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SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS ON H.R. 6642

Thomas A. Tinsley, Director, Bureau of Retirement, Insurance,
and Occupational Health, U.S. Civil Service Commission; Tuesday,
July 8, 1975:

(1) Annuitants should not be permitted to make allotments
from their annuities for general private debts.

Carl K. Sadler, American Federation of Government Employees,
Tuesday, July 8, 1975:

(1) Incorporate language in H.R. 6642 to specify that allot-
ments from Federal salaries which are considered appropriate
shall also be considered appropriate allotments from Federal
annuities.

James Hill, National Federation of Professional Organizations,
Wednesday, July 9, 1975:

(1) Add provision to H.R. 6642 to allow annuitant to make
allotments for dues for professional organizations.

(IV)



ALLOTMENT OR ASSIGNMENT OF PAYMENTS FROM
CIVIL SERVICE ANNUITIES

TUESDAY, JULY 8, 1975

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
C0313.IITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

SUECOMMIrrIEE ON RETIREMENT AND EMPLOYEE BENEFITS,
TV ashiington, D .0 .

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., in room 305, Cannon House Office
Building, Hon. Richard C. White (chairman of the subcommittee),
presiding.
Mr. WurrE. The subcommittee will come to order. This subcommittee

has convened this morning to begin hearings and deliberations on
H.R. 6642.
Under present law, specifically, Public Law 87-304, a Federal em-

ployee may provide ior allotment and assignments of payments from
his paycheck for such things as banks, insurance, dues to Federal labor
organizations or Federal professional societies, et cetera. But the em-
ployee is unable to carry his allotments over into retirement because
of section 8345 of title 5, United States Code.
H.R. 6642 would amend the present law relating to Federal annui-

ties to allow a Federal retiree to have the same allotments deducted
from his annuity check, if he so desires, as he had deducted from his
paycheck as an active employee. Thus, in effect, this bill would make
life a little easier for our retirees, especially in their elderly years
and this, of course, is a goal we pursue whenever possible.
To begin these hearings we shall hear first from Mr. Thomas

Tinsley, Director of the Bureau of Retirement, Insurance, and Occu-
pational Health, U.S. Civil Service Commission. Mr. Tinsley, good
morning. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS A. TINSLEY, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF
RETIREMENT, INSURANCE, AND OCCUPATIONAL HEALTH, U.S,
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

Mr. TINSLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My statement on this pro-
posed legislation is very brief. At the present time, the Commission
does not believe it has authority to withhold other than for health bene-
fits, life insurance, and voluntary income tax withholding from the
annuities of individuals on the retirement rolls even though those
individuals may wish to have deductions made and during their entire
working careers have had deductions made for various purposes. Your
bill would give the Commission very clear authority to, within its dis-
cretion, enable those individuals to provide for various allotments or
assignments from their retirement annuities. This particular piece of

(1)
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legislation, we believe, is long overdue. The retirees should be treated
no different than employees on the active rolls. And we would
therefore urge favorable consideration of this bill by the Con-
gress, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WHITE. That just about says it all; doesn't it, Mr. Tinsley.
Mr. McKim I am pleased to be able to come before the committee

And urge favorable action on a piece of legislation. It isn't very often
that I have that opportunity. - -
Mr. WHITE. So what you are saying to us is that you see no changes

that should be made in the bill whatever as it now stands.
Mr. TINSLEY. The bill as written seems td give us pretty broad

authority. The section says, as I read it, "Sole discretion in deciding
the purpose for which allotments are considered appropriate."
Mr. WHITE. Let's talk about that appropriateness. Do you feel it is

Appropriate for an annuitant to allocate certain portions of his annuity
for banks?

Mr. TINSLEY. The active employee has such a right to place an allot-
ment to the credit of his account in a savings or a banking institution,
yes Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WHITE. How about membership in unions, employee unions?
Mr. TINSLEY. Certainly one of the big advantages of this bill would

be withholding dues to permit these annuitants to continue member-
ship in one of the unions. One of the purposes would be to continue
their health insurance; and since membership is a condition of carry-
ing the health insurance, certainly this would be of great benefit to
those individuals.

Mr. WHITE. Do you know of any privileges that an active employee
has in terms of allocations or withholding of his pay that an annuitant
should not have in withholding of his annuity?
Mr. TINSLEY. That an annuitant should not have?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. TINSLEY. No. Mr. Chairman. I think they should be treated

alike.
Mr. WHITE. I think that generally covers the point I had. Mr.

Harris?
Mr. HARRIS. I have no questions.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Tinsley, just one second, sir.
Mr. McausKEy. Mr. Tinsley, the committee has been receiving a

Jot of letters from different organizations, mainly professional orga-
nizations, that would like to have dues subtracted from active em-
ployees as well as annuitants. In researching this problem the
committee finds that in 1965 this was allowed by Chairman Macy and
went on to 1971 until the Commission changed its regulation thereby
permitting only union dues. It would seem to me that under_ the
Federal labor standards imposed on agencies of the Government not
to encourage or discourage union membership, by limiting dues to
labor organizations seems to be an indirect way of encouraging one
organization and discouraging membership in another.
Mr. TINSLEY. I am not certain I can respond to your question with

absolute certainty. But I believe what you will find is with the growth
of labor management relations and with provisions being made for
:elections to be held in the various units of Government, that there are
various types of representation and recognition for labor unions and
in terms of negotiations, labor management negotiations between the
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management of the agency and the union that the employees choose
to represent them. And one of the items, and there are not that many
items that are negotiable in terms of bread and butter in the Federal
service today, but one of the items that is negotiable is dues with-
holding. Therefore I think you will find that in many instances some
of these practices of having only the union or organization with exclu-
sive recognition took place or came about. I may be partially off on
that. But I think that is one of the things that contributed to it.
Another thing, and I don't know what transpired in the minds of

the Commission in 1971, but you would have to be extremely careful
about how far you went or how, you define an organization. Other-
wise you would have organizations being created only for the purpose
of dues withholding.
Mr. MCCLITSKEY. What does the Commission use as a criteria of

substracting dues—the size of an organization?
Mr. TINSLEY. In part I believe that is it. I am not certain and I am

not that familiar or expert on the criteria used. But largely today it
is based almost entirely on labor management agreements.
Mr. MCCLUSKEY. The only thing I am concerned about and don't

get me wrong, I don't discourage membership in labor organizations;
but at the same time the volume of letters we receive from members
who do not wish to join the union but instead join Federal societies
or the like, it would seem to me there is some type of indiscriminate
discrimination.
Mr. TINSLEY. This law, would not prevent us in the retirement area

from withholding for the purpose of anyone. However, I do believe
that in establishing criteria, we want to at least have an organization
or withholdings of a certain size. We certainly would not want to
become involved in keeping accounts into the thousands or for with-
holding on a roll of over a million for the benefit of some 15 people.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Mineta ?
Mr. MINETA. No questions.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Daniels?
Mr. DANIELS. Mr. Tinsley, I note that at the bottom of the first page

of your statement that the Commission receives many requests from
annuitants who have deductions withheld from their annuity checks
for various purposes, and you did outline certain purposes such as,
for example, savings bonds union dues, National Service life insur-
ance premiums. Do you think there are any other reasons by which a
retiree might voluntarily request a withdrawal? Would you suggest
any other matters or items?
Mr. TINSLEY. Methods other than our withholds?
Mr. DANIELS. Not methods so much but any other items to be

withheld.
Mr. TINSLEY. These are the predominant reasons that we receive.

There are also requests we receive to pay their private life insurance.
Many of these individuals particularly the older ones have problems
remembering when their premiums come due. We have recently •
encountered, and by recently, within the past 2 years, a number of
requests and many of these come from the individuals themselves who
have been divorced who would like to make an allotment in order to
honor the court order. Or in many instances it is a very amicable set-
tlement in order to pay some support to his children or to his ex-wife.
In part Congress has provided a mechanism now for doing that when
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it amended the Social Security Act where now in response to a court
order we can withhold from the individuals retirement annuity pay-
ments for alimony and child support. But in that instance you need a
court order.
Mr. DANIELS. Would you extend that to counsel fees, too, that the

court order may provide for?
Mr. TINSLEY. I don't believe the Justice Department regulations now

provide for counsel fees.
Mr. DANIELS. In honoring a court order, do you think it would be
and reasonable to expect it to cover all of the charges provided for

in the court order which would include not only alimony, support for
children, but also counsel fees that had been awarded by the court and
provided for in the order?
Mr. TINSLEY. In my personal judgment, yes, if the order so provided.
Mr. DANIELS. What is your opinion so far as payments of debts if

requested by the retiree?
Mr. TINSLEY. This again becomes a rather difficult area. Tradition-

ally not only the retirement law, but other laws, including salary laws,
did not provide for assignments. It did not provide for anyone paying
a judgment and being able to collect other than the recent one that I
mentioned. If this were in the nature of a loan, I would have no diffi-
culty with it. But if we become involved in doing the personal account-
ing and handling of the books of an individual whereby he would tell
us "Pay the Hecht's Company $25 a month until I tell you to stop." I
think we would be assuming a function that would not be intended and
that we should not bear the cost for.
Mr. DANIELS. Is it fair to characterize your testimony, then, that

you would be opposed to the payment of general debts of a retiree?
Mr. TINSLEY. Yes. Other than something like a bank loan or a credit

union arrangement.
Mr. DANIELS. I think when you talk about a bank loan, you are

getting yourself into trouble.
Mr. TINSLEY. I agree. But right now an individual very well—an

employee very well—can be paying off a bank loan through the use
of the current authority by just having a check sent to that bank every
month, and it goes into his account. The bank, in turn, has the authority
to transfer that to the payment of his loan.
Mr. DANIELs. That is presently being done by law?
Mr. TINSLEY. Yes; not in the retirement area but certainly in the

general area. Many life insurance premiums in the general area are.
being paid by the establishment of, in effect, an account in a bank. The
individual authorizes the payment to the bank. He does not say it is
for life insurance. He does not say anything other than the fact that
he is putting it into a savings account.
Mr. DANnu-s. Let's take a hypothetical situation. A person goes to

Hecht's department store and 'buys furniture for his home; say, it. is
a newly established home and incurs an obligation of $2,500. They go
to a bank to finance it. Then the bank applies to the Civil Service Com-
mission or to the retirement section of it asking for reimbursement.
Would you honor a claim of that nature?
Mr. TINSLEY. No. We would not. The individual would have to come

in a fill out a request that a certain amount of money be sent to, let's
say, the Washington National Bank or the Madison National Bank,
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-whatever bank it might be. He would not have to state the purpose
that that was going to. He would give us the account number, and the
money would go to that bank. What the bank did with that money and
what he did with that money would be a matter between the bank
and him.
And what is happening in many instances is that the bank has on

file their authority to transfer a certain amount of that money into
that account on certain dates to another account. It can be a loan
account. In some instances it is an account that is an insurance ac-
count, an insurance company account where the money is transferred
over to.
Mr. DANIELS. Well, a retiree could go to a number of banks to

finance different obligations; and as long as that retiree came in and
signed an authorization assigning x amount of dollars to pay to each
bank, you would honor that request?
Mr. TINSLEY. We would limit the number of requests.
Mr. DANIELS. How would you do that—by law?
Mr. TINSLEY. By regulation, I believe right now in the salary area,

you can only have a maximum of five.
Mr. DANIELS. You could get yourself in trouble because you would

be called upon to determine which bank to honor and which not to
honor.
Mr. TINSLEY. No. We would ask the annuitant to tell us which bank

to honor and which not to honor. We would not do it in terms of which
banks, we would do it in terms of the number of allotments he could
have to banks.
Mr. DANIELS. Do you think it would be wise if we permit this law

to be extended to pay allotments from a retiree's check to limit the
percentage of allotments to be made?
Mr. TINSLEY. I don't know that it would be wise to do that by

law. And I am not certain that it would be wise to do it by regu-
lation. Certainly now if the individual is receiving $500 a month, it
is his $500. If he wants to have that $500 sent to one bank, we will do
it; or if he wants to have two or three allotments and have it sent
three places. So I don't think I would limit it in terms of the amount.
I think it should definitely be limited in terms of the number of allot-
ments that he can make.
Mr. DANIELS. Well, I can envision a situation where a retiree may,

because of a lack of proper judgment, get himself or herself involved
in a situation whereby they could get themselves hopelessly in debt,
and consequently it would require their whole annuity to satisfy these
obligations, perhaps, for a long and indefinite period of time. The
primary purpose of the annuity is to provide for and care for the
retiree in his retirement clays so he can live with respect and dignity.
Now we might be getting away from that principle if we permit

him to assign his entire check.
Mr. TINSLEY. Right now, the individual can have his whole check

sent to a bank, not part. But right now a great many individuals
exercise, and the Treasury Department encourages, the sending of
checks to banks. And the very thing that I mentioned earlier could
happen in the existing situation without this law.

55-994-75 2
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The individual has sent to the bank his entire annuity. The bank
then could very well have arrangements with him and statements,
power of attorney, and transfer authority from him.
That would immediately transfer this money in toto to various

other accounts including the payment of debts. 'So this can happen
right now. In fact there is more of a chance of it happening right
now where the entire check goes than there would be under this
legislation.
Mr. DANIELS. I don't want to monopolize all the time, so I will limit

myself to one more question.
Under the present law, a garnishment is not permitted on a retiree's

check?
Mr. TINSLEY. No, Mr. Danels, that only garnishment that is per-

mitted is under court order for the payment of alimony for child
support.
Mr. DANIELS. That is not a garnishment. I refer, to a situation

when a judgment has been obtained, and they issue what is known as
an execution or garnishment on the salary.
Mr. TINSLEY. There is no garnishment, no.
Mr. WHITE. Recently Congress passed a measure permitting gar-

nishment of social security, as I understand.
Mr. TINSLEY. It was not garnishing in the strict legal sense. It

was garnishing if you expand it to the extent under court order for
alimony and child support, and it was an amendment to the Social
Security Act. However it was worded so broadly that it was appli-
cable to every other Government retirement system.
Mr. WHITE. Exactly. So in answer to Mr. Daniel's question an

annuity check could be garnished?
Mr. TINSLEY. Only for those purposes.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Daniels?
Mr. DANIELS. I have no further questions. Thank you, Mr. Tinsley.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Mineta ?
Mr. MINETA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Hr. Tinsley, as I under-

stand it, various allotments had been allowed in this period from 1965
to roughly 1971, and then that was discontinued Since under this bill
we would be giving the Commission sole discretion in making these
kinds of judgments as to what kinds of allotments and numbers and
et cetera can be made, is there any criteria that were established at that
time in 1965? Is that something that you might be able to submit to the
committee for its perusal?
Mr. TINSLEY. I will submit that to the committee. However, I might

point out, Mr. Mineta, that the situation we would-be dealing with here
is different than the situation that the Commission in 1971 and the
Commission currently today is dealing with in terms of active employ-
ees. Many of the things that have occurred particularly in the dues
withholding area as to who has the right to dues withholding involved
labor management relations. They involved negotiations between
unions and management.
In our situation although we have organizations like the National

Association of Retired Federal Employees, we are not in a labor man,
agement situation per se. What I am handling is a retirement roll of
over 1,300,000 at the moment. It involves widows, former employees of
various types, some of whom have never been a member of the union,
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various professionals. So the same ground rules that apply to the sal-
ary would not necessarily have to apply here.
In my own mind I would find it difficult to say that you are entitled

to three withholds or five withholds. I think we would have to recog-
nize organizations such as the National Association of Retired Federal
Employees, and I think we would have to recognize other organiza-
tions. I don't think in the retirement area we can limit it as has been
done in the employee area because a great many limitations were
placed there by virtue of a negotiation between union and management,
and many times rival unions fought for that privilege.
Mr. MINETA. Thank you very much.
Mr. WHITE. I have a few questions further myself.
Mr. Tinsley, is it possible for the Commission presently to refuse

any individual allotment or do you have to go to categories?
Mr. TINSLEY. In the active service?
Mr. WHITE. Yes.
Mr. TINSLEY. Yes. The criteria indicates there are only certain pur-

poses for which 'allotments can be made. The criteria also limits the
number of allotments that you can make.
Mr. WHITE. Do you think this is what the Civil Service Commission

would do if this passes?
Mr. TINSLEY. We would be forced to limit the number of allotments

for two reasons. One, initially, we would be certainly forced because
of our current computer capability. We are up to almost maximum
use of relatively old computers we are in the process of replacing,
and it takes a year or two to replace computers. So we would be lim-
ited from that extent in terms of numbers. Even if we were not limited,
if we had hardware capability to do almost anything, I still believe
that we would probably limit it in terms of the number of allot-
ments so we would not get into the business of doing a lot of personal
bookkeeping for individuals or for organizations.
Mr. WHITE. Do you feel that under your present computer capa-

bility that you are able to absorb without any. great difficulty the
passage of a bill of this nature if, say, there were some limitations on
the number of allotments that would be allowed?
Mr. TINSLEY. Yes. We would probably start off slow in terms of

the numbers and gradually expand.
Mr. WHITE. I presume all allotments as to organizations would

have to be employee-related allotments?
Mr. TINSLEY. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Daniels has suggested the possibility of allotments,

for the paying of income taxes, Federal income taxes, and State income
taxes. What is your attitude toward this as to the retiree?
Mr. TINSLEY. At the present time we do have authority under law

to withhold income taxes by an amount that is voluntary on the part,
of the individual. The individual tells us how much he wants with-
held. At the present time we have almost 250,000 annuitants volun-
tarily having us withhold income taxes. In that income tax program,
we are withholding close to $18 million a year.
Now we do not have the authority to withhold State or city income

taxes at the moment even on a voluntary basis. We have received a
number of requests from individuals to have their State or city
income taxes withheld. State income taxes for a number of years
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tave been withheld from the regular employees salary where there is
agreement between the State and the Federal Government and

-the employee authorizes it. At the present time the Commission and
:t he Treasury Department have issued regulations for the withholding
,of some city income taxes. I believe Philadelphia and several other
cities around the country have worked out agreements with them.
I would think that in this area, and I would hope that in most

states the retirees would not have that great a tax burden particu-
larly those with lower annuities. But I would think that we should be
able to, if there was a demand, accommodate State income tax type
withholding.
Mr. WHITE. But there is nothing in the bill that would prevent

that ?
Mr. TINSLEY. No. This bill would appear to give us almost com-

vlete discretion as to what we would or would not withhold and what
the rules would be for withholding.
I would assume that we would issue regulations in order to imple-

oent this, and in the process, the regulations would be published and
ubject to public response.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. Tinsley, for appearing

today.
The next witness is Mr. Carl Sadler, accompanied by Mr. Salyers.

%TATEMENT OF CARL SADLER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE,
AMERICAN FEDERATION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, ACCOM-
PANIED BY ROBERT K. SALYERS

Mr. SADLER. Mr. Chairman, we appreciate this opportunity to testify
on H.R. 6642 to provide for allotment or assignment of payments
from civil service annuities. A variety of deductions are permitted
from the pay of Federal employees including allotments for Federal
income tax, State and local tax, life and health insurance payments,
and union dues. At present this variety of deductions is not allowed
from annuities. H.R. 6642 would correct this situation.

Annuities are, of course, subject to Federal income tax, and the
'Tax Reform Act of 1969 authorized voluntary withholding of Federal
income tax from annuities upon request of the annuitant. Some de-
ductions for health and life insurance are also permitted. AFGE
believes H.R. 6642 will give annuitants the flexibility in assigning
payments which they had when they were employees of the Federal
Government. Therefore, we strongly endorse this bill and are grateful
to Chairman White for introducing H.R. 6642 and holding these
hearings.
We are also mandated by our 1974 national convention to support

legislation such as H.R. 6642, and we would like to insert for the
record the text of AFGE Resolution No. 409.
AFGE is concerned, however, with the stipulation in H.R. 6642

which would grant the Civil Service Commission "sole discretion" in
deciding the purposes for which allotments are considered appropriate.
At this point, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say I think Mr. Tinsley

has pretty cleared up our main concerns in this area. However, I do
hope that the subcommittee will consider pretty tight restraints on
their "sole discretion" so to speak.



9

Instead, we urge this subcommittee to incorporate language in this
bill which would specify that allotments which are considered appro-
priate from Federal salaries shall also be considered appropriate front
Federal annuities unless the Civil Service Commission justifies par-
ticular exclusions to the Congress. In case of such exclusions, the Civil
Service Commission should also be required to consult with unions of
Federal employees and annuitants on each exclusion.
We believe it only equitable that Federal annuitants be allowed to,

manage their retirement funds as they see fit. We are certain that
H.R. 6642 is a positive step in this direction.
Thank you again for your invitation to us to appear today.
[The resolution referred to follows:]

RESOLUTION No. 409

( Submitted by Local 2437, Veterans Administration Hospital, Dallas; Tex.))

Dues Withholding from Annuity Payments
Whereas, some deductions are permitted from the annuity checks of retired

Federal employees such as health and life insurance, And,
Whereas, while employed by the Federal government deduction of union dues

was permitted: Now, therefore, be it
Resolved, That legislation be enacted to permit dues deduction from annuity'

checks of retired Federal employees who have never had membership interrupted
but have continued as members upon retirement.

Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Sadler. Mr. Harris?
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With regard to your sug-

gestion of actually trying to establish in the law what deductions can
be made, the recommendation would probably be to have categories.
Mr. SADLER. Well, of course, when we made the statement here, Mr,

Harris, we were not aware that the commission would take the overall
position that they have on this thing. And I think our language hero
is suggesting that the appropriateness of those things being deducted!
from Federal salaries should be applied as well to the annuities which
will solve that problem rather than getting into specific areas.
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you, Mr. Harris. Mr. Mineta ?
Mr. MINETA. No questions.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Jenrette?
Mr. JENRETTE. Mr. Sadler, how far do you think this commission

should go in withholding from annuities? Should it get into the com-
mercial field at all?
Mr. SADLER. I would agree pretty generally with what Mr. Tinsley

stated just a few minutes ago in that as we just said—whatever .is:
appropriate for deductions of active Federal salaries at this point
mainly in terms of banks and credit unions in dealing with Federal
employees' salaries, I think would be considered appropriate in deal-
ing with the annuities as well. I don't think we should get into com-•
mercial aspects so to speak. I think we are thinking in the same terms
along that line.
I don't think they should be paying their department store bills and

this kind of thing. But I do think if the person wants to make an allot-
ment to a bank, I agree with Mr. Tinsley that whatever the bank does
with it is up to them and the annuitant.
Mr. JENRETTE. Thank you. I have no further questions.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Daniels has a question at this point.
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Mr. DANIELS. I did not have the opportunity to read the resolution
for the appendix affixed to your statement. I notice the last paragraph
-of that resolution causes confusion in my mind.

Your resolution reads that Federal employees may ask to have
deductions made of union dues. And in that last paragraph it says that
this ought to be extended to retirees so long as they have been members
of a union without interruption. Just exactly what do you mean by
that?

Mr. SADLER. Well, it says "that legislation be enacted to permit dues
deductions from annuity checks of retired Federal employees who have
never had membership interrupted but have continued as members
upon retirement."
Mr. DANIELS. Suppose a Federal employee is a member of a union,

AFGE and then for some unknown reason dropped out and subse-
quently reapplied for membership. Now there was an interruption
there and according to this language, he would not qualify. Is that
what you mean.?
Mr. SADLER. I think there are two reasons for being that way,

- Mr. Daniels. One reason is that this is the wording of the resolution
passed by the convention which might not be in e'keeping with the
way we would have written it.
Mr. DANIELS. Why don't you write it the way you think it should be?
Mr. SADLER. We try to pursue it as they pass it. Second, I think

what we are trying to say there in the resolution is in keeping with
what the Civil Service Commission just said in that you cannot go
back and do something that you weren't doing before without per-
mission of the Civil Service Commission and that type of thing.
As far as we are concerned, to answer your question, we would be

happy to have them go back and pick it up but not to make them
eligible for something they would have been eligible for at the time
of retirement.
Mr. SALYERS, Mr. Daniels, I think the reason that wording got

in there is that at the last convention, they amended the constitution
bylaws to provide that only a person who was a member of AFGE
at the time of his retirement would become a retired member of AFGE.
I think that is where this crept in, and that is purely an internal
matter.
Mr. DANIELS. Suppose a Federal employee was a member of AFGE,

and upon retirement he discontinued his membership however he
, decided to join the National Association of Civil Service Retirees.

Then according to your resolution you would bar any allocation
of his retirement check toward the payment of dues in the retirement
association.
Mr. SADLER. This resolution would not apply to the law. This sub-

committee would decide upon.
Mr. DANIELS. I think if a person belongs to a recognizable union

and if the Civil Service Commission is going to recognize any par-
ticular union, that a retiree who duly qualifies as a member of that
union should have the authority to make a voluntary allotment. Do
you agree with that?
Mr. SADLER. Well, only if he hasn't been denied membership for a

reason with the AFFGE itself or whatever organization it is.
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Mr. WHITE. One last point, Mr. Sadler. In your testimony you
spoke about the fear of having sole discretion in the Civil Service
Commission as to who would receive the benefit of allotments and
some other points that were made in the testimony.
Having the testimony of the Civil Service Commission representa-

tive, Mr. Tinsley, and understanding the oversight authority of this
Post Office and Civil Service Committee, do you feel this would be
adequate without encumbering the bill with language that might be
interpreted in some other manner?
Mr. 'SADLER. I would not encumber the bill with any extensive

language, Mr. Chairman, other than to indicate either in the law or
in the report that you think it would be appropriate that what applies
to active employees applies to retirees.
Mr. WHITE. Well, the committee can certainly consider this. And

any instructions to the Civil Service Commission would well be in
the report and with the mention that this committee intends to con-
tinue oversight.
Thank you, Mr. Sadler. This committee is adjourned.
[Whereupon at 9:55 a.in. the hearing was adjourned.]





ALLOTMENT OR ASSIGNMENT OF PAYMENTS FROM
CIVIL SERVICE ANNUITIES

WEDNESDAY, JULY 9, 1975

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

SITBCOMMPrrEE ON RETIREMENT AND EMPLOYEE BENEFITS,
Washington, D .0 .

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., in room 309, Cannon House Office
Building, Hon. Richard C. White (chairman of the subcommittee),
presiding.
Mr. WHITE. The subcommittee will come to order. This subcom-

mittee has reconvened this morning to continue its hearings and de-
liberations on H.R. 6642. To begin these hearings, we shall hear from
Mr. John F. McClelland, National Association of Federal Employees,
accompanied by Ms. Judy Park. You may proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN F. McCLELLAND, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES, ACCOMPANIED BY JUDY PARK

Mr. MCCLELLAND. Thank you.
Mr. Chairman, for the record, I am John F. McClelland, president

of the National Association of Retired Federal Employees—NARFE.
I am accompanied this morning by my legislative assistant, Judy.
Park. Our association today has a dues-paying membership of ap-
proximately 224,000, growing at a rate of some 2,000 per month. For
more than 50 years, since shortly after the enactment of the original
civil service retirement law, NARFE has been the only organization
composed solely of retired Federal employees, their spouses and
survivors.
In representing these former Federal workers, we are pleased to

appear before you this morning to offer our support of H.R. 6642,
which would allow civil service retirees to make allotments or assign-
ments from their annuities, thus extending a privilege currently ap-
plicable only to active Federal employees.
Our association would hope to have the assignment privilege for

annuitants enacted as a means of securing dues withholding for
NARFE members and retirees who have maintained their member-
ship in the Federal and postal unions. It should also be pointed out
that many Federal employees continue to participate in their Fed-
eral credit unions after retirement, and would welcome an oppor-
tunity to have annuity withholding made for this purpose.
At this time, the only withholdings allowed from annuities are

health benefit premiums payable under the Federal employees health
(13)

55-004-75 3



14

benefits program and Federal income taxes. With the provisions ofH.R. 6642 enacted into law, we should like to see voluntary withhold-ing of State taxes, a privilege now accorded employees, but denied
retirees.
In talking with various carriers about automobile insurance for ourNARFE members, we have also found that premiums could be re-duced by as much as 20 percent, if we were able to have premium pay-

ments withheld from annuities.
In general, permitting retirees to make allotments or assignmentsfrom their annuities would be of great help to this group, as many arevirtually housebound as a result of physical impairment or lack oftransportation. Also many retirees are transient, and the availabilityof making assignment of certain payments from their annuities couldprevent inadvertent nonpayment of certain premiums or other sched-

uled payments.
The provision of H.R. 6642 would permit discussed allotments from

annuities "for such purposes as the Civil Service Commission in itssole discretion considers appropriate." I should like to suggest that
the word "sole" be stricken from the language of the bill. I would hope
that in considering areas appropriate for allotment, the Civil ServiceCommission would be receptive to comments from the various employee
organizations and NARFE.
In closing, I want to thank you, Chairman White, for your intro-

duction and early consideration of H.R. 6642, which has the fullsupport of NARFE.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. McClelland. Actually,

doesn't the word "sole" give the Civil Service Commission more flex-
ibility to prevent its being restricted by other laws and thereby in itsdiscretion and with the advice of interested groups the Commission
could do more than otherwise?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. I can see your interpretation of the word "sole,"

but we looked at it from the other side—that if it was sole discretion,that it also somewhat closes the door on organizations such as NARFE.Mr. WHITE. -Under present law as to active employees, does the CivilService Commission have sole discretion as to what allotments willbe made?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. Dues withholding, as far as the active employeeunions, of course, is under Executive order. And specifically stated,dues withholding and other provisions of withholding have been de-fined by law. And, of course, the postal unions negotiated certain

withholding that gives them the right for withholding for insurancepremiums which Imentioned.
Mr. WHITE. Now, as far as the union withholding of your dues, thathas been in the sole discretion of the executive department?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. Yes. But, of course, with the postal unions now,

they negotiate directly at the -U.S. Postal Service.
Mr. WHITE. I really believe you are going to be protected -overall.

And you, perhaps, were here during our earlier hearings in which itwas mentioned that we would certainly include in the report that thiscommittee will continue to exercise oversight. And if there were an
arbitrary exercise of this discretion by the Civil Service Commission,
undoubtedly this committee would then consider further legislation.
So the Civil Service Commission knows we are watching them.
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Mr. MCCLELLAND. We certainly appreciate that.
Mr. WHITE. How many of your membership would you say are

housebond, since you say you have totally a retired membership?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. It would be hard for me to give you a figure.
Mr. WHITE. Can you give us any kind of percentage?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. I couldn't give you that figure. But we do have

a number of people in their eighties and you know that quite a few
of them don't get along well. But we also have a lot of people that are
ambulatory in their eighties.
Mr. WHITE. You have never made any kind of survey in this nature?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. It would be hard for us to get this kind of figure.
Mr. WHITE. Do you have a national magazine?
Mr. MCCLELLAND. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. That would be how to do it.
Mr. MCCLELLAND. We have tried to get answers before for certain

questions and you get a very poor return.
Mr. WHITE. I have no further questions. Does counsel have any

questions?
Mr. MCCLITSKEY. I would just like to reiterate what the chairman

has said. The Civil Service Commission stated yesterday with regard
to the words "sole discretion," they would not be limited by laws
that presently restrict certain organizations, and they don't foresee
any trouble opening it up to retired organizations which encompass
many more than are available for active employees.
Mr. WHITE. May I mention, too

' 
before you leave, counsel just

pointed out section 5525 of title 5, United States Code, and I will
read it to you: "The head of each agency may establish procedures
under which each employee of the agency is permitted to make allot-
ments and assignments of amounts out of his pay for such purpose
as the head of the agency considers appropriate." That would mean
the head of the agency would have sole discretion working with the
Civil Service Commission. So really under the present law, the bill
that we have before us, I would say that at least in proposing it, the
discretion of one agency, instead of having a hodge-podge of many
agencies, would be more orderly and would probably provide better
results for your membership.
Mr. MCCLELLAND. As far as we are concerned, the agency is the

Civil Service Commission.
Arr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. McClelland.
fr. MCCLELLAND. Thank you.
Mr. WHITE. Our next witness is Mr. James Hill, executive director,

National Federation of Professional Organizations.

STATEMENT OF JAMES HILL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
FEDERATION OF PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. HILL. I would like to have the prepared statement placed in
the record, and in my talk for 10 minutes or less, I will not repeat
what I said in the statement. I will try to make some different points.
Mr. WHITE. Without objection, Mr. Hill's statement will be placed

in the record at this point.
[The prepared statement follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES D. HILL, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
FEDERATION OF PROFESSIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, we are a federation of 12
Federal professional societies. We commend the Subcommittee for its interest
in H.R. 6642. We understand that it would permit the employees of Federal(
unions, who now pay their union dues, including payments toward union health
and life insurance plans by payroll withholding, to continue to do so after re-
tirement. Although our associations are not unions, many of our members also
belong to Federal unions, and we think that this measure has a most commend-
able purpose.
Federal employees who are members of Federal professional societies at present'

do not even have the privilege of paying their dues, including payments toward
group life insurance plans of their organizations, during their years of active
Federal employment. We are here today to ask the Subcommittee to make one
amendment to H.R. 6642, which would permit Federal employees to make allot-
ments from their pay for the purpose of paying their dues to their professional
societies.
This amendment is necessitated by the actions of the Civil Service Commission

in construing the present law on this subject. Federal law on this point is Pub-
lic Law 87-304 of September 21, 1961, which authorizes the heads of executive
departments to permit employees to make allotments from their compensation
"for such purpose as the head of the agency considers appropriate", pursuant to
regulations to be issued by the President. By Executive Order 10982 the President
delegated his authority to the Civil Service Commission.
The Commission then issued regulations, known as sections 550.304 and.

550.305, Civil Service regulations, designating the purposes for which depart-
ments could permit allotments of pay. One of these was for the payment of dues
to Federal labor organizations.
In 1965 the Administrator of the Federal Aviation Administration, deeming

it appropriate that his agency permit its employees to execute allotments of pay
for the dues of several professional societies of FAA employees, requested the
Chairman of the Civil Service Commission to permit this. Chairman Macy of the
Civil Service Commission refused. Following this, Chairman Monroney of the
Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil Service, and Chairman Beckworth of
the House Subcommittee on Manpower wrote to Chairman Macy urging him to
reconsider his decision. Mr. Beckworth said: "If it should develop that addi-
tional legislation is necessary, I would appreciate being advised."
On receipt of these communications Chairman Macy reversed his position and

the regulations of the Civil Service Commission were amended to provide that
allotments of pay might be made by employees for the dues of their Federal
professional societies.
This situation continued until 1971, when the Commission again altered its

regulations to delete the right of employees to make allotments of pay for their
dues to professional societies. The amended regulations provided only that allot-
ments of pay might be made for the dues of Federal labor organizations to
which an agency had accorded exclusive recognition. At that time the Chairman
of the House and Senate Committees on Post Office and Civil Service again
wrote to the Commission protesting this action, but the Commission paid no heed
and proceeded to issue its amended regulations.

Since that time Federal employees have been empowered to make allotments
from their pay for dues to Federal labor organizations, but not for dues to
Federal professional societies.
This is an unjust inequity which this Subcommittee should take occasion

to remedy at this time. We suggest the following considerations to the
Subcommittee:
(1) When presenting the bill which ultimately became Public Law 87-304 to

the House, Chairman Murray of the Committee on Post Office and Civil Se_ryice
said:
"The legislation also consolidates the several existing laws relating to the

allotment and assignment of compensation for Federal civilian employees, with
their differing conditions and limitations, into one uniform and coordinated
standard legislative provision which will govern procedures for such allot-
ment and assignments to pay in the cases of all Federal civilian employees in
or under the departments and agencies covered by the bill." (107 Cong. Rec.
12715, July 17, 1961.)
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And when presenting the bill to the Senate, Senator Mansfield said:
"The legislation consolidates several existing laws and provides one standard

provision applicable to all employees of the Government." (107 Cong. Rec. 19593,
September 15, 1961.)
Unfortunately, the "one uniform and coordinated standard" and the "one

standard provision applicable to all employees of the Government" which the
Congress intended has been frustrated by the Civil Service Commission. In
effect, the Civil Service Commission has partially repealed the Act of Congress
by taking away from the department head the authority which the Congress
gave to him and intended him to have. It restricted the benefits of the law to
one class of Federal employees, and has denied it to others.
Obviously the Civil Service Commission's present discriminatory treatment

of different Federal employees and different Federal employee organizations
destroys the intent of Congress to have "one uniform coordinated standard,"
and "one standard provision applicable to all employees of the Government."
(2) The government's Federal labor relations program, now expressed in

E. 0. 11491, provides that employees shall be free to join or refrain from join-
ing a labor organization and that an agency shall neither encourage nor dis-
courage membership. The present pay withholding regulations of the Civil Service
Commission encourage union membership and discourage membership in Fed-
eral professional societies by offering a discriminatory monetary assistance to
employees who join unions, that is denied to employees who join Federal
professional societies.
(3) Federal professional societies are valuable to the government and to

their agencies. They assist in research, they advance the state of the science,
they perfect procedures and techniques, they sometimes assume work and/or
expenses which the agency would otherwise be required to bear, and they foster
programs for the continuing professional education of their members. The
Federal government has a legitimate interest in the financial health and con-
tinued existence of these associations. The Commission's present regulations
are counterproductive to these purposes.
(4) We are informed that a payroll deduction for dues to professional societies

will constitute no problem either to the Treasury Department or the Federal
agencies; most agencies, we understand, presently prepare payroll on magnetic
tape and can program as many allotments as an employee may care to make.
We, of course, have no objection whatever to the present authorization of

employees to make allotments from their pay for the dues of Federal labor orga-
nizations. The dues check-off has always been a most valuable right to unions
and we think it should be continued. Our sole objection is that the Commission's
present practice is discriminatory and is contrary to the spirit, intent, and lan-
guage of Public Law 87-304. The benefits of payment of dues by payroll with-
holding are just as valuable to professional societies as they are to unions.
We respectfully submit that the present discriminatory situation, in violation

of the spirit and intent of the law, has existed too long. The Committees of Con-
gress having been unable to rectify this situation by informal approaches to the
Civil Service Commission, we respectfully request the Committee to take formal
action to achieve equity at this time.
Public Law 87-304 is now codified as 5 U.S. Code Sec. 5525 which reads:
"Sec. 5525. Allotment and assignment of pay.
"The head of each agency may establish procedures under which each em-

ployee of the agency is permitted to make allotments and assignments of amounts
out of his pay for such purposes as the head of the agency considers appropriate."
We respectfully urge the Committee to add to H.R. 6642 a new section 3 which.

would read:
"Section 5525 of Title 5, U.S. Code, is amended by the addition of the following

sentence: Employees of agencies shall be permitted to make allotments and
assignments of amounts out of their pay for the dues of Federal labor organiza-
tions and professional societies."
We thank you for the opportunity to submit this request to the Subcommittee.

Mr. HILL. Thank you, sir. We commend you for your consideration
of this measure. I think it is a worthwhile measure. The withholding
of union dues is a very valuable right to unions and I am sure it will
be, if it's extended, to their retired members also, and we do commend
you for it. We are a federation of Federal professional societies. Some
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of our people also belong to unions, but Federal professional societies
are worse off than unions. Unions have dues withholding privileges
during the active career of the employee but not after retirement. We
don't ever have it. We don't have dues withholding even for active
employees. And so we think that is an injustice and we are here to
ask the committee to make one amendment to the bill which would
permit that to be done. Now, as I stated in my prepared statement,
there was a law enacted by Congress in 1971 which says that the head
of each agency may permit employees to make allotments from their.
pay for such purposes as the head of the agency deems appropriate.
Unfortunately, it also had a section that said this shall be subject to

regulations promulgated by the President. Then the President dele-
gated that authority to the Civil Service Commission, and the Civil
Service Commission took away from the agency head the authority
that the Congress intended him to have.
The Commission enacted regulations that stated the purposes for

which allotments from pay may be made, and said it may be done for
dues to labor unions, but not for anybody else. I think that the Com-
mission did not just interpret the law by the issuance of a regulation.
It partially repealed the law by the issuance of a regulation and it
extended its authority too far and I think that ought to be rectified
by the Congress. That law was said to be intended to be one uniform
standard provision applicable to all Federal employees, but as to dues
withholding, it isn't. It is discriminatory. Some employees get the
privilege for some organizations, and others don't for other orga-
nizations.
As I pointed out in my statement, in 1965 the Administrator of the

Federal Aviation Administration, thinking it appropriate that dues
withholding privileges be extended to fouFederal professional soci-
eties of FAA employees asked the Chairman of the Commission for
authority to do that, and the Chairman, Mr. Macy, refused; and when
that happened, the chairman of this committee, and of the Senate
comthittee, wrote to Mr. Macy and complained about it and said—

We did not intend to the law to be applied in that discriminatory manner, and
we think the members of the Federal professional societies should be permitted
to have dues withholding privileges.

Chairman Macy then reversed his position and permitted it. So
Federal professional societies had that privilege from 1965 to 1971
when the Commission then reversed its position and canceled the
rights of Federal professional societies to have dues withholding, and
we have been suffering under that discrimination ever since.
When Mr. Macy originally turned down the Administrator of the

agency in 1965, he wrote a letter on April 26, 1965, to the Adminis-
trator of FAA rejecting his request and then giving these reasons:
In making its decision, the Commission recognized the place that professional

associations have in dealing with the Federal Government, but the Commi,ssion
believed that the relationship of professional associations with the Government
differs from the relationship of employee organizations because of the special
relationship accorded employee organizations by Executive Order 10988. Because
of this difference in relationship, and because any expansion of the-allotment
program for additional purposes further complicates the payroll system, the-
Commission did not agree that the request should be approved.
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So there were two reasons: First, Mr. Macy said the Government had
a, special relationship with unions that it doesn't have with profes-
sional societies. Well, we don't think that is true. Of course, the Gov-
ernment does have a relationship with unions and it should be a full
and rewarding relationship. We are entirely in favor of it. But if there
is any special relationship, it is between the Government and its pro-
fessional societies.
As a matter of fact, when President Kennedy, in 1961, first decided

that he wanted to have a labor relations program with Federal unions,
he appointed a task force to look into it, headed by Secretary of Labor
Goldberg. The other members were Mr. Macy of the Civil Service Com-
mission, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, Postmaster General
Day, the Secretary of Defense, Mr. McNamara, and Mr. Sorenson,
special counsel to the President.

This task force gave a report to the President and said, in effect,
yes, we should establish a program for dealing with Federal labor
unions. However, this should not interfere with the special relation-
ship the Government has with professional societies and veteran orga-
nizations, charitable organizations, religious organizations, recrea-
tional organizations, and so forth.
Now, Mr. Goldberg could not be accused of being a neophyte in the

field of labor relations. He spent his life in the labor movement and I
am sure he was in favor of unions, but in his task force report he said
that even though an agency has accorded exclusive recognition to a
labor union, that shall not interfere with the special relationship it has
with professional societies and other groups. This was incorporated
in the Executive order, and is now section 7(d) (3) of Executive Order
11491.
There is a reason for this. Agency relationships are much different

in dealing with unions than in dealing with professional societies.
When dealing with the unions, it is more or less at an arm's-length,
formal relationship. In dealing with professional societies, it is a
warm, cooperative relationship. Professional societies do a great many
valuable things for agencies. They do a lot of things that, if they
didn't do, the agency would have to do at the taxpayers expense.
As an example, I refer to ATCA, the Air Traffic Control Associa-

tion, composed of controllers, in the employ of the FAA. There is also
a labor union of controllers. The purposes of the two organizations
are much different. Generally, the work of any professional society is
in the field of a continuing professional education of its members.
ATCA publishes a professional journal. It is not like a labor union
newspaper that crows about the elections it won. It is a technical jour-
nal about new developments in the science of the profession.
ATCA doesn't have annual conventions. ATCA has annual meet-

ings. They don't have somebody come in and ,give a table-walloping
speech about how management is your natural enemy, to be resisted
all the time. They have panel discussions of scientists and similar peo-
ple discussing' new developments in automated air traffic control, and
so forth. It is truly an educational meeting.
A TCA's local chapters have annual pilot-controller forums in which

the local controllers will call in the pilots using that airport, and they
will discuss the new techniques, for example, hdw we are going to
change this procedure for landing on runway 21, or should we change
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this instruction? Some people think it is ambiguous. This is purely-
educational.
ATCA also sponsors a controller of the year award and a facility of

the year award. It is amazing in the agency how many supervisors
are people who were once active in ATCA as the national president
or a local chapter president.
One of the FAA regions has in its merit promotion program a pro-

vision that in the scoring of candidates, so many points shall be given
for activity in their Federal professional society. There is not any pro-
vision for being active in a labor union. So I say again there is a special
relationship between the Government and professional societies. It
ought to be encouraged. When Mr. Macy said there is a special relation-
snip with unions, but there is nothing special about dealing with pro-
fessional societies, I don't think that is accurate.
He also said it would complicate the payroll system, Well, an em-

ployee today can make a deduction for almost anything he wants. The-
Commission s regulations provide for withholding for union dues,_
Government bonds, commercial insurance, U.S. Government life in-
surance, Government health insurance, Veterans' Administration in-
surance, allotments by overseas employees to the support of their de-
pendents, and then this catchall clause, "for any other purpose that an
agency deems appropriate"—except no dues to any employee organi-
zaion except unions.
So the present regulations permit withholding for almost anything

in the world. I don't think it would further complicate the payrofi
system if dues to professional societies were permitted.
Dues withholding is a valuable right to unions. We think we should

be permitted to have it, too. We think making it statutory will help.
unions as well, because unions have always complained that this execu-
tive order now is something that can be changed by any new adminis-
tration. They would like to have a law. They would like to have a
statutory base for dues withholding. And we respectfully solicit your'
help on this, sir.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. Hill.
You recognize that this bill pertains to the retired and we cannot, in

b
this bill, go back and change anything relating to active employees. As
I understand it, you are seeking to change the active treatment.
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. Well, we cannot do that in this bill. Were you also

addressing your remarks to the retired employees?
Mr. HILL. We are in favor of this, sir. We think this bill ought to be

enacted. I don't see any reason why you can't also change another pro-
vision of the law. This is going to be the only time in this Congress
when improvements in the allotment laws are going to be considered.
Mr. WHITE. Do you have retired members in your professional- -

society?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. What percentage of your membership are retired?
Mr. HILL. I couldn't guess. But I would assume less than 10 percent,

maybe about 10 percent.
Mr. WHITE. Are there any programs as to your retired employees

such as health insurance? Is that dependent upon their membership in
order to enjoy these programs?
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Mr. HILL. Yes; some of our members have group life insurance that
is appliable to members only. I think in those cases they are collected
together with dues.
Mr. WHITE. I am talking about your retired. Do they still continue

to have the coverage of the health insurance after their retirement?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. Could they continue their health insurance while they

were members of your society or not?
Mr. HILL. No. In most cases; no.
Mr. WHITE. What do you mean "in most cases"?
Mr. HILL. I don't know about all 12 of our organizations. There are

just two that come to my mind right now where a retired employee can
retain his group life coverage.
Mr. WHITE. Your other answer, then, was predicated on that fact

that you represent 12 different organizations?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. WHITE. Then we would be most interested in receiving this

information if you could provide it.
Mr. HILL. All right. You understand since we don't have dues with-

holding at all, this bill is not going to help us any.
Mr. WHITE. You understand, too, that with the sole discretion in the

Civil Service Commission, you could sell your case to the Civil Service
Commission?
Mr. HILL. I think it would be like selling dues withholding for active

employees. We have never been able to do it.
Mr. WHITE. The principal purpose, as I conceive this bill, is to give

protection to the retired employee. I don't believe this bill seeks to help
organizations as such and the primary argument for allocations or
allotments for retired employees who belong to unions would be that
some of the programs which they are participating in are dependent
upon their membership. And if their membership lapses, then so does
their protection.
Mr. HILL. I listened yesterday to the witness for AFGE, and I

thought he pitched his plea almost entirely on their dues collections.
Mr. WHITE. But this member sitting here with the gavel has a

different idea. And I am the author. But I would judge that that
-would be the primary purpose, to give protection to the retiree in
'instances where he may have commitments like house payments or
something else. And insofar as this is a very mobile society, particu-
larly with the retired employee, he may find himself in Yellowstone
National Park and forget to make the payment. But he can make this
allocation through the Civil Service Commission as a retirement pay-
ment. And so if you could prove your case to the Civil Service Com-
mission as to the employee, then you would be much better off.

don't believe any organization is going to be able to sell their case
to the Civil Service Commission purely as a matter of buttressing
their own particular position. That is the observation I have, anyway.
Mr. Taylor?
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, the only thing I would say is that I

,concur with you. I can see Mr. Hill's point, but I think it is probably
not germane to this. I was wondering, Mr. Hill, if you could accom-
pl ish this by administrative action, and if it wouldn't be more ap-
propriate for this to be a part of the labor-management bill.
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Mr. HILL. That would come up there; yes. Last year when they had
hearings, we made the comment to the committee that we thought dues
withholding should apply to Federal professional societies, too, not
just to unions.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Harris?
Mr. HARRIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am trying to understand

the exiting situation that you now face. Is there something in the
law which prohibits the withholding from active pay for the purpose
of paying professional societies?
Mr. HILL. No, sir, there is not. The Civil Service Commission has

full authority under present law to do it. They just won't do it.
Mr. HARRIS. The problem with active employees now is not the fact

that Congress has not authorized it. It is the problem that the Civil
Service Commission has not permitted this; is that correct?
Mr. HILL. Absolutely correct.
Mr. HARRIS. So you would like to have the law changed to require

them to do it?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. HARRIS. Let me relate this to the bill that we have before us.
As I understand it, you would also like to have it apply to retired

employees, as well as active employees; is that correct?
Mr. HILL. Yes.
Mr. HARRIs. Would it be your recommendation that the bill that we

have before us with respect to how it applies to retired employees,
should be somehow mandatory on the Civil Service Commission, rather
than discretionary?
Mr. HILL. Since Mr. Tinsley appeared in support of the bill, I would

assume that when it exercises its discretion, it is going to allow it ; that
is, allow, retirees to make deductions for their union dues, including
health and life insurance programs.
Mr. HARRIS. I would presume that this would move the Civil Serv-

ice Commission into the position of probably doing the same thing for
retired employees as it is now doing for active employees.
Mr. HILL. Yes; that is, if you pass this law, yes. The Commission

will then give dues withholding to retired employees of unions.
Mr. HARRIS. As I understood the thrust of your comments, you are

not too happy with the way they have exercised their discretion with
respect to active employees?
Mr. HILL. That's correct.
Mr. HARRIS. This is why I asked the question whether you think

there should be some sort of mandatory language in here with respect
to retired employees.
Mr. HILL. I think the only way to do it is to insert the amendment

which I suggested at the end of my prepared statement—just add a
sentence to the present law stating that the Commission shall authorize _
dues withholding to employees to pay their dues to unions or profes-
sional societies. If you pass the law the way it is now, I should think
the Commission will exercise its discretion to provide dues withholding
for retired union members, but not anybody else.
Mr. WHITE. Mrs. Spellman?
Mrs. SPELLMAN. Mr. Chairman, I don't feel there is a need for me

to ask any questions.
Mr. WHITE. Counsel?
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Mr. McCL-usiKEr. Mr. Hill, yesterday Mr. Tinsley said that with the
word "sole" discretion in there, that he should be able, in his opinion,
to open this up to more organizations. And I think the Chairman
emphasized that yesterday, too, to Mr. Tinsley, and yet you don't think
that would be carried out?
Mr. HILL. Well, we are always in negotiation with the Civil Service

Commission about this. We have been in negotiation with them since
1971, but without result. I would say the doors are not closed. We go
over and talk to them frequently about this.
It may be that we will get some relief from the Commission admin-

istratively, but this has been going on for so long, I would much rather
have a law about it if this subcommittee could see its way clear to do it.
Mr. WHITE. The thought occurs to me, Mr. Hill, that a man might

belong to more than one professional organization. Are there some of
your members who have more than one professional organization to
which they belong?
Mr. HILL. I think that is very rare. Most of these professional soci-

eties are for a particular profession. A veterinarian would not belong
to the controllers' organization, and so forth.
Mr. WHITE. What about engineers?
Mr. HILL. Engineers, yes, they might belong to more than one. You

are right.
Mr. WHITE. Under that circumstance, they might have more than

one allocation?
Mr. HILL. Yes. There is another aspect to that. We have many mem-

bers who also belong to a union. I think that is much more common.
Mr. WHITE. But you don't have members who belong to two unions ?
Mr. HILL. No.
Mr. WHITE. Are there any other questions?
[No response.]
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much, Mr. Hill.
The Chair would like to bring up the fact that it seems this bill has

very little controversy about it. We have a markup that is now slated
for the 21st. It seeems to me that since we are running into the August
recess, it might be well to try to schedule one for this next week instead,
so we can try to get it through the committee. Do you think so?
Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Chairman, I certainly think so. I was actually won-

dering yesterday. I guess we have one more day of hearings on this. It
would be agreeable with me to—if the Chair wanted to consider check-
ing with the minority on this—and try, at the end of our next hearing,
which is tomorrow, to consider a motion to report it favorably to the
full committee.
Mr. WHITE. Mr. Taylor?
Mr. TAYLOR. No objection.
Mr. WHITE. Counsel, I would ask that you notify all members of the

committee that at the conclusion of the hearing tomorrow, H.R. 6642
will be considered for markup and reporting to the full committee.
Is there any other business?
[No response.]
Mr. WHITE. If not, the meeting is adjourned until tomorrow.
[Whereupon, at 9 :40 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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ALLOTMENT OR ASSIGNMENT OF PAYMENTS FROM
CIVIL SERVICE ANNUITIES

THURSDAY, JULY 10, 1975

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMI I 1 EE ON POST OFFICE AND CIVIL SERVICE,

SUBCOMMITTEE ON RETIREMENT AND EMPLOYEE BENEFITS,
TV ashington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 9 a.m., in room 304, Cannon House Office
Building, Hon. Richard C. White (chairman of the subcommittee) ,
presiding.
Mr. WHITE. The subcommittee will come to order. This subcommit-

tee has reconvened this morning for its final hearing and deliberations
on H.R. 6642. Immediately following today's hearing, the subcom-
mittee shall hold a markup on the bill.
H.R. 6642 would amend the present law relating to Federal an-

nuities, to allow a Federal retiree to have the same allotments deducted
from his annuity check, if he so desires, as he had deducted from his
paycheck as an active employee.
I must say, that the sole discretion is within the Civil Service Com-

mission according to the bill and we would presume by the testimony
they would apply to the same deductions.
Today we shall hear from Mr. Rial M. Rainwater, president, Na-

tional Rural Letters Carriers Association.

STATEMENT OF RIAL M. RAINWATER, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
RURAL LETTER CARRIERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. RAINWATER. I am Rial M. Rainwater, president of the National
Rural Letter Carriers Association. It is an organization representing
nearly 70,000 regular, substitute and retired rural letter carriers. I am
accompanied by vice president Miller and secretary-treasurer Starkey.
Since Mr. Miller served a 3-year term as a member of the Advisory.
Committee of the Government Health Plans and also served as na-
tional secretary of our association for 6 years, he is very familiar with
the need for the legislation which you are sponsoring. Therefore, I
shall ask him to present the testimony this morning.
Mr. MILLER. Mr. Chairman, we sincerely appreciate your introduc-

tion of H.R. 6642 and for the scheduling of these hearings to secure
the views and comments of all interested parties.
H.R. 6642 would permit an annuitant to authorize allotments or

assignments from his annuity for such purposes as the Civil Service
Commission considers appropriate.

(25)
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Our interest in this legislation stems from the longstanding interest
of our retired members in a system which would permit them the
option to authorize membership dues deductions from their annuities.
Most of our retired rural carrier members have become accustomed to
such a system of membership dues withholding as postal employees
prior to their retirement. Many are surprised to discover that they can-
not authorize such deductions from their annuities just as they did
from their salaries.
Such a system would be of great value to the annuitants who are

enrolled in a Federal health plan sponsored by an employee organiza-
tion. It has been our experience that as annuitants become aged they
become less competent and many times must rely upon relatives or
friends to transact their business. At such time, payment of member-
ship dues in the organization sponsoring their health plan is neglected.
As an organization, we have great difficulty in even locating such

members to remind them of the membership requirements to maintain
eligibility for the Government health plan sponsored by the organiza-
tion. Frequently, they have changed residence and may be living with
one of their children or at a rest home. This makes it most difficult to
locate them and to remind them of their membership obligation.
We have frequent requests from our retired members that they be

permitted to have dues deductions authorized from their annuity pay-
ments. It would ease their mind to know that their membership in the
organization would be automatically provided for them as they grow
older and unable to transact their own business. They could be assured
that their eligibility for enrollment in an employee organization-
sponsored health plan would never be jeopardized by their neglect in
paying their membership dues in the organization sponsoring the plan.
Generally, it would be a one-time transaction for the Commission to
establish the dues withholding status for the annuitant. The annui-
tants rarely change from their own organization-sponsored plan. With
present day computers it should be no problem for the Civil Service
Commission to administer the program. This would be an important
service which the Government could render to its retired employees at
a minimal cost. It would be a maximum service with a minimum of
effort for all parties concerned.

It should be emphasized that the authorization for membership dues
withholding would be entirely voluntary on the part of the annuitant
and could also be canceled.
As early as April 26, 1973, this association requested the Civil Serv-

ice Commission to "give serious consideration to adopting a plan which
would permit annuitants to authorize membership dues deductions
from their annuity checks." At that time they replied, "We would like
to offer the service of premium—dues--collection from annuity pay-
ments, but do not feel we are in a safe position to add this additional
complexity to annuity roll maintenance."
We renewed our request on May 30, 1974, and were joined by other

major employee organizations. In numerous discussions during this
past year, a willingness to grant our request was shown by Commission
officials, but some question remained about the legal authority of the
Civil Service Commission to do so. Mr. Chairman, your bill, H.R. 6642,
would grant such legal authority.
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As evidence that we have no selfish motive as an organization in
this matter, I wish to relate that it would not be any great source of
additional revenue to us. Our national per capita for our retired mem-
bers is only $6 per year per member with more than two-thirds of that
amount expended to provide each of them with our weekly publication,
The National Rural Letter Carrier. A few additional dollars per year
are added by each State and local association. Rarely would the mem-
ber's dues deduction exceed $1 per month and in most instances much
less than that amount.
Our concern is for the welfare of the retired rural carriers we rep-

resent and the many other Federal employees who are enrolled in
employee organization Government health plans. Enactment of H.R.
6642 would be a giant step forward in accomplishing a long-sought
goal of our dedicated rural carriers and other Federal employees.
Mr. Chairman, we .urge the committee to favorably report this bill

and expedite its passage into law. We greatly appreciate the oppor-
tunity to appear before you to express our views and comments on
what we consider to be very important retirement legislation.
Wr. WHITE. I wish to thank you for a well-thought-out presentation

and commend you on your sincere interest in the welfare of the entire
membership. I would inform you that the subcommittee has concern
with the Commission approval of this legislation.
I have no questions. We have pretty well covered most of the issues

in previous days.
At this time I would like to call on Mr. Daniels.
Mr. DANIELS. I thank you, Mr. Rainwater and Mr. Miller, for a fine

presentation here. I fully subscribe to the views you have expressed
here this morning.
Mr. WHITE. Thank you very much.
This hearing is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 9 :15 a.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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• Re 6642

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MAY 1,1975
1.1r. 'Mum introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-

mittee on Post Office and Civil Service

A BILL
To provide for allotment or assignment of payments from civil

service annuities, and for other purposes.

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

That section 8345 of title 5, United States Code, is amended

by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:

"(g) An individual entitled to an annuity from the

Fund may make allotments or assignments of amounts from

his annuity for such purposes as the Civil Service Commission

in its sole discretion considers appropriate.".

SE°. 2. Section 8346 (a) of title 5, United States Code,

is amended to read as follows:

"(a) The money mentioned by this subchapter is not
assignable, either in law or equity, except under the pro-

visions of 8345 (g) or subject to execution, levy, attach-

ment, garnishment, or other legal process, except as other-

wise may be provided by Federal laws.".
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UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20415

July 7, 1975

Honorable David N. Henderson

Chairman
Committee on Post Office
and Civil Service

Rouse of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in further reply to your request for the Commission's vie
ws

on H.R. 6642, a bill "To provide for allotment or assignment o
f

payments from civil service annuities, and for other purposes."

The Tax Reform Act of 1969 (Public law 91-172) provided for th
e first

optional withholding from annuity by permitting an annuitant to h
ave

amounts withheld for Federal income tax.

The only other permissible deductions from an individual's Civ
il Serv-

ice Retirement annuity are Optional Life Insurance premiums un
til age

65, Health Benefits premiums under the Federal program, and Me
dicare.

The basis for these deductions is statutory, and the annuitant ha
s no

control over the deductions as long as the coverage continues.

The Commission has had many requests from annuitants to have othe
r

deductions, such as savings bonds, union dues, and deposits to bank

accounts (of less than the entire annuity check), withheld from t
heir

annuity checks. Until recently, such deductions were not administra-

tively feasible because the Commission was not equipped to mai
ntain

more than one address for each annuity account.

/t would seem' consistent with ,the spirit of recent legislat
ion to permit

individuals to meet their obligations first through volunta
ry allotment

or assignment.

For the reasons given above, the Commission belieSthat
laoci. is- the -

logical time to provide for optional allotment or'assign
ment-by the: -

annuitant for other purposes deemed appropriate by the C
ommission,pd

we urge favorable action by the Congress.

The Office of Management and Budget advises that from the standpoint

of the Administration's program there is no objection to the submission

of this report.

By direction of the Commission:

Sincerely yours,

("---) .
7 / 1 i

/ f- 1
".!....&.(..f...1k, ":"..4cyl:Ti'-'1-

Chairman ,..1
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

JUL 7 1975

Honorable David N. Henderson

Chairman, Committee on Post Office

and Civil Service
House of Representatives

Cannon House Office Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Chairman:

This is in reply to the Committeets request for
 the views-

of this Office on H.R. 6642, "To provide for al
lotment or

assignment of payments from civil service annui
ties, and

for other purposes."

The purpose of this bill is to allow the Civil Ser
vice

Commission to deduct from annuity checks amounts d
esignated

by retirees for purchase of savings bonds, union dues,
 bank

deposits, and the like.

In its report the Civil Service Commission states that

optional allotment or assignment by annuitant for purpos
es

deemed appropriate by the Commission would be appropriate.

We concur with the views expressed by the Commission and,

accordingly, recommend enactment of H.R. 6642.

Sincerely,

James M. Frey
Assistant Director for
Legislative Reference.
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