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THE PRESIDENT'S SCHEDULE 

Friday August 29, 1980 

Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski The Oval Office. 

Breakfast with Secretaries Edmund S. Muskie and 
Harold Brown, Deputy Secretary Warren Christopher, 
Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski, and Mr. Jack Watson. 

The Cabinet Room. 

Presentation of Diplomatic Credential s. 
(Dr. Zbigniew Brzezinski) - The Oval Office . 

Ms. Trude Feldman. (Mr. Jody Powell). 
The Oval Office. 

Depart South Grounds via Helicopter en route 
Camp David. 
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BENJAMIN E. MAYS 

3316 PAMLICO DRIVE. SOUTHWEST 

ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30311 

August 19, 1980 

The Honorable Jimmy Carter 

President of the United States 

The \vhi te House 

Nashington, D. c. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

You gave an excellent acceptance speech and I do wish that 

Senator Kennedy had been more warm and cordial and had said that 

he would support the campaign. If he does not come around I think 

we will have to go on without him and we will still win the race. 

It is so clear that you beat him in the number of delegates pledged 

to you even after the great speech the Senator gave. 

Some of our black leaders must be made to understand the great 

contributions you have made. As I said in the Rose Garden, you have 

appointed more black judges, more ambassadors, more cabinet members, 

and more generals to high government positions than any man in the 

history of our nation. Of course we must continue to do more until 

we reach parity in these significant positions but to expect twelve 

billion dollars to be spent immediately for jobs for black people 

and other minorities is a bit unreasonable in the light of the goals 

that you have set for the nation. 

If I can be of any help in presenting to groups the contributionsj � 
you and Vice President Mondale have made to the south and to the nation 

_/_ 
and black people and your leadership in the world let me know. � Jl� 

With kindest regards, I am 

BEM:sjw 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 29, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: GENE EIDENBERG 

SUBJECT: Disturbance at Fort Indiantown Gap, Penna. 

Yesterday, a disturbance broke out at the detention facility 
at the Indiantown Gap Cuban resettlement center. Two fires 
were set, and some injuries had been reported as of 9:00pm. 
Military police moved into the facility and quelled the 
violence. A total of 81 Cubans, 11 women, 33 men, and 
37 juveniles were removed. The men and juveniles, who 
are older delinquents, were taken for temporary placement 
at Lewisberg Penitentiary. The women are being placed 
at a wome�'s correctional facility in New York. The dis­
turbance was contained to the two barracks in which these 
81 people were being held in detention as a result of their 
participation in earlier difficulties at the base. I 
notified Governor Thornburgh. 
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EYES ONLY 

THE CHAIRMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

August 28, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

From: Charlie Schultze eL-':;) 

Subject: Index of Leading Indicators 

Tomorrow at 10:30 a.m. the Department of Commerce will 
release the July index of leading indicators. It will show 
a record-breaking increase of 4.6 percent -- the largest 
previous rise was 3.2 percent in June 1975. Gains were 
recorded in nine of the ten individual components (the 
tenth was unchanged) with the biggest boost coming from a 
substantial drop in the layoff rate in manufacturing. 

As we have indicated in the past, we think this index 
is not itself a good predictor of future events, despite 
its title. But it does tend to confirm the general state 
of economic developments. In other words, the rise in the 
index in July is another bit of evidence suggesting the 
recession is bottoming out. The press, however, is likely 
to make a big deal about the increase. While normally we 
would simply express gratification, under present circumstances 
bond markets will probably be more unsettled by signs of 
growing economic strength. 

We may be getting, probably sooner than I expected, 
a clash between a strengthening recovery and the Fed's 
monetary targets. I hope the real clash can be put off 
until after the election. But I can't guarantee it. 

Electrostatic Copy Msde 

foil' PreseNatlon Puapo8es 



,_. i 
t- j 

-. f: 

'-· 

. ..:. - � 

-:----��:--' �:·;�-

,-. 
l 
1 . c ., 
�· 

�--' .•.· .. -

__ :_;.· 

__ ._ ;-�-r----

-.. .  
-- _.. ------�-_ __ .-r:--: ... ::--

...... "?----..... -'-- _,..-___ -

�..;;.f i..:.:��·rd_·�· � _:.., 

WASHINGTON 

29 Aug 80 

Lloyd Cutler: 

Th e  
the 

attached was 
President's 

returned in 
outbox today forwarded to you for 

and is 
appropriate handling. 

Rick Hutcheson 
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August 27, 1980 

ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 
NOD IS 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT _ . 

FROM: LLOYD N. CUTLER (?J/} c 
SUBJECT: PRO-AND-ANTI-IRANIAN DEMONSTRATIONS 

-<:/. 

I recently prepared the attached draft memorandum to the 
Attorney General, the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Secretary of State to make a record of your instructions 
that you are to be consulted on the "clear and present 
danger" issues before any required permit is granted for a 
pro- or anti- Iranian demonstration in Lafayette Park or on 
the White House sidewalk. 

Before sending it, I discussed it with the Attorney General 
and sent a draft copy to him. He indicated a preference for 
recording our policy in his own memorandum to you. I replied 
this would be satisfactory as long as the substance was the 
same. 

The Attorney General's memorandum arrived this morning and 
is attached. It does provide for prior consultation with me 
in each case and lays down the same general principles as my 
draft, but it does not expressly make clear that the "clear 
and present danger" issues are to be reviewed with you 
before any permit is granted. The Attorney General thinks 
this puts you too directly into each decision and might even 
require you to sign affidavits or give testimony in a court 
challenge. He thinks it is wiser for him to bear the brunt 
of making each decision after consultation with State, 
Interior and me. I would of course obtain your views, and 
on an issue of this foreign policy magnitude, I feel sure he 
will follow them. 

My understanding has been that you wish to participate before 
any final decision to grant a permit. However, his point 
about court involvement has merit� and there are understandable 
reasons of turf and self-respect for the Attorney General's 
preference for initiating the memo and the way it is phrased. 
I therefore recommend that you accept the memo and either 
call or meet with Ben to make your wishes clear. I would be 
glad to attend such a meeting, if you think appropriate. 

Attachments 
ADMINISTRATIVELY CONFIDENTIAL 

NOD IS 
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August 20, 1980 

SUBJECT: Pro- and Anti-Iranian Demonstrations 

This memorandum will reconfirm the President's instructions 

concerning the granting of permits to conduct pro- or anti­

Iranian demonstrations on the White House sidewalk, in 

Lafayette Square, on the Capitol Hill grounds or on other 

major federal properties in Washington. 

The President wants your Departments to continue the policy 

of considering all such applications on a case by case 

basis, within the guidelines upheld by the Court of Appeals 

in Jackalone v. Andrus. This requires careful assessment of 

whether incidents that might reasonably be anticipated would 

tend to create "an unacceptable potential for danger'' to the 

physical safety or early release of the American hostages 

held in Iran, or a comparable danger to other Americans 

present in Iran. It also requires assuring the availability 

of other nearby sites with a lower potential for danger. 

The President wishes to be informed through me about any 

such application for permit and to be advised of each proposed 

decision before it is made final. 

These instructions will apply until modified by the President. 
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August 27, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Re :· Tran-reTa:ted Demons·trations 

During my absence I understand that questions arose 
concerning the procedures for dealing with demonstrations 
in Lafayette Park in connection with the hostages in Iran. 
I share your deep concern over the consequences that ac­
tions by Iranians in this country and actions by Americans 
against those Iranians have on the.welfare of the hostages 
in Iran and on our ability to secure their release. I 
want you to be aware of the steps we are taking to avoid 
the kind of violent confrontations that would jeopardize 
the safety of the hostages. Cecil Andrus and I have 
established procedures to assure that all relevant infor­
mation concerning a planned demonstration and the views of 
the people with the expertise, experience and responsibil­
ity for dealing with the demonstration and its foreign 
relations consequences are ali assembled centrally and 
quickly in order that a reasoned and informed decision can 
be made as to the Government's response to the planned 
demonstration. 

We will consider each planned demonstration on a 
case-by-case baEiiS as required by law. I have designated 
three individuals in the Department of Justice to take 
responsibility for pulling togeth�r on � priority basis 
the relevant information and recommendations. We will 
consult with representatives of .the ,State Department 
regarding the' speCial risks.for"the hostages that might 
be created by a particular demonstration�· We will seek 
the judgment of the Park Pol.ice, and the Metropolitan 
Police as· to the ·extent of risk of v'iolent confrontation 
posed by a planned demonstration and the best .tactical 
means to control that risk. We will advise Lloyd Cutler 
of the planned demonstration in order that he might fur­
nish any additional information available through the 
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White House that might be relevant to the decision. Based 
on this information and my legal judgment, I will recom­
mend a course of action to the Secretary of Interior who 
has direct responsibility for the federal property involved. 

Through this process we will carefully assess whether 
the particular demonstration, if held in close proximity 
to the White House or the Capitol would present a special 
potential for danger to the physical safety or release of 
the American hostages, or a comparable danger to other 
Americans in Iran under the guidelines applied by the Court 
of Appeals in Jackalone v. Andrus. In a case where a demon­
stration near the Wh1te House would pose such special danger, 
we will make available to the demonstrators alternative 
demonstration sites. Any action taken, of course, will con­
form with Park Service regulations. 

You should be aware that the Park Service does not 
require a permit for small gatherings of, for example, 25 
persons. Therefore, when a small group gathers, spontane­
ously or otherwise, on Park Service controlled property 
without a permit they are not subject to arrest as would be 
the case if a larger number of demonstrators should seek to 
proceed without a permit. 

I believe the process I have described will assure 
that well informed and timely decisions are made in each 
case with the highest regard for the well-being of the 
American hostages in Iran within the limits imposed by the 
First Amendment. 
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Rafshoon 
Communications 

FILMING WITH INNER-CITY GROUP 

Friday, August 29, 1980 
9:15 - 12:00 
Ontario Courts Apartment 
2525 Ontario Road, NW 
Washington, D. c. 

From: Jerry Rafshoon� 

To film you in discussions with inner city dwellers. 

BACKGROUND 

1612 K Street, N. W. 
suite 508 
Washington. D.C. 20006 
202/293-5454 

Ontario Courts Apartments is a lower class HUD-funded redevelopment 
project located in the Columbia Road area. The project is part of 
Jubilee Project and Mrs. Carter is apparently familiar with this 
project and has visited in the area. The majority of the 
participants are black and unemployed. You will be talking with 
them in the courtyard of the apartment complex. Their major 
concerns are jobs, welfare reform, and criminal justice. 

PARTICIPANTS 

Liz Battles - Black female; 35-40; unemployed; says that she would 
like to work but can not get child care; husband is unemployed as 
well. 

Rosa Hatfield - Black female; 32; married and has four children; 
employed by the Jubilee Project; is concerned about inflation; 
very apathetic about politics and government; says that it makes 
no difference to her who is President. 

Ella Bates - Black female; 50; widow or divorced; has grown sons; 
on welfare; concerned about medical costs. 

Vickie Kelly - Black female; .20; single with one child; does not 
work; does not plan on voting. 

Linda Stanback - Black female; 26; has three children;. very vocal; 
would like to go to college; concerned that the US government .spends 
so much money on feeding the hungry in foreign countries (Cambodia) 
when its own people are starving, minutes 'from the White House; 
also very concerned, and very knowledgeable about welfare reform. 
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Imogene Wise - White female; interracial marriage; mid-30's; 
2 children; a neighborhood leader. 

Reggie Claiborn - Black male; 27; maintenance coordinator for 
apartment complex; parks cars at night as a second job; concerned 
about lack of job training for minorities. 

Bolton Crumpton - Black male; 40's; verbal; concerned about criminal 
justice system; self-employed. 

We hope to have two Hispanics from this neighborhood as well. 

·rALKING POINTS 

David Rubenstein is preparing talking points. 

This could be the most hostile group that you have met with thus 
far. However, I think that there is tremendous potential to get 
some good dialogue. You may find this group a little more reluctant 
to open up, but I think that once they feel comfortable with you 
that the discussions can be very frank and enlightening. 

· 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 28, 1980 
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MEMORANDUM FOR: JERRY RAFSHOON 

FROM: DAVID RUBENSTEIN �� 
SUBJECT: President's Session with Inner-City 

Residents 

The group with whom the President is meeting can be expected 
to concentrate their focus on issues relating to urban dwellers, 
the poor, and minorities. 

I have listed below points the President might make in each of 
these areas relating to his record, his program for the 80's, 
and the Reagan agenda: 

A. Carter Record 

1. Employment - unemployment, and particularly minority 
unemployment,is still far too high, but over the 
past 3-1/2 years, more than 8 million new jobs have 
been created, and one million of those are held by 
Blacks, nearly one million by Hispanics. While the 
unemployment rates need to be lowered, it is still 
true that there are more Blacks and Hispanics at 
work than ever and that minority unemployment rates 
have fallen since '77. 

2. Appointments - more minorities and women have been 
appointed to Federal Judgeships in the past 3-1/2 
years than in all the previous Administrations com­
bined; these are lifetime appointments which will 
have a substantial impact on our Nation for the 
rest of this century. And more Blacks, minorities 
and women have been appointed to Cabinet positions, 
sub-Cabinet positions, and White House positions 
than at anytime in history. 

3. Civil Rights - The Civil Rights Laws have been 
strengthened as never before, with increased authority 
for the Equal Opportunity Employment Commission under 
Eleanor Holmes Norton, and the Civil Rights Division 
of the Department of Justice under Drew Days; and 
there has been increases every year in funding and 
staff for Civil Rights enforcement. Now, every 
effort is being made to enact a strengthening of 
the Fair Housing Act. 

4. Urban Policy - The Nation's first comprehensive urban 
policy has been proposed, passed by the Congress, and 
is now being implemented. Through that policy, more 
than $35 billion has been provided to State and local 
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governments over the past 3-1/2 years, in new programs 
like the Urban Development Action Grant Program and 
through expansion of existing programs, like the Community 
Development Block Grant Program (which is the funding 
source for the housing project being visited). The 
result has been � revitalization of our urban areas 
that was thought impossible three years ago. Too, the 
Federal commitment to public housing has been dra­
matically increased in recent years; this year's 
increase is 25% above last year's level of support. 

Minority Business - the government's minority business 
efforts have been increased enormously; the Federal 
government has nearly tripled its procurement for 
minority businesses in just three years, Federal 
deposits in minority-owned banks have been more than 
doubled, and minority-owned radio and TV stations have 
now been increased by exactly 100%. 

Youth Employment - we have attacked directly the problems 
of high youth unemployment by dramatically increasing 
Federal funds for new youth employment programs; this 
year, the only new domestic initiative in the Congress 
is a $2 billion youth employment program that will provide 
job training to youth now in schools and job opportunities 
to those who have left school. With the passage of this 
legislation we will be spending over $6 billion a year 
on youth employment programs. And that is in addition 
to the one million summer jobs we provided last year, 
we are providing this year, and we are committed to 
providing next year. 

7. Key Domestic Programs - funding for major programs of 
special concern to Blacks and other minorities has 
increased substantially. Funding for Head Start has 
increased by 73%; for Basic Skills by 233%; Job Corps, 
157%; CETA, 115%; Minority Business Assistance, 52%; 
Subsidized Housing, 78%; Food Stamps, 99%, Child 
Nutrition, 43%; and WIC (Women, Infants and Children), 300%. 

8. Legislative Record - we have enacted important legislation 
that will help Blacks, minorities and all Americans well 
into the future -- the Humphrey-Hawkins Full Employment 
Act was enacted after many years of trying and we are 
committed to meeting its goals. The D.C. Voting Rights 
Amendment was passed and we are committed to its prompt 
ratification so that the citizens of the District of 
Columbia can be represented in the Congress like the 
citizens of every state. 

9. Foreign Policy - and finally, our progress has not been 
limited to the Domestic area. Under the leadership of 
Andy Young, and now Don McHenry, we have developed new 
ties at the UN with African nations that previously 
scorned Administration policy and leaders, and we have 
pursued human rights throughout the world, and particularly 
in Southern Africa. We have sought majority rule in 
Southern Africa, and after a long struggle, we have suc-
ceeded in transforming Rhodesia into a free state of 
Zimbabwe. 
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B. Agenda for the 1980's 

1. Job creation - new economic revitalization program 
will create in the private sector 450,000 new jobs 
by the end of '81, 1 million new jobs by end of 
'82; working toward the Humphrey-Hawkins goal of 
4% unemployment; particular emphasis to be placed 
on youth unemployment. 

2. Reduced inflation - through policies sensitive to the 
spec1al needs of the poor and minorities. 

3. Passage of National Health Insurance - to ensure 
comprehensive health care for those who cannot now 
afford it. 

4. Passage of Welfare Reform � to ensure that all Americans 
are provided a decent income and, if they can work, 
a sound job. 

5. Continued implementation of an urban policy - to 
ensure that our nation's urban areas once again 
become vibrant, job-producing areas, with decent 
housing, social services and health care for all 
of their residents -- regardless of their wealth 
or race. 

6. Expanded economic and government opportunities for 
minorities - to ensure equal opportunities for Blacks, 
Hispanics, women -- through affirmative action programs, 
and continued vigorous enforcement of civil rights 
laws, appointments of record numbers of women and 
minorities to government positions, expanded minority 
business opportunities. 

7. Ratification of Equal Rights Amendment and D.C. 
Voting Rights Amendment 

8. Continued efforts to ensure sound law enforcement 
and criminal justice - with special attention being 
paid to the crime problems facing the poor and the 
harrassment and discrimination facing Blacks and 
Hispanics. 

9. Expanded and improved education opportunities -
to ensure that a sound education is available to 
everyone -- to make certain that our graduates 
are properly trained and educated for jobs. 

1 0. Continued efforts to eliminate drug abuse 
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c. Reagan Agenda for the 1980's 

1. Opposition to National Health Insurance (and to 
Hospital Cost Controls}. 

2. Opposition to Welfare Reform (to increased, more 
equitable benefit}. 

3. Opposition to the minimum wage. 

4. Opposition to Humphrey-Hawkins. 

5. Support for Constitutional Amendment to balance 
the budget. 

6. Opposition to Equal Rights Amendment. 

7. Opposition to public service jobs programs. 

8. Opposition to basic urban assistance' programs (and 
to aid to prevent New York City from going bankrupt.} 

9. Opposition to Department of Education. 

10. Opposition to job creation programs in the new economic 
revitalization programs. 

11. Opposition to Martin Luther King holiday. 

12. Opposition to Windfall Profits Tax. 

13. Opposition to Fair Housing Act amendments. 

14. Support of letting oil companies loose to solve all 
of our energy problems. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASH-INGTON 

August 28.1 1980 

... , 
··
,
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':Rosh ··aa�hanah and Yom Kippur'· are . the ·t.w6 ·holiest days of the 
year for the.Jewish people. The first is _the New ¥ear and 
the o'thet is:the day of repentence--::.;- a day _on which one asks 
forgiv�ness for one Is sins during' the. year. The beiief is 
that through prayer and- thro�gh repen·tence one can receive 

_ .. forgivepess for one's siris committed direc_tly bet�eeh the 
per:son iarid God but that. one cannot be·' abs'cHved· fr.om sins 
corruititted against aljother p�rson without''. rece:i;v)�;ng forgiveness 
?irectly from that'· p�r.son,·}·· I �dUld . sugges;t t:�ha't.,-:you extend _ 

·.warm New Year's greetings,=��o Tr_rige """-:: th�';H_ebr-ew· phrase is 
"Ta :shanah -tova." {Sha�nalf 'to�va'r:· · <-'::- _ ·• 

· · -·- · . . . --.--. -·- r··;.�. 
\ --.r . ... 

I ���ld stress those al?e·a�-: that:·�re of,.:c.ritica·l- . .if(lportance 
in :,the election: ··· · "' · ... - �  �� 
1. Stress your opposition to'the l:'eili{positihri :of ma�datory 
school prayers and your� concern about-: Reagan '.s- ·support -f<?J:" 
sqch ruandiitory prayers, whic;,h are viewe9-- wd{L�_Q_- great ala rill in 
the' Jewif?h community.:· . -

· .'2 �- · You :.mf'�ht: express- your ?trong opposition to John Anderson's 
earlie·r,. e:f'fd·r:t·s- to have the' 'un:fted: sfates; declared,. in the 

•_cox{!3 t\t�.:tl:9i�t, ·::?..;ffi�fsti?ii;·;iiat-ipn·<·-- Yoti cpuld' pq:Lnt o�t:�that 
th:tf; ···is''nefthef'·;>a ·Christian; .. nor·:�ac Jewi'sh · hatiort, _ -- but'?·a nation 
bui-it: on.::·.-,}?·Ei{icmit:tirig:.:�\teryoti��-·-��e�rif�'ss_/his· own :religious 

. 

�ti�f}? .. 7{:;.f�_�;�:!/��?��',·::��-:"���
ink��-,:'.��s _ _  --�� ·s;t :--.?l��pr�o;�_r,i_�1:.e,;·�:" · , ::. :;··· 

' 

3: �':��YbU'·have :major· .a�compl_ishii!�n_ts: that have�_gdrie urirecogniz_ed 
_ -�-p :lhs.:f�;�ihg, olj �s6v�et' compiia,r)ce;.,-''f{i_ tlf th��-;i{e;tsinki .,_.Ac9p':flds ;_.\·. - �-.in_�- speaking<,6u:t_:.qn :;beha-lf o(_''Russian. jewish:{and :;other._ dissidents; . 

: :}_Q:;�:lrj.�r.ea��ng :. sp��tant,i�ll}'�·;_·t:h�-:�flow of-�'�OVf�t Jewi��-_-iffi?!'±:.., . . ·. · .. 
· :.gr_at1.·9n· .. J�-rom :16. -;�000 to 50 .. , 000 ··oef9re Afgha,n1.stan} ; 'and/,proposl.ng · 

::�:(lld,�i,:�P,l��err:iingoq ·--$20 million block_ g�_ant program which 'goes · 

.. to local•'Jewish \-ielfare federations·· 'for: the settlement of Soviet 
Je�s - :t,P.->Eil_�-; uni�ed -states; · SU:pport ·for � program- to proyide funds 
for_<I'sraE:!l::t·o. help resettle Soviet Jews;- special efforts to 
pro.Eect:.:the- Iranian Jewish commun1.Ey in Iran _and to facili tate 

.their settlement 1.n the United States; passage and implementation 
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of the anti-Arab boycott amendments which, for the first time, 
make it illegal for American companies to participate in the 
economic boycott of Israel (and this has been effectively 
enforced with a number of companies cited for violations). 

4. I would also strongly stress that there never has been 
and there never will be, under a Carter Presidency, an arms 
cut-off or freeze or the kind of "reassessment" of policy 
that your Republican predecessor called for. Also, you should 
stress your fundamental opposition to the recognition of the 
PLO unless and until it accepts Israel's right to exist and 

�pts U.N. Security Council R�solutions 242 and 338. 

Obviously, stress the historic Accord with Egypt and Israel. 
On the Jerusalem issue, I th1nk that the best way to handle 
it in the interview, if it arises, is to simply state that 
Jerusalem should be united with open access to all holy places 
and that its� ultimate status should be a matter for negotiation 
between Israel and Egypt and other parties. I think it 1s very 
important to allay lingering fears that you would somehow "turn 
against" Israel in a second term since you would not have to 
worry about reelection. 

I have talked personally with Trude and with one of the Rabbis 
who was at your Jewish leaders briefing today. Trude will focus 
on two topics -- the Jewish holidays and your personal experiences 
at Camp David. The Rabbi said (and Al Moses confirmed) that you 
had a truly striking impact on the people at the meeting. Trude 
wants to convey the personal sense that you were able to convey 
to the Jewish leaders. The Rabbi stressed that your statements 
on Jerusalem and on the Camp David process were very moving. 
Trudy feels very strongly that she should be able to do the 
interview personally with you for at least thirty minutes. 
Because of her general condition, putting a third person in 
the room will make it very difficult -- if not impossible -- for 
her to do the interview. She will take the notes she gets from 
the interview and do several pieces between now and the election. 
She also indicated that she wants to give you a few minutes on 
suggested strategy for the Jewish vote� 

Although I know this is a great burden on you, I think it is 
worth the dividends and I hope that you can create an atmosphere 
which is conducive for her to do the type of reporting that 
will be beneficial. She has assured me that she will submit 
her copy in advance to me to allay any concerns about the need 
for a third person in the interview. 
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"J:f1E WHITE HOUSE 
WASHINGTON 

If the fhtei"view goes wel'i and you deciqe you want to select him, 
I would suggest> the following ·steps: · "" :  . . 

1. Ask·him to see me.inuriediately after your meeting to discuss: 
. . 

. 
. . . 

. ·-· 

• Meeting wi-th senator Byrd 
'' ',-

' .. J 
•

. _ .• 

Byni' � has asked to meet.
· 

whomeverr you sel�ct 'be'i'ore any 
announc.einent. We think.:·that·.Byr·d sh.puld me�� .Byrom, 
in light. of :his . connectJon' w±.th R�c:igah �' If'· 'pqss'ible I 

we . will a·lso try to'' arrai1ge a .·ses's;i·on,: with Seii'ators 
Johns:t.on :arid. jac�sorl'L By.rd 'is in ·west. jTi:rgini.a-· �ri<:r 
will return Wedriesqay; Byrom plans. to .. be here Wedhesday 
for an ear.lier sch.�duled meeting:�. .! • • .• . .. · .  :. · .  . .. - . 

;)•':. 

• · Conferring.\·dth Lloyd Cutler about ·' conflict. of interest 
requir,emehts'• 

-·: __ : 
· ·• .. Discu��.ing 

(,
the Board 

�_,. ! � 

�"
. � •. . -.. ' 

You �:mci.:Y �;-waflt. ·to u�·E!' :the fo.llowing. talking· points: 
.. , . .  

· . . ···,�·.,"'�.-'-�' , , • ,  �· · · 
.' 

' .J,'" •:•·;' ' .'-�• 
• '  ' "ei-,1• •'· .,)_ 

. 
_:i: :h�ve ·.:inade .Jiliti·al· ci·kcisi()hs·:

�
,a:bJ�t .-Board me1npe:rship. 

,.<· "-��...:-�.·
-
::� .. �· •,:.'.�·-��- -�';:,�·- :� .. - _ - .. _.:_ ;_,

· 
' 

' 
; ··_:-�:·.�:<-� - .--·�-�·._ ·-<-: ·· .. · · ·. • ''>:·-'\"' '

·
, ._ ',. : .·��--�1-r: ;�·:�'\. 1 

-
·
_:�-:t' .d. ;['··�.�·k_c,�· y9\l· __ 1{6 .-.:;d iscuss thOse dec�-�ibiis.·wi¥6:;,��c � • .  

I •:·: : . '�\..�.:- '"' . � . • 

". � •. '• 
• 

•,> 
.

.• 

·
·

• 

• 

,. • 

·_· ·W�,'ihoJe 
,_,,
to:

' �-i{h()li�q_e nominatio!].s to fhe�' Boa·r�. soon 
. 

·af-ten2·:�we�. -:aimourice the .. Chairriiari;,; . , ... .·.;�t· ,, 
.;f: {-. . ·.,:; _ ..... ;. :·' 

·". 
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2. Call Bob Strauss, discuss Byrom with him, and ask him 
to meet with Byrom 

As I suggested yesterday, I believe that if Strauss 
talked with Byrom there is a reasonable chance that 
he would reach my conclusion that Byrom has suffered 
from an unfair association, and would do this job very 
well. If they met, they could discuss candidly Strauss' 
concern and the facts of Byrom's relationship with 
Reagan, including what Byrom might be prepared to 
say publicly if he is selected as Chairman. 

If you agree with this suggestion: 

• I would tell Byrom that: 

You know concern has been expressed about your 
membership on Governor Reagan's advisory committee. 

I would like you to chat with Bob Strauss about this 
next Wednesday. 

If we can get it arranged I'll let Jack know and 
he can give you the details. 

• I would tell Strauss that: 

I have met with Byrom and believe he is the best man 
available for the Synfuels Chairmanship. 

It is vital that we get the best leadership possible 
for this crucial job. 

I know your concerns and want you to meet Byrom. 
As you may know, LeRoy Irvis (our Pennsylvania cochair) 
and Mayor Caliguiri support Byrom. 

Byrom says he agreed to give Reagan's people economic 
advice but did not understand that to be a political 
endorsement. He is not supporting Reagan, and we have 
reason to believe he would say so publicly. 

Can you get together with Byrom on Wednesday (Strauss 
is in Texas and returns Tuesday)? 

Also attached, for your information, at Tab 2 is a copy of Byrom's 
resume and the comments we have received about him. 
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SUGGESTED QUESTIONS TO DISCUSS IN MEETING WITH FLETCHER BYROM 

1. I understand you share my feeling about the importance of 
the Synfuels initiative. How quickly do you think we can 
get the Corporation operational? 

2. What major obstacles do you see that could frustrate our 
effort to make synfuels commercially feasible and available 
as soon as possible? 

3. Do you think we should use the synfuels resources (nearly 
$90 billion over the next decade) to also help meet 
other priority objectives? For example, we estimate 
hundreds of thousands of jobs will be created by the 
Corporation's activities. Should we deliberately try 
to locate projects in economically depressed areas? 

4. Should the Corporation rely on the energy expertise of 
the oil companies, or should it try consciously to 
involve other companies? 

�- As you know, the environmental community is very concerned 
about the synfuels program. How do you view the trade-off 
between synfuels development and environmental protection? 
What would you do to reassure the environmentalists without 
significantly retarding progress on synfuels? 
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:EXPERIENCE 

·1947:- [)ate 

1942 - 1947 

1940 - 1942 

OTHER ACTIVITIES 

Director: 

Member, ,Board 

... ·· . 

Member_:·· 

EDUCATION 

1940 

PERSONAL 

\'ihi te Ha,le 
Ag� 61 
Republican 

FLETCHER LAUMAN BYROM 

Pe:r'msyl vania 

·1·'1-70:·�.· Date·' 
· 1968 -�·Date 

>1960 - 1967 

Chai,ririaJ:l . •. · •• ·· ·: ·•·· : .·· · . . 
Chief .Ex�cuti�e Offibe� 
President ,:_.Dire.ctor, ·· 

J •• : 

-
·
,r 

1958 -·1960 
<·-'Chief:' Administrative Officer 

Vide Pre�ident� Gen�ral Manager 

Tar Products Division, Koppers Company, Inc. 

1955 - 1958 

1954 - 1955 

1947 - 1954 

Vice President and 
�ssistarit General Manager 

Assistant Vice President, 
Manager of Operations 

Assistant to General Manager 

Procurement and Administrative Coordination, 
Naval Ordnance Laboratory� 
Bureau of Ordzjance .. and Research Planning Board, 
u. s. Navy. Dep-artment . 

· 

Sales Engineer, .... . · 

American Stee� and· l-iire Company 

Ralston Purina 
Continental Group, Inc. · 
North American·Philips.Corporation 
Mellon Nati6riaJ,·c6rporation 
ASARCO (foimerlyAmerican·smelting .and Refining Co.) . :. . . 

. 
·. ·: . ..,.· 

. ' . 
. ' 

o�f 'o1rE!ctor� : . . 
. " 

Regional Ihdus .. trial Development Corporation 
Pittsburgh Regional Planning Association 
1\: .. I'legheny C�nference ·on Co�un:lty Development 

Th�-Conference Board 
Co�mittee for Economic-Development (Chairman) 
Business Council 

Pennsylvania State University, B.S. (Metallurgy) 



COHHENTS ON FLETCHER BYROH 

Sol Linm·litz, Special Hideast Negotiator for the President 
. : . 

Byrorft.i .. s: a ·::I�an . 9f .. tr�mendous ability, _a "can do" person \·Tith 
great kno� .. ,u�cige of en·ergy. ·and of process'; t echnology. His 

· . appointment vrould ·be . a clyar·:sigr,t�l- �ha(·He. have attracted 
·a · truly significant:·pei'so"n·. .·Byrom is highly·_ .. regarded as 

a: leader in the - business cominunity�: :f-lost busin,essmen in 
.his. l?trata \•lOUld :be gj,.ving' economic" advice·. to Reagan. 
·Bryo m diet- no-t ·consi¢ier: .that the giving :of. -�d.vice. \-las a . 
truly· politicaL:. act� .

.
. ::Byrom·. is· not a m6.ssba¢� .,conse,rvative 

but .. a public-spirited businessman:· \.1hci · ha� ·. deyOt�d · a:,.'·great 
deal ·of eriergy to puhl:Lc ·se'l:·vice. Byrom·, sees the Synfuels· 
Corporation·· as ess�ntially: nofi;...par:tisan in the· political 
sense.. If the Pre,si_d�ntasked. him .to· serve, he· \vould say 
that he vmuld accept because he respects the President so 
much and because the Chairmanship represents the highest 
form of public service in these times. It is profoundly 
in the national inte'rest to develop an. A.inerican synfuels 
capability . .  we could turn it into a plus by po inting out 
that this outstanding business leader \•las giving up the 
Chairmanship of Koppers-to serve a Democratic President and 
to serve the nation. l am ready to help in'any \vay in deal­
ing wi th Byrom's candid'<;tcy. .. 

Bill Miller, Secretary of· the Treasu'ry 
:-.'' : 

Outstanding operating executive ahd busin-e'ss leader. If the 
political problem can he resolved, \'lould be a very good choice. 

Ph1:� Klutznick, Secretary of Commerce 

·Should be considered s.eriously. Excellent. 

Irv Shapiro, ·Ohief Executive Officer, DuPont 

I've been. :Luketvarrn on Byrom iri the past but I've changed my 
viev7s recently . Given the alterna'tives avai lable I he is a 
good. gamble. He is better than th.e other names you have 
passed by . . ine since July. 4th. I have ·told Bill I•1iller this. 

Bry�m is
-

essentially apolitical. He has never been a political 
activist. · His Reagan affiliation is probe1bly an act of political 
naivete. 

Graham C layto r , Deputy Secretary of Defense 

Knows him well as a supplier and a �us tome r from Southern Railway 
days. Very strongly r,�commendcd. A truly outs tanding raan. 



. -.� . 

,, 
.j. 

Bob Strauss , Chairman, C arter/Mondale Committee 

B+ on abili:ty. Unacceptable politically because he \·ras a 
member of the b usi ness advisory corruni ttee ·to Reagan. 

Frank Pace 
. . · . . 

VerY ]:)rigH:t:, very able.":. 'Hay lack. political� sophi�tication: 

Very
�-�.v���io�-� ·� .. Ve

-
ry brlgh t. 

·. -:;·--:'·, .... :- ��!�. ,.. · _  .. ' ··---· ·---- . . . ' 
Howard ·Jo'hits6ii., · Chci'i:ti:ftan .of r·l.IT · 

, .  _,.. - _ . :::.·· 

. / :.:· ; , ·' _., .-·· 
He has ·assuin�d an. eld�r statesman role in the' business comm unity . 
I '"auld not'''thinkyou want someone .·like this given the manage­
ment task that \vill fa ce the Corporation. Byrom simply is not 
up to the test now� 

Thornton Bradsha\·T, Chief Executive Officer ,  ARCO 

Would be an adequate Chief Exe cutive O.fficer . He's not in. the 
same class as Mettler, Ramo and Heirieman; ·Just a little cut 1 
belo\'11. He has been a very effc ct_ive explainer qf the business :� 
community, and v1ould _he, e x cel lent \vi th the Congress. Koppers 
doesn't compare Hi th T��i or' Nc>"rth\vest Inclustr1e's .. 

Henry Schacht, Chief· Executive Officie\::·,· Ctunmins·,:Engine 

I hope you -Choose By:Com as _CE.b. ·-1-Ie:·'_s-- almost idecil :-for this job·. -7� 
I v1ill call Anne T.vexler to confirm my fee l ings about Byrom. 

Andrew Brimmer, President, Bri��er.Associates 

First cl�'ss guy � I
.
' ve knm-1n ·him for some_ tim� -- \·:e serve 

togethe·r oh the Ne\·1 York Stock Excha�ge /E�oard and CED. He's 
not a -:p_olitic:al pe_rson"·-- -is ·.�defini:fely n9t· hosti l e to us! 
You:..:.shouldh'·t·- be troubled by: his· agreer�erit to pro vide advice. 
I� :kl}ow,._he's- :not; a·:.Reacjanite;, '�nd; · has _ neve� been. a -fundraiser 
for "j>al itical can·Ciidates .:; Byrom agreed·to. give advice to all 
candi'dat_e·s • .  -He is· a registere d Repub;t.icari, ·but is vie;;.;ed in 
Pit:tsbtirgli_as a nbn�partisan public:_spirited individual Hho 
l.vorks"'v7ell :-\-lith al-i sides . to solve problems. lie has not con tri-
bu ted "{o · .Reagan. 

· · 

�, - ' . ·- - . 

He's too cl·ose to \·7hat you're looking for to let him slip a•.-!uy. 
Irv Shapir<l-'.arid I have ta lked about this recently and \·7e aqrce 
that Byrom should be at the top of your list .  
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''· ·:.··., , '  

Bob Hatfield, Chairman, Continental Group - ·. Sta!:'lfo:!:"d, Connecticut 

If you can get Fletch , you've got the best! 

Regarding:.tlie
. faC:t _ th�t he agreed to serve as an advisor 

to Reagan·,_ ·this . is strictly an apoliti c al group. -�·le agreed 
to be used. as a·:·soundirig board.. This shouldn't ptit us·· in to 
the �'Republican _camp.- ; �ve· have also made ·ourselves �vaiTable to 

.··the President and to this: Adminis·tr.ation· as· '\·Jell thr.ouah the 
·. 

. . . . . . . . • . . · . . - •.: . . � . .. 
Businessmen's Round.table _and ·the Pre�±q.ent' s· Export Council. 
I also serve on· that. advisory group �:as '\·Jell .·as· the· Roundtable. 

·and·_-PEC . .  Also, ' the. head o�- the ·Nys'E s.erved···-::- a:icL if it w·ere a 
political .thiri�r, he 'c6ulP,' t ·do it�-

- · . - · : . ·.. ' .. . :: _:-.: 

Fletch is· one of the �ost
:
: ·capable guys you ,.;l.tl f in.d. 

Juanita· Kreps 

Byroms' party affiliation shouldn ' t be a factor. He is not 
partisan. Strongly recommend him. 

Charles Duncan 

Very impressive. Stro�g intellectually . .  Artlcula -6e. . He's 
a captain of industry'�- _and '\·rill. b.e, perceived :p�sit{vely. 
Conservative business. ideology� Though tte · i11it_�ally O??Osed 
this concept (for the_ (:orporation) he's. 'nm.; phi;lo�_ophically 
in tune. 

" 
John Hacy, Director of·FEMA 

'. ·". ·.• .. ,. � 

I \vorked \·Tith him in the early 70's during my Better. 'Business 
· assignment. Byrom has been very. active in the corp6rc.te leader-

ship groups. :He \vill \vell above averag e on the question of 
corpo:r.ation · soci al responsibility. He \·:as· -v:ay out fro>1·t on 
the· ener'gy issue. But I" don' t knmv abou ·t his inanagement style.· 
or �i·s vie'i.ol of. public serv�ce. . . 

Louis.Branscornb, Vice...::Pre·sident,. Research , . IB�1;< Ne:;vly e lected 
Chairman of the National Science Bbard 

. ' 
·Ranks< Byrom and- Charpie · highfy for SFC. Byrom is·. more urbane 
but Charp ie - is more· capable of running : the Corporation. 

, .... 

·,. 

. ;.' 

. '< 
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ACTION 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BU

.
DGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

AUG 2 7 1980 

�lectroatatBc c�py M®dG 
for Prssewatlcn' !Purtp��;� 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT (J • 

�� 

FROM: JAMES T. MciNTYRE, JR� 
SUBJECT: 

Deadline for Action 

Options for the October 1980 Federal 
Pay Adjustment 

The law governing the annual pay adjustment process requires 
that you decide before August 31 the amount by which Federal 
employee pay should rise in October. The interim period is 
designed to allow Congress 30 days to veto your proposal. 
Congress is unlikely to do that this year, of course, but 
these deadlines are set by law. 

Because of the Senate Labor Day recess and the fact that 
August 30 and 31 fall on Saturday and Sunday resp�ctively, 
we plan to have the documents delivered to the Congress on 
Friday, August 29. 

rompar�bility Increase 

The BLS survey found that private sector pay rates have 
increased by 9. 1 percent since last year. ·When those data 
are weighted to reflect Federal employment at the various 
pay levels, and to include the 3.2 percent catch-up resulting 
from the pay caps of FY 1979 and FY 1980, your Pay Agent 
(the Secretary of Labor and the Directors of OPM and OMB) 

finds that an average 13.46 percent Federal pay adjustment 
would be required to achieve comparability. Such an increase 
obviously is too high to be feasible this year. 

Current law provides that the annual increase for the 
military be the same as the average of the civilian increase. 
However, the Defense Authorization Act providing a military 
increase of 11.7 percent has just passed in both Houses of 
Congress and is on the way to you for signature. Accordingly, 
this year's increase under the Alternative Plan will go to 
civilians only. 
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COWPS Guidelines 

Under the guidance of the COWPS staff, we have calculated 
the Federal increases allowable under the FY 1980 guideline· 
rules. These rules set a range of 7.5 to 9.5 percent as the 
guideline maximum, anticipating a national average increase 
of 8.5 percent. 

· 

In calculating what increase is allowable under the guidelines, 
COWPS includes a carryover factor if the previous year's 
increase is below the guideline. Because our calculations 
include carryover from the pay c�ps of FY 1979 and FY 1980, 
an increase as high as 11.5 percent would be permissible. 

�However, any increase that is outside the published guideline 
ceiling of 9.5 percent obviously would:be perceived as 
excessive. 

Costs of Pay Increases 

Each 1 percent increase in Federal civilian pay will cost 
about $380 million. Of this, $325 million is for white 
collar employees and $55 million is for blue collar employees. 
(As in the past two years, Congress is expected to cap blue 

collar pay through an appropriation limitation that will 
give blue collar workers whatever percentage increase you 
allow white collar workers.} However, OMB requires agencies 
to absorb as much of each year's pay increase as they can� 

- this averages to approximately one-third of the_total. 

Advisory Committee on Federal Pay 

2 

.-""::�.,..,..·"iou.,c::Advisery Corrunittee on Federal Pay recommends an increase, 
graduated by grade, that would average about 9. 5 percent. . � 

Relationships with Unions and Employees 

In a recent letter to you (attached), Lane Kirkland said 
that under the National Accord they expect, and cannot 
support anything less than, an equal application of the 
private sector guidelines to Federal employees. He interprets 
equal application as iequiring a 9.5 percent increase this 
year. However, Ken Blaylock� Mr. Kirkland's principal 
spokesman on this issu·e and President of the largest Federal 
employee union (AFGE), is arguing for a 9.1 percent increase 
(letter attached), and the �FL-CIO now supports 9. 1 percent 

informally. 
· 

In considering relationships with the Federal employee 
unions, you should know that past pay limitations have been 
a factor in the widespread feeling among Federal employees 
that this Administration has been unfair to them. 
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Recommendations 

OMB and OPM recommend an 8.6 percent increase. This is our 
current estimate of the increase that would result from 
implementing the total compensation comparability method 
(pay plus benefits) of setting Federal civilian pay as 

proposed in the Administration's compensation reform legislation 
and reflected in the budget. This increase would cost an 
additional $200 million over the 7.8 percent shown in th� 
budget. 

· 

This 8.6 percent increase falls in the middle of the COWPS 

7.5 to 9.5 percent range, and can be defended before the 
unions as a fair application of the guidelines to Federal 
employees. Employees could give you credit for an increase 
higher than that shown in the budget, while others would 
have to concede that you had limited the pay increase 
substantially (cutting it from 13.46 to 8.6 p�rcent). 

You may wish to consider the alternative (9.1 percent) 
advocated-by Mr. Blaylock. He argues that the National 
Accord provided that Federal employees would not be treated 
differently than private sector employees; that this year's 
guidelines provide for an upper limit of 9.5 percent; and 

·that the private sector salary movement, as shown by this 
year's BLS survey, was 9.1 percent. Therefore, he says 
that, "simple justice and the need for preservation of the 
comparability process demands an average Federa_Ladjustment 
this year of 9.1 percent." · 

Should you decide to accept the 9.1 percent figure, we can 
.-::--�"FQ._ef�nd=-- i!: _ 'j:_Q__ the public as a cut from the 13.46 percent 
· - cbmpa?ability figure.- However, this increase would cost 

$125 million more than the 8.6 percent we are recommending 
and the total 9.1 percent increase could be seen as an · · 
expensive retreat from your tough stand against inflation. 

As in 1978 and 1979, the BLS survey found that higher 
increases are needed at the top of schedule than at the 
bottom to achieve full comparability. The Advisory Committee 
has again recommended that the increase be graduated by 
grade. Mr. Blaylock would go along with some tilting of the 
pay line but does not prefer it. ·However, under either 
alternative plan optio�tilting the line gives high�graded 
employees more at the expense of low-graded employees. In 
addition, the extent of the tilt pos�ible is very modest. 
Therefore, as in 1978 and 1979, we recommend strongly that 
the plan provide for an across-the-board increase of the 
same percentage. 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 

WASHINGTON 

August 28, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

STU EIZENSTAT �­
STEVE SIMMONS�"'-" 

Mcintyre Memo re Options 
for the October 1980 

Federal Pay Adjustment 

As Jim Mcintyre states, an 8.6% increase would be consistent 
with the pay reform methodology we have recommended to the 
Congress and announced in the FY '81 budget. However, we 
strongly recommend that you approve a 9.1% pay increase for 
the following reasons: 

This is the most important action you can take 
to increase the appreciation of over 2 million 
federal employees and their families for this 
Administration and enhance federal employee 
morale. As a result of previous pay caps, the 
pay reform legislation, and other initiatives 
this constituency is already antagonistic to 
us, and this direct, personal Presidential 
action would greatly help. Also, this would be 
responsive to the recent requests Congressman 
Joe Fisher and other members have made for us 
to take immediate actions responsive to federal 
employee needs. 

Comparability calls for a pay increase of 13.46%. 

The difference between 13.46% and 8.6% versus 
9.1% would not be viewed as significant by the 
general public. Both figures are far below 
what comparability requires. However, the 
difference would be very significant for the individual 
recipients of the pay increase, federal employees. 
If others do criticize the 9.1% figure as too 
high, this can only focus on your personal concern 
as Chief Executive with federal employees who would 
appreciate your action even more. 
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Today you will announce an economic package 
in excess of $30 billion that helps all segments 
of society. The one group conspicuously not 
affected are federal employees. In fact, private 
workers who pay social security will benefit from 
our proposed social security tax credit, but 
federal workers who are not in the social security 
system will not be affected at all. Announce­
ment of the pay decision will be the day after this 
package is presented, and it is hard to justify 
why after spending $30 billion on all segments 
of society we cannot spend $125 million on federal 
employees. 

9.1% is well within the COWPS 7.5% - 9.5% FY '80 

guidelines and much below the 11.5% allowable 
under the COWPS carryover procedures. It is also 
below the 9.5% recommendation of your Advisory 
Committee on Federal Pay. 

In previous years federal employees have received 
the same pay increase military employees have 
received. As Jim points out, this year the Defense 
Authorization Act provides military employees with 
an 11.7% pay increase, and it seems only fair to 
provide the 9.1% to civilian employees, which would 
still be far below the 11.7% military increase. 

This morning we spoke with both Scotty Campbell and Ken Blaylock, 
President of the American Federation of Government Employees 
(AFGE), the largest federal employee union. Scotty said that 

as Director of OPM he had to recommend the 8.6% figure which is 
consistent with the methodology announced in the budget and 
recommended to Congress for reforming the pay system. However, 
he stated that, "If I were sitting where the President sits 
I would choose the 9.1% figure." Ken Blaylock told us, "A 
decision for 9.1% will make a difference in federal employee 
attitudes� There is no doubt about it." Blaylock also said 
that Lane Kirkland and the AFL-CIO now support 9.1%. We also 
note that Blaylock was just narrowly reelected President of 
AFGE, and this decision is critically important to his credibility. 

Although we disagree with Jim and think you should approve a 
9.1% pay increase, we do agree with him that the pay increase plan 
should provide for an across-the-board increase of the same 
percentage. As a matter of equity employees in the upper 
grades should not receive higher increases than low graded 
employees, and this is consistent with the previous pay 
increases you have approved. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

28 August 1980 

HAMILTON J�R AN � 
JACK WATSON/ £f 

Federal Pa/ Adjustment 

You should consider the political implications of this 
decision with respect to the attitude of Federal employees 
in the Virginia and Maryland suburbs of Washington. 

In general, Federal employees believe that the Carter Ad­
ministration has treated them shabbily. Previous pay 
raises have not been comparable to private sector pay rates. 
Energy conservation measures such as paying for parking, 
and shutting off hot water, have created considerable 
hostility. 

On the merits, either figure is defensible. Jim Mcintyre's 
memo gives a mild endorsement to the lower figure, but makes 
these important points: 

o True comparability with the private sector requires a 
13.46 percent increase. 

o Congress will be sending you an 11.7 percent military pay 
increase for consideration. 

o The Pay Advisory Committee recommends a 9.5 percent increase. 

o COWPS guide1ines permit an increase within the range of 
7.5 to 9.5 percent. 

o The AFL-CIO will accept a 9.l percent increase. 

The diffeEence between the 8.6 and 9.1 percent figures is 
$125 million. The higher figure does not violate the COWPS 
guidelines, and can be defended as a cut from the 13.46 percent 
comparability figure. 

This decision is our principal opportunity between now and 
November to begin turning around the attitude of Federal 
employees towards us. To get the vote we need out of 
Northern Virginia and Maryland, we are going to need the help 
Congressmen Fisher, Harris, Barnes and Spellman; but they 
need a place to hang their hat if they are to help us with 
Federal employees. This decision will have a great impact 
in the Washington area, little impact elsewhere. 
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SENSITIVE 

THE CHA!RMAN OF THE 

COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS 

WASHINGTON 

August 28, 1980 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

From: 

Subject: 

1. 

. 1--:::> Charlie Schultze C.. 

Federal Pay Raise 

I recommend you choose the 8.6 percent option. 

o On a total compensation basis, as defined 
in your pay reform legislation, it would make 
Federal pay plus benefits fully comparable 
with the private sector. 

o Giving an 8.6 percent pay raise implies a 
slightly larger increase -- perhaps 9 percent 
or so -- in total compensation, including 
fringes. 

2. However, 9.1 percent can be justified as not 
out-of-line with pay increases in the private sector; it 
is clearly within CWPS guidelines. Frankly, I would use 
the extra half percent as a bargaining chip. You might: 

o Call Kirkland and tell him that a number of 
your economic advisors recommend 8.6 percent 
(which is a completely accurate statement) . 

o Tell him you will take a lot of flak if you 
go to 9 percent or more, because that sounds 
like a lot of money out in Peoria (which is 
also accurate) • 

o Let him talk you into 9.1, but only after he 
realizes that you are doing so at some cost. 
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OTHER STAFF COMMENTS 
.J"' ' . .. , ' ·· . ·· 

.. l .. " •  

·:Fred . Kahn ·.
·

,
. 

· .. ·The . 8. 6 percent.· increase · i:so'pre ferablEk . t�· · the. ··p-rop�
·
s�d 

,• ' 

.. ,, '9 �-1 percent< increase since 'it·:' is .closer .to the 'midpdfnt of 
,.·the pay __ r�rige.-' .. For this.reasop.,-.• w·�·would prefer 8 .. �·percent ... 

rt. ·is unclea:t·:whether·· 'fri)j:ge benefitE( have: peen:. included 
in. the calculations· and, ''if ·not,· what ):ffect ' this' would 
have . . •

. _ 

The actuaf: . . b:lcreases.-Fedetaf 'workers. will 're'ceive 
will exceed 8. 6 percemt anyWay' because. of 'prc)motion_s and 
step incr�ases • • •  " 

· · 

Landon Butler 

"I recommend that the President select the 9.1 percent 
option • . •  If .the 8.6 percent option is selected, a little 
of the'lustre will be removed fromour relationships with 
organized labor. . . Kenneth- Blaylock, President of _the AFGE, 
has, in most cases, been a valuable allyof the Administra­
tion on issues affecting Federat w6rkers�-at ·cons1derable 
personal risk to himself ... By selecting the 9.1 percent 
option, the President would probably insure tha� the most 
important Federal employee union remain-s under. moderate 
leadership." 

· · 

Frank Moore 

"We concur with the arguments of Stu and Landon. A decision 
to opt for the 9.1 percent increase would st�eilgthen our 
relatlon.'ships with Congressmen_ Fisher, Harris� ·Barnes, 
arid .'Congresswoman Spellman 1 . and would. gq .a. long way to 
rever;? e .. the widespread percep-t�on t,hat · this . Administration 
is wsfrking agains·t Federal em_ployees �" ' 
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A President must balance economic considerations against 

the fact that Federal employees face the same kinds of 

problems with inflation as other citizens. In so doing, I 

have concluded that the dedication of these loyal public 

servants deserves no less relief than we would allow for 

other workers. 

For those reasons, I urge the Congress to support the 

Alternative Plan submitted with this message. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 



,. 

TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

An adjustment in Federal white collar pay is required 

on October 1 under the Pay Comparability Act of 1970. 

The findings of my Pay Agent and of the statutory 

Advisory Committee on Federal Pay indicate that this year 

an average 13.46 percent increase would be required to achieve 

full comparability with the private sector, at a cost of 

approximately $4.2 billion for civilian employees. 

Current law provides that the annual increase for the 

military be the same as the average of the civilian increase. 

The Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1981, which has 

passed both Houses of Congress provides for a larger military 

pay adjustment this year. The larger increases proposed under 

that Act will supersede the increases military personnel otherwise 

would receive under the Alternative Plan. 

A decision on pay comparability for Federal civilian 

employees necessarily must be made in the broader context 

of the present economic situation in this country. Inflation 

is a continuing threat to the economy, and consequently we 

still have anti-inflationary pay standards for all pay increases, 

public or private. For the past two years, I have looked 

to those standards ih determining the Federal pay adjustment 

just as I expected other employers to do in formulating increases 

for their workers. I have continued that approach for this 

year's Federal increase. 

The Pay Act gives me authority to propose an alternative 

adjustment to full comparability if deemed appropriate in 

light of economic conditions. Under that authority, I have 

decided upon an alternative pay plan consisting of an 

across-the-board 8.6 percent increase, and a partial exemption 

from the full effect of that limitation for the lowest paid 

civilian employees. That increase is fully within the range 

of the current national pay standards. 



F�DERAL PAY COMPARABILITY 

ALTERNATIVE PLAN 

Because of economic conditions affecting the general welfare, 

I hereby transmit to Congress the following Alternative Plan, 

in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5305(c)(l): 

The adjustment in rates of pay of each Federal statutory 

pay system to become effective on the first day of the 

first applicable pay period that begins on or after 

October 1, 1980, shall be limited to an 8.6 percent 

increase at each grade in lieu of the adjustment determined 

under the comparability procedure set forth in 5 U.S.C. 

5305(a)-(b); Provided, however, that the full adjustment 

determined under the comparability procedure shall take 

effect to the extent it does not increase any rate of pay 

to an amount of more than $9,027 per year. 

Accordingly, the overall percentage of the adjustment in the 

rates of pay under the General Schedule will be an 8.63 percent 

increase. The overall percentage of the adjustment in the 

rates of pay under the other statutory pay systems (Foreign 

Service and the Department of Medicine and Surgery of the 

Veterans Administration) will be slightly less, an 8.6 percent 

increase, because all salaries under those systems are higher 

than the $9,027 per year limit which would permit comparability 

increases. 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5382(c) the following rates of 

basic pay for the Senior Executive Service shall become 

.effective on the first day of the first applicable pay 

period that begins on or after October 1, 1980: 

ES -1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 8 , 9 6 2 

ES-2. . 

ES-3. . 

ES- 4. 

ES-5 • . . . .  

ES-6. • 

51,230 

. . . . . . . . .  53,602 

. . • . . . . . . 56' 085 

. . . . . . . . • 58' 682 

. . . . .  61,400 
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A President must balance economic considerations against 

the fact that Federal employees face the same kinds of 

problems with inflation as other citizens. In so doing, I 

have concluded that the dedication of these loyal public 

servants deserves no less relief than we would allow for 

other workers. 

For those reasons, I urge the Congress to support the 

Alternative Plan submitted with this message. 

\ 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 



TO THE CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES: 

An adjustment in Federal white collar pay is required 

on October 1 under the Pay Comparability Act of 1970. 

The findings of my Pay Agent and of the statutory 

Advisory Committee on Federal Pay indicate that this year 

an average 13.46 percent increase would be required to achieve 

full comparability with the private sector, at a cost of 

approximately $4.2 billion for civilian employees. 

Current law provides that the annual increase for the 

military be the same as the average of the civilian increase. 

The Department of Defense Authorization Act, 1981, which has 

passed both Houses of Congress provides for a larger military 

pay adjustment this year. The larger increases proposed under 

that Act will supersede the increases military personnel otherwise 

would receive under the Alternative Plan. 

A decision on pay comparability for Federal civilian 

employees necessarily must be made in the broader context 

of the present economic situation in this country. Inflation 

is a continuing threat to the economy, and consequently we 

still have anti-inflationary pay standards for all pay increases, 

public or private. For the past two years, I have looked 

to those standards in determining the Federal pay adjustment 

just as I expected other employers to do in formulating increases 

for their workers. I have continued that approach for this 

year's Federal increase. 

The Pay Act gives me authority to propose an alternative 
' 

adjustment to full comparability if deemed appropriate in 

light of economic conditions. Under that authority, I have 

decided upon an alternative pay plan consisting of an 

across-the-board 8.6 percent increase, and a partial exemption 

from the full effect of that limitation for the lowest paid 

civilian employees. That increase is fully within the range 

of the current national pay standards. 



FEDERAL PAY COMPARABILITY 

ALTERNATIVE PLAN 

Because of economic conditions affecting the general welfare, 

I hereby transmit to Congress the following Alternative Plan, 

in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5305(c)(l): 

The adjustment in rates of pay of each Federal statutory 

pay system to become effective on the first day of the 

first applicable pay period that begins on or after 

October 1, 1980, shall be limited to an 8.6 percent 

increase at each grade in lieu of the adjustment determined 

under the comparability procedure set forth in 5 U.S.C. 

5305(a)-(b); Provided, however, that the full adjustment 

determined under the comparability procedure shall take 

effect to the extent it does not increase any rate of pay 

to an amount of more than $9,027 per year. 

Accordingly, the overall percentage of the adjustment in the 

rates of pay under the General Schedule will be an 8.63 percent 

increase. The overall percentage of the adjustment in the 

rates of pay under the other statutory pay systems (Foreign 

Service and the Department of Medicine and Surgery of the 

Veterans Administration) will be slightly less, an 8.6 percent 

increase, because all salaries under those systems are higher 

than the $9,027 per year limit which would permit comparability 

increases. 

In accordance with 5 U.S.C. 5382(c) the following rates of 

basic pay for the Senior Executive Service shall become 

effective on the first day of the first applicable pay 

period that begins on or after October 1, 1980: 

ES -1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 8 , 9 6 2 

ES-2. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 51,230 

ES-3. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 53,602 

ES-4. . • • . • . . . . . . • .  56,085 

ES-5. 

ES-6. 

. . . . . . . . . 58' 682 

. 61,400 
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The President 
The "White House 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Hr. President: 

I O"!L- f-:"-'•.•.:.;.110 
) : ;; � � �I H•: 

;.l ,. . � "'[ �!. {., 
t.·�·� io.AY 11 f INL[Y 
S�� C tHLIII'If'li 
C�-'!Rl(S H. PilLARD 
Lt('Y[l MlHAIQ( 
[M'I[T A"'OR(WS 
Will lUI H. WYNN 
JOH"' OtCOiiCINI 
OANJ[l Y. MARONEY 

815 SIXTEEt,lH STREET. N.W. 
WASHINGTON. D.C. 20006 

(202) 637·5000 

July 31, 1980 

075389 

In our discussions last year with reference to the pay guidelines 
and federal employees' pay increases, we made the strongest possible 
representations to you, to Vice President l1ondale and to several of your 
Cabinet members, that justice required that federal employees not be 
treated any differently than private sector employees. Specifically, 
we argued that if it was decided that during a period of national 
economic crisis it was necessary to "cap" federal employees' pay increases 
and not grant to them the full amount which would be dictated by compara­
bility surveys, then the "cap'! could not be lower than that which was in 
effect for other workers. You accepted this logic and federal employees' 
raises granted October 1, 1979, were made subject to the wage guidelines 
and, consequently, limited to the 7 percent figure, with the exception of 
those earning $4.00 an hour or less. 

In the current consideration of the appropriate amount of increase 
for this year, I understand it has been established that the relationship 
of federal wages to comparable private sector wages would require an 
increase in excess of 13 percent to restore comparability. I understand 
further that the current survey shows private sector wage movements in 
comparable jobs was 9.1 percent during the past year, and that last year's 
adjustment fell short of "comparability:! by about 4 percent. Given the 
fact that this year's guideline for wages establishes an acceptable range 
of between 7.5 and 9.5 percent, I believe that equal treatment of federal 
employees requires an average federal pay adjustment of 3·5 percent effective 
October 1, 1 980. Such an adjustment would, at least, prevent the further 
erosion of the comparability principle, and in our opinion, be in compliance 
with the mutually accepted principles of the National Accord. 

I would be happy to review 
representatives from our staff or 

1; employee unions meet with whoever 

this matter further with you or have 
from the staff of the principal federal 
you would designate. 



July 31, 1980 

I believe it is important th&t this matter continue to receive the 
priority attention of your staff and designees.�o that it can be settled 
expeditious�y and the principle of equal treatment of federal employees 
under the p�y guidelines be continued. ·J 

cc: Vice President Mondale 
Secretary of Labor Harsball 

., 

President 
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AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPlOYEES 
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August 12, 1980 · 

Honorable Alan K. Campbell 
Director, Office of Personnel 

Management 
1900 E Street, N. w. 
Washington, D. c. 20415 

Dear Mr. Campbell: 

14/Pay 

The release of this year's PATCO Survey and the Technical 
Staff recommendation for the adjustment it supports, only serves 
to reinforce the concerns I'd expressed earlier regarding the 
sorry state of Federal pay comparability. Historically, we have 
long differed over the survey makeup and methodology used to 
measure comparability. Two successive pay caps which have served 
to restrict Federal salary �ovement far more severely than that 
enjoyed by the private sector, have rendered such arguments moot. 
The comparability gc3:p today is so wide by any measure; it's 
obvious a serious attempt is going to have to be made this year 
to substantially reduce this gap, or the entire comparability 
process is going to be damaged beyond repair and the Government 
is going to be virtually crippled in its ability to recruit and 
retain qualified employees. 

One has only to look at the unweighted "pre-adjustment 
comparability gap" (Page 4, Table 1 ,of the Agent's Technical Staff 
release, Attachment I) to see-that on a grade-for-grade comparison, 
all Federal grades but one are from 1.82% to 19.85% behind private 
sector rates and 10 of these 15 graqes, are further behind than 
the 13.49% average increase proposed by'the Agent's Technical 
Staff. 

Even more startling, �s a comparison of the rates found for 
all of the PATCO surveyed jobs contrasted with the current Federal 
average rates for those same jobs. Of the 91 jobs where this 
comparison can be made (Attachment II), 58 are further behind 
than the 13.49% figure, 29 are more than 20% behind, 12 are more 
than 30% behind, and incredibly, 2 would require more than a 40% 
increase to bring them to the level of the private sector rates. 

TO DO FOR ALL THAT WHICH NONE CAN DO FOR ONESELF 



Honorable Alan K • .  Campbell 
August 12, 1980 

_Page Two 

. My position, and that of AFGE, has not changed from what 
it was two years ago. :-I have always maintained that we: would 
be responsible and would accept our £air share of the burden in 
the fight against inflation. I made it clear last year during 
the discussions of the F. Y. '80 adjustment we expected compa­
rable treatment with that afforded the private sector with respect 
to the limitations on Federal annual salary adjustment. We re­
affirmed that position during the negotiation and finalization 
of the National Accord between the President and organized labor. 
Last year's adjustment was made in accordance with the then 
current Wage and Price Guidelines�_· In our earlier discussion, 
there was some confusion as to whether the equal treatment called 
for in the National Accord only applied for a one year period. 
AFL-CIO President Kirkland's July 31, 1980 letter to President 
Carter (Attac��ent III) should clarify that_point. 

�-This year' s Guidelines provide for an upper limit of 9. 5%. 
The private sector salary movement, as shown by this year's 
PATCO Survey, was 9 .1%.�· 

.. It is AFGE' s position that simple justice and the need for 
preservation of the comparability process demands an average 
Federal adjustment this year of 9.1%. This, in no way, makes up 
for the losses suffered over the last two years, but it would 
maintain the �elative pay position of Federal workers, it would 
be in consonance with the National Accord and the President's 
Wage Control program, and is fully justified and supported by 
private sector salary movement� 

· 

I. for one, recognize �Lat we cannot preach comparability 
and year after year demand flat dollar or percentage across-the­
board increases, no true comparability measurement produces such 
constant flat adjustments and we have reached t:"1e point that we 
have to decide whether we are going to have to ask for what 
sounds good to our membership or for that which would maintain 
some resemblance to a comparability system. In reaching this 
decision, I've developed a proposed (Attachment IV) payline that 
does the following: 

1. It provides an average increase of 9.1%. 

2. It provides unrestricted increases for those 
employees who were exempted from last year's 
Wage Control program. 

3. It recognizes the need for some curvature in 
the payline with reasonably larger increases 
at the bottom �"1d the top and is lowest at 
the low points in the unweighted PATCO vs. 
Federal grade .comparison. 

. .. 
I. 



Honoraple Alan K. Campbell 
August 12, 1980 

Page Three 

' �' 

I feel this proposed payline has a great deal of merit. It 
is one that can be sold to the taxpayer and to the Congreds. It 
would result in a fair and equitable Federal adjustment, and it 
would do no further har.m to the already severely damaged compara­
bility process. 

I would urge that the Administration give this proposal most 
serious consideration and I assure you, Two Million Federal 
employees and I, anxiously await yot:r response. 

Sincerely, 

�� 
Kenneth T. 
National 
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ADVISORY COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL PAY 
1730 K STREET, N.W. 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20006 

August 2;?, 1980 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

The Advisory Ccmni ttee on Federal Pay has the honor of 
submitting to you its ninth annual report. The report 
incorporates our findings and recomnendations with 
respect to the Fiscal 1981 pay adjust:Irent for approxi­
mately 1.4 million Federal civilian employees. 

The Ccmnittee hopes that our recorrmendations will prove 
useful to you in arriving at your decision. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Eva Robins 
Member 

� ���Q ��j 
- Roy L. Ash 

Member 

L�L 
Jerome M. Resow 
Chairman 



REPORI' ON THE FISCAL 1981 PAY INCREASE UNDER 
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INTRODUCTIOI."J 

Recamnendations of the Advisory Camnittee on Federal Pay reg-arding the 
Fis:::al 1981 salary adjustrrent for approx.imately 1.4 million civilian 
white-a::>llar enployees oovered by the Federal Pay Corrparability Act of 
1970 are co nt ained in this, tre ninth annual rep:>rt of the Committee. 
(Acoordin:J to that Act, mEmbers of the Anted Forces w-ould receive the 

same average percentage increase as employees covered cy tie corr.para­
bility legislatim, but Cbngress has passed legislation which, if 
signed by the President, will override this automatic link for Fiscal 
1981.) 

The corrparability legislatim provides: 

11 It is the p:>licy of Congress that Federal pay fixing for 
employees trnder statutory pay systems be based on tre 
principles tmt--

11 (l) there be ffiUal pay for substantially equal work; 

11 (2) pay distinctions be rraintained in keeping with 
v.ork and performance distinctions; 

11 (3) Federal pay rates be a:mparable with private 
enterprise pay rates for the sarre levels of 
work; and 

1 1  (4) pay levels for the statutory pay systems be 
interrela ted. 11 

THE (X)MI?ARABILI'IY PAY llJCRFASE 

Acoording to the Federal Pay Cbmparability Act, Federal pay rates are 
to be comparable with private enterprise rates for the same levels of 
work. Tre increases that 'V\Dul d be necessary this year fully to 
achieve these conparability levels are presented in table l, oolurnn 2, 
and are the same as tlDse prop:>sed. by the Pay .Pqent. Trese increases 
vary f ran 10.12 percent at Grade 2 to 20.91 percent at Grade 15. If 
effective, they would raise Fed.eral white-collar p:�.yroll costs by 
12.69 percent, assmning tffit the executive pay ceiling remains at 
$50, 112 . 50, and 13

. 4 6 percent if the ceil ing were removed. 

Often these costs are qmted as the average pay increase to the entire 
'V\Drk force. Under the law, this overall average is a result, rot a 
determinant, of pay. 
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Stated differently, the individual grade increases in table 1, oolurrm 2, 
are essential to ccnparability, since these individual changes are tie 
means of arrivinj at canparability levels. The calculated average 
has ro validity of itself but is simply a surmnary of the oost of cnm­
parability. Indeed, the propriety of giving all white-collar euployees 
the average of the varying percentage increases that are needed to 
attain comparability cxmld be questioned; the Comparability Act of 1970 
refers to cx:mparable levels of pay. 

Regardless of the issue of propriety, a uniform percentage increase that 
results in pay levels tmt are not comparable with the private sector is 
an inefficient way to spend the goverrnnent' s rroney. It a::mld overpay 
workers at sane levels ccnpared to what they woold earn in the private 
sector and underpay others. It has perpetuated serious pay lags at 
middle and upper levels of responsibility, where the need for experience, 
skill, aru:1 managerial ability is greatest. 

Under the Cbmparability Act, tre President may set aside the full can­
parability increase and instead determine and invoke an a lternative pay 
plan. It appea rs alrrost certain t ha.t re will do s::> this year. There­
fore, this reJ:X>rt does not include any extensive discussicn of 
increases necessary to achieve full canparability. Rather, the 
Cormni ttee: 

a. Reiterates its belief in tre im:tnrtance of pay com­
parability to roth Federal employees and th= public. 

b. Ehlpha.sizes the fact that comparability is a matter of 
pay levels, grade by grade, and, renee, canrot be 
achievEd by a uniform percentage increase in pay. 

c. Recommends (in the next section of the reJ:X>rt) the 
fonn of an alternative plan increase. 

In addition, this re:tnrt draws special attention to several other 
matters that are related to Federal white-rollar pay, includinj execu­
tive pay, military pay linkage, retirenent costs, arrl white-rollar 
lal::or relations. 

AN ALTERNATIVE PIAN 

As observed abaJe, an alternative plan seems inevitable this year. 

If one is adoptEd, the Cormnittee urges that whatever increase the 
President decides on for Fiscal 1981 be distributed to confo:r:rn as 
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closely as J:X>Sslill.e to private sector pay at each grade level, taking 
into acoonnt the oomparability prmciples of the Act and the anti­
inflation wage standards. 

Description of Pror:osed Lire 

Table 1, colunn 3, presents the Cbrrmittee' s recamnendations for an 
alternative plan, to take effect the first pay period in October 1980. 
The increases would vary from 7.87 percent at Grade 7 to 14.68 J?Errcent 
at Grade 15. i'bst workers in Grades 1 and 2 would receive full mm­
parability increases-- 10.41 and 10.12 percent, respectively--since trey 
are covered by the low wage exemptions of the anti-inflation standards. 
It wruld raise pay scales by 9. 5 percent on average but, because of the 
$50,112 executive pay ceiling, it would ra ise payroll oosts by 
9 . 04 percent. 

Tre Cbrrmi ttee' s pror:osal would raise Federal whi te-mllar oornpensation 
msts by al:out $2.9 billion in Fiscal 1981. Full comparability for 
Federal white-collar workers would oost $4.1 billion. (Ibth oost pro­
jections assume tre executive pay ceiling rsnains unchanged.) In 
mntrast to earlier years, this decision will rot affect military 
}?Errsonnel costs, on which Cbngress has already taken action. 

The increases advocated by the Ccmuittee are designed to provide pay 
at each grade as close to comparability for l?imilar VJC>rk as is r:ossible 
with the rraxim..nn arronnt of rroney that seems likely to be available, 
given the anti-inflation wage standards. While attempting to parallel 
private sector pay levels to the maximun arrount r:ossible, it leaves 
substantial ly greater percentage lags behind corrparability at the upper 
than at tre lower grades. A brief statistical history of the pay lag 
in recent years at each grade is presented in table 2. The new seal es 
v.ould be al:out 3.5 percent behind oomparability at a majority of pay 
grades but would lag by 4. 5 to 6 percent at Grades 13 to 15. In 
cbllars, annual pay would lag by 0 at Grades 1 and 2 and fr011 $323 at 
Grade 3 to $2,541 at Grade 15. 

Some fomer meml::t2rs of the Federal Employees Pay Council opr:ose larger 
percentage increases at the upper grades, despite the fact that large 
gaps from cc:mparability have built up at these grades. They claim 
that these gaps are rot real but are simply a result of errors in 
measurement of pay levels at various grades caused by the technical 
methxls used by the Pay kjent and accepted by the Committee. Their 
assessment awears to overlook the fact that, from 1976-the ITOst 
recent year of full a:mparability, nonunifonn, increases--to 1980, tre 
private enterprise averages clearly increased pror:ortionately ITDre for 
the higher paying than for the low=r paid occupations. 
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The largest Federal errployee union--the American Federation of Govern­
ment Employees--has ra:ngnized that increases smuld vary arrorq pa.y 
grades to oonform with pay conparability. 'Ihe Carnnittee is pleased 
that the AFGE has reoognized the tasic principle in tre law that cnm­
parability is not served by unifonn across-th-roard increases. 
Nevertheless, we cannot accept the AFGE' s prot:ased alternative payline, 
which on ly tows in the direction of the principle witlout fulfillirq 
the real purpJse of achieving meaningful, grade-by-grade comparability. 
Un like tre Ccmni ttee' s prot:asal, the AFGE prot:asal does not follow 
private sector pay as closely as t:assible, given the wage standard 
limits, nor does it take account of tre legislative requirement of pay 
distinctions in keeping with v.urk distincticns. 

Need for fununiform Pay Increases 

The Corrmittee' s urgent ra::anrnendation that increases cane as close as 
t:assible to oomparability levels at ea.ch grade is l::E.sed on the need 
for such pay levels not only to satisfy tre goal s and principles of 
the Act but to improve tre effa::tiveness of government arrl g::>"veril!TEl1t 
managenent. It reoognizes tre fact that tre pro blem of pay lags at 
upr:er grade leve ls is oonp:mnded by incentives to retire provided by 
liberal early retirement and CPI escalation of pensions. 

While pay in Grades 13 , 14, and tre first step of Gr:ade 15 inc.rea.sed 
20.8 r:ercent fran October 1976 to October 19 79, pay for comparable 
v.ork in private industry rose 27 to 31 percent and CPI escal ation of 
pensions to talled 30 r:ercent. Sual l wonder that sur:ervisors and pro­
fessional employees in Grades 13, 14, and 15, with the most experience 
and drive, are rehavirq in an econanic manner arrl accepting offers 
fran outside tre government as scxm as they are eligible for retire­
ment, usual ly at age 55. Then they enjoy CPI escalated r:ens.ions-and 
frequently second careers in the private sector. Wherea.s those who 
remain in their Federal careers pay 7 percent of their salaries for 
future annuities, Uose who leave do not nake this payment and ra::eive 
annuities tmt rise much faster than pay of the t:asitions they left. 
Indeed, sane :p=nsions catch arrl exceed ful l pay . 

It is sur:ervisors and marn.gerial enployees in Grades 13 to 15-tr.e 

grades hudest hit by unifonn r:ercentage i:rcrea.ses-wl:n are re5t:0nsible 
for day-to-day rranagement and supervision of Federal programs. It is 
they wln were transferred to the merit pay systEm by Civil Service 
reform, presumab ly in an effort to use the pay system to notivate im­
proved management and supervism:y performance. Yet, arrrent pay lags 
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at these levels keep Federal pay relow rrarket levels, even for those 
whJ perfonn in an exrept ional mmner. 1/ 

The effect of arother uni£onn percent age increase on the already seri­
ous lags of p3y behind corrparability at the upper grades can be seen in 
the following table. Tlms ,  eve11 a unifo:rm 9. 5 percent rise in :pa.y 
would leave an 11.41 percent lag at GS-15 . Tl'Ere is a real danger tmt 
this steady gravth of gaps at the upper grades will reach a rragnitude 
that rray be politically imp::)ssible to correct. 

Effects of Uniform Percentage and Graduated Percent age 
Increases on Pay Comparability Gap With Private 

Industry, Selected Pay Grades 

Percent difference 111--

October 1980 

GS Grade October 1977 October 1979 
uniform 7.05% uniform 7% 

Graduated 
9.5% 1/ 

rea::mnnefded 
by Advisory 

Conmittee 

Uniform 

5 

10 

15 

increase increase 

Lead . 71 

Lead .55 

Lag 2.80 

Lag 1.86 

Lag 2.36 

Lag 8 .43 

Lag 3.4 

Lag 3. 52 

Lag 6.23 

1/ Average payroll cost, 9. 05 p;rcent . 

7.8% 9.3% 

Lag 3.62 Lag 1.92 

Lag 4.03 Lag 2.33 

Lag 13.11 Lag 11.41 

Lead -Federal pay above private industry for grade. 

EXECUTIVE PAY (PAY CCMPRFSSION) 

Federal white-collar pay oarnpression conti nues to grow and continues to 
undennin e t he notivation of employees key to the productivity of 
government. A total of more than 16,100 executives, including 90 per­
cent of the Senior Executive Service, receive the same pay even though 
they perfo:rm at six different high levels of resr:onsibility. The b::mus 
provisions, which would have provided substantial relief to 50 percent 
of tre SES executives, have only recently been reduced by O:mgress. 

1/ The rrerit pay provisions of the Civil Service Refo:rm Act will 
apply -to all supervisors in Grades 13 to 15 beginning in Fiscal 1982; 
agencies can put such provisions in effect during the cornin:J fiscal 
year. There is erough arployee cmcern and uncertainty over tre 
standards that will be used to. dete:rmine merit increases and the other 
new ground rules for pay for GS-13, 14, and 15 withJut having :tasic pay 
levels for trese grades rerrain out of line with private industry. 
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tbw, the authorization applies to only 25 percent of the SES. The 
klmini stration has further limited the mnnrer and size of these bonuses 
by administrative regulation. These double-barreled actions have 
dampened expe::tations and create a px>r and puzzled reaction arrong 
Federal exe::utives. 'I'h2 very credibility of the prog:r:am is at stake. 

The Comnittee is deeply concerned with the .inpact on SES rrorale that 
is ba.md to result from these restrictions, corning so quickly after 
efforts to encourage enployees to enter this service. 

The fourth Quadrennial Cbrrmission on Exe::utive, Legislative and 
Judicial Salaries is scheduled to make its recomnendations in Decenber 
of this year. Given the limited t:ime the Comnission has to corrplete 
its critical task and the impJrtance of the issues ahead, we urge the 
Administration to give priority attention to assisting the Commission 
in carrying out its mission. It seems safe to predict that the Cbrrrnis­
sion must proi_:Ose substantial increases; current scales are still l:elow 
tmse recomnended in 1976 cy the predecessor Cbrrmission. 

The Pay Agent proposes to restrict publishing asterisked rates (esti­
rrated SES arrl executive salary rates that would be o:::rnparable with the 
private sector but that are not paid because they exceed the salary 
level tmt can be paid for these grades). The Agent pro[X)ses to 
publish rates only up to the rate that 'WOuld be paid to Exerutive 
Level V if appropriations limitations were ended. For many of the 
reasms cited by the Pay J.qent, we concur that :rates in excess of this 
level slDuld m longer be publish:rl routinely. 

MILITARY PAY Ln:JKAGE 

Congress, in res[X)nse to problens of the volunteer forces and current 
concerns over natimal defense, has approved a special one-t:ime 
11.7 p ercent military pay adjustment for the earning year. This has 
care after 12 years of linkage (includirg linkage urrler the Federal 
Pa y Comparab ility Act of 1970) between white-collar and military pay. 

This year' s action could create a precedent for future separate pay 
actions. A pennanent separation could create serious problens for the 
future. Certainly divorcing these pay rrovements would be undesirable 
unless it were preceded by careful developnent of an alternative and 
e::onornically obje::tive methcrl for adjusting military pay. 'Ib depend 
on the fluctuating rroods of Congress for military pay adjustments 
introduces I_:Olitica l and unpredictable decision-making roth as to the 
arrount and the frequency of change. If the ldrnini st:ration or the 
Congress gives ser ioos consideration to cutting the link between Federal 
white-collar am military pay, the Cbmnittee urges that it be pre::eded 
by a careful search for a tetter but objective military pay adjustment 
process. Whatever policy is adopted slnuld serve the needs of national 
defense and satisfy the public interest. 
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RETIREMENT COSTS 

A major barrier to pay comparability is the high and burgeoning cost of 
Federal retiranent benefits, both for military and civilian anployees, 
including the Postal Service. 

'1\t.o major factors in rising Federal retirerrent costs have been 
(l) m:rmal retiranent for civilians witlDut actuarial red:tJctian at 

age 55 with 30 years 1 service; and (2) CPI escalation of annuities of 
all Federal employees, civilian or military. Liberal disability retire­
ment provisions have also been a factor in these costs. (Stated co sts 
have also advanced rapidly because of the requirement that the govern-

_
_ ment p:1y a growing percentage of the interest on its unfunded retirement 

liabilities.) 

'Ihe pension systan is creating a brain drain at the highest levels of 
government. Many enployees alrea::ly perceive incentives to reti re as 
being greater than the incentive to continue work. 

It is inevitable that, in future yoors, continuation of present retire­
ment p:>licies will substantially reduce the goverrment 1 s ability to 
mainta in pay canparability and, at the same time, to be fa ir to tax­
payers and avoid excessive l::urdens on the eoonomy. High pens ion 
"compensation," accompanied by lov.er cash oompensation than the private 
economy offers, will seriously reduce the attractiveness of Federal 
Service to highly talented pecple eager to succeed and compete in an 

open s ystem. 

Recognition of the rapidly gro.vin:J cost of pensions presumably has been 

a major force behind the Administration 1 s proposal for total ccmpensa­
tian oorrparabili ty. �Ve urg e, rov.ever, that the relati onship between 
pensions and pa y be re-examined and the cost of pensions be faced 
directly, hood on. Within the next few nonths, the Camni ttee plans to 
send to the President a report tmt will deal rrore fully with this 
urgent problem. 

LABJR RELATIONS 

The rra j or disadvantage of any al terna ti ve plan is the resultant lag 
behind the private sector and the distortion of Federal p:1y levels. 
In addition, such plans aJrrost inevitably hann white-collar laror rela­
tions, since they set aside normal procedures and destroy the 
credibility of the system in general and of Federal anployee unions in 
particular. 

The Advisory Canmittee has discussed each annual pay increase with 
Federal emplo yee organizations and there have presumably been some dis­
cussions of pay reform and other issues, inclu:ling the annual pay 
increase, between cpvernment representatives and at least a fetv of 
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these organizations. Ib\\Bver, tre resignation of Federal Ehlployees 
Pay Council rreml::ers was a reaction t o  the 1978 alternative plan. 
There has been m on-going discussion of pay issues since that time-­
this part of the pay-setting institution has becane imperative. 

Resignation of the entire Pay Council has led to same informal efforts 
t o  fill the vacuum it left. Talks have occurred in a mnner rot oon­
tanplated by the statute and, at best, have provided uneven an:l 
erratic participation of Federal enployee re:Presentatives in di srus­
sions of the r:ay-setting process. Trey rray be acoornpanied by increased 
snployee suspicions of the process, reduced representation of all views 
on an equal l::a.sis, and a deterioration of the r:ay-setting process 
established under the law. 

'This year the Committee has roted press references to infonnal discus ­
sions between one representative of the Pay Agent and one union 
leader. These discussions have been described in the p ress as "nego­
tiations." While tl"E Cbrrmittee applauds increased communication and 
exchange of information on Federal pay, we believe that anything tret 
short cirruits the comparability process should be viewed with 
caution. 

We believe tmt it would be highly desirable for the President to 
initiate efforts to reoonstitute the Pay Council, especially since 
this year there seems to be sanewhat g reater awareness, if rot accept ­

-ance, o n  tlE r:art of Federal employee unions of the inevitability of an 
an alternative plan. lbpefully, this may translate into a willingness 
t o  reopen farrral discussions in the cornin::J rronths. 

' 

RECDMMENDATIONS 

In summary , the Comnittee recx:::mnends that: 

1. If a full comparability pay in::rease is put into effect, 
it slDuld vary from 10.12 percent at Grade 2 to 20.91 
percent at Grade 15, as recanrrended by the President' s 
Pay Agent. This would have the effect of increasiiXJ 
Federal white-rollar payroll costs by 12.69 percent 
(13.46 percent if the executive pay ceiling were 

renoved). 

2. In the event that the President must iillrnse an alterna­
tive plan, he consider a salary scale increase 
(a) averagiiXJ al:out 9. 5 percent, consistent with the 

wage stand:l.rds of the anti-inflation program applicable 
to private sector employees, and raisin:; payrol l costs 
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9. 04 percent, but (b) maintaining as rruch of the com­
parability principle as p:>ssible by providing increases 
varying· from 7.87 percent at Grade 7 to 14.68 percent 
at Grade 15. (Most workers in Grades 1 and 2 woold 
receive cx:mparability increases--10.41 and 10.12 per­
cent, respectively.) 

3. Al trough Cbn:Jress approved a special one-time 11. 7 per­
cent military pay adjustment instead of mntinuing the 
linkage to the Comparability Pay Act, this smuld not 
constitute a precedent for future separate pay actions 
for the military services. If any ser.ious consideration 
is given by tre President or the Con:Jress to cutting the 
link to this Act, then tre Committee urges that this be 
preceded by a careful study of whether there is a better 
but equally objective military pay adjusbnent process 
which serves the nat.ional interest as well. 

4. The President give priority attention tD the miss.ion of 
the Q.ladrennial Corrmission on Executive, Legislative 
and Judicial Salaries. 

5. The explosion of Federal pensirn costs receive urgent 
attent.ion by the President and the Crngress. The 
runaway pension costs are having an adverse effect on 
Federal pay, taxpayer perceptions of Fa::leral anploy­
ment conditions, and on tlE long-term cost of 
goveTIIIlent. The annuity-pay imbalance has accelerated 
the brain drain on managerial and professirnal talent 
fran the goverrrnent. 

6. The President initiate prompt action to reinstate the 
Federal Employees Pay Council as an important 
instrumentality in the conpa rability process. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Eva Robins 
Member 

Roy L. Ash 
Member 

--
n (� .. � \u., rK�-

Jerome M. Rosow 
Chairman 



Table 1. Increases in General Schedule Rates Recorrmeriled for Full Conparability 
and Recormnended for Alternative Plan Cbnfonning With Voluntary Pay Starrlards, 

October 198 0 

GS Grade 
(1) 

1 ----------------------------------

2 ----------------------------------

3 ----------------------------------

4 ----------------------------------

5 ----------------------------------

6 ----------------------------------

7 ----------------------------------

8 ----------------------------------

9 ----------------------------------

10 ----------------------------------

11 ----------------------------------

12 ----------------------------------

13 ----------------------------------

14 ----------------------------------

15 ----------------------------------

Average payroll increase 
Assuming $60,800 Level V salary 

rate ---------------------------
Assuming $50,112.50 Level V 

salary rate --------------------

Required for 
full CC>ITpara-

bility 
(2) 

10.41 
10.12 
12.15 
11.72 
11.42 

11.25 
11.21 
11.29 
11.5 
11.83 

12.3 
13.61 
15.47 
17.89 
20.91 

13.46 

12.69 

Gap behind conparab1li ty 
ACFP recormnendation for resulting from alterna-
an alternative plan tive plan recommendation 

(3) (4) 

10.41 0 
10.12 0 

8.53 3.62 
8.23 3.49 
8.02 3.40 

7.90 3.35 
7.87 3.34 
7.93 3.36 
8.07 3.43 
8.31 3.52 

8.64 3.66 
9.56 4.05 

10.86 4.61 
12.56 5.33 
14.68 6.23 

9.5 3.96 

9.04 3.65 

� 
0 



Table 2. Percentage lag of General Schedule Pay Behind Comparability 
With the Private Sector, by Grade, October 1977-79, and 

Projected for 1980 

Percentage lag of rates in effect behind cnrnparability-
Percentage I?Oint change in gap from 

GS Grade 
Oct. 1977 Oct. 1978 Oct. 1979 

Oct. 1980, PIDI?OSed 
by Advisory Committee 

1 • 03 .65 0 0 
2 L. 23 • 64 0 0 
3 L.44 .68 2.21 3.62 
4 L.60 .77 2.0 3.49 
5 L.71 .90 1.86 3.40 

6 L. 77 1.08 1.80 3.35 
7 L. 79 1.30 1.82 3.34 
8 L. 76 1.57 1.92 3.36 
9 L.68 1.89 2.1 3.43 

10 L.55 2.25 2.36 3.52 

11 L.38 2.67 2. 70 3.66 
12 .12 3.64 3.62 4.05 
13 .81 4.81 4.88 4.61 
14 1.71 6.18 6.47 5.33 
15 2.80 7. 77 8.43 6.23 

IDTE: L indicates Federal pay leads p riv ate industry p ay. 
+ indicates increase in gap. 
- indicates decrease in gap. 

:erevious year 1/ 

CX::t. 1978 Oct. 1979 
PrOI?OSed 
Oct. 1980 

+.62 -.65 0 
+.87 -. 64 0 

+1.12 +.153 +1.41 
+1.37 +1.23 +1.49 
+1.61 +.96 +1.54 

+1.85 +.72 +1.55 
+2.09 +.52 +1.52 
+2.33 +. 35 +1.44 
+2.57 +.21 +1.33 

+2.80 +.11 +1.16 

+3.05 +. 03 +.96 
+3. 52 -.02 +. 43 
+4.00 +.07 -.27 

+4.47 +.29 -1.14 

+4.97 +0.66 -2.20 

. �  

...... 
...... 
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APPENDIX A 

ORGANIZATICNS DISCUSSING THE PRESIDENT 1 S AGENT 1 S REPORT 

WITH THE ADVISORY CCMMI'ITEE ON FEDERAL PAY 

Resigned Members of the Federal Errployees Pay Council 

Arrerican Federation of 
Government Employees-­

George Hobt 

National Treasury Employees 
Union 

Jim Spillane for Vincent L. 

Connery 

Public Employee Department, 
AFL-cio--

Richard Galleher 

National Federation of Federal 
Employees--

James M. Peirce 
David Gusky 

Other Employee Organizations 

Association of Civilian 
Teclmicians-­

Vincent J. Paterno 

Association of Goverrunent 
Accormtants--

Joseph P. Welsch 

The Federal Professional 
Assoc1at10n-­

Viola Mae Young 
George E. Auman 

Edwin D. Becker 

The National Association of 
Federal Veterinar1ans-­

R. E. Orrohundro 

Naval Civilian Administrators 
Association 1/ 

J. Hartley BOwen, Jr. 

The Non-Commissioned Officers 
Association of the United 
States of America--

C. A. McKinney 
Richard W. Johnson, Jr. 

Organization of Professional 
Employees of the U. S. Depart­
ment of Agriculture--

Walter John 

Y Affiliated with The Federal Professional Association. 



---
-

-
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-
--
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MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

Subject: Annual report on comparability for 

Federal statutory pay systems 

In accordance with the prov1s1ons of section 5305 of title 5, United 

States Code, and section 201 of Executive Order 11721, as amended by 

Executive Order 12004, we submit herewith our report on the adjustments 

needed in Federal statutory pay rates in order to achieve comparability 

with 1980 private enterprise pay rates. 

After comparing Federal and private enterprise pay rates and considering 

the recommendations of employee organizations and unions, we have 

determined that the adjustment required would be a graduated increase 

ranging from a low of 10.12 percent at GS-2 to 20.91 percent at GS-15. 

The overall average percentage increase would be 13.46 percent. The 

actual increase in the General Schedule payroll, because of the com­

pression caused by the statutory ceiling, would be 12.69 percent. 

We are furnishing a copy of this report to the Advisory Committee on 

Federal Pay so that it can carry out its statutory responsibilities in 

a timely manner. 

Ra�sh� 
Secretary of Labor 

��..,. ::! JJidJr,fl 
es T. Mcintyre 

rector 

Office of Management and Budget 

Director 

Office of Personnel Management 
,...� .. ' 
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REPORT OF THE PRESIDENT'S PAY AGENT ON 

COMPARABILITY OF THE FEDERAL STATUTORY PAY SYSTEMS 

WITH 1980 PRIVATE ENTERPRISE PAY RATES 

Introduction 

Under section 5301 of title 5, United States Code, pay rates for 

employees under the Federal statutory pay systems are fixed in accord� 

ance with the principles that--

(1) there be equal pay for substantially equal work; 

(2) pay distinctions be maintained in keeping with work 

and performance distinctions; 

(3) Federal pay rates be comparable with private enter­

prise pay rates for the same levels of work; and 

(4) pay levels for the statutory pay systems be interrelated. 

In order to ensure comparability with private enterprise pay rates, 

section 5305 of title 5, United States Code, authorizes the President 

to annually adjust the pay rates of the statutory pay systems. 

Each year, the President's Pay Agent is required to prepare a report to 

the President for his consideration in determining this pay adjustment. 

Section 5305 directs that this report is to--

(1) compare the rates of pay of the statutory pay systems 

with the rates of pay for the same levels of work in 

private enterprise on the basis of appropriate annual 

surveys conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics; 

(2) make recommendations for appropriate adjustments in 

rates of pay; and 

(3) include the views and recommendations.of the Federal 

Employees Pay Council and employee organizations not 

represented on the Council. 

Under section 201 of Executive Order 11721, as amended by Executive 

Orders 12004 and 12107, the Secretary of Labor, the Director of the 

Office of Management and Budget, and the Director of the Offi� of 

Personnel Management serve as the President's Pay Agent. We have 

prepared this report in fulfillment of our responsibility under 

section 5305 of title 5, United States Code. 
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1980 Bureau of Labor Statistics Survey Results 

1. Industrial and Establishment Size Coverage 

The scope of the 1980 National Survey of Professional, Administrative, 

Technical, and Clerical Pay {PATC Survey) was the same as last year's in 

terms of both the industries and the sizes of establishments included. 

2. Occupational Coverage 

Each year a joint OPM/BLS team reviews selected'PATC Survey definitions 

to ensure their equivalency to General Schedule standards, and .to review 

their adequacy in describing private enterprise work� The FY 1979 
review studied the PATC definitions for Accountant, Auditor, and Chief 
Accountant. The three definitions were modified to facilitate BLS' 

matching, and a level equivalent to GS-13 was added to the Accountant 
definition. 

New Factor Evaluation System (FES) standards were issued in .January 1979 
for Secretary, Typist, and Stenographer, requiring a review of the corre­
sponding definitions. Since the coverage of the Secretary standard was 

broadened, the definition was revised to reflect necessary changes and 
to exclude the GS-3 level introduced by·the new standard. ·(In view of 

the June 1981 date for agency implementation of the standard, staff is 
developing further needed changes to the Secretary definition. It is 
anticipated that all OPM/BLS developmental work will be completed so 

that a new definition will be used for the 1981 Survey.) The Typist and 

Stenographer definitions also required clarifications to reflect aspects 

of the new FES standard. All the above six PATC jobs were successfully 
surveyed including the new Accountant VI level and produced data publish­

able by BLS criteria. 

Of'the remaining 16 PATC occupations surveyed, data were not published 
for a number of jobs due to the limited numbers of.workers found in 
private industry. These include Chief Accountant v, Director of Personnel 
V, and Chemist VIII. Purchasing Clerk I, II, and III, equivalent to GS-4, 
5, and 6, did not produce publishable data for the second year since its 
introduction. BLS has identified a number of-problems that should be 

resolved before the 1981 survey. Otherwise, the jobs successfully 
surveyed last year again produced data which met the publishability 
standards of the Bureau of Labor Statistics. In addition, two jobs, 
which were not publishable in 1979, Computer Operator VI and Job 
Analyst I, proved publishable this year. 

3. FY'80 Survey Scope Expansion Tests 

During FY'80 OPM/BLS staff conducted preliminary tests to expand the 
industrial scope of the survey, using the current PATC definitions along 

with drafts for approximately seven new occupations. Initial feasibility 

testing was directed to lowering establishment sizes {to a minimum size 
of 20 employees) and surveying industries not now covered--schools, 

hospitals, State and local governments, agricultural services, fisheries, 
and forestry. Visits were made to 36 private enterprise establishments 

and 44 government establishments. 
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Visits to smaller establishments.showed a high proportion of matches to 

clerical and technical jobs with relatively few matches to administra­

tive and professional jobs. Hospitals and schools showed promise for 

eventual surveyability providing new occupational definitions are tested 

and finalized. Visits to State and local government establishments 

resulted in 17,541 matches, representing 7.9 percent of the total 

employment. 

All in all, the current PATC definitions appeared to be well suited to 

smaller size establishments and to new industry sectors. Significant, 

but manageable problems with some of the PATC definitions were found 

in the government setting and considerable additional planning would be 

needed to adequately prepare BLS for eventual data collection. Further 

testing of new. industries and lower establishment sizes is needed; of 

course, the addition of State and local governments to the comparability 

process requires legislation. 

This preliminary testing of PATC definitions in new sectors did surface 

a number of technical changes to some definitions to improve the matching 

process. Those changes that would improve matching in the current Survey 

coverage will be incorporated into the· 1981 Survey. 

-3-



Comparison of Rates of. Pay and the Distributional Pattern 

Table 1 in Appendix A shows the average private enterprise salaries 
reported in the PATC Survey this year.. This table also shows the number 
of General Schedule employees whose jobs are equivalent to each Survey 
job and the PATCO-weighted grade averages which become the input data 
used to compute the private enterprise payline. 

Table 2 in Appendix A presents a summary of the computations that pro­
duce the graduated pattern of increases that we have determined are 
necessary to achieve comparability this year. 

The reason that the increases .proposed for GS-1 and GS-2 appear to be 
slightly "out of line" with the others.is that most of the employees at 
these grades received a full comparability adjustment last year, when 
other GS employees were limited to 7.0 percent. Consequently, the rates 
for GS-1 and GS-2 require less of an increase this year to achieve full 
comparability. 

The overall average percentage increase for employees under the General 
Schedule would be.l3.46 percent, and this is the figure that would be 

used to adjust Executive Schedule rates and the compensation of the 
uniformed services. However, it presently appears highly likely that 
the Congress will hold the payable rates for the Executive Schedule at 
their current levels, and that General Schedule pay would thus remain 
limited to $50,112.50. Under these circumstances, the actual General 
Schedule payroll increase would be 12.69 percent. 

The graduated increase pattern is extremely steep this year, in fact 
more so than ever before. This is because private sector pay for work 
equivalent to our upper grades has for some years been exhibiting a 
generally higher rate of growth than that corresponding to our lower 
grades, as will be be seen in the following table: 

Private Industry Growth Rates 
(As Shown By PATC Survey) 

Equivalent 
GS Grade 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 

-4-

Increase 
March 1976 to March 1980 

31.1% 
37.8 
36.8 
34.3 
33.5 
36.5 
34.0 
36.9 
34.7 

(Not Surveyed) 
34.4 
40.6 
39.6 
46.0 
39.4 



•. 

It will be seen that the four highest rates of salary change have occurred 
at work levels corresponding to GS-12, 13, 14, and 15. Yet adjustments 
at these grades have not reflected this private sector trend because the 
last three annual adjustments have provided the same percentage increase 
at each General Schedule grade (except, as noted above, at GS�l and GS-2 
last year) • The correction of this disparity between the "slope" of the 
Federal and private sector structures would require the sharply graduated 
increase pattern shown in table 2. 
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Rates for GS-16, 17, and 18 

This year we need to draw your attention particularly to a very serious 
problem which has arisen with respect to the determination of "compara­
bility" rates for upper level Federal executives. 

The problem is largely the result of the interaction of various .prov�s�ons 
of law and convention which are, to some extent, in conflict with each 
other. 

Positions in private industry which correspond to the upper executive 
levels of Federal service have never been surveyable by the job-matching 
technique used in the PATC Survey. Consequently, the so-called "compara­
bility" rates for grades 16, 17, and 18 have not been set by a determination 
of what comparability would be at these levels, but instead by simply extra­
polating the pattern of the structure which comparability produces· at grades 
1 through 15. 

Many of the resultant rates have seldom been actually payable because they 
are limited to the rate payable for level V of the Executive Schedule. The 
latter can be adjusted every four years pursuant to the recommendations 
of the Commission on Executive, Legislative, and Judicial Salaries, and 
may be adjusted in the intervening years under 5 u.s.c. 5318. Either of 
these adjustment processes can be, and has been, set aside by specific 
acts of Congress. 

The result has been the continued publication of "asterisked" rates, rates 
which are not legally payable, which are never received by the incumbents, 
and which bear no relationship to the realities of upper level compensation 
in the Federal service. Even when 5 u.s.c. 5318 is allowed to operate, the 
disparity between published and payable rates can increase because that law 
raises level V by the overall average increase of the General. Schedule, and 
the indicated .increases for GS-16 through GS-18 are usually significantly 
higher than the overall average, because of the general steepening of the 
private sector "slope" which we cited earlier. 

We do not believe that the continued publication of recommended "compa­
rability" rates for levels of executive responsibility which. are not 
surveyed in private industry is either responsible or realistic on the 
part of the President's Pay Agent. We believe that the rate for GS-18 
should be officially established at the limit set by .5 U.S.C. 5308--the 
scheduled rate for level V of the Executive Schedule--and that it should 
be subsequently adjusted only when the level V rate is increased by 
either of the specific procedures which Congress has established for its 
adjustment. These lie outside the purview of the President's Pay Agent. 

The rates for GS-16 and GS-17 are set at equally spaced intervals between 
the recommended comparability.rate for GS-15 and the GS-18 rate set by 
reference to level V. Within-grade increments for GS-15, 16, and 17 are 
calculated in the usual way until they reach the GS -18 rate, at which 
point they are established at that figure. 
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Related Pay Systems 

Table 3 in Appendix A shows the General Schedule pay rates for GS-1 

through GS-15 which we have determined will provide .comparability with 
private enterprise pay rates as shown by the 1980 PATC survey. The 
rates for GS-16, 17, and 18 have been calculated by the process just 
described. 

Table 4 shows the similarly adjusted pay.rates.for the. schedules in 
section 4107 of title 38, United States Code, relating to physicians, 
dentists, podiatrists, optometrists, nurses, and certain other employees 
in the Department of Medicine and Surgery of the Veterans Administration. 
Extrapolated "comparability" rates are not provided for those positions 

on these schedules which lie above the established General Schedule 
linkage points. Specific provisions of law limit the actual payment for 
these positions to the Executive .Schedule rates which are indicated. 

Table 5 shows the adjusted pay rates for the schedules in section 412 
and 415 of the Foreign Service Act of .1946, as amended (22 u.s.c. 867 
and 22 u.s.c. 870(a)), relating to Foreign Service officers ·and staff. 
The pay rates in tables 4 and 5 are related to the pay rates of the 
General Schedule in the same way they have been in the past. 

In last year's report, we mentioned the administration's proposed legis­

lation (the Foreign Service Act of 1979, introduced as H.R. 4674 and 
s. 1450) which would provide a new single Foreign Service pay schedule 
in place of the two existing schedules. An interagency task force 
chaired by OMB has considered how this new schedule should be linked 
to the General Schedule and has forwarded comment and a .report to the 
respective Congressional committees·. Any changes in .linkages that may 
be needed as a result of the pending legislation or as a result of the 
task force findings will be discussed in next year's report. 

In addition to the directly related statutory systems, the rates of pay 
for the Executive Schedule and for Members of Congress and the Judiciary 
would be adjusted by the overall average General Schedule percentage 
increase under Public Law 94-82. The salary range for the Senior 
Executive Service would extend from the new rate for the first step 
of GS-16 to the new rate for level IV of the Executive Schedule. 
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Costs 

There has been some legislative action which would keep the statutory 

salary ceiling at $50 ,112.50 , the current paid rate for level V of the 
Executive Schedule. Assuming that this limit will remain in effect, 

the annual cost of implementing the pay adjustments recommended in this 
report for the 1.4 million civilian employees under the statutory 

systems is. estimated (in millions). as follows: 

Fringe Benefits 
Statutory Pay System Basic Pay and Premium Pay Total* 

General Schedule $3,542.5 $411.6 $3,954.2 

Department of Medicine 

and Surgery schedules 75.6 13.1 88.7 

Foreign Service .schedules 43.4 5.8 49.2 

Total* $3 ,661. 5 $430.5 $4,092.0 

*Because of rounding., individual items may not sum to totals. 

Under section 1009 of title 37, United States Code, members of the 
uniformed services receive an adjustment in. their basic pay and 
certain allowances comparable to the overall average General Schedule 
adjustment. On that basis we estimate the cost of this military pay 

adjustment for the uniformed services to be $3,774.2 million. However, 

there is before Congress a proposal to give a different increase to 
military personnel for this year. 

In addition, certain other employees normally receive pay adjustments 
corresponding to General Schedule adjustments, either by administrative 

action or a mechanism provided by law. We estimate the cost of these 
pay adjustments to be $143.3 million. 

Therefore, we estimate the total annualized cost of the comparability pay 
adjustment recommended herein to be $8,009.6 million. 
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Views and Recommendations of Federal Unions-and Employee Organizations 

The views and recommendations of the former members of the Federal 
Employees Pay Council appear at Appendix B. Those of the other unions 
and employee organizations appear at Appendix c. 

On July 28, our representatives met with these organizations, and 
furnished them with.the payline computation and staff recommendation. 
Our representatives summarized the elements in this year's comparability 
determination and then gave the organization officials an opportunity to 
present their questions and comments. 

Of the 24 groups invited, 16 attended, and 10 of the latter subsequently 
submitted their views in writing. [The former members of the FEPC 
responded jointly.] 

The employee organizations argued strongly.against a "pay cap" (alter­
native plan) , and believe the full comparability adjustment should be 
granted this year. The majority of the organizations agree with the 
rationale of the. graduated pattern which we .recommend to achieve 
comparability. In fact, if a pay cap is instituted, many believe that 
the principle of comparability requires that.the adjustment should 
remain proportionate at each grade. 

Several groups expressed concern about.the.widening.comparability gap in 
the higher.grades. They believe that increases, of a uniform percentage 
combined with the statutory pay ceiling on General Schedule and related 
salaries, constitute a threat to the Government's ability to attract 
highly qualified professional employees. 

The former FEPC members reiterated their opposition to the statistical 
methodology used to determine comparability. 
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Appendix A 

Tables 

Table 1 - 1980 Private Enterprise Rates and. PATCO 

Weighting calculation 

Table 2 - Computation of General Schedule Pay Rates 

Table 3 - General Schedule 

Table 4 - Department of Medicine and Surgery Schedules 

Table 5 - Foreign Service Schedules 
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Table 1 

1980 Private Enterprise Rates and PATCO Weighting Calculation 

GS-1 Clerical Category 
File Clerk 
Messenger 

Total Category 

GS-1 Grade Total 

GS-2 Technical Category 
Drafter I 

Total Category 

Clerical Category 
Accounting Clerk I 

File Clerk II 

Key Entry Operator I 

Typist I 

Total Category 

GS-2 Grade Total 

GS-3 Technical Category 
Drafter II 

Engineering Technician I 

Total Category 

Clerical Category 
Accounting Clerk II 

File Clerk III 

General Stenographer 
Key Entry Operator II 

Personnel Clerk (Emp.) I 

Typist II 

Total Category 

GS-3 Total 

Average 
Salary 

$7,889 
8,561 

8,110 

8,110 

10,216 

10,216 

8,806 
8,829 
9,981 
9,161 

9,397 

9,479 

11,689 
12,228 

12,132 

10,377 
11,026 
11,899 
11,723 

9,591 
11,010 

11,130 

11,254 

-13-

Federal EmEloyment Weisht 
Number Percent 

98 67.08 
48 32.92 

2,007 100.00 

2,007 

42 �00.00 

2,366 10.05 

42 0.31 
1,329 9.96 
4,389 32.91 
7,576 56.81 

21,175 89.95 

23,541 

109 17.72 
506 82.28 

10,753 12.31 

710 1.55 
4,393 9.58 
1,870 4.08 
1,870 15.67 

631 1.38 
31,053 67.74 

76,564 87.69 

87,317 



GS-4 Technical Category 
Accounting Clerk III 

Computer Operator I 

Drafter III 

Engineering Technician 
Personnel Clerk (Emp.) 

Total category 

Clerical cate�ory 
Accounting Clerk III 

Personnel Clerk (Emp.) 
Secretary I 

Senior Stenographer 

Total category 

GS-4 Grade Total 

GS-5 Professional cate�or:t: 
Accountant I 

Auditor I 

Chemist I 

Engineer I 

Total Category 

Administrative category 
Buyer I 

Job Analyst I 

Total Category 

Technical category 
Accounting Clerk IV 

Buyer I 

Computer Operator II 

Drafter IV 

Engineering Technician 
Personnel Clerk (Emp.) 

Total Category 

Clerical cate�ory 
Accounting Clerk IV 

Personnel Clerk (Emp.) 
Secretary II 

Total category 

GS-5 Grade Total 

Average 
Salar:t: 

$12,328 
10,164 
14,308 

II 14,212 
II 11,529 

12,687 

12,328 
II 11,529 

11,296 
13,876 

12,767 

12,749 

15,149 
14,858 
16,200 
19,411 

16,557 

14,861 
16,056 

15,020 

15,358 
14,861 
12,016 
17,215 

III 16,756 
III 12,896 

14,900 

15,358 
III 12,896 

12,611 

12,740 

13,606 

-14-

Federal 
Number 

2,818 
180 
226 
916 
255 

35,647 

807 
2,291 
7,074 

12,256 

125,782 

161,429 

301 
714 

94 
585 

4,013 

399 
61 

9,525 

6,054 
1,796 
1,585 

545 
1,391 

985 

53,289 

1,169 
2,956 

27,295 

108,762 

175,589 

EmEloyment Wei�ht 
Percent 

64.12 
4.10 
5.14 

20.84 
5.80 

22.08 

3.60 
10.22 
31.54 
54.65 

77.92 

17.75 
42.14 

5.56 
34.55 

2.29 

86.72 
13.28 

5.42 

49.00 
14.54 
12.83 

4.41 
11.26 

7.97 

30.35 

3. 72 
9.41 

86.87 

61.94 



GS-6 Technical cate�ory 
Computer Operator III 

Personnel Clerk (Ernp.) 

Total categorl 
• 

Clerical categorl 
Secretary III 

Total Category 

GS-6 Grade Total 

GS-7 Professional categorl 
Accountant II 

Auditor II 

Chemist II 

Engineer II 

Public Accountant I 

Total Category 

Administrative category 
Buyer II 

Job Analyst II 

Total Category 

Technical Categorl 
Buyer II 

Computer Operator IV 

Drafter V 

Engineering Technician 
Personnel Clerk (Ernp.) 

Total category 

Clerical cate�orl 
Secretary IV 

Total category 

GS-7 Grade Total 

Average Federal Employment Wei�ht 
Salarl Number Percent 

$12,957 1,361 52.15 
IV 15,726 1,248 47.85 

14,282 31,207 37.89 

14,018 17,958 100.00 

14,018 51,164 62.11 

14,118 82,371 

18,427 827 14.63 
18,002 661 11. 71" 
19,571 388 6.87 
21,285 2,241 39.68 
14,958 1,531 27.11 

18,649 13,955 10.93 

18,467 712 84.96 
16,795 126 15.04 

18,215 24,415 19.12 

18,467 756 8.99 
16,050 2,456 29.22 
21,690 393 4.68 

IV 19,547 3,164 37.64 
v 19,837 1,636 19.46 

18,585 72,778 57.01 

15,382 8,297 100.00 

15,382 16,513 12.94 

18,107 127,661 
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Average Federal Employment Weisht 
GS-8 Technical Category Salary Number Percent 

Computer Operator v $18,454 1,215 100.00 

Total Category 18,454 19,145 81.36 

Clerical Category 
Secretary v 17 '132 2,538 100.00 

Total Category 17 '132 4,385 18.64 

GS-8 Grade Total 18,208 23,530 

GS-9 Professional Category 
Accountant III 21,299 1,132 14.55 
Attorney I 20,911 481 6.19 
Auditor III 22,026 905 11.64 
Chemist III 23,373 790 10.16 
Engineer III 24,160 3,085 39.68 
Public Accountant II 16,689 1,381 17.77 

Total Category 21,887 31,074 23.40 

Administrative Categor� 
Buyer III 22,904 995 80.57 
Job Analyst III 21,484 240 19.43 

Total Category 22,628 50,602 38.10 

Technical Category 
Computer Operator IV 19,511 1,405 14.25 
Engineering Technician v 22,323 8,454 85.75 

Total Category 21,922 51,132 38.50 

GS-9 Grade Total 22,183 132,808 
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GS-11 Professional categorx 
Accountant IV 

Attorney II 

Auditor IV 

Chemist IV 

Chief Accountant I 

Engineer IV 

Public Accountant III 

Total Category 

Administrative cate9:ory 
Buyer IV 

Job Analyst IV 

Personnel Director I 

Total category 

GS-11 Grade Total 

GS-12 Professional cate9:orx 
Accountant V 

Attorney III 

Chemist v 

Chief Accountant II 

Engineer V 

Public Accountant IV 

Total Category 

Administrative Cate9:or� 
Personnel Director II 

Total category 

GS-12 Grade Total 

-17-

Average Federal 
Salary Number 

$26,158 1,816 
25,549 1,412 
26,782 1,362 
27,681 1,681 
28,347 454 
28,486 10,118 
19,806 3,872 

26,279 48,721 

27,777 685 
26,315 779 
24,719 161 

26,773 79,616 

26,585 128,337 

31,937 2,302 
33,034 2, 725 
33,793 1,749 
32,662 987 
33,141 24,028 
23,900 3,871 

32,071 62,636 

31,832 284 

31,832 80,693 

31,936 143,329 

- ---------

Em,Eloyment .. Weight 
Percent 

8. 77 
6.82 
6.57 
8.15 
2.19 

48.84 
18.69 

37.96 

42.13 
47.94 

9.92 

62.04 

6.46 
7.64 
4.90 
2.77 

67.38 
10.85 

43.70 

100.00 

56.30 

-..... , 



Average Federal EmEloyment Wei9ht 
GS-13 Professional Cate9orx Salary Number Percent 

Accountant VI $40,292 990 3.51 
Attorney IV 40,864 3,331 11.83 
Chief Accountant III 41,092 990 3.51 
Chemist VI 38,137 1,592 5.65 
Engineer VI 38,259 21,263 75.49 

Total hcategorx 38,731 53,805 50.49 

Administrative Categorx 
Personnel Director III 37,816 523 100.00 

Total category 37,816 52,762 49.51 

GS-13 Grade Total 38,278 106,567 

GS-14 Professional cate9ory 
Attorney V 49,864 3,334 22.13 
Chemist VII 45,883 782 5.19 
Chief Accountant IV 50,073 719 4. 77 
Engineer VII 43,242 10,228 67.90 

Total category 45,171 28,076 49 .02' 

Administrative cate9orx 
Personnel Director IV 49,730 302 100.00 

Total category 49,730 29,199 50.98 

GS-14 Grade Total 47,495 57,275 

GS-15 Professional cate9orx 
Attorney VI 60,641 2,574 36.70 
Engineer VIII 50,079 4,439 63.30 

Total categorx 53,956 15,628 100.00 

GS-15 Grade Total 53,956 15,628 
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Table 2 

Computation of General Schedule Pay Rates 

Private General Increases 

Enterprise Private Schedule General CUrrent Needed Proposed 

Average Enterprise Average Schedule Step 1 For Step 1 

Grade Salaries Pay line Salaries Payline Rates Comparability Rates 

GS-1 $8,110 $8,668 $7,122 $7,644 $7,210 10.41% $7,960 

2 9,479 9,789 8,125 8,685 8,128 10.12 8,951 

3 11,254 11,030 9,551 9,835 8,952 12.15 10,039 

4 12,749 12,401 11,148 11,100 10,049 11.72 11,227 

5 13,606 13,912 12,733 12,485 11,243 11.42 12,527 

6 14,118 15,571 14,419 13,996 12,531 11.25 13,942 

7 18,107 17,390 15,723 15,637 13,925 11.21 15,486 

8 18,208 19,377 17,888 17,411 15,423 11.29 17,164 

I 9 22,183 21,543 19,105 19,322 17,035 11.50 18,993 
1-' 10 ------ 23,898 21,259 21,370 18,760 11.83 20,979 
1.0 
I 11 26,585 26,451 23,324 23,555 20,611 12.30 23,145 

12 31,936 32,188 27,947 28,332 24,703 13.61 28,066 

13 38,278 38,821 33,583 33,620 29,375 15.47 33,919 

14 47,495 46,402 39,626 39,361 34,713 17.89 40,922 

15 53,956 54,971 47,116 45,465 40,832 20.91 49,368 

NOTES: The overall average increase in the General Schedule would be 13.46 percent; however, because no rate 

may be paid in excess of the level V ceiling, the actual payroll increase would be 12.69 percent. 

All figures rounded independently; actual computations utilized a high degree of precision. 



GS-1 
2 
3 

4 
5 

6 

7 

8 
I 

!\.) 9 
....... 
I 10 

11 
12 
13 

14 
15 
16 
17 

18 

* The 

the 

1 2 

$7,960 $8,225 
8,951 9,249 

10,039 10,374 
11,227 11,601 
12,527 12,945 
13,942 14,407 
15,486 16,002 
17,164 17,736 
18,993 19,626 
20,979 21,678 
23,145 23,917 
28,066 29,002 
33,919 35,050 

40,922 42,286 
49,368 51,014* 
53,179* 54,952* 
56,989* 58,889* 

60,800* 

Table 3 

General Schedule Rates to Provide 

Comparability with 1980 Private Enterprise Pay 

3 4 5 6 7 

$8,490 $8,755 $9,020 $9,285 $9,550 
9,547 9,845 10,143 10,441 10,739 

10,709 11,044 11,379 11,714 12,049 
11,975 12,349 12 '723 13,097 13,471 
13,363 13,781 14,199 14,617 15,035 
14,872 15,337 15,802 16,267 16,732 
16,518 17,034 17,550 18,066 18,582 
18,308 18,880 19,452 20,024 20,596 
20,259 20,892 21,525 22,158 22,791 
22,377 23,076 23,775 24,474 25,173 
24,689 25,461 26,233 27,005 27,777 
29,938 30,874 31,810 32,746 33,682 . 
36,181 37,312 38,443 39,574 40,705 
43,650 45,014 46,378 47,742 49,106 
52,660* 54,306* 55,952* 57,598* 59,244* 

56,725* 58,498* 60,271* 60,800* 60,800* 

60,789* 60,800*. 60,800* 

8 9 10 

$9,815 $10,080 $10,345 
11,037 11,335 11,633 
12,384 12,719 13,054 
13,845 14,219 14,593 
15,453 15,871 16,289 
17,197 17,662 18,127 
19,098 19,614 20,130 

21,168 21,740 22,312 
23,424 24,057 24,690 
25,872 26,571 27,270 
28,549 29,321 30,093 
34,618 35,554 36,490 
41,836 42,967 44,098 
50,470* 51,834* 53,198* 
60,800* 60,800* 60,800* 
60,800* 60,800* 

rate of basic pay payable for employees at these rates is limited to the rate payable for level v of 

Executive Schedule, which is expected to remain at $50,112.50. 



Table 4 

Department of Medicine and Surgery Schedules 

Section 4103 Schedule 

Chief Medical Director 
Deputy Chief Medical Director 

Associate Deputy Chief Medical Director 
Assistant Chief Medical Director 
Medical Director 
Director of Nursing Service 
Director of Podiatric Service 
Director of Chaplain Service 

Director of Pharmacy Service 
Director of Dietetic Service 
Director of Optometric Service 

Physician and Dentist Schedule 

Director grade 
Executive grade 
Chief grade 
Senior grade 
Intermediate grade 
Full grade 
Associate grade 

Clinical Podiatrist and 
aptometrist Schedule 

Chief grade 
Senior grade 
Intermediate grade 
Full grade 
Associate grade 

Nurse Schedule 

Director grade 
Assistant Director grade 
Chief grade 
Senior grade 
Intermediate grade 
Full grade 
Associate grade 
Junior grade 

Minimum 

$67,300 y 
64,100 y 
60,800* 
60,800* 
56,989* 
56,989* 
53,179* 
53,179* 
53,179* 
53,179* 
53,179* 

$53,179* 
51,273* 
49,368 
40,922 
33,919 
28,066 
23,145 

$49,368 
40,922 
33,919 
28,066 
23,145 

.$491368 
40,922-
33,919 
28,066 
23,145 
18,993 
16,306 
13,942 

·Maximum 

(single .rate) 
(single rate) 
(single rate) 
(single rate) 

$60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 

$60,800* 
60,800* 
60,800* 
53,198* 
44,098 
36,490 
30,093 

$60,800* 
53,198* 
44,098 
36,490 
30,093 

$60,800* 
53,198* 
44,098 
36,490 
30,.093 
24,690 
21,202 
18,127 

1/ The rate of basic pay payable is limited to the rate payable for·level III 
of the Executive Schedule, which is expected to remain at $55,387.50. 

y The rate of basic pay payable is limited to the rate payable for level IV 
of the Executive Schedule, which is expected to remain at $52,750. 

* The rate of basic pay payable is limited to the rate payable for level V 
of the Executive Schedule, which is expected to remain at $50,112.50. 
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Table 5 

Foreign Service Schedules 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

FS0-01 $59,353* $60,800* $60 ,800* 

02 52,993* .54,759* 56,525* $58,291* $60,057* $60,800* $60,800* 

03 44,122 45,593 47,064 48,535 50,006 51,477* 52,948* 

04 33,919 35,050 36,181 37,312 38,443 39,574 40,705 

05 26,828 27,722 28,616 29,510 30,404 31,298 32,192 

06 21,785 22,511 23,237 23,963 24,689 25,415 26,141 

07 18,143 18,748 19,353 19,958 20,563 21,168 21,773 

08 15,486 16,002 16,518 17,034 17,550 18,066 18,582 

I 

1 1\.) 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 
U1 

I 

Fss�ol $44,122 $45,593 $47,064 $48,535 $50,006 $51 ,477* $52,948* $54,419* $55,890* $57,361* 

02 33,919 35,050 36,181 37,312 38,443 39,574 40,705 41,836 42,967 44,098 

03 26,828 27,722 28,616 29,510 30,404 31,298 32,192 33,086 33,980 34,874 

04 21,785 22,511 23,237 23,963 24,689 25,415 26,141 26,867 27,593 28,319 

05 19,416 20,063 20,710 21,357 22,004 22,651 23,298 23,945 24,592 25,239 

06 17,342 17,920 18,498 19,076 19,654 20,232 20,810 21,388 21,966 22,544 

07 15,518 16,035 16,552 17,069 17,586 18,103 18,620 19,137 19,654 20,171 
08 13,910 14,374 14,838 15,302 15,766 16,230 16,694 17,158 17,622 18,086 

09 12,487 12,903 13,319 13,735 14,151 14,567 14,983 15,399 15,815 16,231 

10 11,227 11,601 11,975 12,349 12,723 13,097 13,471 13,845 14,219 14,593 

* The rate of basic pay payable for employees at these rates is limited to the rate payable for level V of 

the Executive Schedule, which is expected to remain at $50,112.50. 

\ 
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RESIGNED MEMBERS 
OF THE 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAY COUNCIL 

(Established Under Public Law No. 91-656) 

**** 

Mr. Kenneth T. Blaylock, American Federation of Government Employees 
Mr. Vincent L .  Connery, National Treasury Employees Union 
Mr. Richard M. Galleher, AFL-CIO - Public Employee Dept., Chairman 
Mr. Joseph D .  Gleason, American Federation of Government Employees 
Mr. James M. Peirce, National Federation of Federal Employees 

REPO:KT AND RECOHHENDATIONS 

OF THE 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES PAY COUNCil, 

ON THE 

OCTOBER 1980 

C0f¥1PARABILITY PAY ADJUSTMENT 

FOR FEDERAL WHITE COLLAR EMPLOYEES 

August 5, 1980 



We, the undersigned former members of the Federal Employees Pay 

Council, wish to express our disagreement with the initial 

recommendations set forth by the staff of the President's Pay 

Agent. Though no longer a formal body, we feel that the criti­

cal importance of the annual comparability adjustment to those 

we collectively represent demands that we respond jointly to 

these staff findings. 

For the third straight year� we are facing the threat of a cap 

on the comparability adjustment imposed by the President to meet 

budgetary considerations. We are keenly aware that the Presi­

dent originally proposed in his Fiscal Year 1981 budget a 6.2 

percent October increase for Federal workers. This estimate was 

based on the assumption that the Administration's "pay reform" 

legislation would be adopted. 

Recently, the Office of Management and Budget revised its 

initial estimate to project a 7.8 percent increase for Federal 

employees. In announcing this change, the Director of OMB 

stated that this figure was also ••consistent with" the terms of 

the proposed legislation. 
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Based on recent history, we have little doubt that the new 

budgetary figure is but a·preview of yet another cap on Federal 

pay. Even though, a� Attachment A illustrates, Federal em­

ployees have fallen far behind their private sector counterparts 

in the area of pay, and in their ability to keep pace with in­

flation, the Administration is once again seeking to use Federal 

wages as � political tool in its plan to hold down government 

spending. 

Because of past pay caps, the adjustment due Federal workers 

under the Pay _Agent's technical staff recommendations for 

October 1, 1980 would average 13.49 percent. The distortions to 

which the comparability mechanism has been subject in recent 

years through the imposition of artificial limitations has 

produced this major comparability lag. We feel"strongly that 

Federal employees must now be granted a wage increase which 

reflects comparability for the first �ime in several years, and 

that all distortions and artificial limitations end once and for 

all. 

We continue to oppose the Agent's application of the 11PATC011 

weighting technique and 11 SGH 11 curve to the Federal payl ine. vie 

have consistently criiicized the use of this methodology when it 

was first introduced in 1976, and we see no need to reiterate 

our arguments again. The distortions caused by this methodology 
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coupled with the effects of successive pay caps have this year 

produced such skewed results that the gap between the lowest and 

highest increases recommended is an astounding 10 percent. We 

find this difference to be totally unacceptable and believe that 

these figures underline the basic lack of logic and fairness 

inherent in the Agent's methodology. 

We call the Agent's attention to our Attachment B. This table 

provides a job-by-job comparison of March, 1980 private sector 

and Federal pay rates for those jobs represented by the PATC 

survey. As is evident from.this data, Federal pay in most 

surveyed occupations is far·behind the private sector. 58 of 

the 91 points of comparison far exceed the average percentage 

increase recommended by the Pay Agent. Of these, 29 jobs are 

more than 20 percent behind comparability, 12 jobs fall thirty 

or more percent behind comparability, and two jobs incredibly 

fall more than 40 percent behind private sector pay. 

In addition, the payline distributed by the Agent's staff once 

again ignores long overdue changes to make the process more 

equitable. For years, the Pay Council, the Advisory Committee 

on Federal Pay and other� have called for the introduction of a 

mechanism to compensate Federal workers for private sector wage 

movements that occur between the March reference date of the 

Bureau of Labor Statistics' PATC survey and the October compara� 

bility adjustment. This "time lag'' costs Federal employees 



millions of dollars each yea�, and we are �ppal.led by the 

Agent's continued refusal ta face this problem in a realistic 

manner. We are also disappointed that no effort has been· made 

even to attempt the measurement of private sector bonus data as 

we have long proposed. 

In summary, there can be little argument that Federal pay has 

sorely lagged behind wages and salaries in the private sector. 

This is particularly so since for the past two years government 

workers have borne the burden of mandatory wage controls, which 

did not similarly restrict private sector salary moveme�ts. 

Because of these past inequities, we firmly believe that it is 

incumbent upon the Agent to fulfill its statutory responsibility 

by basing their recommendation upon the current pay setting 

process and not upon projected legislative changes. We there-

fore urge the Agent to recommend to the President an adjustment 

which grants Federal employees true comparability with employees 



FE DE RAL E M P L 0 Y E E S p A y C 0 U N C I L 

EIDDlliG STANDARD OF LIVING SUFFERED BY. 
FEDERAL WHITE�LI..AR WORKEPS 

\ 

The Fe:leral whi�llar w:>rkers' sta!rl.ard of living has dropped even m:xe · 

rapidly than their ruying p:>wer .  The Bureau of Lal::or Statistics urban family 

b..ldgets identify three different starrla.rds of living for a hypothetical urban . 
\ 

family of four. As you kn:Jw, the lower level b.ldget was use:l by Con:Jress to 

definJ the "w:>rking poor" e.xenpted ·fran .\vage controls in the latt.E>.r years of the 

so-called wage and price controls.· 

The attached table shows a GS-5 Step 1 \'.urker in December of 1969 earned 

$6,548, which was $65 less than the BIS lower le-.;el budget for an urban family 

of four. By October of 1978, tile GS-5 Step 1 earnings le:.;el of $10, 507 was 

$1,039 sh:>rt of the BIS lower level budget. Olrrent estimates for Jtme, 1980, 

sh?w that the pay level of $11,243 has further eroded to $2,734 below the 

11\'.orking p:xrr" sta.n:1ard of livin:J thresmld. 

Since the carter Administration first wage adjustment in October of 1977 

these v.orke.rs ha.ve seen an eroclion1 in their earning from $522 sho:tt of this 

living standard to tile present $2,734 deficiency • •  

FEPC 7/23/80 



ERODING STANDARD OF LIVING SUFFERED DY FEDER:l\L \'\11-UTE-coU.AR. · 

WORKERS Sl�CE PASSAGE OF THE 1970 PAY CQ."viPARABILITY Acr AMENDMENTS 

GS-5 low Level Salary as % of IX>llar Surplus 
Bud9:et (1) Step 1 Budget Level or Deficit 

12/69 $6,548 $ 6,6]3(2) 99.0%· : '$ -65 

1/71 6,938 7 I 024 (2) 98.8% -86 

1/72 7,319 7 257 (2) I 100.9% +62 

10/72 7,694 7,386 104.2% +308 

10/73 8,055 8,181 98.5% -126 

10/74 8,500 9,198 92.4% -698 

10/75 8,925 9,558 93.4% -633 

10/76 9,303 10,041 92.7% -738 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * '* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

10/77 9,959 10,481 95.0% -522. 

10/78 10,507 11,546 91.0% -1,039 

10/79 11,243 12,585 89.3% -1,342 

6/80 11,243 13,977(3) 80.4% -2,734 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ·* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

(1) These figures are ta.l<en from the Bureau of Lal:or Statistics lower level urban 
family budget for four. 

(2) The Urban Fa;nily Budgets are published for October of each year, 1969 - 1978. 
'J�herefore, the statistics for December, 1969 , ,January, 1971 , and ,January, 1972 
required adjusbnent . The adjustrnents\·Jeremade by taking the number of month..s 
beb·;een the specified date an::l the closest officially published BIS urban family 
budget level, dividing by 12; arrl applying the resultant percentage ration be� 
b:Jeen the levels for the b.-10 years . For e.'Xample, the December, 1969 f;igure is 
estirnated. by- using t.lle urban family budget level for Octot-er of 1969 plus 16.7% 
of the difference behveen the 1969 and 1970 urban family budget levels. 

(3)The figure for June, 1980 vJas estimated by the AFL-CIO research deparbnent. 

FEPC 7/23/80 

Attachment A 



EroDING STANDARD OF LIVING SUFFERED BY FEDEPAL �·JHITE-coLIAR 

�VORKERS SINCE PASSAGE OF TilE 1970 PAY CXl!,'lPARABILITY Acr N-1END�1El\1TS 

GS-10 Interrne:liate Salary as % of D:>llar Surplus 
Level Bud9:et ( 1) Step 1 Budget Level : or Deficit 

12/69 $10,869 $10,164 (2) 106.9% $ +705 

1/71 11,517 10,741 (2) 107.2% +776 

·r172 12,151 11,090 <2> 109.6% +1,061 

10/72 12,775 11,446 111.6% +1,329 

10/73 13,379 12,626 106.0% +753 

10/74 14,117 .14,333 98.5% -216 

10/75 14,824 15,318 96.8% -494 

10/76 15,524 16,236 95.6% -712 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

10/77 16,618 17,106 97.1% -488 

10/78 17,532 18,622 94.1% -1,090 

10/79 18,760 20,517 91.4% -1,757 

6/80 18,760 22,795 (3) 82.3% -4,035 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ·k * * 

(l) �l'hese figures are taken from the Bureau of Lal:::or Statistics intenue:liate level urban 
family budget for four. 

(2) The Urban Family Budgets are published for October of each year, 1969 - 1978. •rhere­
fore, the statistics for December, 1969, January, 1971, and. January, 1972 required 
adjustments. The adjusbnents were made by taking the mnnber of months beb:1ee.1 the 
s];€Cified date an::l the closest officially published BIS urban family budget level, 
dividing by 12, and apply.irq the .resultant percentage ratio between the le·v'els for 
the b...u years. For example, the Cecember, 1969 fi9UI"e is estirrated by using the 
urban family budget level for October of 1969 plus 16.7% of the difference beb:;een 
the 1969 and 1970 urban family budget levels. 

(3) The figure for June, 1980 v<as estirnated by the Al-"""1..-CIO research dep--Jrbnent. 

FEPC 7/23/80 
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ERODING. STl'li,iTIARD OF LIVING SUFFEPED BY FEDEPAL vmiTE-colll>.R 

hDRKERS SINCE PASSAGE OF THE 1970 PAY COMPAAABII.J:TY Acr N'IENDMENTS 

GS-12 High Level Salary as % of D::>llar Surplus 
· Budget(l) Step 1 Budget Level or Deficit 

12/69 $14,192 $14,728 (2) 96.4% $ -536 

1/71 15,040 15,610 (2} 96.3% -570 

.1/72 15,866 16,068(2} 98.7% -202 

-10/72 16,682 16,558 100.7% +124 

10/73 17,497. 18,201 96.1% -704 

10/74 18,463 20,777 88.9% ..;.2,314 

10/75 19,386 22,294 87.0% -2,908 

10/76 20,442 23,759 86.0% -3,317 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ·* 

10/77 21,883 25,202 86.8% -3,319 

10/78 23,087 27,420 84.2% -4,333 

10/79 24,703 30,317 81.5% -5,614 

6/80 24,703 33,838(3) 73.0% -9,135 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

(l) These figures are taken from the Bureau of Lal::or Statistics high le--..rel urban 
family budget for four. 

( 2) The Urron Pamily Budgets are published for Cctober of each year, 1969 - 1978. 
Therefore: the statistics for D2eernber, 1969, January, 1971, and J��uary, 1972 
required adjusbne..nts. The adjustrnents were ITB.de by taking the number of nonths 
between the specified elate and the closest officially published BLS urren family 
budget level, dividing by 12, a..'"ld applying the resultant percentage ratio beh;een 
the levels for the D\D years. For example, the December, 1969 figure is est.ir:late:l 
by using the urron f.:unily budget level for October of 1969 plus 16.7% of the 
difference between the 1969 and 1970 url::B.n family budget levels. 

(3) 'The figure for June, 1980 was est.Unated b.f the A..r.'L-c.IO research dep:rrtment. 

FEPC 7/23/80 
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F E D E RAL E M P L 0 Y E E S p A y 

ERODING BUYING PONER SUFFERED BY 
FEDERAL WHITE-COLLAR WORKERS 

C o" U N C I L 

The Federal white-collar workers' eroding buying power has 

dropped drastically since passage of the 1970 Pay Comparability Act 

Amendments. 

The attached table shows a GS-5 Step 1 worker in December of 

1969 at par. By October of 1978, the GS-5 Step 1 worker realized a 

loss of $565. Current estimates for June, 1980, show the loss has 

eroded to $1,263. This indicates loss in buying power has more than 

doubled in less than two years. 

, 

FEPC 7/23/80 
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ERODING BUYmG Pa'lliR INFLICI'ED UPON FEDERAL \'lli.I'l'E-cDLLAR 

WORKERS SINCE PASSAGE OF· THE 1970 PAY COr.JPARA!3ILITY ACr A.:.7v1ErJQ�'TS 

GS-5 Step 1 Federal Worker 

Current Constant G:l.in or I.Dss · in 
Dollar 1967 Dollars Real Buying Power 
Salary CPI-W Salary Percent - Dollars 

12/69 $6,548 112.9 $5,800 0.0% $ 00 

1/71 6,938 119.2 5,820 +0.3% +20 

1/72 7,319 123.2 5,941 +2.4% +141 

10/72 7,694 126.6 6,077 +4.8% +277 

10/73 8,055 136.6 5,897 +1.7% +97 

10/74 8,500 153.0 5,556 .:..4.2% -244 

10/75 8,925 164.6 5,422 -6.5% -378 

10/76 9,303 173.3 5,368 -7.4% -432 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

10/77 9,959 184.5 5,398 -6.9% -402 

10/78 10,507 200.7 5,235 --9.7% -565 

10/79 11,243 225.6 . 41984 -14.1% -816 

6/80 11,243 247.8 4,537 -21.8% -1,263 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

FEPC 7/23/80 



ERODING BUYING PCWER INFT....IcrED UPON FEDERAL h"'HITE-coLLAR 

v;DRK.ERS SlNCE PASSAGE OF THE 1970 PAY C0:·1PAR!'J3ILITY Acr N-1ENDl>:lENI'S 

GS-10 Step 1 Fffieral Worker 

Current Constant Glin or loss in 
Dollar 1967 D::>llars F.eal BU:(irq Power 
Salary CPIJtl Salary Percent - LOlJiil:s 

12/69 $10,869 112.9 $ 9,627 0.0% $ 00 I 

1/71 11,517 119.2 9,662 0.4% 35 

1/72 12,151 123.2 9,863 2.5% 236 

10/72 12,775 126.6 10,091 4.8% 464 

10/73 13,379 136.6 9,794 1.7% 167 

10/74 14,117 153.0 9,227 �-4. 2% --�.100 

10/75 14,824 164.6 9,006. -6.5% -621 

10/76 15,524 173.3 8,958 -6.9% -669 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * ·!c * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

10/77 161618 184.5 9,007 -6.4% �620 

10/78 17,532 200.7 8,735 -9.3% -892 

10/79 18,760 225.6 8,316 -13.6% -1,311 

6/80 18,760 247.8 7,571 -21.4% .... 2, 056 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

FEPC 7/23/80 



ERODING BUYING POtlliR 11\�CI'ED UPON FEDERAL Y.IHITE-CDLL"l'ill 

hDRKEFS SINCE PASSAGE OF 'l'HE 1970 PN:l C0:·1PARABILI'l'Y ACr Mfl'ID1·1ENTS 

GS-12 Step 1 Federal Worker 

CUrrent . Constant Gain or Loss in 
Dollar 1967 Dollars Real Buying Power 
Salary CPI-W Salary Percent - Dollars 

J2/69 $14,192 112.9 $12,570 0.0% $ 00 

1/71 15,040 119.2 12,617 0.4% +47 

1/72 15,866 123.2 12,878 2.5% +308 

10/72 16,682 126.6 13,177 4.8% +607 

10/73 17,497 136.6 12,809 1.9% +239 

10/74 18,463 153.0 12,067 -4.0% -503 

10/75 19,386 164.6 11,778 -6.3% -792 

10/76 20,442 173.3 11,./96 -6.2% ··-774 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

10/77 21,883 184.5 11,861 -5.6% -709 

10/78 23,087 200.7 11,503 -8.5% -1,067 

10/79 24,703 225.6 10,950 -12.9% -1,620 

6/80 24,703 247.8 9,968 -20.7% -2,601 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * * 

FEPC 7/23/80 
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C()MPAHISOO OF THE lvDVEMENTS OF FEDERAL \'JHITE-coUAR PAY 

HI'I1l 'I'HE BURE.lill OF L.7lJJOR STATISTICS C0."1PA.RABILITY SfJRVE'Y 

SlliCE PASSAGE OF THE 1970 PAY COMPARABILITY STATUrE 

December 1969 - June 1979 

Irrlex Irrlex. 
PATC Survey Series CS Increase Series of 
As Per BIS of PATC Pro.r;osa:l Actual rn Pay 
Announcement Increases By Agent GS Increase Iocr eases 

12/69 5.7% 100.0 6.0% 100.0 

1/71 6 . 2% 106.2 6.0% 106.0 

6/71 6.6% 113.2 6.6% 5.5% lll.B 

10/72 4.4% 118.2 5.1% 5.1% li7.5 

10/73 5.4% 124.6 4.8% 4.8% 123.2 

10/74 6.4% 132.5 5.5% 5.5% 129.9 
• � 

10/75 9.0% 144.5 8 . 7% 5.0% 136.4 

10/76 7.0% 154.6 4.8% 4.8% 143.0 

10/77 6.9% 165.3 7.1% 7.1% 153 . 1 

10/78 7.9% 178.3 8.4% 5.5% 16L6 

10/79 . 7. 8�A 192.2 10.4% 7.0% 172.9 

'-

FEPC 7/23/80 
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NUMBER AVERAGE AVERAGE % OF INCREASE 

FEDERAL OF A!Th""UAL ANNUAL REQUIRED TO 

GRADE FEDERAL SALARIES SALARIES REACH COMPA-

EMPLOYEES '80 PATCO FEDERAL RABILI'rY 

ATTORNEYS 

Attorneys I 9 481 $20,911 $17,340 20.6% 
Attorneys II 11 1412 25,549 21,173 20.7 
.l\ttorneys III 12 2725 33,034 25,944 27.3 
Attorneys IV 13 3331 40,864 31,342 30.4 
Attorneys v l4 3334 49,864 37,782 32.0 
At�orneys VI 15 2574 60,641 45,560 33.1 

BUYERS 
----

Buye:cs I ,... 

2593 14,861 12,721 16.8 ::> 

Buyers II 7 2535 18,467 15,286 20.8 
Buyers III 9 3317 22,904 18,536 23.6 
Buyers IV 11 3423 27,777 22,725 22.2 

PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

.Job AI1alysts I 5 61 16,056 12,698 26.4 
Job Analysts II 7 126 16,795 14,779 13.6 
Job Analyst3 III 9 240 21,484 17,874 20.2 
Job Analysts IV 11 779 26,315 22,823 15.3 

Di rectors of Personnel I 11 1612 24,719 22,676 9.0 
Directors of Personnel II 12 1893 31,832. 27,390 16.2 
Directors of Personnel III 13 1742 37,816 33,108 14.2 
Di!:ectors of Personnel IV 14 864 49,730 39,268 26.6 



ACCOLJNT ANTS AND AUDITORS 

A2countants I 
Accountants II 
Accountants III 

l�ccoun·tants IV 

P..ccoun tants v 

}\CCOU!"ltants VI 

.l\udi tors I 

Auditors II 

Audito rs ITT 
........ 

P�.udi tors IV 

Public Accountants 

Public 
Public 

:?ub1ic 

Coief 
,..,. ... . ,� 

--nler. 

Chief 
Chief 

Accountants 

Accountan t s  

Accountants 

l>.ccountants 

Acccuntants 

Accountants 

Accountants 

I 

II 

III 

IV 

I 
II 

III 

IV 

PART � 

JOB-BY-JOB COMPARISON OF MARCH 1, 1980 PRIVATE SECTOR 

VS. �VffiCH 31, 1980 FEDERAL ��AL RATES FOR THOSE 

FEDERAL JOBS DIRECTLY REPRESENTED BY 

THE PATCO SURVEY 

NU!--1BER AVERAGE AVERAGE 

FEDERAL OF h�TUAL MTNUAL 

GRADE FEDERAL SALARIES SALARIES 

EI-1PLOYEES '80 PATCO FEDERAL 

5 601 $15,149 $11,982 
7 1653 18,427 14,415 

9 2263 21,299 17,844 

11 4540 26,158 22,608 

12 6578 31,937 27,319 

13 3960 40,292 33,083 

5 601 14,858 11,830 
7 1653 18,002 14,415 
9 2263 22,026 17,844 

11 4540 26,782 22,608 

7 3019 14,958 14,339 
9 3418 16,689 17,830 

11 7958 19,806 22,656 
12 9791 23,900 27,361 

11 4540 28,347 22,608 
1 � .... .t. 6578 32,662 27,319 
13 3960 41,092 33,083 
14 2054 50,073 39,745 

%OF INCREl' . .S F. 

REQUIRED 'l'O 
REACH COMPP.-· 

RABILITY 

26.4% 
27.8 
19.4 

15.7 
16.9 

21.8 

25.6 

24.9 
23.4 

18.5 

4.3 

25.4 
19.6 
24.2 
26.0 
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NUMBER AVERAGF. AVERAGE % OF INCHEP.SE 
FEDERAL OF ANNUAL ANNUAl, REQUIRBD TO 

GR.J\DE FEDERAL SALARIES $ALARIES REACH COHP.Z1,.-

EMPLOYEES '80 PATCO FEDER.l\L RABILITY 

CHEMISTS l�ND ENGINEERS 

Chemists I 5 94 $16,200 $11,550 40.3% 

Chemists II 7 388 19,571 14,684 33.3 

Chemists III 9 790 23,373 19,177 21.9 

Chemists IV 11 1681 27,681 23,882 . 15.9 

Chemists v 12 1749 33,793 28,573 18.3 

Chemists VI 13 1592 38,137 33,936 12.4 
Ch emists VII 14 782 45,883 40,396 13.6 

Engineers I 5 585 19,411 14,696 32.1 
Enginee.rs II 7 2241 21,285 18,233 16.7 
Enginee rs III 9 3085 24,160 21,787 10.9 

Engineers IV 11 101.18 28,486 25,393 12.2 
Enginee:cs v 12 24028 33,141 28,748 15.3 
En ginee r s VI 13 21263 38,259 34,942 9.5 

Engineers VII 14 10228 43,242 41,097 5.2 

Engineers VIII 15 4439 50,079 47,792 4.8 

TECHNICAL SUPPORT 

Engineering 'l'echnicians I 3 506 12,228 9,323 31.1 

Engineering Technicians II 4 916 14,212 10,627 33.7 

Engineering Technicians III 5 1391 16,756 12,224 37.1 

Engineering Technicians IV 7 3164 19,547 16,096 21.4 

Engineering Technicians v 9 8454 22,323 19,861 12.4 

Drafters I 2 42 10,216 8,691 17.5 
Dr-afters II 3 109 11,689 9,522 22.8 
Drafte:::-s III 4 226 14,308 10,592 35.1 
Drafters IV 5 545 17,215 12,211 41.0 
Drafters �· 

,, 7 393 21,690 16,274 34.9 

Computer <-)per a tors I 4 901 10,164 11,120 
Ccmputer Operators II 5 1585 12,016 12,441 
Computer Operators T··rT 

..s.. -l.. -· 6 1361 12,957 13,933 
Computer Operators IV 7 2456 16,050 15,757 1.9 

Corr.pu.ter Ot:-;erator.s v 8 1215 18,454 17,555 5.1 
Cc,�rpu t er Of,;c:.rc-d ,·; t"S VI 9 140.5 19,511 19,597 
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�1Jt-1B.F.:R AVERAGF. AVERAGE % OF INCREASE 
FEDERAl, OF ANNUAL ANNUAl, REQUIRED '1'0 

GRADE FEDERAL SALARIES SALARIES REACH COMPA-
EMPLOYEES '80 PATCO FEDERAL RABILI'l'Y 

CLF.JUCAL 
----

.r .. ccounting Clerks I 2 42 $ 8,806 $ 8,665 1. 6% 
I�ccounting Clerks II 3 877. 10,377 9,651 7.5 
Z\cc:ot:.n 'cing Clerks III 4 4432 12,328 11,139 10.7 
1\ccounting Clerks IV 5 8976 15,358 12,713 20.8 

File Clerks l 1 l63 7,889 7,325 7.7 
File Clerks II 2 2657 8,829 8,404 5.1 
Fil.:� Clerks· III 3 9673 11,026 9,651 14.2 

Key Entry Operators I 2 4389 9,981 8,196 21 . 8 
Key Entry Operators' II 3 7185 11,723 9,499 23.4 

I·1essengers 1 48 8,561 7,775 10.1 

Personnel Clerks I 3 631 9,591 9,464 1.3 
Perso nne l Clerks II 4 2546 11,529 11,068 4.2 
Personnel Clerks III 5 3941 12,896 12,684 1.7 
Personnel Clerks IV 6 1784 15,726 14,207 10.7 
Personnel C.lerks v 7 1636 19,837 15,926 24.6 

Secretaries I 4 7446 11,296 11,115 1.6 
Secretaries II 5 27295 12,611 12,963 
Secretaries III 6 17958 14,018 14,667 
Secreta.ries IV 7 8734 15,382 16,423 
Secretaries v 8 3172 17,132 18,423 

Stenographers, General 3 1870 11,899 9,369 27.0 
S'c.enographers, Senior 4 12256 13,876 11,174 24.2 

Typists I 2 7576 9,161 8,277 10.7 
Typist.:.s II 3 31053 11,010 9,520 15.7 
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ASSOCIATION OF CIVILIAN TECHNICIANS 

P.rcsiden� 
VINCE:NT J, PAT£RNG 

348A Hungerford Court 
Rockville, MD 20850 

."-c ::r e 1 cu y 

00/'iALD E. BL\;\' 
319 Doyleson .4...-e, 

End,�ell, N.Y. 13760 . 

Jerome D. Julius 
Assistant Director 
for Pay Programs 
Office of Personnel Management 
1900 'E' Street, NW 
Washington, D. C. 20415 

Dear Mr. Julius: 

August 1, 1980 

My comments in regard to the annual pay comparability exercise 
are as follows: 

A - Because the pay and grade plan of the federal service is 
designed by job classification, in a structure that develops independent 
boundaries outside PATCO compensation lines, it is essential that 
this independence as a structure relate on comparability standards to 
whole category private sector pay measurements. This approach 
recognizes that the government, in its pay grades, does not display 
job by job comparability (ie: Engineer I vs Computer Operator II) but 
rather a comparability of total expenditure. 

In the total expenditure format job compensation then relates 
to internal grading structures practiced not in the "market" but by 
separate legislative design. 

The result should be redesign of the entire pay grade structure 
keeping grading steps in essentially similar variances. Plans like this 
retain "pay comparability" while they maintain independent statusc in 
most major industries. 

B - As a result of this circumstance, as outlined in A, it is the 
strong belief of this commentator that a singular dollar amount of the 
percentile increase, as it divides from the number of employees, is 
fair and equitable. Continuous percentile breakouts have, to some 
degree, eroded proper balance in grade and step differences. 
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A single dollar amount would regain stability and proportional 
grading structures. It would be at least as beneficial as the creation 
of the Senior Executive Service. and reward longtime employees 
sufficiently and well. 

C - I do not conceive of a 13.49% raise as probable this year 
although I would suggest it strongly. Attached to this letter is a news 
release and structure I feel would limit expenditures and pay adequately. 

The federal employee. long abused. needs a sign that his work is 
e

.
ssential. good. and rewarded. 

VJP/jc 

Sincerely yours. 

Vincent J. Paterno 
National President 
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ASSOCIATION OF CIVILIAN TECHNICIANS 

President 
VINCENT J. PATERNO 

348A Hungerford Comt 
Rockville, MD 20850 

Secretary 
DONALD E. BEAN 
319 Doyleson Ave. 

Endwell, N.Y. 13760 

NEW S R E L E A S E  

. 

A. C. T. P R E S I D ENT R E Q U E S T S  M I N I M U M $2,000 

A Y E A R  G. S. P A Y  R A I S E  A C R O S S  THE B O A R D  

THE PRESIDENT OF THE ASSOCIATION OF CIVILIAN TECHNICIANS, 

VINCENT J. PATERNO, IS WRITING TO PRESIDENT CARTER AND 

HIS PAY AGENT REQUESTING THAT THE COMPARABILITY PAY 

INCREASE BE GIVEN IN A STANDARD DOLLAR AMOUNT ACROSS 

THE BOARD. 

HE HAS REPORTED 11DISGUST" WITH COMPARABILITY RESULTS THAT 

INDICATE A TOTAL 13.49% INCREASE.REQUIREMENT AND WHICH 

ALSO REVEALS THAT IF FULL COMPARABILITY HAD BEEN GIVEN 

LAST YEAR THIS YEARS INCREASE WOULD STILL BE 10%. FURTHER, 

HE IS DISTURBED THAT SOME "UNIONS" ARE LEAVING ACROSS THE 

BOARD W AGE CONCEPTS THAT AID MIDDLE AND LOWER PAID EM-

PLOYEES, WHO ARE THEIR BASIC MEMBERS, AND ENDORSING 

SYSTEMS THAT WOULD RAISE HIGH PAY MANAGEMENT OFFICIALS 

-Duty . . .  !Ndico&iun . . .  Digrai1y'' 
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WITH VASTLY GREATEH WAGES. 

PATERNO IS RECOMMENDING A "HAISE WITH A llEAHT" AND IN-

DICATES THAT A STRAIGHT FIGURE LIKE $2, 000 FOH EACH 

EMPLOYEE WOULD BETTER TREAT THE INCOME "NE�DS" OF 

FEDERAL EMPLOYEES. WITH PHICES RISING CONSTANTLY, 

PATERNO SAYS THAT RAISES THAT COST THE GOVERNMENT 

COMPARABLE DOLLARS TO INDUSTHY BUT DIVIDE THE EMPLOYEE 

WAGES THROUGH GOVERNMENT CLASSIFICATION STRATA, WOULD 

BE MORE EQUITABLE .. PATEHNO CHARGES THE ADMINISTRATION 

WITH TOO MUCH FAVORITISM TOWARDS HIGH LEVEL AND SENIOR 

EXECUTIVE SERVICE EMPLOYEES AND A CALLOUS DISREGARD 

FOR RISING FOOD, OIL, RENT, AND TAX COSTS AT THE WORKING 

LEVELS OF MOST FEDERAL EMPLOYEES. 

NOTING THAT THE OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT RE-

COGNIZES THAT 500, 000 WOMEN, MANY THE SOLE SUP PORT OF 

FAMILIES, ARE GS-9, OR BELOW, PATERNO SAYS THAT AN IMME-

DIATE FAIR SEX PARTIAL REMEDY FOR DISCHTMINATION IS 

AVAILABLE THROUGH THE CONSTANT OOLLAH APPHOACH. 

·PATERNO ALSO NOTES T HAT DOLLAHS SllOULlJ GO TO AID THE 

WORKING FAMILY MEET R ISING OBLIGATIONS AND STHATIFY LESS 

IN THE AHEA OF FOHEIGN SPOHTS CAHS , LU:\.Ul{Y IIOUSING Cm 
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FOREIGN VACATIONS. HE SAYS TIIAT $2,000 GIV E N . TO A GS-5 

WOULD BE USED TO A GREATER ADVANTAGE IN OUR ECONOMY 

THAN THE $9,5000 (20.91%) WHICH WOULD l3E GIVEN TO A GS-15 

UNDER THE PRESENT PLAN. 

"I DON'T SAY LET THEM EAT CAKE, I SAY LET THEM AFFORD . 

HAMBURGER", SAYS PATERNO. "FURTHEH", THE A. C. T. PRES!-

DENT SAYS, " MR . CARTER SHOULD GIVE FEDERAl:, EMPLOYEES A 

PAY PLAN WITH A HEART. PAY COMPARABILITY SIJOULD MEASUHI� 

TO A DEGREE OF COMPARABILITY FOR WOHKEHS IN TEHMS OF ·. 

UTILITY COSTS, DIETS, AND HOUSING". 

PATERNO'S PROJECTED $2,000 PLAN 

GS LEVE:L 1st STEP AVERAGE EMPLOYEE FINAL 

1st YEAR REFERENCE LINE STEP 10 
· (18 years) 

1 $9,210 $9, 644 $ 11, 126 
2 1 o. 128 1 o. 6 8 5 12,327 
3 "10,952 11, 835 13, 634 
4 12, 049 13, 100 15, 064 
5 13, 243 14,485 16,618 

6 14, 531 15, 996 18, 293 
7 1 5, 92 5 17, 637 2Q. 101 

8 17,423 19,411 22, 04!:) 
9 19, 03 5 21,322 24, 147 

10 20, 760 23, 270 26, 835 

11 2 2, 611 2 5, 555 28, 7!)5 

12 26,703 30,332 34,110 

13 31, 37 5  :�5. 620 40, 186 

14 3 6,713 41,:�61 47, 12G 
15 42, 8:32 47,665 5 5, 0 81 

'J O 9 °() 'l'nJ·. ',301-762-:)656 Association of Civilian Technicians - July 0 , 1 o '"' 
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LEAGUE 

1302 18th Street. N.W 

Suite 203 

Washmgton. DC. 20036 

Telephone· i202) 223-6274 

OFFICERS 1980-81 

Lewis P. Jones 
Presr;Jent 

Lillian K. Stone 
Vice Pres•dent 

Paul A. Pumpia• 

Elliott. H. Forgosh 
Treasurer 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

Donald W. Helm 
Steven C. King 

Herbert S. Murphy 
Eileen Siedman 

Elvin W. Sill, Jr. 

Mr. Jerome D. Julius 
Assistant Director 

for Pay Programs 
Office of Personnel Management 
Washington, D.C. 20415 

Dear Mr. Julius:. 

August 4, 1980 

Thank you very much for inviting the Federal Executives League to 
participate in the discussion of the President's Pay Agent Recommenda­
tions on salary adjustments which are based on the annual salary 
comparability survey conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for the 
year ending March 31, 1980. In response to your invitation for comments 
on the dual-payline computations presented to Federal employee organi­
zations on Monday, July 28th, the League offers the following observa-
tions and proposals. 

· 

The effect of successive pay "caps" on Federal employee salaries during 
the past two years at levels substantially below comparability with the 
private sector is clearly evident from this staff study which displays 
comparability gaps ranging from 10.41% at GS-1 to 20.91% at GS-15 needed 
to provide equity. We note that the average incremental increase for 
all General Schedule employees, if adopted, would result in an average 
increase of 13.49%. This latter figure is a hypothetical average, 
however, since the current asterisk (*) ceiling on top-level GS salaries 
will remain at $50,112 so the actual average GS salary increase would be 
limited to 12.69%. The compression of salaries at this level would now 
become effective for GS-14 at Step 8 and GS-15 at Step 2; and for all 
GS-16 to -18 and equivalent positions. In effect, more than 15,000 
senior executives and managers would be awarded tge same salary under 
the continuing execut�ve "cap". 

We are aware that the President's Fiscal Year 1981 Budget submitted to 
Congress in January included funds for an average increase of 6.2% in 
the civil service payroll. We understand that this estimate has been 
revised recently by the Office of Management and Budget to an increment 
of 7.8% for planning purposes. The rationale cited by the A�inistra­
tion for continuing pay caps at levels below those of the private sector 
(9.1% for the year ending in March 1980) is that Federal constraints on 

salary increases should set an example for the private sector. The 
logic of this guideline escapes us, however, since the survey data on· 
which comparability is based measures "after-the-fact" private sector 
salary increases whereas changes in Federal salary schedules lag behind 
the survey samples by six to nine months or more. 

As a matter of principle, the League strongly urges the President's Pay 
Agent to accept the graduated scale of percentage salary increases 
calculated by its staff as its recommendation to restore comparability 
for the GS salary schedule. As a matter of equity, double-digit infla­
tion during the past two years should be reflected by compensation 
schedules which approximate the private sector as nearly as possible. 
At a minimum, if support for the full "catch up" salary increases 
indicated does.not appear feasible at this time, we would recommend that 
the 9.1% increase determined by the Bureau of Labor Statistics from its 
March 1979-March 1980 survey of private sector salaries be proposed for 
the President's consideration. 

Dedicated to better management of the Federal Government 
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Of special concern to the League membership, however, is the impact 
of the continuing pay cot..pression noted earlier that has steadily 
worsened and which underlies the accelerating rate of early retire­
ments of senior executives in recent months. This situation has been 
the subject of recent studies of the GAO which the Comptroller General, 
Elmer Staats, discussed at some length in the hearings of the Sub­
committee on Compensation and Employee Benefits held on Tuesday, 
July 29, 1980 chaired by Congresswom�1 Gladys Spellman. He further 
noted, as was confirmed by Dr. Campbell that, "the pay situation 
for federal executives continues to look bleak for fiscal year 1981." 

This assessment was based on the following circumstances: 

- the President has already announced his intentions to 
freeze executive pay this October 

- bonus payments are to be limited to fewer than 20% of 
SES positions (in lieu of the 50% level established in 
the Civil Service Reform Act of 1978} 

- the continuing linkage between congressional and Executive 
Level II salaries serving as an "executive pay_ cap" 

- the infrequent statutory provision for review and adjustment 
of executive, legislative and judicial salaries -- the 
"quadrennial commission" -- is an ineffectual mechanism 
for solving the problems of top-level salary adjustments 
in times of double-digit inflation 

In view of the above outlook, the League strongly recommends that the 
President's Pay Agent recommend that executive pay not be "frozen" 
as planned in October. It further recommends that a major legislative 
initiative be pursued with Congress to allow the annual adjustments 
of salary under Public Law 94-82 to take effect; and discontinue the 
practice of linking congressional and Executive Level II salaries • 

.. 



THE FEDERAL PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 
1302 EIGHTEENTH STREET, N.W. • SUITE 203 • WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 • (2021223-6274 

Mr. Jerome D. Julius 
Assistant Director 

for Pay Programs 
Room 3353 
Dffice of Personnel 

Management 
Washington, D.C. 20415 

Dr. Mr. Julius: 

August 4, 1980 

Thank you on behalf of the Federal Professional Association and its affiliate 
organizations, the National Association of Naval Technical Supervisors and the 
Naval Civilian Administrators Association, for the July 28 briefing by the 
staff of the President's Pay Agent on the results of your 1980 comparability 
survey. Our organizations are convinced that the nature of the President's 
response this year to the clearly documented, cumulative imbalance in the 
present Federal pay structure will have a critical impact on the future quality 
of the Federal workforce. This is unquestionably true in respect to the ongoing 
competence of its professional component. 

Both in 1978 and 1979, salary adjustments for Federal employees were signifi­
cantly below those required to approximate true comparability as specified 
under existing law. Even worse in respect to its inequitable and demoralizing 
effect on Federal professional personnel, was the further perversion of the 
comparability principle in 1977, 1978 and 1979 by application of a uniform 
percentage increase to all grades in response to political pressure. In the 
name of simple logic, equity, Congressional intent, and the future of the 
government service, this year's comparability adjustment MUST be a graauated 
one--not a flat percentage increase across the board. 

We note that this year's primary table extends only through GS-15, rather than 
through GS-18 as in previous years. Although we recognize that implementation 
of the SES has somewhat altered the pay schedule, i.t serves no purpose to ignore. 
the immense problems in that area. We therefore request that you continue to at 
least indicate what comparability would also approximate for those grades. 

Sincerely yours, 

Viola Hae Young, Ph.-D. 
President 
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THE NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF FEDERAL VETERINARIANS 

SUITE 836 • 1522 K STREET, N.W. • WASHINGTON, D.C. 20005 

PHONE: AREA CODE 202·223-3590 

Mr. Jerome·D. Julius 
Ass t. Director for Pay Programs 
Office of Personnel Management 
1900 E Street 
Washington, D. C. 20415 

Dear Mr. Julius: 

July 29, 1980 

This is in further reference to the meeting on July 28, 1980 of 
the President•s Pay Agent meeting with Federal Employee organizations. 
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on your findings, prior tp 
their being for\'larded to The White Hous e. 

We believe· that it is very important to follow your findings and 
pay the comparability by grade. There have been s everal across the 
board, percentage pay raises, which have resulted in serious inequities 
to the upper GS grades while the lower grades in s ome cases actually 
exceeded comparability. Therefore we urge you to follow the guidelines 
in Table No. 1 of your report, which would result in an overall 13.49% 
pay raise. 

In order to comply with· the Congressional Mandate to achieve true 
comparability, it is necessary that the $50,112.50 s alary ceiling be 
raised s ufficiently to allow the GS141s and GS15•s to actually realize 
the benefits to which they are due. By the. same token, the limit on 
s alaries in the Senior Executive Service should be raised proportionately. 

As realis ts, we recognize the problems faced by the Adminis tration 
and the Congress, with the pay problem and the so called ••balanced budget 
philosophy ... The President has announced his intention to increase 
military pay by 11.7% and you find that federal civilian employees are 
due an average of 13.49%. Therefore, we mus t insis t that federal civilian 
employees receive a minimum of 11.7% on a graduated scale from GS-1 
through GS-15 ·. 

..•. · ·..,· 

Sincerely yours, 

R. E. Omohundro, DVM 
Executive Vice Pres ident 



Organ11ization of Professional Em JP>loyees 

Organized 

April 8, 1929 

P.O. BOX No. 381 

Mr. Jerome D. Julius 

... 

Assistant Director for Pay Programs 
Office of Personnel Management 
Washington, D. C. 20415 

Dear.Mr. Julius: 

of the U. S. Department of Agricu.hure 

WASHINGTON, D. C. 20044 PHONE: 447·4898 

August 1, 1980 

We are grateful to you for arranging and conducting the July 28 meeting 
on pay comparability for officials of Federal employee organizations. 

The data which you released at that meeting are further hard evidence 
of the effects of unbridled inflation. They also make clear the need 
for a major upward adjustment of Federal salaries to help keep the 
Government's highly skilled employees from shifting to private industry 
or taking early retirement. 

The record annual increase (13.49 percent) due those employees cannot be 
ignored. It is a result not only of inflatibn but ·also of repeated 
annual denials of full comparability, which is authorized by a law passed 
by the Congress and signed by a President. 

As an organization of professionals, OPEDA continues to support the real 
purpose of that law--which is to the effect that true comparability means 
equal pay in each grade when compared with similar positions in private 
industry. 

We trust that the President's Pay Agents will recommend to President Carter 
a full realization of pay comparability this year� It may save several 
more years of embarr�ssing denials of this legal right. 

We recognize, of course, the many factors affecting the President in con­
nection with this decision. 

If it is determined that full comparability by grade cannot be effectively 
attained this year, we offer an alternate proposal. That proposal is an 
across-the-board increase of not less than 9.5 percent. 

The 9.5 figure stays within the guidelines (7.5-9.5 percent) set by the 
President for workers in private industry. It also is less than half of 



2 -Nr. Jerome D. Julius 

the difference between the budgeted 6.2 percent &nd the 13.49 percent required 
to close the comparability gap. 

We wish you success in impressing on the President the need for a more 
equitable approach to the pay problem of Federal employees. 

T_hank you for considering our proposals. 

Sincerely, 

�=t-JL 
President 
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Pqst Office Box 2745. Arlington Virginia 22202 

Mr. Jerome
·
D. Julius 

Assistant Director 
for Pay Programs 

Office of Personnel Management 
1900 E Street, N. W. 

Washington, D. C. 20415 

Dear Mr. JuliUs: 

July 31, 1980 

In view of the data you distributed at the july 28 meeting, POPA 
strongly submits that you should recommend a comparability .pay 
increase which bears a significant and rational relationship to 
your data. Any recommendation which is palpably not ·Significant­
ly and rationally related to that data, makes a mockery of the 
Comparability Act, the GS employees, and even your office. 

Furthermore, and to us, most importantly, your recommendation 
should include comparability-by-grade, the need for which 
exists independently of any ceiling or cap which may be imposed.· 
Failure to provide comparability-by-grade will be a clear signal 
to our members, most of whom are experiencing the 15.47, 17.89 
and 20.91 percent gaps every day that passes. Educated and 
skilled professionals may tire of such treatment; retention of 
valued employees may reach the crisis level, especially when 
considered with the avoidance of pay standards achieved by the 
now-notorious practice of contracting-out. Therefore, you 
should recommend that a pay cap, if any, be administered a� an 
average of all grades proportionately higher at higher grades 
consistent with your data. 

Profes..c;ional Representation for Patent Professionals 
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8/29/80 

Mr. President: 

The Campaign requests that you 
sign the attached declaration of 
candidacy for·the general election 
ba llot in Georgia. 

Rick 
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CARTER/MONDALE PRESIDENTIAL COMMITTEE, INC. 
2000'L STREET, N.W., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20036 
(202) 887-4700 

Robert S. Strauss, Chairman 

Tim Kraft, National Campaign Manager 

S. Lee Kling, Treasurer · 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Lloyd Cutler 

From: Doug Huron N 
Re: Georgia Candidacy Affidavits 

Date: August 28, 1980 

Attached are affidavits of 
and Vice President are required 
in order to comply with Georgia 
information which is required .  
office has informed us that the 
remain so. 

candidacy which the President 
to execute before a notary 
law. We have filled in the 
The Secretary of State's 
spaces which are blank may 

Both affidavits should be executed as soon as possible 
and should be mailed to the Secretary of State of Georgia 
in the attached envelope. A cover letter is also enclosed. 

Most states do not require such affidavits, but a simi­
lar one will have to be executed for the District of Columbia. 
The names of the three District of Columbia electors must be 
included in that affidavit.Rnd Bob Washington has yet to se­
lect the electors. As soon as he does, we will forward the 
District of Columbia materials. 

Enclosures 

A copy of our report is filed with the Federal Election Commission and is available for purchase from the Federal Election Commission, Washington, D.C .. 



TO: DA YID B. POYTHRESS, 

Secretary of State of the 

State of Georgia 

NOTICE OF CANDIDACY AND AFFIDAVIT 

I, the undersigned, being first duly sworn on oath, do depose and say: that my name is _____ _ 

Jinuny Carter 

that my residence address is 

(City) 

that my post office address is 

that my telephone num her is 

(Street No.) (Street) 

(County) (State) 

(Business) (Home) 

(Zip) 

that my profession, business or occupation (if any) is President of the United States 

that the name of the election district (precinct) in which I vote is _______________ _ 

that I am an elector of the county of my residence eligible to vote in the election in which I am a candidate; 

that the name of the office I am seeking is President of the United States 
. � '":;__ � -- -__ - ... ::-- -:- � ... 
------------------------------------------------ · 

(Furnish circuit, district, or post if applicable) 

that I am eligible to hold such office; that I am a candidate for such office in the _ _,go..t=eJ...nu:e::...rL-aCL..J.l ____ 
_ 

____ e_l _
e_c_t_i_o_n ___ _____ to be held on the 

(election) 
4th day of Novemhe r ,19_g_Q__; 

that I have never been convicted and sentenced in any court of competent jurisdiction for fraudulent 
violation of primary or election laws, malfeasance in office, felony or crime involving moral turpitude 
either under the laws of this State, or under the laws of any other State or under the laws of the United 
States, or if so convicted, that I was pardoned on 

(Furnish date and authority of such pardon) 

that I will not knowingly violate any provisions of the Georgia Election Code or of the rules or regulations 
adopted thereunder; and that the information on the reverse side hereof is true and correct. 

I understand that any false statement knov..-ingly made by me in this Notice of Candidacy and Affidavit 
will subject me to criminal penalties as provided by law and I hereby request you to cause my name to be 
placOO on the blli:ots to be usOO in such ele;n � a c:?�fue office I 22L 

,. . 
/ �urc of Candidate) 

I . • •  -
I : ; : � ,-

Sworn to and subscribed 

before me this _2_9__tb day 

of tugu1 _ _  ,19 s o__ . 

--- -
&lfNc<;;) l!!itfL __ _ 

!Vly Commission expires �-
an ua ry 2 2.' 19 8 5 • 

[Required by Ga. Election Code, Sec. 34-1002.] 

Fnrm :'\"C-S-RO 

(over) 

-·rv .-: 



1. I desire that my name appear on the ballot as follows: 

Jimmy Carter 
(Please Print) 

·2. (a) I am running as an Independent [ ] . 

(b) I am the nominee of the --------'D=-..;::ce.::..:m::.;;o:...;c=-:r=-=a:...::t:..::i::...c=-----------­
nominated by: 

Party (Body) 

[ X] Convention (Certified copy of the minutes of the convention attested by the Chairman and 

Secretary of the convention is being filed herewith); 

Other (Specify method of nomination and statute and party rule governing and allowing 

such method of nomination): 

3. (a) [ I am required to file the above Notice followed by a nomination petition containing at 

least _______________ __ valid signatures due _______ , 19 __ _ 

(b) [ I am not required to submit a nomination petition, because I am: 

] Specify [Code § 34-1002]: 

4. "(a) [ I hereby tender check/cash in the amount of $ __________ _ 

(b) [ I am not required to pay a qualifying fee. 

:-·· ._,_ J:.:} J · __ ] ·.;:-hereby-file a pauper's affidavit in lieu of the qualifying fee. 
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