their jobs.
Mr. WHITE. Have there been complaints from the employees

themselves that their salaries have proved to be a hardship within
the locale?
Mr. MACY. There have been complaints from employee organiza-

tion representatives that the present system constitutes an inequity.
I think you will find the record shows that the major employee unions
have supported legislation, such as I am supporting now, in order
to place these jobs on the same basis as other Federal employees in
a given locality 
Mr. WHITE. Let me ask you this question: In determining the

salaries of civil service employees, what do you use as a yardstick?
What areas do you base it on? Do you base it on Washington, or do
you have another formula that you use so you won't have disparity
in civilian jobs as compared to civil service jobs?
Mr. MACY. There are two factors that enter the determination

salary rates for clerical positions under the Classification and the
Postal Field Service Acts.
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The first is a matter of job evaluation determining the grade of a
particular job based upon the difficulty of the task performed, the
responsibility of the job and its relationship with other jobs. That is,
the means by which a grade is set.
Mr. WHITE. Do you mean in relationship to other jobs within that

locale?
Mr. MACY. Other jobs within the Government. So there is an appro-

priate internal alinement among the jobs within the Federal Govern-
ment. So if a job involves supervision, it is a step or two steps above
a job that involves no supervision so that you have that kind of
relationship.

That process of job evaluation determines the appropriate grade
for a job. Then Congress determines the rate of pay that should be
assigned nationwide to a job with that particular grade.
Now, the basis for Congress determining the rates follows the

'criteria that was set forth in the 1962 Pay Act; namely, comparability
with private enterprise for the same jobs across the entire country,
using 80 metropolitan areas as the factfinding base from which the
data was collected, then those rates are applied against the grades
determined for the individual employee.
Mr. WHITE. But you may have some great disparity between the

metropolitan area and the rural area.
Mr. MACY. YOU do. You do.
There are instances where the nationwide scale for postal clerks,

for example, is substantially higher than the rates paid by the private
sector in a small community, or in a rural area.
Mr. WHITE. Has there ever been an endeavor by the Civil Service

Commission or anyone in Government to try to find some compromise
between the cost of living principle and the uniformity principle?
Mr. MACY. The principle of comparability with private enterprise,

which really means meeting the marketplace rate on a national aver-
age, has been judged to be the best national policy yet devised. The
view is that the rates paid in the marketplace by private employers
reflect cost of living changes as well as increased productivity on the
part of employees.
As I mentioned earlier, there have been discussions almost annually

about the possibility of moving to some form of locality rates such
as we now have for blue collar employees, for manual employees. The
belief has been that both admixiistratively and politically this would
be very difficult to accomplish.
Mr. WHITE. The first impression I had when I came to Washington

was the great diversity between the salaries here in Washington and
other areas of the country. It would be most difficult to report back
to the people the salaries up here in Washington because they would
have no concept of the salaries. They would think that they are dis-
proportionate. I really suspect that they are disproportionate and I
•suspect they push the cost of living up for everyone here. I just
wonder if you would be doing an injustice to perhaps private industry
and the private individual trying to compete against the Government
on salaries such as are found in Government.
Mr. MACY. It works both ways. In some instances the private

enterprise salaries in certain cities are higher than the Federal
Government.
Mr. WHITE. That is on the higher grades. I am talking about the

.average grade.
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Mr. MACY. No; I am talking about all jobs. In other words, we are
taking an average when we set this national scale which means there
are jobs above that average as well as jobs below it. In terms of the
national market, I think, in contrast with El Paso, probably the
national rates are higher than private employers are paying there.
This is true in some other centers. In cities like Chicago, Detroit, New
York, the general information that we have is that our rates tend to
be slightly below the rates that are being paid in private enterprise. I
think our joint survey with Selective Service on their jobs also illus-
trates this because we find that they are paying quite close to the
general schedule in the large metropolitan areas but it is in the smaller
cities and rural areas where they have fallen far behind. I think that
the issue that is before this committee and the Congress is really
whether you include these particular positions under the umbrella of
general national policy or whether you leave them outside on a
prevailing rate basis. I am recommending the former.

If you conclude that the latter is better public policy, then it would
be my view that there should be a more systematic arrangement for
handling prevailing rates so that the adjustments are made regularly
and that there is more assurance of equity for the employees than the
present system seems to provide.
Mr. WHITE. I would just believe that there may be some area for

a revision or inclusion in the formula of the circumstances in the rural
areas, particularly as to salaries. There you are quite disproportionate.
Every area has to have a Selective Service Board. They do not always
have other services of the Government in a particular area.
Mr. MACY. They always have a post office.
Mr. WHITE. Yes, that is true.
Mr. MACY. We pay the same rate for a postal clerk regardless of

where he is, regardless of the size of the town. I really do not think
the Congress is likely to depart from that.
Mr. WHITE. Of course, the difference is that you have different

grades of postmaster, I think, and you do not have the postmaster in
New York the same as you do in a small town, for instance.
Mr. MACY. You do not, for postmasters, but you do for postal

clerks and carriers.
Mr. WHITE. Do you mean that in a town of 2,000 you would pay a

postmaster $27,000?
Mr. MACY. Not a postmaster. I am saying a clerk or carrier, you

would pay them the same rate in a small town where you had only
two or three employees, as you would in a city like New York or
Chicago or Los Angeles where you have thousands of employees.
This has been a matter of policy. As far as postmasters are concerned,
you are correct, they go from a high of roughly $27,000 down to a
relatively low level in the fourth-class post offices.
Mr. WHITE. Perhaps the U.S. marshal, the Postmaster and maybe

Selective Service are about the only exposure a small community
might have to the national establishment.
Mr. MACY. Then there are these agricultural positions that I cited

in response to the question raised by the chairman, where every
county seat has such employees.
Mr. WHITE. They are paid the same salary across the board?
Mr. MACY. They are paid the same salary across the board, based

upon the rate paid Under the general schedule for the rest of the
service.
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Mr. HENDERSON. If the gentleman would yield.
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. HENDERSON. Let me ask you this question: If you found in

your typical counties that the Selective Service clerk was paid less
than all of the other Federal employees working in that community,
paid less than the county employees working in that county, I wonder
what your idea of the pay system would be.
Mr. WHITE. Of course, I am just formulating my ideas. I don't

think under the system we have been talking about where they try
to tailor the salary to the community, that you are going to have
them paid less than your county employees because the county
employees would probably be paid at the prevailing rate. They are
not going to be paid more. But let's say you took, for instance, a
secretary, suppose you had a secretary in a community who was
paid $400 to $450 per month salary for secretarial positions as you
have here, whereas, most of those clerk positions in that particular
community might go for about $300; $450 in a little town would
be too much.
Mr. HENDERSON. I am wondering if the gentleman would yield

for one other question.
Mr. WHITE. All right.
Mr. HENDERSON. Suppose you found that the selective service

employee, the local clerk, was paid as much as all of the county
employees, and you were satisfied that that was the pay scale, but
was not paid as much as all the other Federal employees working
in that county seat, are you able to distinguish why that Federal
employee ought to be paid less than all the other Federal employees
in that local community?
Mr. WHITE. I would say perhaps the others are paid too much,

Mr. Chairman. If you are upsetting your entire economy, that is. I
am not saying uniformity is not a good idea. I am just trying to recon-
cile in my mind, on first impression, whether you should have uni-
formity or whether you should have the prevailing rate. I know, my-
self, in coming to Congress, I have bumped into this as far as salaries
are concerned. I was a private practitioner. I paid a pretty good  salary
to my secretary, but I could never match the Federal salaries that are
paid in Washington. I know other Members of Congress who have
gotten into trouble because they tried to pay the identical salaries
back in their home districts that they pay here in Washington. So
this is the conflict that we have, as an employer, from the people back
home. I am just trying to reconcile this. Perhaps if you go into a
community where the postal clerk may be paid way high, then the
other people in the community resent that because they realize they
are being paid less and they say that the Government is wasting their
money. I just do not know which way is the better system. It may be
uniformity is the better system.
Mr. MACY. This has been our conclusion.
Mr. WHITE. Let me say this, sir, if I may, and give an illustration.

I had the Vice President in my community about a week and a half
ago, as you know. We were also pleased to have you there, too.
Mr. MACY. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. We were driving from the airport to his point of

speaking. I pointed out homes along the route. The homes I pointed
out were $15,000 homes—I said "That is a $15,000 home," "That is

87-388-67-3
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a $20,000 home," "That is a $25,000 home." Well, he was amazed.
He said in Washington they would cost $100,000.
So you see it is the cost of living that I am talking about. A person

in one community on $400 a month can live in a standard equivalent
to that of one in Washington at $800, easily. In any community in
my State probably you would have to add one-third to one-half more—
probably half more—to get the equivalent cost of living, if you see
what I mean.
Mr. MACY. Yes. As I recall, the scale on the city worker's family

budget runs from about 85 percent up to about 125. So that you do
have a spread from place to place. We think as far as salaries are
concerned that that spread tends to be reflected in what has to be
paid in the marketplace. So what the secretaries are receiving in
your city and in others becomes a part of the survey, tends to pull
the average down somewhat, but it is offset by the communities where
the same job is receiving substantially a greater amount because of
the cost of living and because of the competition of the labor market.
Mr. WHITE. We get this same, problem in the poverty program in

my community where the people in executive jobs are making certain
salaries, and they know what the salaries of the 0E0 executives are
and they resent it because they feel that the 0E0 employees are
overpaid. However, let's accept for the moment this point of uni-
formity—and I may come around to this principle—one question I
had about the bill itself: You spoke about the various causes. If a
person is making lower than the grade set for that position then he
should be raised, but then in section 4 it says that if he is making higher
he will not be affected, he should stay there and not come back to that
position. Maybe this is a realization of human nature and you do not
want to cut him off because he has set his standard of living at that
rate. Nowhere in the bill does it say that henceforth if a new employee
is hired for that position that he will go back to a certain grade.
Mr. MACY. What I have indicated in my testimony is that the regu-

lations affecting conversion from one system to the Classification Act
operate so that new hires do come into the minimum of the grade 
Mr. WHITE. All right.
Mr. MACY (continuing). As is customary under the Classification

Act. But what we endeavor to do is to make sure that if there is any-
one who is receiving pay in excess of the range of the new job, that they
do not lose pay. This is no fault of their own. The scale over time,
however, does catch up with them so that they, in effect, do not
receive subsequent pay increase until they fall within the existing
scale.
Mr. WHITE. That is an exception to the principle, but in deference

to the—
Mr. MACY. This is a humane approach to make sure that the indi-

vidual does not suffer. As I cited in my statement, we had a rather
massive conversion back in 1954 when Congress eliminated a separate
schedule which was a part of the Classification Act relating to custodial
crafts and protective jobs. Many of those jobs shifted over to the
Wage Board system. In other words, they went on a prevailing rate
basis. Others were brought into the general schedule of the Classifi-
cation Act. At that time the Congress enacted a set of standards for
conversion which called for raising those that were below to the
minimum of the proper grade for the job they were in and for those
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above held tnem in a status quo relationship until such time as the
scale caught up with them.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HENDERSON. Chairman Macy, I indicated that we would

require about an hour of your time this morning. I want to inquire
whether you do have commitments that cause a conflict of time.
Mr. MACY. No, sir. I am available to you as long as it will be

helpful.
Mr. HENDERSON. I would like to point out to the members that we

have General Hershey from whom we would like to hear this morning.
Do you have questions, Mr. Hamilton?
Mr. HAMILTON. I have a few. As I understand the primary argu-

ment against H.R. 10718 is that it would not preserve the local
community aspects of Selective Service Boards. I take it, from
previous conversations you have had, that you weighed this aspect
heavily in the past. Why do you now change your position? How can
we preserve or will we preserve the local community aspects in
Selective Service Boards under H.R. 10718?
Mr. MACY. My view would be that the local community involve-

ment is reflected in the membership of the board, those that are
appointed by the board, and that the employees of those Boards
should be paid on the same basis as other Federal employees in the
area, and those other employees in the area are paid on a nationwide
scale.
Mr. HENDERSON. Would the gentleman yield to me for one question?

Do the local boards have anything to do with setting the pay of the
local employees that we are talking about?
Mr. MACY. No; the State director does.
Mr. HAMILTON. Is that true in fact? Does the State director in

fact set the salaries or does he call down to the local board and let
the local board make the determination of the salary?
Mr. MACY. Well, I cannot answer that.
Mr. HAMILTON. Isn't it a fact, ordinarily, that the local board

determines the salary rather than the State director?
Mr. MACY. I think it varies from State to State. That is one of the

problems we have. We have substantial variation from State to State
based upon the determination of the State director.
Mr. HAMILTON. In any event, you do not see any challenge to

the local aspects, preserving the local nature of the Selective Service
System through a uniform system of pay?
Mr. MACY. No, I do not feel that it undermines the local Board

leadership and community involvement.
Mr. HAMILTON. What kind of problems does this vast discrepancy

that you have described cause you in terms of employment problems?
Is there a higher rate of turnover? Is there low employee morale?
Are the clerks disgruntled? What kind of problems are there because
of the prevailing rate system?
Mr. MACY. Because of the prevailing system there are inequities

from place to place for the same job, which are very difficult to explain
to employees because there is no fixed system.
Mr. HAMILTON. Do you have a rising tide of complaint and morale

problem because of this? For example, no clerk in my district has
ever complained to me about this problem. We get quite a few com-
plaints, too. Do you have a great tide of opinion hitting you on this
subject?
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Mr. MACY. No, not as heavy a tide as on other subjects, but I think
that the representatives of the employees who will testify before
you are in a better position to indicate employee attitudes. I have been
informed by the leaders of those organizations that among their mem-
bers, some of whom are Selective Service clerks, there is a feeling of
discontent because they are unable to determine just by what measure
or means their rates are actually determined. So that there is an un-
uncertainty about it.
Mr. HAMILTON. But as far as you are concerned in your position, you

are not aware of any great problems caused by the present system of
setting wages for Selective Service employees?
Mr. MACY. No. I am really advocating this in teims of simple

justice. Now, there has not been an outcry of great magnitude about
the absence of simple justice.
Mr. HA MILTON. There are no great complaints about the efficiency

of the Selective Service Boards?
Mr. MACY. No. In fact, the testimony is that these are very dedi-

cated and efficient people, many of whom have been on these jobs for
a long time.
Mr. HAMILTON. Now, I want to go back just a moment to the point

Congressman White was pursuing. You are advocating now a uniform
system under H.R. 10718 as opposed to a prevailing wage rate system
that is now in effect. As I understand it, the reason you do not like the
present system is because the prevailing wage rates are not system-
atically determined? Basically, is that what you have said?
Mr. MACY. That is right. There seemed to be substantial variations

that have no rational explanation across State lines.
Mr. HAMILTON. Now, is it possible to construct a system, in your

view, where you would take into account prevailing wages and the
system would be systematically determined? In other words, is it
possible to construct a middle ground here that would be a rational
system that would not have the discrepancies that we now have on the
one hand, and at the same time would not have this uniformity which
does have some disadvantages?
Mr. MACY. The answer is yes. That was the third option I was citing

a moment ago. If neither of these poles is appropriate public policy
in the congressional judgment, why, it seems to me we could collabor-
ate with Selective Service in designing a prevailing rate system that
would be similar to the prevailing rate system that exists for blue
collar jobs, some 800,000 of them, where we have different rates in 300
different localities based upon what is being paid by private industry.
The reason I advocate the other approach is that for 96 percent. of the
clerical jobs in the Federal Government Congress has determined
that the nationwide rate is appropriate and I am unable to really see
sufficiently persuasive reasons for departing, for this particular group,
from that pattern. It seems to me that even if we have not had
a tide of dissatisfaction flow from this that there is the potential of it
because of the inequities in relation to other Federal jobs. Many of
these boards in large cities are located in the Federal building where
the bulk of the people with whom Selective Service employees associate
are those that are under the nationwide rate.
Mr. HENDERSON. Will the gentleman yield for a question right

on that point? I am sure Chairman Macy knows that I have announced
intentions to hold hearings on the wage board pay system in January
of next year.
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Mr. MACY. Yes.
Mr. HENDERSON. Right on this point, I feel quite confident that

we are not going to conclude our consideration on this problem of
Selective Service employees until after further hearings in January.
For the benefit of the members, I feel that I should express greater
doubt than you do, that after you find what kind of a hodgepodge
we have in the wage board system, unless the Commission is able to
come up between now and January with a better system than they
have been attempting to work out for some 2 years, that you will
feel more frustrations about trying to meet this third area, Mr. Chair-
man, than we knew of the simple system of uniformity.
Mr. MACY. But I refuse to be defeated and say it cannot be done.

I think it could be.
Mr. HENDERSON. Well, I must say- that anyone as persistent and as

optimistic as you are probably could do this, but I will believe it
after you show me what kind of system you have.
Mr. MACY. I know that General Hershey is also an optimist, so

I figure we can probably work it out.
Mr. WHITE. Will the gentleman yield? Does not the employment

commission in each of the States have within its availability the
ability to indicate the prevailing wages, or an index for each
community?
Mr. MACY. I am unfamiliar with it if they do.
Mr. WHITE. I believe they can.
Mr. MACY. Most of the data that is collected with respect to

salaries for the Federal Government is collected by BLS from private
employers. There has been data collected with respect to salaries that
are paid by State and local governments but that does not enter into
the determination.
Mr. WHITE. I am talking about actual employment commissions

like in my State, which has a very active employment commission
that publish periodically indexes of unemployment, and I think they
can do the same with wages.
Mr. MACY. I think the problem there would be to determine

whether the job titles that are listed there with the salaries are in
fact the same as the content behind the job title that the Federal
Government might have.
Mr. WHITE. This would not be insurmountable, with guidelines,

would it?
Mr. MACY. No. I think you could obtain this data. The principal

problem that is involved, as the Chairman has indicated, is how you
would really plot out the boundaries of each area. Where do you
draw the line? Do you stick to a metropolitan area or do you place
this on a county basis? How do you do it? This is the problem. You are
always faced with the claim of a unit that is directly over your bound-
ary where the rates are less, that those lesser rates are unfair.
Mr. HAMILTON. May I ask one question about the application of

H.R. 10718. In most of these selective service offices I am acquainted
with, you really have one clerk who largely runs things, takes care of
all the clerical work, and so forth. In my part of the State, which is a
rural part of the State, that is so. Now, under this law would that
chief clerk—I am not sure that is the appropriate title for her—
would that chief clerk be paid the same thing in a county of 10,000
people as the chief clerk would be paid in Cook County in Illinois?

1
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Mr. MACY. It would depend upon the standards that would be
used for classifying the jobs. I think my quick answer would be that
because of the difference in responsibility and the differences in
difficulty, that perhaps your clerk would be classified at a lower grade
than the one in Cook County. But if this legislation were passed, the
first step would be to go through and to classify the jobs, have the
Selective Service System classify the jobs under standards provided
by the Civil Service Commission and then determine what rates went
in with those classifications.
Mr. HAMILTON. Let me make the example less extreme. Suppose

there is a chief clerk in a county of 50,000, would that chief clerk be at
the same pay scale as the clerk in a county of 10,000 where the work-
load in those two counties would be enormously different?
Mr. MACY. Well, again I cannot answer that.
Mr. HENDERSON. General Hershey would probably have to answer

that.
Mr. MACY. Based upon our survey, it would appear 
Mr. HAMILTON. I am talking about under H.R. 10718.
Mr. MACY. That is right—it would appear that most of these jobs

would come out at about GS-4, where they have a primary responsi-
bility in a county seat.
Mr. HAMILTON. Just two other quick questions, Mr. Chairman.
Are these local Board employees considered employees, in all other

respects, of the Federal Government?
Mr. MACY. All other respects, yes.
Mr. HAMILTON. Except the salary level.
Mr. MACY. Right. They are under Civil Service, they are on com-

petitive status, under the Hatch Act, under the retirement system,
have the annual and sick leave system.
Mr. HAMILTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Broyhill.
Mr. BROYHILL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is good to see you

here, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MACY. It is good to see you, sir.
Mr. BROYHILL. As you know, I have introduced similar legislation

to this in the past and have been quite interested in it.
I do not have any questions other than maybe some comments

that have come to my mind during the questioning earlier.
I have not had a large number of these Selective Service employees

contact me. Some have, but they have always done it very quietly
because traditionally Members of Congress do not contact local
Selective Service Boards and I would think that also the Selective
Service Board employees have been instructed not to contact Mem-
bers of Congress about their work in general. There has been a general
reluctance on the part of these employees to contact Members of
Congress on almost any subject, for that matter. Of course, there
are relatively few of these employees around the country. Perhaps
this is the reason why Members in general have not heard much
complaining about this problem. I suppose because I have introduced
legislation of this kind in the past I have had a few letters on this
subject—I should say more than a few letters, quite a few letters.

Is it true that the local Board has relatively little authority in
setting these salaries at the present time?
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Mr. MACY. I think General Hershey can give you more details
on that. My understanding is that the determination of pay rates
is a matter for the State director.
Mr. BROYHILL. Thank you very much.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Chairman, could you advise us at this

time what the cost of the enactment of the bill, with your recom-
mendation as to an amendment, would be?
Mr. MACY. A rough estimate, Mr. Chairman, would be that it

would increase the payroll cost of the System about $2 million a year.
Mr. HENDERSON. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It may

be that as we continue the hearings we will have further inquiry of
you or will want you to come back.
Let me make this final point: We are taking a lot of time here. I am

sure you have seen the report of the House Committee on the Military
Selective Service Act of 1967 which reads, in part, talking about the
local Draft Board system:
The system is made up of people, both uncompensated thousands of local

Board members who unselfishly contribute their time and talent out of a sense of
patriotic duty, and a relatively small number of compensated people who service
the local Boards as clerks.

These are the Federal employees we are talking about.
The existing provisions of the law providing the manner for the selection by the

Governor and the appointment of uncompensated personnel and the existing
provisions covering the method of compensation local Board clerks are sound and
should be preserved.

Certainly, I have no argument with their statement that we should
continue the appointment of the local boards by the Governor and the
appointment of the uncompensated personnel. But they tie into a
conclusion that the existing provisions covering the methods of com-
pensation of local board clerks are sound and should be preserved.
Upon reading that, the staff and I tried to find among the hearings
what testimony the committ?e took to reach that conclusion. That is
the reason I asked you the earlier question. We have not been able to
find that they took any testimony regarding the pay of the local board
clerks. Of course, that is a matter within the jurisdiction of this com-
mittee, and it is for that reason that we have the legislation and the
problem before us.
Mr. MACY. Mr. Chairman, I did not provide any testimony with

respect to that legislation, although there may very well have been
some testimony from others, of which I am unaware. I would imagine
that that section of the report is in some way a response of the com-
mittee to certain recommendations that were contained in the report
of the President's Committee on Selective Service which called for a
substantial reorganization of the System to have a greater degree of
Federal direction and fewer local boards.
Mr. HENDERSON. For the information .of all concerned and to make

our position as clear as we can, I wrote Chairman Rivers when they
were considering this and pointed out the interest of our committee
in the pay of these clerks and that I was very hopeful that, as a part
of the system, they would take this question up. If they had, I feel
sure that all of us would have been glad to cede the jurisdictional ques-
tion to that committee. But, inasmuch as they went into this entire
matter so extensively and then reached this conclusion in their report,
without taking any testimony, frankly, I thought it was incumbent
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upon our own subcommittee and the committee to go into this matter
further.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MACY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. HENDERSON. We are delighted to have General Hershey and

his associate with us.
General, we will be glad to hear from you at this time.

STATEMENT OF HON. LEWIS B. HERSHEY, DIRECTOR, SELECTIVE
SERVICE SYSTEM, ACCOMPANIED BY COL. BERNARD T. FRANCK,
CHIEF, LEGISLATIVE LIAISON

General HERSHEY. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
I appreciate this opportunity to appear before your committee in
connection with its consideration of H.R. 10718 and H.R. 3902,
which would make applicable to employees of selective service local
and appeal boards the general schedule pay rate provisions of title 5,
United States Code.
Your committee is well aware, I am sure, that I continue to support

the present provisions of the Military Selective Service Act of 1967
which exempts these employees from the Classification Act of 1949.
I am sure you are also aware, Mr. Chairman, of the reasons why this
exemption has been a part of selective service legislation since 1940—
reasons which I consider to be sound and overriding reasons for
retaining that exception. Briefly, the philosophy behind this exception
is that it is important to the successful operation of selective service
that every measure be taken to preserve and enhance the community
orientation of the local board made up of local unpaid citizens and
compensated clerical help.

Insofar as possible, it is desirable that the local board clerk know
her community as intimately as local board members, who are re-
quired to be residents of the area over which the board has jurisdic-
tion. Even though local board employees are taken generally from
civil service registers, it is significant that the Civil Service Com-
mission has recognized the importance of community orientation
by agreeing that in one-clerk local boards they will certify for employ-
ment only residents of the county where the local board operates.
In June the President requested and the Congress subsequently

enacted legislation extending the induction authority under selective
service. Although the method of employing and compensating the
clerks of the local boards was the subject of exhaustive study by the
President's Advisory Commission on Selective Service and the Mark
Clark Study Panel, the administration requested no change in the
existing method of employing and compensating local board clerks.
In fact, the position I am presenting to you today has been presented
to the administration, and I was informed that it did not conflict
with any position of the administration.
Widespread concern over selective service during recent congres-

sional consideration turned, in many cases, to the question of the
relationship between the local board clerk and the registrants and
other members of the public. If problems of qualification for the posi-
tion do exist, meeting those problems requires a high degree of control
over the local board clerk position by the State director to insure the
clerk's responsiveness to the local board and to community and indi-
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vidual problems. It was obvious that during recent consideration of
selective service legislation the desire of the Congress was to mini-
mize these problems by increasing local and State control and thus
community orientation and responsiveness of local board clerks. To
this end the Congress provided for special appointment, reappoint-
ment authority, and limited tenure for chief clerks and provided that
they should be designated as executive secretaries.

Underlining and emphasizing the soundness of the traditional
reasons for which these positions have always been excluded from the
Classification Act, the Congress, in the recent act, took additional
action to further remove these positions from the application of
Federal civil service rules, particularly with respect to appointment,
reappointment, and tenure, to put these positions closer to the people
in the community they serve. This cannot be effectively accomplished
without retaining the flexibility in the existing law which ties basic
pay to community prevailing rates and under which recognition of
different degrees of qualification, workload, and responsibility can be
recognized on an individual basis. This recent action by the Congress
would, in my opinion, be completely nullified by bringing these local
board clerks under the Classification Act.
This was understood and recognized by the Congress as evidenced

by the statement of the House Armed Services Committee in its
report of May 18, 1967, that "the existing provision covering the
method of compensating local board clerks is sound and should be
preserved."

Since congressional action in May and June on this subject, I have
taken several steps to implement that congressional action. I have
drafted regulations which will put into effect the provisions of law
recently enacted relative to the position of executive secretary. I
have obtained from State directors of selective service their suggestions
on the range of salary rates they believe to be applicable in their
States to this new position. In gathering this information I asked the
State directors to determine local rates of pay for several positions
which I suggested may be considered as comparable. State directors
were also free to consider local pay scales for other positions they felt
would be comparable in responsibility and workload to the position
of executive secretary in various communities.
These reports are now being analyzed in national headquarters for

the purpose of developing some guidelines in terms of comparable
positions in the communities for the use of State directors in establish-
ing the pay scales for each of their executive secretary positions. In
addition to the qualifications necessary for the position and the work-
load and responsibility in a particular local board, another factor
which will affect pay rates recommended for these positions is, of
course, the restriction on tenure under the law just enacted by the
Congress.
I have also requested funds I anticipate will be necessary to put

these salary increases into effect as well as to increase the pay rates of
local and appeal board employees who will not be executive secretaries.
The regulations that I have in draft form will be issued as soon as there
is some assurance that funds will be made available by the Congress
to put the new pay scales into effect. It is my objective to increase the
pay scales of the new position of executive secretary substantially

87-388-67--4
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above the scales now paid to the chief clerk, on the average, and to
provide, in addition, substantial pay increases to assistant clerks.
I will not apologize for the fact that some factors, including age,

have rendered my visibility somewhat different than it was.
Mr. HENDERSON. General, we often have witnesses who read too

fast. Yours was slow enough for us to follow this morning.
I am most appreciative of your appearance. I just want to comment,

not necessarily ask you questions, because I am so impressed with the
last paragraph of your statement that I wanted to again say what I
did last year: that I am such an admirer of yours, both as an indi-
vidual and as a distinguished public servant, that I found it most
embarrassing last year to disagree on even the minor point of the pay
of the board clerks all over this Nation and I am rather reluctant to
get into a hassle with one who has done so much for his Nation and
who has demonstrated a love for all of his employees and for the
American people.
Your last paragraph points out that you are waiting for funds

from Congress to increase the pay of these employees. As an individual
member of the committee I would like to express my appreciation
for that action and certainly assure you that I will be satisfied to
wait and see what you were able to do through the new and renewed
efforts that you have made, and then perhaps take a subsequent
look at the results that might be achieved here. I commend you for
the interest that you showed in the joint study, and certainly realizing
the problems that you have in trying to establish the executive
secretaries in the new system that, whatever we do, we want to be
helpful to you. I assure you that our interest in the salaries of these
employees is to help them to do a better job. I do not know whether
we could expect them to do a much better job than has been done.

General HERSHEY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. White, do you have questions?
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Chairman, you have said it more eloquently

than I could. I have no questions. I certainly appreciate General
Hershey's appearing here. I enjoyed hearing him speak about a
month or so ago. I look forward to other occasions to hear you speak,
General. Thank you very much.
Mr. HENDERSON. Mr. Broyhill.
Mr. BROYHILL. Just one question. In your statement you said this,

General Hershey:
The Congress in the recent Act took additional action to further remove

these positions from the application of Federal Civil rules, partioularly with
respect to the appointment, reappointment, and tenure.

For the record, could you briefly enumerate what direction this
action took and the status of appointment, reappointment, and
tenure of these Selective Service Board employees?

General HERSHEY. Part of that statement referred to what I con-
sider the key battle that we have been through in the last several
months on many fronts, in trying to decide whether or not a partner-
ship that had taken more than a century and a half to develop between
the States and the Nation, in a very definite and important field of
survival, was going to be maintained or whether it be changed. NQW,
I do not want to overemphasize the fact that this is merely one of the
areas where it is being fought, but in the report of the President's
Commission which. the Congress did not see fit to follow at all, we had
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a great deal more centralization. In fact, we were going to have classi-
fied people performing the functions that the local board members
now perform. Therefore, I felt that there was a feeling on the part
of Congress that we were going to continue this rather unique partner-
ship which exists between the Nation and the States.
Now, they did feel, as all of us felt, that calling a local board clerk

a clerk was something that goes back to history and not to the present
time. There was a time when the fellow who handled—I guess he
still handles—the yards for the railroads was a yard clerk, but we
have gotten the clerical business in the last many years changed so
that it is no longer an executive person, it is an individual who per-
forms certain mechanical functions which is not what the local
board clerk does. So therefore I think the Congress very properly
felt—one of the difficulties of calling them local board secretaries
was that heretofore our secretary had been a member of the board,
one of the unpaid people. But just the same, for whatever reason
it had, the Congress decided to create a position, not only to increase
their pay, to try to in some small way indicate what they did, which
"clerk" or "chief" or "principal clerk" did not do.
So therefore I was directed, among a great many other things, to

make changes, all of which cost money. The only thing we happened
to be a little short on was money. But they did tell us to create this
executive secretary. There has been quite a bit of discussion and I
am sure the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission will not agree
with me, because I contend that the idea was to make the individual
responsible to each local board. It does not make any difference
whether it was a big one or a small one, or what, whether it had one
employee or a dozen, she was to become an executive secretary. There
is no question about the fact that you cannot pay the half-time board
clerk the same pay that you pay other people. But she does have to
know just as much as a person who is on a board that has 30,000 in it
because the events come up and she has to settle them.
So, therefore, I understand I have been directed to create the

executive secretary job. We have not created it because we made a
choice—maybe not a good one—of waiting until we got something so
that we could give them money as well as rank. Now, raising the pay
of the assistant clerks has been my responsibility and still is. We have
tried pretty hard to raise the pay every time that the classified people
got raised. We have had some limitations on money.
The Congress has had quite a difficult time being able to anticipate

from year to year over the last 25 years whether we were inducting
300,000 or 70,000. There is quite a fluctuation in trying to maintain
an organization. I do think I am under instruction to create the
position. Whether I should have created the position before I had
the money to pay them I don't know. I went on the other assumption.
I am hoping now that by Christmas we can have both the position
and the money, but I am going to have to get permission of the
Bureau of the Budget to go on a deficiency basis because I am starting
to operate under a budget set up a year ago with far different ap-
proaches to it.
The only two places that I spend money are for people and in

travel of inductees. Now, I do not know whether or not I have answered
your question. If I have not, will you please tell me.
Mr. BROYHILL. What I was getting at is, what changes were made

in the act that do affect the appointment, reappointment, and tenure
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of these employees. As I understand your statement, you are stating
that the action of the Congress in the recent act further removed
these employees from certain Federal civil service rules in regard to
appointment, reappointment, and tenure. What I want to know is,
very briefly, what these are.

General HERSHEY. We have gone through some development.
Remember, in the first place, the local board members hired these
clerks. Not only that, our people in National and State headquarters
were not under civil service originally. Now, this has been the growth.
The Congress in this act, we thought, set up the executive secretary as
a position. I would contend that they were permitted the right to have
the privileges the clerks had before, but, on the other hand., certainly
the Congress left no doubt about the fact that these were not to be
appointed as the classified people are because, in the first place, their
tenure was set at 10 years, but they did have the right to be reap-
pointed. The appointment of people for this new job was left in our
hands. We could not believe that Congress was trying to move toward
putting local board employees under the Classification Act.
Now, we have never been so that we fit very many patterns because,

in the first place, 85 percent of our people get no pay. There is not any
other agency that comes anywhere near doing that. In fact, one of the
things that disturbed me was hearing about how one other agency,
discussed this morning, pays its people. They pay people to advise my
unpaid local boards that they should defer people. I am not trying to
run other peoples' business, but it is a fact that the advisers in certain
agencies are the ones that are advising our unpaid people—and they
are getting paid for advising us to defer people from service.
So I thought that the Congress had not only sustained what we had

been doing but even pushed us a little farther, saying "Here are some
people that you are not only going to have to appoint but, if they are
not satisfactory, you do not need to reappoint them." There is quite a
little difference between being satisfactory enough to be reappointed
to an executive position and merely qualifying to be kept in a clerical
position where one merely does certain work without having the
responsibility.
Now, nobody holds in as high a regard as I do the local board

clerks. They have been the factor that, along with the unpaid people,
have made selective service succeed. There is no question about that.
But to try to find a job that is comparable—I can point out to you
local board clerks that are paid $300 or $400 more than some other
clerk, allegedly doing the same kind of work, but it happens she is
doing the same work as is done in another office where they have 1%
clerks.
The State director may rather pay one clerk a little more because she

does more. That is not in line with the question of having everybody
alike. We are a maverick, no question about that; but the job we do
is, also. We have a combination of military and civilian that nobody
else has except the military itself. They have perhaps more civilians.
Now, I do not know as I am making it clear but, in the first place, I
am trying to say that I do not think there is any question that it was
not the intent of Congress, so far as I could read it in this act, to
change, and if there was any change it was away from classification
rather than toward it. •
Mr. BROYHILL. What I was getting at—and I will not belabor the

point because we are running out of time and other members have
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some questions they may want to ask. Perhaps I could direct a letter
to you, General.

General HERSHEY. I would be glad to come and discuss it with you
at any time, if that would help. I am not always here but when I am
here there is nobody that ranks the Congress as to my availability.
That is perfectly selfish, do not misunderstand me. I am doing it

because that is the way I have to live.
Mr. HENDERSON. General, one point, if the gentleman would yield

to me. With regard to the provision that the executive secretaries
would, after 10 years of service, have to be reappointed. Was it your.
understanding—we will talk about the Armed Services, Committee
because I think that is where the real intent of Congress would be
found—that the local board, the State director and even the national
headquarters would have an opportunity to look at the 10-year service
of the executive secretary?

General HERSHEY. I do not think there is any question about that.
Of course, it is probably a little hard for its to see all the things that
work out, but the local board gets into it in a lot of ways. In the first
place, they can tell the State director they are going to quit work if
he does not either keep or fire the local board clerk. I mean, it is just
that simple because these fellows work for nothing and they can quit
at any time. That is one of the advantages and one of the great things
about it. I do not think there is any question that Congress had in
mind that here is a chance to resurvey them, "If you want to keep
them, keep them; if they ought not to be kept, here is a way you can
get rid of them," and it is not that simple when they are classified
people.
Mr. HENDERSON. I think this is a point that you and Chairman

Macy will certainly want to explore and try to come to some con-
clusion and widely disseminate your decisions before the 10 years
expire and you run into the problem head on with some of your
executive secretaries.
Mr. Hamilton, do you have any questions of the general?
Mr. HAMILTON. Do you feel that H.R. 10718, the bill we have

before us, would seriously compromise the local community character
of your selective service boards?

General HERSHEY. Well, I think I would say "Yes," although I am
a realist and I realize the world just does not 'hinge on one thing. We
are fighting eternally this question of encroachment in some way to
prevent the individuals on the ground from runn ng their business.
I have known the Chairman of the Civil Service Commission

for many, many years and he and I are very good friends, although
I told him this morning I was not going to need any• enemies pretty
soon if my friends kept on. Just the same, it is just one of the in-
numerable steps that goes on. For instance, it was horrifying to me
that the Commission last year was going to abolish the State—going
to put the Governor completely out of forming troops, going to have
it done in regions, going to have machines there, going to have people—
some more of these classified people that were going to do the classifi-
cation of our people rather than let somebody do it that was unpaid,
and that sort of thing.
I don't mean to say that anybody has got a great plan, but these

things, to me, are all part .of the encroachment, of trying to get the
decision as to who should go into the service made scientifically and
efficiently.



26

Poor old Selective Service never had enough money to be efficient.
Mr. HAMILTON. Suppose you have a local employee of a selective

service board who is not satisfied with what she is getting in terms
of pay. Does she have some form of procedure available to her to
appeal her salary level?

General HERSHEY. I think the first thing she would do is to get
her board to work on the State director but that isn't what happens
in the large areas. Now, out in Angola—I realize that is a little far
north--but up in Angola there may be some limitations on where
she can go. One of our problems is, one of the disadvantages of getting
into these centralized places and getting some nice housing, we are
losing our local board clerks because they are being stolen by other
members of the Federal Government who can work on them.
We are at least a small enough unit that she has no trouble telling,

any time she sees anybody from the State headquarters, what she
thinks she ought to have, and as far as that goes, my door has always
been open. They don't write to me a great deal, but anybody in the
Selective Service System can appeal. My telephone is listed and I
get calls at all different times about all sorts of things. We probably
haven't gone as far as some in setting up something, but if she says,
"I want more money," we would recognize that as a valid request.

Just like a registered person could say, "I don't like 1—A. I want
something else.' That is an appeal, in my book.
Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Chairman, it is a pleasure to have a distin-

guished Hoosier before our committee today.
Mr. HENDERSON. General, I think you have well explained some

of the frustrations that many of us get into, particularly in this area
of manpower. I can point out many areas where, if the executive
agencies had just the flexibility that you have with regard to the
selection, pay, and direction of the people, we could probably save
the taxpayers a lot of money and restore a lot of the historical sig-
nificance of our State and local government in this country. I am very
appreciative of those points that you have made.

General, I would like for you to know, as well as everyone else who
would be interested, that it was not our intention this morning to
press forward or to necessarily reach definite conclusions. It was for
that reason that we had not scheduled certain others, even though we
had requests from them, people such as employee organizations,
representatives, and individuals to appear before the subcommittee.
We thought it would be best to get on the record today the testimony
that you and Chairman Macy have so well presented to us with the
idea that early next year we would want to continue to take a look
at this. We perhaps will schedule further hearings and certainly will
afford you every opportunity to continue to study the matter.
I think we will be most interested and I certainly will ask our

staffs to coordinate with regard to the success that you have in getting
the money from the Bureau of the Budget and the Congress to im-
plement the pay, because we can do a lot toward enacting legislation
but, as you well point out, the money is going to be the most con-
trolling factor, anyway.
We are very appreciative of your appearance, sir. Thank you

very much.
The subcommittee will stand adjourned.
(Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned,

to reconvene at the call of the Chair.)
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(The following joint study with attachments was submitted for
inclusion in the record:)

JOINT SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM-CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION STUDY OF THE
PAY OF LOCAL AND APPEAL BOARD CLERICAL PERSONNEL OF THE SELECTIVE
SERVICE SYSTEM

INTRODUCTION

This study, conducted jointly by, the Selective Service System and the Civil
Service Commission, was undertaken at the request of the Subcommittee on Civil
Service of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Service of the House of Repre-
sentatives. The Honorable Lindley Beckworth, Chairman of the Subcommittee,
wrote to General Hershey and Chairman Macy requesting the study on April
27, 1966. A copy of each of Mr. Beckworth's letters is attached. (Attachments 1
and 2.)

It is the purpose of the study to furnish current information regarding the
salaries of local and appeal board clerical personnel of the Selective Service
System with particular reference to (1) trends in pay by States, going back to 1955,
(2) the comparison of salaries paid with those paid by other Federal agencies,
(3) the relationship of salaries paid to average industry salaries in cities where
community wage surveys are conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics and
(4) the recruitment and retention experience of State systems.
The salaries of local and appeal boards personnel are fixed administratively

by the Selective Service System under authority of section 10(b) of the Universal
Military Training and Service Act of 1948, as amended (50 App. U.S.C. 460(b) (4)
1964(A)) which reads as follows:
"The compensation of employees of local boards and appeal boards may be

fixed without regard to the Classification Act of 1949, as amended."
With respect to other aspects of their employment such as retirement, annual

and sick leave, and competitive status, local and appeal board clerks are treated
in the same manner as other Federal employees.

Bills have been introduced over a period of years to bring the local and appeal
board employees under the Classification Act. These proposals have been regu-
larly opposed by the Executive Branch on the grounds that paying the clerks at
local rates is important to maintaining the local community character of the
boards' operations.
There were on October 31, 1966, some 7815 local board employees of whom

5765 were full time, 1420 were part time, and 630 were intermittent. There were
52 appeal board employees of whom 41 were full time, 3 were part time, and 8
were intermittent. (Table appearing as Attachment 3 shows employment by
States.)
The employees of the National Headquarters and the various State Head-

quarters of the Selective Service System are compensated in accordance with the
General Schedule and classified in accordance with Chapter 51 of Title 5, United
States Code. This study is not concerned with those employees.
There are 56 "State" systems in the Selective Service System. There is one for

each State, a separate one for New York City, one for the District of Columbia, and
one each for Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, and the Canal Zone. This
study covers the systems for the 50 States, the New York City system, and the
District of Columbia system. The study was not extended to Guam, Puerto Rico,
the Virgin Islands and the Canal Zone, e_cept that the relatively small number
employed in those areas, (142, mostly in Puerto Rico) were included in overall
employment figures and in salary trend figures.

This report is divided into two principal parts, study findings, and conclusions.
The part on study findings is, in turn, divided into sections. The first section
reports trends in local board pay rates by States over the last eleven years. The
second section deals with State pay plans, the third section with recruitment and
retention and the fourth with a comparison of salary rates for local board personnel
with those paid to other Federal employees. The fifth section compares the salaries
of local board clerks with the salaries of clerical personnel of county committees
established to carry out the programs of the Agricultural Stabilization and Con-
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•servation Service. Data on salaries paid to certain employees of county govern-
ments and a comparison of local board clerk salaries with prevailing industry
.salaries appear in the sixth and seventh sections respectively.

PART I. STUDY FINDINGS

Section I. Trends

The salary rates of local board clerical personnel have increased at a more
rapid rate in the last eleven years than have the salary rates of employees in
Classification Act positions at clerical grade levels. The nationwide average
salary of local and appeal board clerical personnel has increased from $2975 in
1955 to $4706 in 1966. This is an increase of $1731 or 58 percent. This is the
increase in average salary for employees at all levels—typists, assistant clerks,
local board clerks, and supervisors. During the same period the fourth rates of
grades GS-2, GS-3, and GS-4, have increased by the following dollar amounts
and percentages: GS-2, $1109 or 34 percent, GS-3, $1271 or 37 percent, and
GS-4, $1586 or 43 percent.
The table in Attachment 4 shows the average salary rates and percentage

increases for all local and appeal board clerical personnel by State during the
period 1955-1966. Attachment 5 is a map showing the 1955 and 1966 average
rate for all local and appeal board clerical personnel for each State with the per-
centage change. Attachment 6 is a graph comparing the average salary for local
and appeal board clerical personnel with the fourth rates of GS-2, GS-3 and
GS-4 for the period 1955 through 1966. It should be emphasized that this graph
.can be used only as an indicator of change in rates and not as a measure of relative
pay levels because the Selective Service average contains salaries for a mixture
•of positions ranging from the most routine through supervisory positions. The
most recent figures in all cases represent salaries in effect after the 1966 general
pay increase.
In general, Selective Service local board salaries have increased rather sig-

nificantly over the last eleven years, and, at a more rapid rate than Classification
Act salaries for clerical levels.

Section 2. Pay Systems

Selective Service Regulations provide that "The compensation of all positions
in local board and appeals board offices shall be fixed by the State Director of
Selective Service in accordance with instructions given and limitations imposed
by the Director of Selective Service." (Section 1605.11)
The Director of Selective Service has issued instructions regarding the fixing

of the compensation of local and appeal board employees as follows:
"The compensation of local board and appeal board employees shall be fixed

administratively by the State Director without regard to the Classification Act
of 1949, as amended. In fixing such salary rates the State Director shall be guided
by such factors as (1) the difficulty of the work to be performed, (2) the rates paid
locally for work of similar difficulty and responsibility, and (3) the funds available
for personal services. State Directors also may consider the number of registrants
in the local board."
A broad area of discretion is left to State Directors. Within the general guidelines,

and within the funds available, each State Director is permitted to devise and
apply such pay plan as he believes is most satisfactory for the operations in his
State. Generally speaking the county is the geographic unit of organization for
the Selective Service System. With wide variations in the size of counties, and
with variations in the proportion of urban and rural population, the various
States employ different organizational arrangements and face significantly different
employment situations. These differences, and presumably the preferences of
individual State Directors, have led to significant differences in State salary
systems.

Generally speaking local board clerical personnel are divided into two or more
classes. Most frequently, a State system will provide for jobs with the title "Local
Board Clerk". Typically this clerk has charge of the clerical functions of a local
board and very often he is the only local board employee performing clerical
duties. Frequently, however, the Local Board Clerk is helped by an Assistant
Clerk. In some areas local boards are grouped together for office functions and the
group office is supervised by a Coordinator or Group Supervisor. Clerical assistants
performing subordinate duties are found in grouped-board operations and in the
offices of larger boards. These titles, however, are not standard, and a position
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which is called Local Board Clerk in one State may be called Chief Clerk in
another. The variety of titles and the variations in organization do not make for
easy comparisons across State lines. Nevertheless, every State has employees
who have full responsibility for the clerical functions of a local board.

It is difficult to generalize about the manner in which the salary rates for local
board clerical personnel are fixed. In some instances local prevailing rates might
be considered to be the basis, in others a comparison with certain local government
rates is the basis, while in a few instances General Schedule rates contribute a
reference point for fixing salaries.

More often than not, State Directors report consideration of local prevailing
rates—either private or local government—but in only a very few instances is
any systematic approach taken to fixing and adjusting salaries on the basis of
local prevailing rates. In many cases, the rates were established some years ago
and have been adjusted since that time periodically, consideration being given to
some extent to salary competition from other employers. About a third of the
State Directors reported no use of locality prevailing rates in fixing local board
clerk salaries. In a few of these latter States a comparison with General Schedule
rates is the underlying basis for the local board salaries, while in others no external
guide is apparent unless it be a general approach to making adjustments on the
basis of recruiting and retention needs and equitable treatment of employees.

Generally, rates for the same class of positions vary from one location to another
within the State but this is not universally true. About one fifth of the States
use statewide rates. Where different rates are used they are almost always higher
in the urban areas than in the rural areas. Very often rates are related to work
load by using the number of registrants served by the board as a major criterion.
More often than not, the boards with the smaller workload are in the rural areas
and are paid the lower rates.

About nine out of ten State systems employ a range of rates for each position
and nearly six out of ten report that within funds available, they grant increases
within the range on the basis of service and performance at a rate approximately
the same as that provided by law for General Schedule employees. Some States
which employ ranges report that they grant increases at a slower rate or a faster
rate than is provided for General Schedule employees. Some States use a single
rate or a very limited range of only two or perhaps three rates. In a very few
instances, it was reported that the granting of increases is affected by fund
limitations or the limit on the permissible increase in the average salary.

Section 3. Recruiting and Retention

Recruitment of local board personnel presents a problem in some places but
'States have very little difficulty retaining personnel especially those performing
the full local board clerk job. Some 23 reported recruiting difficulties but, of these,
only four related the difficulty to salary rates.
One State Director reported his recruiting problems as follows:
"Our main difficulty stems from the fact that there is little federal employment

in most county seats. Therefore, we rarely find a Civil Service register available
when we are recruiting. Invariably, we work the Civil Service registers with no
success then through the local board clerk and board members interest a few
qualified people in taking the examination. Very competent prospects are often
rusty in typing and have difficulty in passing the clerk-typist examination. This
procedure is time consuming and usually requires thirty days or more from the
date of resignation of local board clerk to the time we find a replacement, which
causes training problems because the out-going clerk does not have time to
orientate the in-coming clerk and we are forced to send our local board auditor
for one or two weeks to run the office and train the new clerk. This is one of our big
personnel problems."

Only nine State Directors reported retention difficulties and five of these re-
ported that they were losing employees to other Federal agencies. For the places
and positions sampled in this study, only in major metropolitan areas was there
any evidence of retention difficulties.

Regarding recruitment and retention one State Director reported that it is—
"Difficult to recruit for 31 of 92 local boards; these are located in predominantly

large, competitive urban areas. Actually, well qualified clerk-typists are found
available for 61 local boards only because we conduct an intensive recruiting pro-
gram on a local level and assign our own Special Members to conduct the Civil
Service Clerk-Typist examination. (2) No great difficulty is experienced in re-
taining well qualified clerks because of (a) their sincere devotion to duty (b) free-
dom in performance of duty (c) pride in their job (d) training conferences (e) in-
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centive awards. Difficulty is experienced in retaining Assistant Clerks because of
higher salaries offered by industry, other federal agencies, and shortage of clerk-
typists in competitive urban areas."

Section 4. Comparison with other Federal salaries

To compare the salaries for local board clerical personnel with those for other
Federal employees it was necessary to select some position widely found in State
systems to use as a key position. The local board clerk position was selected. This
is the position of a clerk who has full responsibility for the clerical functions of a
local board, either independently, or under the supervision of a coordinator or
group board supervisor.
The first step was to determine what grade or grades these positions could be

equated with under the Classification Act evaluation system. Four Civil Service
Commission Regions made a study of these positions in cooperation with four
Selective Service State Directors. The sample included urban positions, rural
positions, single board and grouped board positions, and positions considered by
the State Directors to be of greater degree of difficulty than the typical position
of this type, and positions believed by the State Director to be of lesser degree of
difficulty than the typical positions.
This study led to the conclusion that, with few exceptions, the local board clerk

position of the type described could appropriately be compared with Classification
Act positions in grade GS-4. Some few positions involving the most difficult
public contact work might on detailed study be found to be more properly com-
pared with GS-5 positions. For the purposes of this study, however, it was
decided to consider all such positions to be comparable to GS-4.

This sample position was described as that of the employee who, either in-
dependently or subject to the supervision of a coordinator or supervisor, has full
responsibility for the clerical functions of a local board, or for a major functional
segment of the clerical functions of a group of boards.

Excluded from the sample were—
assistant clerks,
other typing or clerical personnel performing work which is subordinate

to that performed by the sample clerk,
coordinators or supervisors of group boards, and
other individuals who supervise three or more employees.

To obtain data on local board clerical salaries for purposes of this comparison,
information was sought from each State Director in the United States (50 States,
New York City, and the District of Columbia) on salary rates paid to employees
occupying the sample position in metropolitan areas, two other classes of urban
areas, and rural areas.
In each State insofar as feasible and insofar as the different sizes of places were

represented in the State, information was sought from the largest city or metro-
politan area, another metropolitan area or large city where Bureau of Labor
Statistics occupational salary surveys are conducted, two cities with a population
range of 25,000 to 50,000, three cities with a population range of 10,000 to 25,000,
and five rural areas. Information was also sought from a small sample of suburban
areas. For each category the data were collected on a county basis. For metro-
politan areas the county containing the central city was used. The actual sample
was selected jointly by CSC and SSS headquarters staffs.
(Not all States have places in each category. The New York City System and

the District of Columbia System apply only in a metropolitan area. Not all State
Systems have positions matching the sample in each place selected to represent
the category.)
The tables in the text below show the average salaries for the different categories

of places and compare those averages with the fourth rate of GS-4 and with the
rate range for GS-4.
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The overall averages of salaries reported for the sample position were as follows:

Geographic category
Number of Number of Average annual
reporting positions in salary
systems sample

Largest metropolitan area 46 572 $5, 353
Suburban county 10 34 5,076
Other metropolitan area or large city 37 108 5,399
City 25,000 to 50,000 population 44 99 5,183
City 10,000 to 25,000 population 47 134 5,001
Rural areas 50 220 4,665

• The average of salary rates actually paid to employees in the sample position
in the various classes of areas compared with the fourth rate of GS-4 of the Classi-
fication Act schedule as follows:

Geographic category
Number of States in which aver- Number of States in which aver-
age rate for sample position age rate for sample position
was higher than 4th rate of was lower than 4th rate of
GS-4 GS-4

Largest metropolitan area 29 17
Other metropolitan area or large city 22 15
City 25,000 to 50,000 population 21 23
City 10,000 to 25,000 population 14 33
Rural areas 10 40

The average rates actually paid to employees in the sample may also be com-
pared with the range of rates for GS-4, $4776 to $6216 as follows:

Geographic category
Number of States in which aver- Number of States in which aver-
age rate for sample position age rate for sample position
was above maximum rate for was below minimum rate for
GS-4 GS-4

Largest metropolitan area 2 4
Other metropolitan area or a large city_  2 5
City 25,000 to 50,000 population 12 11
City 10,000 to 25,000 population 1 17
Rural areas 12 29

'One of these States is Alaska where a 25-percent cost-of-living allowance applies to the general schedule position. The
rate would not be above the maximum of GS-4 plus allowances.

The first of the above tables shows that the average rate for the sample position
in metropolitan areas is close to the 4th or 5th rate of GS-4, and the average rate
for rural areas is close to the 4th rate of GS-3, with the averages for the smaller
cities falling in between. The last of the three tables above, however, shows that
there is a wide spread of rates in all areas. While the averages for the largest
metropolitan areas run up as high as $6000 there are also averages of $4500 and
lower. In rural areas, too, the $6000 mark is reached in the average for the counties
selected in at least one State but, at the same time, there are no fewer than eight
States with an average of less than $4000 in the selected counties. This means
an average near or below the beginning rate for GS-2 ($3925).
So much for a general comparison of the salaries of local board clerks with the

salaries of employees under the General Schedule. In the metropolitan areas and
in the other urban places, there is no question about there being clerical personnel
paid in accordance with General Schedule in the same city as the local board office.
What is the situation in the many small towns in rural areas where there are local
board offices?
In many of the small towns, the Farmers Home Administration of the Depart-

ment of Agriculture has offices. In all of them the Post Office Department has
employees. A sample of ten States, chosen to give good geographic coverage, was
used for the purpose of comparing salaries of local board clerical personnel with
salaries paid by the Farmers Home Administration and the Post Office Depart-
ment. In each of the ten States the comparison was made on the basis of the sample



34

of rural areas for which local board salary data had been obtained. The sample
consisted of five rural counties in nine of the States and four in the tenth. The
rural counties in this sample then numbered 49.
The Farmers Home Administration serves eligible farmers and other rural

residents with credit and needed technical help on farm and money management
problems. It has county offices in 25 of the 49 rural counties sampled for this pur-
pose. In each of these county offices the agency has, in addition to higher grade
personnel, a GS-4 clerk, with the possible exception of a limited number of these
county offices where there may be a trainee at GS-3 who will be promoted to.
GS-4 as soon as she is fully qualified, usually after four to six months.
The range for GS-4 is currently $4776 to $6216. The fourth rate is $5256. In

the 25 places where the Farmers Home Administration has offices, the minimum
rate of GS-4 exceeds the average of the minimum of the salary ranges for local
board clerks by $944 or 25 percent and the fourth rate of GS-4 exceeds the average
of the actual rates paid to local board clerks by $556 or 12 percent.
The Post Office Department has clerks distributing mail and performing duties

at the post office window in all these places. In 45 of the places there are one or
more clerks in level PFS-4. In four places the clerk is in level PFS-2. On a nation-
wide basis the median employee in both PFS-2 and PFS-4 is in the seventh rate
of the rate range. (The specific rate within the rate ranges paid employees in the
sample places was not determined. Because advancement through the rate range
is automatic if service is satisfactory, it was concluded that the nationwide average
could be used for purposes of comparison.)
The range for PFS-4 is currently $5331 to $7276. The seventh rate is $6387.

In the 45 places where the Post Office Department has PFS-4 clerks, the mini-
mum rate of PFS-4 exceeds the average of the minimums of the salary ranges for
local board clerks by $1541 or 41 percent, and the seventh rate of PFS-4 exceeds
the average of the actual rates paid to local board clerks by $1833 or 40 percent.
The range for PFS-2 is currently $4552 to $6191 and the seventh rate is $5297.

In the four places where the Post Office Department has PFS-2 clerks, the mini-
mum rate of PFS-2 exceeds the average of the minimums of the salary ranges for
local board clerks by $772 or 20 percent and the seventh rate of PFS-2 exceeds the
average of the actual rates paid to local board clerks by $830 or 19 percent.

Secticn 5. Comparison with salaries of County Committee Employees

Widely spread across the country are clerical employees of the county com-
mittees established in connection with programs of the Agricultural Stabilization
and Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. These employees are
not Federal employees but they are engaged in work on Federal programs.
The positions of these employees are evaluated on the same basis as the positions

of Federal employees who are paid in accordance with the General Schedule.
"CO" grades are established which are equivalent to "GS" grades in terms of the
difficulty of the duties performed and the degree of responsibility involved. For
each CO grade, a scale of rates is established based upon the corresponding
GS scale but with three steps below the first rate of the GS- schedule. These steps
are designated "X", "Y", and "Z". On January 1, 1967, the lowest of these rates,
the "X' rate, will be dropped and the other two rates will be dropped in the
following two years. (A copy of each of to standard job descriptions used and a
copy of the salary schedule appear as Attachments 8 and 9, respectively.)
In each county, if there are clerical employees, there is typically a 00-4 clerk.

While an individual check of each place was not made, it appears that there would
be a CO-4 clerk in nine out of ten of the rural places which were used as a sample
for comparison of local board clerk salaries with Postal Field Service salaries.
The average salary for local board clerk in that sample of rural places, $4547, falls
close to the "Z" rate of the county office range for CO-4.

Section 6. Comparison With County Government Salary Rates

In some States the salaries paid to county government employees have been
considered in fixing local board clerk salaries. The Selective Service System has
emphasized the policy of community identification. Very often in rural areas the
local board office is housed in the Courthouse.
To provide examples of salaries paid to county government employees an in-

formal survey was made in rural areas in ten States. The ten States are the same
as those used for the comparison, reported earlier in this report, between local
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board clerk salaries and salaries paid by Farmers Home Administration and Postal
Field Service. Usable data was contained in eight of the reports submitted and
was as follows:

New York State
For the four counties reported, clerks in the county offices are paid annual

salaries ranging from $4200 to $4940, while the salaries of local board clerks in the
same counties range from $4463 to $4856.

Wisconsin
In the ten counties surveyed, the Deputy County Clerk salaries range from

$2040 to $3480; Deputy County Treasurer from $2040 to $3360; County Stenog-
raphers from $1800 to $3600. In this same group of counties the local board clerk
current salary rates range from $3560 to $4295.
Texas
In the four rural counties surveyed the deputy county officials' salaries range

from $2700 to $4990, while the local board clerk current salaries in the same coun-
ties range from $4856 to $5464.

Oregon
In the State of Oregon for the eight counties surveyed the Chief County Clerk

salary rates ranged from $4200 to $5760; the Assistant or Deputy County Clerks
from $3600 to $5280; the Chief Clerk for the Welfare Administration from $3912
to $5040 and the Assistant $3912 to $4320. The local board clerks' salary rates
in the same counties ranged from $4521 to $5753.
Alabama
In six counties surveyed the Chief Clerks for Judge of Probate are paid salaries

ranging from $3600 to $5520, while the local board clerks' salaries range from
$4219 to $5464.

Illinois
Deputy County Officials in the four rural counties surveyed are paid salaries

ranging from $2400 to $5700. The local board clerks in the same counties are
paid salaries ranging from $5027 to $5421.
Oklahoma
Eight counties surveyed pay elected County Clerks' salaries ranging from

$3800 to $5800; elected Clerk of Court from $3800 to $5800; Deputy County
Clerks from $2779 to $4666. Local board clerks in these same counties are paid
at rates ranging from $4989 to $6211.
North Dakota
Four counties surveyed in which county clerks are paid at rates ranging from

$3800 to $5680, while local board clerks' pay ranges from $4701 to $5133.

Section 7. Comparison with private enterprise rates

The Bureau of Labor Statistics Community Wage surveys include three clerical
positions of the GS-4 level: Accounting Clerk A, Senior Stenographer, and Tabu-
lating Machine Operator A. A comparison of the average salaries for these posi-
tions and the average salaries reported by State Directors for the local board
sample position (the clerk with full responsibility for local board clerical functions
working either independently or under the supervision of a coordinator or group
board supervisor) in 56 large cities' shows that in only 12 areas was the salary
for the sample position in excess of the highest of the private industry average
and in only 15 was it below the lowest of the private industry averages. In 10 of
the 12 cities where the salary for the sample position exceeded the private indus-
try averages, no average was available for Tabulating Machine Operator A. It
seems probable that had a sufficient number of Tabulating Machine positions
been found to permit the publication of an average, the private industry average
for that job would have exceeded the sample position average.

I Included are cities from two categories shown in section 4, above, i.e., the largest metropolitan area and
other metropolitan area or large city.
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Of the three positions for which we have BLS data, the Accounting Clerk A is
the position which overall has an average salary closest to that for the Local
Board sample position. For 56 cities where we have data on both, the Account-
ing Clerk A average is $5483 and the Local Board sample position average is
$5300. There are wide variations from place to place, however, and there are
some six cities where the sample position average is $1000 or more less than the
Accounting Clerk A average. Conversely, there are seven cities where the sample
position average is $500 or more above the Accounting Clerk A average.
When it comes to the salary averages reported for the sample local board posi-

tion in the smaller cities and rural areas we have no adequate industry salary
data to use for purposes of comparison. Nevertheless, the nationwide averages of
the salaries for the sample positions in these areas seem reasonable. While we are
not aware of any current studies which measure the relationships on a national
basis, it is generally recognized that private industry salaries in smaller cities
and towns are, on the average, lower than they are in large metropolitan areas.
The local board sample position average for the 25,000 to 50,000 class of cities
was about 3 percent below the local board sample position average for the largest
metropolitan areas, that for the 10,000 to 25,000 class of cities was 7 percent
below, and that for the rural areas 13 percent below. These differences seem
reasonable in respect to their probable relationship to industry prevailing rates.

Variation from State to State in the sample position averages for the smaller
cities and rural areas is considerable, however, and in some seven States (not
counting Alaska) the rural average for the sample local board position equals or
comes within about $100 of the nationwide average of salaries paid to employees
in the sample position in the large metropolitan areas, while in eight other States
the rural average is more than 25 percent below that nationwide metropolitan
area average. These differences are not explained on a regional basis. The average
for the sample rural places in Alabama exceed the averages for the rural places
sampled in Indiana and New York State. The averages for Connecticut, New
Hampshire, and New Jersey exceed those for California and Oregon. There are
wide variations in averages in neighboring States. Taking the rural averages,
again, the average for the New York State sample was $3978 while that for
Vermont was $4889; that for New Jersey was $6263 while that for Pennsylvania
was $4846. The rural average for Kentucky was $4268 but that for Tennessee
was $3743. Colorado and Wyoming were close with $3731 and $3917, but Idaho's
average for the rural sample was $5418 and Utah's $4623.

PART II. CONCLUSIONS

We can draw a number of conclusions from the data that have been assembled.
While no attempt has been made to list them in order of their importance, we
believe the main conclusions are these:

1. Compared with salaries paid to General Schedule employees local board
employees receive—

equal salaries on the average in metropolitan areas;
lower salaries, on the average, in smaller cities and rural areas (about

the equivalent of one GS grade lower in the rural areas).
2. Pay and pay systems vary widely among States:

Rates paid: For substantially the same position, average salaries in metro-
politan areas range from about $4500 to $6000 and in rural areas from about
$3800 to over $5000.
Systems used: Most use local rates but a few use Statewide rates; many

consider prevailing rates but others prescribe salaries according to the
number of registrants served by the board; most use a range of rates similar
to those in the General Schedule for each position, but others have a single
rate or only two or three rates.

3. 'While in only a very few States is a formalized approach used in adjusting—
salaries to local prevailing rates—

the overall average of salaries paid in metropolitan areas compares well
with the overall average paid in private industry for a similar level of work;
but

if one considers individual cities, the variations are significant.
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4. Though published statistical data are not available to make comparisons
with local industry rates in the smaller cities and rural areas—

there is no reason to believe that the overall average for each category
would not be generally consistent with figures which might represent overall
industry averages were they available; but again,

if rates for individual areas are considered, it would appear that the varia-
tions would be significant.

5. Recruiting problems stem largely from non-pay considerations.
6. Retention problems so far as the sample position (position of local board

clerk with full responsibility for the clerical functions of the local board) is con-
cerned are generally limited to metropolitan areas and stem mostly from competi-
tion with other Federal agencies.

7. A few States reported that lack of funds or the attempt to live within average
salary increase limitations hampers administration of the pay system.

8. Over the last eleven years, the average salary of local board clerical personnel
has increased more rapidly than the salary rates for General Schedule clerical
grades and the difference is clearly not as great as it once was.

ATTACHMENT 1

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL SERVICE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., April 27, 1966.

Hon. JOHN W. MACY, JR.,
Chairman, Civil Service Commission,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR Mr. CHAIRMAN: AS you recall, during the public hearing On April 18,

1966, relative to H.R. 14357, a bill to increase the rates of compensation of em-
ployees of local boards and appeal boards within the Selective Service System, a
suggestion was made by Honorable David N. Henderson, a Member of the Com-
mittee and a strong proponent of H.R. 14357, for a joint study by the Civil
Service Commission and the Selective Service System. This would be in lieu of
further action this year on this particular bill.
Mr. Henderson proposed a study be made during 1966 of the pay of Selective

Service System employees in the Headquarters Office and the States as compared
to employees in other departments and agencies of the Federal Government.
The Members of the Subcommittee request that a survey be made of the pay

scales of employees of the Selective Service System in the headquarters and in
the several States. The survey should reflect such items as:
(a) Trends in pay—by States—going back to at least 1955.
(b) Compensation by comparative occupations—with other departments and

agencies of the Federal Government.
(c) Such other personnel administrative items as the study develops, including

personnel turnover and recruitment.
It is requested that the report be submitted to the Chairman of the Civil

Service Subcommittee on or before January 15, 1967.
I am today also advising the Director of the Selective Service System, General

Lewis B. Hershey. A copy is enclosed.
Please feel free to have your staff contact the Staff Director of the Committee,

Mr. Charles Johnson, as to any additional details.
Again, may I express my appreciation for your very fine presentation before

the Subcommittee on the 18th, relative to subject bill.
With continuing best wishes. I am,

Sincerely yours,

Enclosure.
LINDLEY BECKWORTH, Chairman.
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ATTACHMENT 2

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U.S.,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL SERVICE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., April 27, 1966.

Hon. LEWIS B. HERSHEY,
Director, Selective Service System,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR GENERAL HERSHEY: I am enclosing a copy of a letter sent today to the

Chairman of the Civil Service Commission requesting a joint survey by your
Agency and the Commission of the pay scales and related personnel administrative
matters of employees of the Selective Service System in the several States and in
your Headquarters.
As you recall, a proposal for such a survey was made by Honorable David N.

Henderson, a proponent of H.R. 14357, during the public hearing on this bill.
The report will be due on or before January 15, 1967.

Please feel free to have members of your staff contact the Staff Director of the
Committee, Mr. Charles Johnson, relative to any additional details.

General Hershey, may I indicate to you again not only my own appreciation but
also that of the other Members for your valued testimony on H.R. 14357. You
are doing a fine job.
With continued best wishes, I am,

Sincerely yours,
LINDLEY BECKWORTH, Chairman.
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ATTACHMENT 3

EMPLOYEES OF LOCAL BOARDS AND APPEAL BOARDS, OCT. 31, 1966

Local boards Appeal boards

Full
time

Part
time

Intermit-
tent

Total Full
time

Part
time

Intermit-
tent

Total

Alabama 120 4 124 2 2
Alaska 5 3 8
Arizona 42 6 1 49
Arkansas 77 12 33 122 2 2
California 538 92 630 9 1 10
Canal Zone 
Colorado 37 45 1 83
Connecticut 60 1 61 1 1
Delaware 11 11
District of Columbia 24 2 26
Florida 130 28 158 2 2
Georgia 93 88 181
Guam 4 4
Hawaii 22 7 29
Idaho 40 21 61
Illinois 271 42 2 315 1 1
Indiana 166 51 217
Iowa 56 69 86 211 1 1
Kansas 65 26 67 158
Kentucky 134 33 167
Louisiana 87 6 98 191 2 2
Maine 31 1 1 33
Maryland 79 10 28 117 1 1
Massachusetts 143 6 149 1 1
Michigan 255 37 54 346 3 3
Minnesota 83 79 4 166 1 1
Mississippi 92 22 114
Missouri 116 84 8 208
Montana 33 35 68
Nebraska 34 63 4 101
Nevada 13 10 23
New Hampshire 20 1 21
New Jersey 182 3 7 192
New Mexico 39 13 52
New York City 278 13 291 2 2
New York except New York

City 283 89 23 395 4 4
North Carolina 173 36 209
North Dakota 36 36 5 77
Ohio 259 33 17 309 2 2
Oklahoma 111 8 68 187 1 2 3
Oregon 56 5 2 63 2 2
Pennsylvania_ 346 29 375 2 2
Puerto Rico 120 14 134
Rhode Island 25 25 1 1
South Carolina 69 7 76
South Dakota 16 35 51
Tennessee 128 17 145 1 1
Texas 302 49 53 404 4 1 5
Utah  26 27 1 54 1 1
Vermont 15 7 22
Virgin Islands 2 2 4
Virginia 121 38 43 202 1 1
Washington 101 7 1 109
West Virginia 68 5 14 87
Wisconsin 114 46 8 168 1 1
Wyoming 14 17 1 32

Total 5,765 1,420 630 7,815 41 3 8 52
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ATTACHMENT 6

TREND IN NATIONWIDE AVERAGE SALARY OF LOCAL AND

APPEAL BOARD CLERICAL PERSONNEL, COMPARED WITH

TREND IN GENERAL SCHEDULE SALARIES FOR GRADES 2,

3, AND 4. - 1955-66

$5,200

$5,000

$4,800

$4,600

$4,400

$4,200

$4,000

$3,800

$3.600

$3,400

$3,200

$3,000

52.800

I
NATIONAL

F
APPEAL

I
AVERAGE

BOARD

RATE.

I

GENERAL

I
OF SALARIES

CLERKS.

I

SCHEDULE

I
PAID TO

I

GRADES.

1
LOCAL

I
_

I I AND

FOURTH
_

'iI

/
/

/
/
I

GS-4

/

I
/

/
/

/

/
/

/
/

/

/
/
/

/

/'//'

I

/
/

65-3

-----

-mg

/

/

//

I

/
/

I I

-----7 
/

--

/

//

/
/
/

I
/
/ /

/
/
/

GS-2

/
/

/
/

..,"
/

..''

...
/

/
/
/

/
/
/

/
/

55 56 57 58 59 60 61

YEARS

62 63 64 65 66



A
T
T
 AC

 H
M
E
N
 '1!

 7
A
V
E
R
A
G
E
 O
F
 A
C
T
U
A
L
 S
A
L
A
R
Y
 R
A
T
E
S
 P
AI
D-
S
A
M
P
L
E
 P
OS
IT
IO
NS

Al
ab

am
a 

Al
as

ka
 

Ar
iz

on
a 

Ar
ka
ns
as
 

Ca
li
fo
rn
ia
 

Co
lo

ra
do

 
Co
nn
ec
ti
cu
t 

De
la
wa
re

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 

 
$5
, 2
82
 

$5
, 8
59
 

$4
, 9
89

 
$5

, 3
67

2.
 S
ub

ur
ba

n 
co
un
ty
 
 

5,
34

6
Ot
he
r 
me

tr
op

ol
it

an
 a
re

a 
or

 l
ar

ge
 c
it
y 

5,
06

6 
5,
85
9 

4,
98
9 

5,
48
7

Ci
ty

 2
5,

00
0 
to

 5
0,
00
0 
po
pu
la
ti
on
 
 

5,
23
5 

$6
, 4
34

 
4,

72
6 

5,
27

7
Ci

ty
 1
0,

00
0 
to
 2
5,

00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
 

4,
73

2 
5,

 56
5 

5,
85
9 

4,
72

6 
5,

 50
5

Ru
ra
l 
 

4,
39

3 
7,

08
4 

5,
85
9 

3,
98
7 

5,
03

1

$5
,4
59

6,
 11

5
5,
00
8

4,
60
5

3,
73

1

$5
,1

12
 

$5
,3

36

5,
13

6
5,

34
3

4,
11
9

5,
34

2
5,

64
3

Di
st

ri
ct

 o
f 
Co
lu
mb
ia
 

Fl
or
id
a

Ge
or

gi
a 

Ha
wa
ii
 

Id
ah
o 

Il
li
no
is
 

In
di

an
a 

Io
wa

La
rg

es
t S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 
 

$4
, 7
88
 

$5
, 4
56

2.
 S
ub
ur
ba
n 
co
un
ty
 
 

5,
41

6
Ot
he
r 
me

tr
op

ol
it

an
 a
re
a 
or

 l
ar

ge
 c
it
y_
 

4,
67

3 
5,

33
6

Ci
ty

 2
5,

00
0 
to

 5
0,
00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
 

4,
93

6 
4,
61
4

Ci
ty
 1
0,

00
0 
to

 2
5,

00
0 
po
pu
la
ti
on
_ 
 
 

4,
64

6 
4,
89
8

Ru
ra
l 
 

4,
23

3 
4,
06
9

$5
,6
21

5,
 30

7

4,
 99

3

$5
,3
31

6,
07

6
5,
41
8

$4
,6
63

4,
60

4
4,

60
1

4,
90

1
4,

64
3

4,
52

3

$4
,0

36
 

$5
,0

96

4,
13

4 
5,

68
3

4,
14

4 
4,
73
8

3,
82

8 
4,

70
1 

)4
=,

4,
36
7 

4,
07

2 
14,

Ka
ns
as
 

Ke
nt

uc
ky

 
Lo
ui
si
an
a 

Ma
in

e 
Ma
ry
la
nd
 

Ma
ss

ac
hu

se
tt

s 
Mi
ch
ig
an
 

Mi
nn

es
ot

a

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 

2.
 S
ub
ur
ba
n 
co
un
ty
 

Ot
he
r 
me
tr
op
ol
it
an
 a
re

a 
or

 l
ar
ge
 c
it
y 

Ci
ty

, 
25

,0
00

 t
o 
50
,0
00
 p
op

ul
at

io
n 

Ci
ty

, 
10

,0
00

 t
o 
25

,0
00

 p
op

ul
at

io
n 

Ru
ra
l 

$5
,9
13
 

$5
,7
23

5,
68

3
5,

16
8

4,
57

1
4,

14
6

5,
68
8

4,
46

3
4,

70
2

4,
26
8

$5
,2
83

5,
28

3
5,
94
4

5,
58

7
5,

47
7

4,
63

6

$5
,3
90

5,
09

6
5,
85
9

5,
60
5

5,
31
4

$5
, 1

06
5,

 48
0

5,
84

3
4,

39
2

5,
00
0

5,
44

3

$4
,8

14

4,
78
4

4,
85

6
4,

85
6

4,
85

6

$5
,7
35

5,
 12

3
5,
79
0

5,
41
7

5,
39
8

4,
04
8

$5
,0

66

5,
06

6
5,

67
2

6,
03

5
4,

93
4

Mi
ss
is
si
pp
i 

Mi
ss

ou
ri

 
Mo
nt
an
a 

Ne
br
as
ka
 

Ne
va

da
 

N
e
w
 H
am
ps
hi
re
 

N
e
w
 J
er

se
y 

N
e
w
 M
ex
ic
o

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 
 

$5
, 1

75
 

$5
, 9
25

 
$6
, 5
63
 

$5
, 8
00
 

$4
, 8
82

 
$5
, 3
52
 

$6
,2
63
 

$5
, 4
85

2.
 S
ub

ur
ba

n 
co
un
ty
 
 

4,
79
8

Ot
he
r 

me
tr
op
ol
it
an
 a
re
a 
or

 l
ar
ge
 c
it

y_
 

5,
85
9 

5,
68

3 
5,
65
0 

5,
90

7 
6,
26
3

Ci
ty

 2
5,

00
0 
to

 5
0,
00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
 

4,
72

1 
5,

41
8 

5,
86
9 

5,
73

6 
5,

48
0 

6,
 26

3 
6,
09
0

Ci
ty
 1
0,

00
0 
to

 2
5,

00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
 

5,
 27

5 
4,
83
4 

4,
81

3 
5,
29
1 

5,
22

1 
6,
26
3 

5,
02
5

Ru
ra

l 
 

4,
07

2 
4,
04
8 

4,
04
8 

4,
52

6 
4,

44
6 

5,
20
0 

6,
26
3 

5,
03
1



N
e
w
 Y
or

k
N
e
w
 Y
or

k 
Ci

ty
No

rt
h 

Ca
ro
li
na

No
rt

h 
Da
ko
ta

Oh
io

Ok
la
ho
ma

Or
eg

on
Pe
nn
sy
lv
an
ia

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci
ty
 

$5
, 9
25

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 

$4
, 9
52

1 5
,9

43
$4
,9
89

$5
,2
25

$5
,9

28
$5

,7
68

$5
,0

38
2.
 S
ub
ur
ba
n 
co
un
ty
 

4,
25

2
5,

42
1

5,
03
8

Ot
he
r 
me
tr
op
ol
it
an
 a
re

a 
or

 l
ar
ge
 c
i
t
y
_

4,
68

3
2 
5,
82
9

5,
43

3
4,

68
3

6,
46
1

5,
03
8

Ci
ty

 2
5,
00
0 
to

 5
0,
00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
4,

28
0

2 
5,

83
2

$5
, 0
61

4,
84
5

5,
26
0

5,
23
0

5,
 03

8
Ci
ty
 1
0,

00
0 
to

 2
5,

00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
4,

41
1

4 5
,9
00

4,
 55

8
4,
94
5

4,
87

3
5,

37
6

4,
64
8

5,
03
8

Ru
ra
l 

3,
97

8
5 
6,
12
5

3,
75
4

4,
74
7

4,
59
9

4,
72

1
5,

04
1

4,
84

6

Rh
od
e 

Is
la
nd

So
ut

h 
Ca
ro
li
na

So
ut

h 
Da
ko
ta

Te
nn
es
se
e

Te
xa

s
Ut
ah

Ve
rm

on
t

Vi
rg
in
ia

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 

$5
,3
31

$4
,4
13

$4
,5
57

$5
,2
77

$5
,3
39

$5
,7
69

$5
,2
77

2.
 S
ub

ur
ba

n 
co
un
ty
 

Ot
he
r 
me

tr
op

ol
it

an
 a
re
a 
or

 l
ar

ge
 c
it
y 

_
4,
 52

1
5,

27
7

5,
22
0

5,
 17

6
$5

,9
76

Ci
ty

 2
5,

00
0 
to
 5
0,
00
0 
po
pu
la
ti
on
 

5,
33

1
4,

85
6

4,
55
7

5,
27
7

5,
62
4

4,
48
8

Ci
ty

 1
0,

00
0 
to

 2
5,

00
0 
po
pu
la
ti
on
 

5,
33

1
4,
85
8

4,
46

1
4,

62
2

5,
94

3
5,

09
6

4,
55
7

4,
42

0
Ru
ra
l 

5,
33

1
4,

66
1

3,
86
7

3,
74

3
4,
94
4

4,
62

3
4.
88
9

4,
21
9

Wa
sh

in
gt

on
We

st
 V
ir
gi
ni
a

Wi
sc
on
si
n

Wy
om

in
g

4=
..

Ci
i

Av
er

ag
e

La
rg

es
t 
S
M
S
A
 o
r 
ci

ty
:

1.
 C
en
tr
al
 c
ou
nt
y 

$5
, 9
76

$5
,5

02
$5

,4
33

$5
,3

53
2.
 S
ub
ur
ba
n 
co
un
ty
 

5,
 07

6
Ot
he
r 
me
tr
op
ol
it
an
 a
re
a 
or

 l
ar

ge
 c
it
y 

5,
 57

3
4,
98
9

5,
41

6
5,

 39
9

Ci
ty

 2
5,

00
0 
to

 5
0,
00
0 
po
pu
la
ti
on
 

5,
 90

8
5,

44
6

5,
16
9

$4
,7
10

5,
 1
83

Ci
ty

 1
0,

00
0 
to

 2
5,

00
0 
po

pu
la

ti
on

 
5,

73
6

5,
11
8

4,
95

0
4,
84
5

5,
 00

1
Ru
ra
l 

5,
27

1
3,

81
1

4,
25

6
3,
91
7

4,
66
5

I 
N
e
w
 Y
or
k.

2 
Br
on
x.

2 
Ki
ng
s.

4 
Qu
ee
ns
.

5 
Ri

ch
mo

nd
.



46

ATTACHMENT 8

STANDARD JOB DESCRIPTIONS

For employees of County Committees, Agricultural Stabilization and Conservation
Service

ACP CLERK

Performs clerical work in connection with the agricultural conservation and,
related programs of the county (e.g., CCP, CRP, and new or special ACP ac-
tivities). Typical of work performed at various levels of difficulty are the following
examples:
CO-2, 3, and 4.—Receives and sorts ACP documents. Files documents in

accordance with established guides. Types routine correspondence, documents,
practice handbooks, and reports from rough drafts. Transfers information from
one source to another. Operates office machines such as mimeograph, addresso-
graph, graphotype, and other office equipment. Addresses envelopes.
CO-3 and 4.—Furnishes information to program participants regarding general

program provisions. Accepts routine cost-share requests. Types sight drafts and
reports requiring the extraction of data from various source documents. Issues
purchase orders, audits CMS and ACP documents and computes cost-share
payments. Maintains budgetary and sight-draft allocation controls. Takes and
transcribes dictation. Maintains practice files and compiles and summarizes
regular or special reports. Composes routine correspondence based on precedent
letters. Maintains procedural handbooks.

CO-4.—Prepares correspondence requiring the explanation of detailed program
provisions. Takes and transcribes verbatim dictation of meetings. Assists program
participants, answering questions requiring the application of program instructions
to individual case problems. Answers all types of telephone inquiries regarding ACP
and related programs. Prepares informational material to be included in news-
letters, news releases, memoranda to prospective participants, etc. Devises guides
for the use of other clerks in explaining provisions and computing tentative cost-
shares. Presents cases requiring other than clerical determinations to the county
office manager, and as requested, discusses them with members of the county
committee. Contacts personnel of other agencies by phone to discuss cases for
which they are to provide technical services. Arranges for spot-checking of vendors.
Attends ACP development group meetings to remain informed of program policies.
Offers suggestions on program coverage, prepares the county handbook, based on
decisions made by the Group, and prepares for submission to the State office for
approval.

PA CLERK

Performs clerical work in connection with one or more PA Programs, such as
acreage allotments, marketing quotas, feed grain, wheat diversion, sugar, recon-
stitutions, related programs, and new or special PA activities. The following ex-
amples are typical of work performed at the various levels of difficulty:
CO-2, 3, and 4.—Receives and sorts program documents. Files documents in

accordance with established guide. Performs routine typing of correspondence,
documents, and reports from rough drafts. Transfers information from one source
to another. Operates office machines such as mimeograph, addressograph, grapho-
type, and other office equipment. Prepares farm folders. Addresses envelopes.
CO-3 and 4.—Furnishes information to producers regarding general program

provisions. Types sight drafts and reports requiring the extraction of data from
various source documents. Takes and transcribes dictation. Composes routine
correspondence based on precedent letters. Maintains farm and personal history
records. Accumulates figures for summaries, extends to arrive at totals, and
applies necessary factors in computing allotments, bases, and yields. Accepts
routine applications, requests, or sign-up contracts. Maintains the handbook
for the program assigned. Computes advance and final program payments.
Maintains registers of applications and/or payments. Issues notices of acreage
determination and revisions thereto.
CO-4.—Prepares correspondence requiring the explanation of detailed pro-

gram provisions. Takes and transcribes verbatim dictation of meetings. Assists
farmers, answering questions requiring the application of program instructions
to individual case problems. Answers all types of telephone inquiries regarding
the assigned program. Prepares informational material to be included in news-
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letters, news releases, memoranda to producers, etc. Devises guides for the use of
.other clerks in explaining programs and making tentative payment computations.
Presents cases requiring other than clerical determinations to the county office
manager and as requested, discusses them with members of the county com-
mittee. Develops forms to be used in gathering program information, such as
-wage compliance, for the manager's review. Processes reconstitutions, determin-
ing the appropriate method and computing resulting acreages and bases. Pre-
pares special and recurring reports. Assists participants in the preparation of
appeals to review committees.
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ATTACHMENT 10

WORK TYPICALLY PERFORMED BY A LOCAL BOARD CLERK IN CONNECTION WITH
THE FUNCTIONS OF A LOCAL BOARD

I. INTRODUCTION

The primary purpose of the position is to serve as representative of the State
Headquarters and the Local Selective Service Board members, and perform a
variety of clerical duties pertaining to the registration and related matters of
persons subject to the provisions of the Universal Military Training Act of 1951,
as amended.

II. MAJOR DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES
(a) Registration

Interviews registrants and gathers information necessary for their registration;
prepares and processes a variety of forms pertaining to registration; assigns
Selective Service numbers; posts information to records, such as changes of regis-
tration status address, etc.; locates the local board of jurisdiction for non-
registrants; and performs other similar and related tasks.

(b) Classification
Prepares, processes,and maintains a variety of required forms and records

incident to the initial classification of a registrant and any re-classification follow-
ing induction, enlistment, rejection for service, or any other reason; briefs cases
to be reviewed and acted upon by the Local Board at the regular monthly meet-
ings and attends Board meetings and records minutes; and prepares related
reports.

(c) Appeals
Prepares, processes and forwards required documents on individual appeals to

the Appeal Board; arranges for personal appearances before the Local Board;
posts and maintains required records; and notifies registrant of the classification
given by the Appeal Board.

(d) Physical Examinations
Prepares, processes, posts and maintains a variety of required forms and records

associated with the physical exemination of registrants; and assists with travel
arrangements of registrants called for a physical examination. This includes
processing registrants transferred from other local boards, and special processing
of physicians, dentists, and veterinarians.

(e) Inductions
Determines which registrants are available to order to report for induction;

prepares and mails induction orders to those selected by the Local Board, post-
ponement of induction notices, etc.; arranges for registrants' travel to induction
station; calls roll of registrants and instructs group leaders and registrants
reporting for induction; and assembles, posts and maintains records of induction.
Registrants processed for induction include those transferred from other Local
Boards; and physicians, dentists and veterinarians.

(f) Civilian Work Assignments
Performs the necessary clerical work relating to the processing of Conscientious

Objectors. This includes locating civilian work assignments; notifying registrant
of offerings; referring to State Director cases in which the Local Board and regis-
trant cannot agree on suitable civilian work; following up on cases where registrant
knowingly fails or neglects to obey an order to perform civilian work; etc.

(g) Delinquents
Determines when a registrant is in a delinquent status; prepares, processes, and

maintains a variety of forms and records pertaining to delinquent registrants;
attempts to locate delinquents through various means; interviews delinquents
reporting to the Local Board; performs steps necessary to remove registrants from
delinquent status upon decision of the Board; and reports delinquents through
the State Director to the U.S. Attorney, as necessary.

(h) Standby Reservist
Performs initial processing of Standby Reservists; prepares and posts categories,

and maintains a variety of related forms and records; performs all required clerical
processing necessary to remove a person from Standby Reserve status; furnishes

•



50

Hon. LEWIS B. HERSHEY,
Director, Selective Service System,
Washington, D.C.

information to Standby Reservists including females and reservists not required
to register under the law.

(i) Administrative
The office of the Local Board represents the Selective Service System in the

area of jurisdiction, and the incumbent is responsible for the management of the
office. This includes maintaining the equipment and supply of forms and supplies;
answering correspondence; reading, interpreting and maintaining files of laws,.
rules, regulations, instructions issued by higher authority; maintaining files and
records of individual registrants, correspondence, etc.; preparing required reports
from information available in the office records, etc.

Meets with other Local Board Clerks, representatives of the State or National
Headquarters to discuss changes in policy, procedures, and other matters of mutual,
concern; keeps Local Board members apprised of changes in policies or pro-
cedures; and interprets rules, regulations, etc., for Local Board members, regis-
trants, and others.

Answers both oral and written inquiries on any phase of Selective Service
operations including those from registrants, standby reservists, employers, the
general public, other Selective Service offices, representatives of other Federal,.
State, or local government agencies or organizations.

III. CONTROLS OVER WORK

Technically the incumbent operates under the Local Board members. The Local
Board Auditor, who serves the area on an itinerant basis, is the first line super-
visor. The second line supervisor is the Field Officer in the State Headquarters.
There is no day-to-day supervision over the work due to the location of the posi-
tion in a County Office. As Local Board members usually meet only once per month,
and can devote but limited time to the affairs of the Local Board, the incumbent of
necessity operates very independently.
The work is performed within a framework of laws, rules, regulations, instruc-

tions, and memoranda which govern the Selective Service System. Local Board
Memoranda and Operations Bulletins provide advice and instructions in the
interpretation of some, but not all of the regulations. An Auditor visits the Local
Board periodically to inspect files and records, and to assist with any problems
that may arise. The incumbent is responsible for managing the affairs of the office
and is empowered to sign on a continuing basis most official papers by direction of
the Local Board members. If necessary, the incumbent may contact the State
Headquarters for advice and assistance on any unusual or atypical situation which
may arise.

IV. OTHER SIGNIFICANT FACTS

As the position is a focal point in the County with respect to the operation of the
Selective Service System and is a sensitive area, personal work contacts are a
highly important element of the position. The incumbent must be able to meet
and deal effectively and courteously, and maintain harmonious relationships with
a variety of individuals from the general public, representatives of the Selective
Service System and other agencies and organizations of Federal, State, municipal
and county governments.
The incumbent must keep in strict confidence the information 'cohtained in the

files and records of registrants.
The Clerk is required to have a knowledge of the substantive and procedural

aspects of the program served.

(The following letters, subsequent to the hearing, were submitted
for inclusion in the record:)

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, U.S.,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON MANPOWER AND CIVIL SERVICE OF THE

COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,
Washington, D.C., November 9, 1967.

DEAR GENERAL HERSHEY: First, let me express my appreciation for your very
able presentation before our Subcommittee this past Tuesday. I am sure that I
can speak for all Members 'present in saying that much was gained from your
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testimony. There was one item, however, that I would like to raise and would
appreciate your response. On pages 2 and 3 of your testimony you made the follow-
ing comment and I quote:

"Underlining and emphasizing the soundness of the traditional reasons for which
these positions have always been excluded from the Classification Act, the Con-
gress, in the recent Act, took additional action to further remove these positions
from the application of Federal Civil Service rules, particularly with respect to
appointment, reappointment and tenure, to put these positions closer to the
people in the community they serve."
In contrast, Chairman Macy in his testimony made the following statement,

and I quote from page 2 of his testimony:
"In October 1966, there were some 7,815 local board employees in the Selective

Service System whose pay rates were fixed administratively under authority of
section 10(b) of the Universal Military Training and Service Act. With respect to
other aspects of their employment such as retirement, annual and sick leave, and
competitive status, employees of local and appeal boards of the Selective Service
System are treated in the same manner as other civil service employees."

General Hershey, due to this obvious conflict in testimony I would appreciate
replies to the following questions and such other information as you feel necessary
to clarify the matter.
(1) What civil service items did Public Law 90-40, "The Universal Military

Training and Service Act" remove from Selective Service employees?
(2) How many Selective Service employees were so affected?
(3) What is the current status of the employees who have lost these various

civil service rights?
Your early response would be greatly appreciated in that I plan to ask Chairman

David N. Henderson to place a copy of my letter to you and your response in the
record of the public hearings.

With continued best wishes, I am,
Sincerely yours,

JAMES T. BROYHILL, Member of Congress.

Hon. JAMES T. Bao
House of Representatives.
DEAR MR. BROYHILL: I have your letter of November 9, 1967, posing three

questions concerning the effect of Public Law 90-40, the Military Selective
Service Act of 1967, on the civil service status of employees of local boards.
The Congress in Public Law 90-40 . amended section 10(b) (4) of the basic

selective service legislation to create the position of "Executive Secretary" of
the local board, and providing that in no case shall one appointed to the position
hold it for more than 10 years unless reappointed.
The Chairman of the Armed Services Committee of the House of Representa-

tives, in a letter to me (copy enclosed) concerning the intent of this amendment,
made it clear that the Committee was writing into the law the substance of a
recommendation made by the Selective Service Study Panel headed by General
Mark Clark, that the chief clerk of each local board be given the new title to more
clearly reflect the status and responsibility of the position. The limitation on tenure,
the Chairman wrote, was the legislative answer to widespread concern that this
key local board employee was insufficiently responsive to local interests and needs
and not sufficiently subject to State and local control. The intent of the Congress
was to give to the State Directors of Selective Service control over the selection,
appointment, reappointment, and separation of the chief employee of each local
board, in addition to the administrative control over the pay for the position
which has been provided for in the law since 1940.
I believe-it is quite clear that the statutory authority to limit the tenure of

persons appointed to the position of Executive Secretary is a significant modifica-
tion of the separation procedures otherwise applicable and of the rights of tenure
the chief clerk of a local board had under civil service regulations issued pursuant
to the Veterans Preference Act, the Lloyd-La Follette Act, and section 14 of
Executive Order No. 10988.

NATIONAL 'HEADQUARTERS,
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM,

Washington, D.C., November 80, 1967,
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This statutory provision has not yet been put into effect, but I expect shortly
to issue regulations to do so.
The new provision of law will affect approximately 4100 positions now desig-

nated as chief clerk or supervisor.
Sincerely yours,

Enclosure.
LEWIS B. HERSHEY, Director.

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES,

Washington, D.C., August 9, 1967.
Lt. Gen. LEWIS B. HERSHEY, U.S. Army, Retired,
Director of Selective Service, Headquarters, Selective Service System,
Washington, D.C.
DEAR GENERAL HERSHEY: The Committee appreciates your writing on July

20, 1967, advising of the regulations which you contemplate issuing to implement
the provision of Section 9 of Public Law 90-40 designating the Chief Clerk of
each local board as an Executive Secretary.
In enacting this provision it was the intention of this Committee and the

Congress that by limiting the tenure of these local board executive secretaries,
theOtate Director of Selective Service would be given complete authority over
the selection, appointment, reappointment, and separation of persons selected to
fill this key position.

This provision was inserted by the Congress to carry out the recommendation
of the Clark Panel that the Chief Clerk of each and every local board, regardless
of size, be designated the "Executive Secretary".
I now understand that a question has been raised concerning the purpose of

the words "supervisory duties" which appear in this provision of law. The words
"supervisory duties" were inserted in the provision to insure that this provision
not only applied to the Chief Clerk of individual local boards, but also included
those chief clerks responsible for the operation of more than one local board. The
language "supervisory duties" was therefore not intended to limit the position of
Executive Secretary to only those draft boards in which the Chief Clerk had
supervisory responsibility over other clerical personnel.
The Committee fully understood that the Chief Clerk, now "Executive Secre-

tary", of every local draft board would be one who has supervisory responsibility
over subordinate positions under various levels of operation even though such
positions may not now be filled.
The regulations which you propose to issue, as outlined in broad terms in your

letter, would, in my opinion, appear to effectively carry out the intent of Con-
gress in this area.

Sincerely,
L. MENDEL RIVERS, Chairman.
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