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FEDERAL RETIREMENT SYSTEM—
CONGRESSIONAL PENSIONS

FRIDAY, MARCH 10, 1995

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON CIVIL SERVICE,
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:05 a.m., in room
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable John L. Mica,
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Clinger, Bass, Gilman, Morella, Moran,
Collins, Mascara.

Staff present: George Nesterczuk, staff director; Daniel R. Moll,
senior policy director; Garry Ewing, counsel; Susan Mosychuk, pro-
fessional staff; and Caroline Fiel, clerk.

Minority staff present: Bruce Gwinn, senior policy analyst;
Elisabeth Campbeﬁ, staff assistant; and Cedric Hendric s, profes-
sional staff member.

Mr. MicaA. If I may have your attention, please. I would like to
call to order this hearing of the Subcommittee on Civil Service.
This morning we have a hearing on the Federal retirement system.
I would like to open the hearing with some remarks.

This past weeE our subcommittee has focused on the question of
possible changes in our Federal Civil Service Retirement System.
With an unfunded liability in excess of half of a trillion dollars in
the former Civil Service Retirement System, and $1%2 billion
monthly subsidy from the general treasury, it’s critical that we ex-
amine the impact and benefits of all participants in the Federal re-
tirement system.

Yesterday, in an effort to address these problems, I introduced a
bill which will stop some of the drain on our national treasury. The
bill calls for more cost-sharing by Federal employees for the retire-
ment benefits which they receive. This is the first such adjustment
in 26 years. Members of Congress and their staffs are also included
in this reform. It may be necessary to consider additional changes
in congressional pension benefits, but I will defer further consider-
ations until after today’s hearing.

Today, we continue our inquiry into the terms relating to Federal
employment and benefits. Members of Congress are Federal em-
ployees, even if you ronsider them only 24-month temporary con-
tract civil servants. Members of Congress and their retirement ben-
efits must be subject to the same scrutiny, standard and review
that we have already applied to the civil service.

n
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That is why I have called this hearing today. As one of my col-
leagues from the other side of the aisle recently questioned me, “I
can't understand why Republicans rain-in fire on (tlheir own troops.”
I responded by saying, “We cannot exempt Members of Congress
when we ask Federal employees and all Americans to consider sac-
rifices to bring our nation’s fiscal house into order.”

Today, we will hear from several Members of Congress who have
diverse opinions relating to changes in Members’ retirement bene-
fits. Some are proposing to abolish all benefits; some will present
alternative options. As chairman of this subcommittee, I believe
Members of Congress deserve the same standard and measure of
consideration extended to all civil servants. That means fairness
and equity and their chance to be heard.

So this morning I welcome our participants, my colleagues, as
well as experts from both the public and private sector.

With those comments I would like to now yield to the chairman
of our full committee, the distinguished gentleman and chairman,
Mr. Clinger, from Pennsylvania.

Mr. CLINGER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I want to
start out by thanking you for holding these hearings and for play-
ing a very significant leadership role in dealing with what we all
know are very tough issues in your subcommittee.

Addressing the 1ssue of Federal retirement reform is never, never
easy, which is probably the reason it is so rarely touched or consid-
ered. Yet, our current retirement system is not without fault, and
certainly not without flaws.

This committee has the opportunity in this Congress to make the
current retirement systems more fiscally responsible and better
able to provide the benefits that employees have worked for. Clear-
ly, the soundness of the system has to be maintained. The legisla-
tion introduced by you, Mr. Chairman, yesterday, I believe, moves
us forward in that direction. The focus of your proposal is on pre-
serving the benefits employees have earned, but has them share
more of the government’s burden in paying for those benefits.

The Federal pension system is a generous one. Currently, on av-
erage, Federal employees recoup their share of retirement contribu-
tions in the first 22 monthly annuity checks. In other words, em-
gloyefg contributions are about 8 to 10 percent of their total lifetime

enefits.

With my full support, Mr, Mica’s bill recognizes and addresses
the issue of equity. It takes the same actions, with regard to the
pensions of congressional Members and staff, that it takes with the
pensions of Federal workers in the executive branch. As it raises
the executive branch employee contribution rate, it brings rates of
Members and staff to the same level. Similarly, as the replacement
rates for executive employees go from “high three” to “high five,”
the same will apply to Members and staff.

Today, we are going to be hearing testimony that will help round
out our understanding of pension systems. In particular, since the
committee is considering reforms to the congressional pension sys-
tem, the first part of today’s hearing will focus on testimony re-
garding Members’ pensions.

One proposal that I think is worth considering would establish
a blended system that moves toward equalizing Members and staff
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retirement benefits with those of executive branch employees. But
in order to move on any one proposal, we need to consider the
views on all the ideas that are out there, which is why we're de-
lighted to have the sponsors of some of the proposals with us this
morning.

. So, Mr. Chairman, I look forward to hearing from these Members
and others who have sponsored legislation in this area, as well as
from Members who have supporting or additional statements to
offer to the subcommittee.

I want to thank you all for coming today to share your thoughts
and ideas, and I look forward to hearing the testimony of this panel
and the subsequent panels. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. I would like to now yield, for
an opening statement, to the distinguished gentlelady who is the
ranking individual on our full committee, Mrs. Collins.

Mrs. CoLLINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. At Tuesday’s hearing
I said I was opposed to making any changes in Federal retirement
programs before the House has voted on a budget resolution. My
position has not changed at all in the last 3 days.

Changes to Federal retirement programs should only be made as
a part of the normal budget process. Without a budget resolution,
we cannot be sure that cuts are being made fairly. Everything has
to be on the table, including defense and farm subsidies, not just
social programs or pensions.

We also need a budget resolution to be certain that savings from
the retirement program will actually be used for a deficit reduction.
It is pretty clear that the cuts proposed by the majority, in my
view, are not intended to reduce the deficit, but instead to pay for
a capital gains tax cut for the wealthy.

Capital gains and other tax cuts in the Contract with America
are estimated to cost the Federal Government $200 billion over the
next 5 years. What the Contract did not tell anyone is that these
tax cuts would be financed by raising taxes on middle income Fed-
eral employees. Yet, that is exactly what the majority members of
this committee are proposing to do at next week’s mark-up. Bottom
line, the majority wants to impose on Federal employees a new 2%z
percent payroll tax that will not apply to anyone else. Estimates
are that this new tax will cost Federal employees more than $10
billion over the next 5 years.

Now, I want to make it absolutely clear that I am totally opposed
to taxing Federal employees in order to a capital gains break to the
wealthy. I am also virtually certain that most voters do not know
that the majority party’s idea of tax equity is to have the middle
income pay for tax cuts for the rich.

Now, the Federal Government has a contract with its employees
that should be every bit as binding as the Contract with America.
Under this contract, however, we have asked government employ-
ees, including congressional employees who work long, hard hours,
to contribute a large percentage of their salary in order to receive
specified retirement benefits.

Congress dealt with reforms needed in the Federal retirement
system in 1986. At that time, we asked Federal employees to make
a final and irrevocable choice as to the retirement p{an in which
they would be participating.
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Having made that choice, Federal and congressional employees
have the right to expect that the government they have served well
would not change the system once they agreed to participate.

It should be remembered also that the Federal Government by
law holds private employers responsible for meeting pension obliga-
tions to their employees. If there is an unfunded liability on the
private plan, the employer, not the employee, is responsible for
making up the deficiency. Furthermore, the Federal Government
backs up the agency which guarantees major private pension plans
in the event of an unfunded liability.

Why, therefore, should the Federal Government be the ultimate
underwriter of every major private pension plan in the country,
other than the one it maintains for its own employees?

Federal employees have fulfilled their obligations under the Fed-
eral retirement programs; it is now up to us to make sure that the
government delivers on its commitments. I would point out that
the only certainty most congressional employees have is that if
they do somehow work long enough in the Congress, they will be
eligible to receive a specified level of pension benefits.

By and large, Federal employees, as well as congressional em-
ployees, have the same commitment to public service that causes
Members of Congress to run for office. We ask a lot of our staffs,
and with the downsizing occurring within the executive branch,
Federal employees also face greater and greater demands.

I don’t think we should dishonor the work of so many who have
done so much, nor should we dishonor ourselves by breaking com-
mitments that we know we already made in 1986.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentlelady. Now, it’s my honor to defer to
the vice chairman of our subcommittee, Mr. Bass.

Mr. Bass. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
opportunity that we've been given here to review congressional
staff pensions.

Two months ago I didn’t know anything about the Federal retire-
ment system, nothing. All I knew was that every time there was
a job opening in my home town in the post office, or any time there
was a job opening in Manchester at the Federal Building, every-
body fell all over themselves to get these jobs because they were
best paid jobs. They paid more than anybody else in the commu-
nity. The retirement system was considered to be so rich that it
didn’t compare with anything that private industry provided. In
fact, most businesses in my district don't provide any retirement
pension at all, only the major employers.

Certainly, Members of Congress receive a deal that is even better
than anybody in the Federal work force. And I haven’t been here
very long and I'm sure what 1 say is subject to a certain amount
of shaking of one’s head and saying, “This guy doesn’t know what
he is talking about.”

But I think I bring, as the newest member of this committee—
we're all new, it's a new subcommittee—a perspective that may be
a little different, because as a former member of the New Hamp-
shire State Senate and the legislature before that, we have a re-
tirement system for our State and municipal employees which is
protected by the Constitution of the State from legislative meddling
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and lobbying, and so forth, and the influence that the various
groups have on the process. And it has to be fiduciarily sound.

Now, when Chairman Mica made his opening statement the
other day, I was absolutely flabbergasted to find out that our Fed-
eral retirement system, including the military retirement system,
has an unfunded {iability of close to $1 trillion.

So when we talk about whether or not we're going to have high
three or high five, or whether we’re going to have an employee con-
tribution increase, or whether we're going to blend in congressional
retirement, and we’re going to make tﬁings a little bit fairer, I
think we have to keep our eye on the real issue here. And that is
that this government is paying, as I understand it, up to $1%2 bil-
lion every year to a program where there is no connection between
the Federal Government payment and what the employer/employee
contribution, and so forth—t doesn’t work together.

Mr. Mica. If the gentleman would yield just a second. That is
more than $1%2 billion a month, 19.7 a year.

Mr. Bass. Thank you. Now, everybody says, you know, this what
we’'ve come to accept here in Washington, this is the way the sys-
tem works. We just spend, we write out checks, we don’t worry
about who is paying for it.

Well, I favor congressional parity. That’s not the real issue for
me. The issue here is that over the coming months we have to
move, to treat the Federal retirement system the same way that
every other retirement system in this country is or should be treat-
ed. And that is to bring it into some sort of fiduciary reality and
do something to attack this massive unfunded Federal liability that
isn’t associated directly with the employer/employee contribution,

Ever if we raise the employer contribution to 100 percent of pay,
at least then we're being honest about what the true cost of this
retirement system is.

So I appreciate the fact that Members of Congress are here today
to talk about the congressional—our responsibilities as Congress-
men to do here in our own lives what we expect to have happen
across the board. But over the long term, let’s have this sub-
committee look at the Federal retirement system for what it really
is. And that is, a $1%2 billion per month subsidy from the Federal
Government, over and above the retirement system of the people
who participate in that system.

And with that, I'll yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. Now, it's my honor to intro-
duce for an opening statement the ranking member of our Civil
Service Subcommittee, the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Moran.

Mr. MoRraN. Thank you, Chairman Mica. We do very much re-
spect your perspective and ideas, Mr. Bass. And I'm pleased that
you are a member of the subcommittee.

But the issue of an unfunded liability was brought up a decade
a%;), that’'s before all but Mrs. Collins and Mr. Clinger were here,
I believe, in the Congress at the time. And it was true at that time
that there was a substantial unfunded liability in the CSRS.

And so 2 years were invested in resolving how to address real
pension reform. It was a bipartisan effort and, in fact, Senator Ste-
vens was one of the leaders in coming to a resolution, which was
to phaseout the CSRS plan. It was felt that it was somewhat too
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generous. That, in fact, since it had been deliberately scored on a
static basis which didn’t take into account inflation and other fac-
tors that were increasing it year by year, that we had to go to a
system that used the Social gecurity system, as private employers
do, instead of relying upon the Federal Government to be the prin-
cipal source of retirement security for Federal employees.

So at the end of 2 years the Federal Employee Retirement Sys-
tem was created. That system is fully funded. The CSRS system is
?hasing out. No one goes into CSRS now. And the idea of an un-
unded liability is based upon assumptions that I think we will
show in the course of this discussion are no longer valid, although
;,_he)('1 were very much true 10 years ago, before the system was
ixed.

The system is now fixed. What is not fixed is the budget deficit.
And that is what is motivating this discussion, rather than prob-
lems inherent with the retirement system.

Now, I don’t think that Members of Congress ought to be here
for the pay and benefits. And, in fact, I can’t imagine any of our
colleagues who would not be making more money in the private
sector with greater benefits. If they don’t think they would be, they
really ought not be in this job. And anyone who would run for this
job because of the pay and benefits ought not be here and I trust,
in short time, they will not be able to maintain the pace of activ-
ity—particularly intellectual activity—and their constituents will
dispose of them and put in somebody who is prepared to make a
sacrifice.

I also believe that Federal employees ought to be compensated
commensurate with what other large corporations in the private
sector pay their employees in terms of a weekly paycheck, and in
terms of benefits, secure retirement and health benefits. And that
ought to be the standard by which we measure the adequacy and
appropriateness of Federal retirement programs.

Now, in testimony earlier this week it was stated repeatedly, and

can be shown factually, that 95 percent of private corporations pay
all their retirement contributions. And, in fact, they also have So-
cial Security to supplement their retirement plans. So while they
may not increase retirement by cost of living increases, Social Secu-
rity does do that. That’s one of the reasons why COLA increase,
cost of living increases and Social Security are such a controversial
item, and why so many people feel that they are necessary—be-
cause they are built in to a private sector system of retirement se-
curity.
1 tﬁink we ought to be moving toward a system where Members
of Congress get compensated in the same way as Federal employ-
ees for work that is comparable and that, in fact, our retirement
system 1s comparable to what you would be getting in the private
sector, albeit that we should anticipate that we would be com-
pensated higher in the private sector than we are under the Fed-
eral Government. And that’s the way it ought to continue for Mem-
bers of Congress.

But I want to make sure that whatever system we come up with,
we are able to attract and to retain the very best people up here—
for our own staffs and, in fact, within the executive branch as well
as the legislative branch. I think we owe that to ourselves, our im-
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mediate constituents, and we owe it to the taxpayers who have a
right to expect that we are going to be able to attract the best peo-
ple into the Federal service who can carry out the programs that
are funded with their taxpayer’s money in the most efficient and
effective manner.

That’s the ultimate objective for what we are discussing today
and earlier this week, and will continue on the House floor. So I'm

lad that we’re bringing up the subject, but we may have some dif-
%erence in perspective on our ultimate objective. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. I'd like to yield at this time
to the distinguished gentleman from New York, Mr. Gilman. Mr.
Gilman, do you have an opening statement?

Mr. GILMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Just briefly. I first of all
want to thank you for calling this session, and I hope that the
hearing can be a forum for the exchange of constructive proposals
as we continue in our efforts to review the Federal retirement sys-
tem and have a positive effect at the same time on the Federal
budget deficit.

Accordingly, I want to welcome our colleagues who are witnesses
to the subcommittee and look forward to hearing their testimony.
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. I would like to yield at this
time to our distinguished Member from Pennsylvania, Mr. Mas-
cara.

Mr. MascarA. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I'm sorry
to sa{1 that we still seem to be moving at a breakneck speed down
a path that will lead to a reduction of Federal retirement benefits.

During Tuesday’s hearing, six of the eight members of the sub-
committee, as well as the distinguished chairman of our full com-
mittee, expressed reservations and said that we should move more
deliberately and look closely at the process. After all, ultimately,
we will be affecting the lives of former and current employees who
have worked a lifetime for their retirement.

Anyone who has watched the Simpson trial or Court TV knows
that people are innocent until proven guilty. Here we are turning
that axiom on its head. We are saying that the Federal retirement
system is guilty and no trial is allowed. Beyond the testimony we
will hear today from our witnesses from the Government Account-
ing Office, we have had no experts before us. They have given us
no detailed briefing. _

What exactly is the problem with the Federal retirement system
that so hurriedly needs fixed? No one has put up a chart showing
the contributions made to the system and the benefits paid out. No
one has explained or examined the systems actuarial soundness or
alleged weakness. According the Congressional Research Service,
the system has a present trust fund balance of $340 billion, esti-
mated to rise to $366 billion in the current fiscal year.

Even the documents sent out by the chairman indicate a trust
fund balance of $311.7 billion as of September 30, 1993. I believe
we reformed this in 1986. There was a 35 year program to bring
the Civil Service Retirement System into balance. This is a trust
fund. Its funds are supposed to be dedicated to paying retirement
benefits. The burning question is what is going on? This is a seri-
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ous business and I think we should demand, and I think we de-
serve answers.

The testimony we are going to hear today regarding Members’
pension is equally as troubling. One of my fellow colleagues plans
to testify that his intent is not to score cheap political points by
bashing Congress—that’s fashionable today. While my colleagues
may be new here, but the way I read the testimony {ined up for
today, that is exactly what our witnesses are going to be doing. The
message is if you have served in Congress for more than 12 years,
you do not deserve the pension you are entitled to.

Shortly after we were all sworn in on January 4, Roll Call ran
an article listing millionaires of Congress. If I recall correctly, the
list included 45 Members of the House and Senate. Needless to say
my name and the name of the other 490 Members of the House an
the Senate were not on that list.

As a 65 year old freshman Member who is an accountant and has
raised four wonderful children, my advice is rethink your position.
We have a contract with our former and current employees. Many
have planned their retirement based upon that contract that you
or most of us signed when they came to work with the Federal Gov-
ernment.

And, finally, I want to say a word about the impact this plan will
have on the congressional staff. You don’t have to be around Con-
ﬁ'ress too long before you realize these people work incredibly long

ours and for not much pay. It is no secret that the turnover is
great. There are no set Eours. There is no job security. If your
member loses, you lose, you're out of a job. It's very unlikely that
more than 2 to 3 percent of the staff ever stay around here for the
20, 25 years required to receive an immediate benefit.

If I understand the proposed bill the chairman has introduced,
we are going to ask these senior staff members to contribute sev-
eral thousand dollars more per year. In return, their pension bene-
fits are going to be computed on their 5 years of salary instead of
the high three under the current system. Guess what? This adjust-
ment probably will cost them at least several thousand dollars a
year in benefits.

And why are we doing this? To help pay for a nearly $200 billion
tax cut over 5 years. This is wrong. I hope our subcommittee mem-
bers will back up a few steps and rethink what we are asked to
do here in the near future.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
| [The prepared statement of the Honorable Frank Mascara fol-
ows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. FRANK MASCARA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANJA

Mr. Chairman, I must say right at the start that I am very saddened that the
first order of substantive business this subcommittee is apparently going to be asked
to deal with is possibly cutting Federal employee’s retirement benefits.

As my colleagues on the committee know, before coming to Congress I served as
a county commissioner in Washington County Pennsylvania for 15 years.

1 always worked to have good relations wit{z the county employees.

I faithfully negotiated with their unions to set fair wages and to ensure they re-
ceived a decent benefit package, including pension benefits.

If the county ran into budgetary rob?ems, as certainly was the case sometimes,
my fellow commissioners and I would sit down and carefully go over our spending
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priorities. We would have to decide where we could cut spending and where we
could scrimp and save.

But we did not automatically take our budget problems out on cur workers.

I am troubled that this may be exactly “ﬁ’lat we are going to be asked to do in
the very near future. .

Until late yesterday afternoon when my staff procured a copy of the talking points
prepared by the Republican staff about Federal retirement reform, rumors abounded
on our side of the aisle regarding the magnitude of the cut that would be sought.
Some said $25 billion, some said $17 billion.

If we can be grateful for something, the talking points use a lower number, $12
billion, and further disclose that the markup could come as soon as next week.

What I do not understand, Mr. Chairman, is this is supposed to be taken out of
a retirement system that currently has a trust fund surplus of $340 billion, rising
to an estimated $366 billion in the current fiscal year.

Since being sworn in January, I have learned one thing. Federal trust funds are
not really dedicated nor untouchable. I am beginning to wonder if they are worth
the paper they are written on.

First, we could not protect the social security trust funds from being included in
the balanced budget amendment. Then it was decided that the highway trust funds
would be used for part of the forthcoming fiscal 1995 rescission cuts. Now we are
going to do the same thing to the Federal retirement system trust funds.

I think this is simply the wrong way to run our fiscal railroad.

Now I want to make it clear that I am not againat getting Federal spending under
control. My constituents sent me here to get the Federal budget on a more sane
course. I firmly believe spending must be cut, but I do not think it should be done
haphazardly with out a definitive budget plan.

As many of my colleagues know, I am a public accountant. I know how to read
the government’s monthly treasury statement. Maybe it is my devotion to balance
sheets, but I do not think we should be discussing how we are going to cut the Fed-
eral retirement system, or any possible budget cuts, until we have a budget plan
that tells us exactly how much is being cut and for what purpose.

We have none of that before us today and if the press is getting its information
correctly, we will not have it for almost another two months. Speaﬁer Gingrich, ac-
cording to the media, is predicting a budget resolution will not be brought before
the full house until mid-May.

That still leaves us with the question of why are we being asked to consider sav-
ings in the Federal retirement system now? The answer I am afraid is to help pay
for the tax cuts the majority party will be proposing to the Committee on Ways and
Means near the end of this month.

Over the past several weeks, committees throughout the House have been facing
a gimilar situation, making cuts in programs ranging from rural health care transi-
tion grants, to the school %unch program, to the HﬁD section 8 housing program,
to the Veteran’s Administration health care budget, to name but a few.

Now, we are going to go after the Federal retirement system based on a vague
perception that it is too generous. This is a system that since 1982 has already con-
tributed $40 billion to deficit reduction. ’

What about the countless other ways the Federal Government spends money from
the Department of Defense through ﬂ)(,)od insurance. Do they not count?

I think it would be more appropriate to discuss potential reform of the Federal
retirement system after my coﬁeagues on the other side of the aisle have laid out
their complete budget plan for the nation.

I also would like to take a moment to comment on our plans to review Members’
retirement later this week.

Now as someone who is 65 and just elected to Congress, I have no illusions that
I will ever collect much of a retirement for my service in Congress. The facts are
that more than half of the Congress has been elected since 1990, and with the
present rate of turn-over and the press for term limits, far and few between will
ever receive a large enough benefit to write home about.

Having said that, I sincerely hope that no one is going to make the argument that
Jjust because members are elected to serve in this body 51ey somehow do not deserve
a pension.

would also hope we are not going to disparage the pensions received by promi-
nent former Members who in many cases dedicated more than 25 years of their lives
to serving this nation. The reality is that executives working in the private sector,
bearing similar levels of responsibility, receive much more generous pensions.
Forbes and Business Week regularly run articles detailing the stock options and
golden parachute deals they enjoy.
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These retired Members contributed much to our country, leaving it a better place
for their service. I say let them enjoy their private lives in the peace and quiet they
have rightfully earned.

Finally, I am sleased that the chairman has invited the unions and organizations
representing Federal workers and managers here today to testify. I know they will
add some balance and reality to the issue being addressed.

I look forward to listening to their remarks.

Mr. Mica. I thank the gentleman. It’'s my privilege now to yield
to the very distinguished lady from Maryland, Mrs. Morella.

Mrs. MoreLLA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Again, I want to
thank you for this second in a series of hearings so that we can
get the total picture, having heard from the unions and other
groups earlier this week, and now to hear from our colleagues as
we look to downsizing government.

I want to just reiterate that we must always make sure that we
recognize that changes will have an impact on morale and produc-
tivity. We must also look at breaching contracts.

The thing that I've heard is a guiding principle from Federal em-
ployees and others is this concept of equity, that we should not be
treating one group unlike how we treat other groups. I know that
my colleagues will exercise the best judgment as we look to this sit-
uation, and I look forward to hearing from my colleagues.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Mica. 1 thank the gentlelady, and I thank all of the distin-
guished members of this panel for their opening comments. Now,
1t’s my responsibility to introduce our first panel, a very distin-
guished panel of Members of Congress. We have a good friend,
Representative Howard Coble, from North Carolina; Representative
Bog Goodlatte from Virginia; and Representative Dan Miller, a
good friend for many years—and former roommate, I might add.

I welcome each of you to our panel this morning, and our sub-
committee. And I'd like to start, iP I may, with Mr. Coble.

STATEMENT OF HON. HOWARD COBLE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA; HON.
BOB GOODLATTE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THE STATE OF VIRGINIA; HON. DAN MILLER, A REPRESENT-
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA; AND
HON. DAVID MINGE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS
FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA

Mr. CoBLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the commit-
tee. I applaud you, Mr. Chairman, and the ranking member, Mr.
Moran, for your foresight in holding this hearing to examine Fed-
eral civil service and Members’ retirement programs.

This issue of Members’ retirement has been a hot button for me,
Mr. Chairman, for in excess of a decade. In 1985, I introduced a
bill to reform the congressional retirement plan and amassed a
grand total of six cosponsors. That proposal was designed to bring
parity to Federal civil service and Members’ pensions.

On January 4th of this year I reintroduced a more radical pro-
posal. If enacted, my bill would terminate the congressional pen-
sion for Members who are not yet vested. In the 103rd Congress
I introduced an identical bill and was able to attract a grand total
of four cosponsors. By closing the pension system to the unusually
large number of Members in the most recent freshmen class, my
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bill, it seems to me, would save taxpayers millions of dollars in the
long run.

Members were included, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee, in the Federal retirement system beginning in 1946, re-
portedly to induce them to retire and bring into the legislative
service or process a larger number of younger Members with fresh
energy and new viewpoints.

Instead, I believe this generous pension probably has had the op-
posite effect. The congressional retirement plan costs the American
taxpayer between $15 and $16 million per year. As of the end of
fiscal year 1993, the Office of Personnel Management reported that
there were 391 living former Member of the Congress receiving a
pension. Their Federal service averaged 20.3 years and their an-
nual average annuity was $44,479.

The gentleman from New Hampshire, in his opening statement,
implied this. You didn’t say it directly, Mr. Bass, but I will extend
that the people who are unsung and forgotten in this process, it
seems to me, are private sector employees, many of whom have no
retirement at all, but who yet contribute very generously to what,
in my opinion, is an inexcusably lavish plan for Members of Con-
gress.

I have introduced a new sense of the Congress’ resolution urging
that retirement benefits for Members of Congress should not be
subject to COLAs. Members’ COLAs often allow Members’ pensions
to exceed retirees’ old salaries, and have contributed to the percep-
tion of C