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Congressional & Administration News 
 

House Adopts Budget Resolution, Clearing Way for Tax Bill  
 

By Kaustuv Basu | October 26, 2017  

Bloomberg Government  

 

Republicans cleared another obstacle on their way to passing a tax reform bill, with a 216-212 House vote to 

adopt the Senate budget resolution. 

 

The vote clears the decks for House Ways and Means Chairman Kevin Brady (R-Texas) to release a tax bill on 

Nov. 1, with a committee markup likely in the following week. Republican leaders have said they plan to pass a 

tax overhaul bill by the end of the year. 

 

The budget vote happened after a day of uncertainty in which House Republicans in high-tax states like New 

York pushed hard for a solution to conflicts about the state and local tax deduction. The GOP tax framework 

suggests repealing the tax break, but some House Republicans, as well as Democrats, are fighting its loss. 

House leadership is working to placate them with compromises including keeping a modified version of the 

deduction. A meeting on the issue is scheduled for today. 

 

The Trump Administration Chooses Big Meat, Withdraws GIPSA 

Rule 
 

By Deena Shanker | October 25, 2017 

Bloomberg Government 

 



 

 

After years of fighting for an Obama-era rule that would help farmers sue the mammoth companies they work 

for, advocacy groups for America’s small poultry, pork and beef growers may have been dealt a final blow by 

the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

 

The fight was about whether small farmers can sue if they feel they’ve been mistreated by big 

companies. Poultry farmers, for example, often get their chicks and feed from big meat producers, which in turn 

pay the farmer for the full-grown product. If a farmer wants to sue a company for retaliating against him 

because he complained about his contract—say, by sending him sick chicks or bad feed—the farmer needs to 

show the company’s actions hurt not only him, but the entire industry. 

 

Under President Obama, that high bar would have been lowered. Under the interim final rule, a showing of 

harm to only one farmer would suffice to support a claim. The Trump administration last week threw out the 

Obama-era rule in a move hailed by lobbyists for the big agriculture companies. 

 

“I can’t tell you how disappointed I am,” said Mike Weaver, a West Virginia poultry farmer and president of 

the Organization for Competitive Markets, who voted for Donald Trump. “Rural America came out and 

supported the president, and if it weren’t for us, he wouldn’t be where he is now. What they did was wrong, and 

it shouldn’t have happened that way.” 

 

“This gives the meatpacking industry the ability to do whatever they wish in terms of retaliation against an 

individual” 

 

Farmer groups—including the National Farmers Union, Rural Advancement Foundation International-

USA, Farm Aid, R-CALF USA, the U.S. Cattlemen’s Association, and the Organization for Competitive 

Markets—supported the Obama-era rule. Many farmers and ranchers thought Trump would allow it to take 

effect, citing his support for small business and rural Americans. Industry lobbyists, such as the National 

Cattlemen’s Beef Association, the National Pork Producers Council and the North American Meat Institute, 

hoped the Republican president would undo the rule, citing fears over increased litigation from farmers. They 

also thought they’d found a champion for their cause in Trump, who had vowed to cut federal regulation. 

 

“When Trump was coming in with the mantra of reduced regulation,” said Jeremy Scott, a protein research 

analyst at Mizuho Securities USA LLC, “there was relief.” In the end it was industry, not farmers that guessed 

correctly. National Chicken Council President Mike Brown publicly praised the USDA decision. 

 

Meanwhile, farmers and ranchers are left with few options to challenge huge companies over allegedly anti-

competitive behavior. “This gives the meatpacking industry the ability to do whatever they wish, in terms of 

retaliation against an individual,” said Jay Platt, a cow-calf rancher in Arizona, who also voted for Trump. “It 

leaves the cattle producer absolutely punch-less.”  

 

“He and his minions have now sold these very farmers and ranchers down the river” 

 

“These guidelines would protect farmers and ranchers against bad faith, retaliation, denial of due process and 

fraud,” said J. Dudley Butler, former administrator of the Grain Inspection, Packers and Stockyards 

Administration under Obama. “Farmers and ranchers are the backbone of America, and they paved the way for 

Trump to be president. They thought he was their president, but he and his minions have now sold these very 

farmers and ranchers down the river.” 

 

In addition to Democrats on Capitol Hill, at least one member of Trump’s own party sees it that way, too. 



 

 

“They’re just pandering to big corporations. They don’t care about family farms,” Senator Chuck Grassley, an 

Iowa Republican, told reporters upon hearing the news of the USDA decision. “This is an example of a swamp 

being refilled.” 

 

The National Pork Producers Council disagreed, saying in an emailed statement Wednesday that the proposed 

rule would have “stifled competition and innovation and, ultimately, raised meat and poultry prices for 

consumers.” While the NPPC says farmers could still sue in state courts, allegations generally raised in such 

cases, including antitrust, are largely federal in nature. 

 

Although the Trump administration has faced litigation opposing other attempts to undo Obama-era regulations, 

lawsuits are unlikely to succeed in upending this latest decision. That’s because the USDA took public 

comment on the possibility of withdrawing the rule, which itself was based on an interpretation of existing 

federal law, before doing so. 

 

“If there’s some ambiguity, the agency responsible for carrying out the rule is given deference,” said Cary 

Coglianese, a law professor at the University of Pennsylvania and director of the Penn Program on Regulation. 

“It may have been reasonable to interpret the statute the way the Obama administration did, but that doesn’t 

mean the Trump administration isn’t reasonable.”  

 

For now, farmer groups are looking at other avenues. Weaver has sent a letter asking Trump to issue an 

executive order reversing the USDA’s decision. He still lays part of the blame, however, with the Obama 

administration, whose rural agenda was largely stymied by Congress. 

 

“Obama had the opportunity to do the right thing, and he didn’t,” said Weaver. “He made a lot of promises to 

the farmers about the things he was going to do and never followed through on them.” 

 

Agriculture News 
 

Tax Relief for Farmer Bankruptcies Clears Congress  
 

By Daniel Gill | October 25, 2017 

Bloomberg Government 

 

 New law overturns Supreme Court, returns tax provisions for farmer bankruptcies to Congress’ original 

intent  

 Capital gains in Chapter 12 to be treated as dischargeable, general unsecured claims 

 

Bipartisan legislation aimed at helping family farmers restructure their finances in bankruptcy is headed to the 

president's desk for signature. The Senate approved the measure, 82-17, as part of a supplemental spending 

package Oct. 24. “Our bipartisan bill is a commonsense fix to ensure that the law functions as intended and 

protects family farmers in Minnesota and across the country,” Sen. Al Franken (D-Minn.) said in an Oct. 24 

statement. “I'm glad this bill is set to become law and will help ensure farmers going through bankruptcy get a 

fair shake and are able to repay the debts they owe without sacrificing their families’ futures,” he said. 

 

Franken proposed the Family Farmer Bankruptcy Clarification Act of 2017 with Charles Grassley (R-Iowa) 

who said in a statement that he looks forward to President Donald Trump signing the bill. Grassley said the 



 

 

proposal “would rectify a 2012 Supreme Court ruling on a previous bankruptcy reform law that ignored 

Congress’ express goal of helping family farmers.” Carol F. Dunbar, a Chapter 12 trustee in Iowa, told 

Bloomberg Law Oct. 25 the “small fix” carried a “potentially huge impact on many lives and livelihoods.” 

 

The new law will allow farmers to sell a portion of their land to help fund their reorganization and stay in 

business despite getting hit with a big capital gains bill. The law changes how those capital gains taxes are 

treated. Instead of being a priority claim that would have to be satisfied in full before unsecured creditors 

receive payments, the capital gains will be treated as another general unsecured claim. They can be discharged 

at the end of the plan's payment period. “In many cases, those capital gains taxes would force the debtors to quit 

farming altogether,” Dunbar told Bloomberg Law in a June 5 email about the law in its current state.  

  

Family Farmers and Fishermen 

  

Chapter 12 of the Bankruptcy Code is designed to protect family farmers and family fishermen with a regular 

income. The debtors are afforded protection from creditors while they make payments under a plan to repay all 

or a portion of their debts over a three- to five-year period. It was enacted in 1986 at a time when the nation was 

facing a “devastating farm crisis,” Dunbar said. 

 

Originally a temporary measure, it became permanent in 2005. At that time, a provision was approved to change 

how capital gains taxes would be treated after a sale of land in a Chapter 12 farm bankruptcy. 

Where certain taxes are treated as priority claims throughout most of the Bankruptcy Code (including in 

Chapters 7, 11 and 13), capital gains would be treated as general unsecured claims in Chapter 12.  

  

Capital Gains as the Difference Maker 

  

Grassley said in a statement in May that “family farmers faced serious problems” when they had to sell land to 

fund their reorganization. For example, he said a family farmer might sell portions of the farm in order to 

generate cash and pay creditors.  “Unfortunately, in most of these cases, the family farmer is selling land with a 

low cost basis, because it has likely been held in the family for a very long time. As a result, the family farmer 

gets hit with a substantial capital gains tax, which is owed to the Internal Revenue Service,” Grassley said. 

 

To be approved, the plan would have to pay the tax claim in full, unless the IRS agreed to accept less. Often the 

size of the capital gains would be too great to leave anything for other trade creditors. The legislation passed in 

2005 was supposed to change that tax treatment to allow the family farmer to sell some land during Chapter 12 

as a source of reorganization plan funding. Capital gains from the sale would be paid like other general 

unsecured claims and could be discharged at the end of the plan. 

 

But that's not how the U.S. Supreme court read the language. Instead, in Hall v. United States, the Court, in a 5-

4 decision, said that capital gains taxes would be treated as general unsecured claims only if the sale was in the 

tax year prior to the filing of the bankruptcy case, not if the sale was conducted during the bankruptcy. 

The new law clarifies that debtors can sell property during the bankruptcy process and still receive the favorable 

treatment for capital gains.  

  

Fourth Time's the Charm 

  

This is not the first time Grassley and Franken have tried to get this legislative fix passed. Bills have been 

introduced to the Senate three times prior to the current act—in 2012, 2013 and 2015. None reached the floor, 

until now. 



 

 

 

The relatively small, specialized bar dealing with farmer bankruptcies seem pleased with the legislative fix. 

“Farmers throughout the country should thank the bi-partisan efforts of all who participated in making tax 

treatment more family farmer friendly,” attorney Walter Kelley told Bloomberg Law in an Oct. 25 email. 

 

Kelley has been a standing Chapter 12 trustee in Georgia and Florida since 1986 and 1990, respectively. “It is a 

game changer for small farmers to discharge capital gains from the sale of farm related assets before and during 

Chapter 12, which was the goal of the original legislation,” Kelley said in an email in June. “There is no way to 

determine how many farmers could have remained in business, but for the tax consequences arising from the 

sale of farm assets needed to downsize,” he said. 

 

Broader Crop Insurance, Conservation Are Coalition's Goals for 

Farm Bill  
 

By Teaganne Finn | October 24, 2017  

Bloomberg Government 

 

 119-member agriculture coalition releases policy platform for next farm bill  

 Expanding the list of products eligible for crop insurance and ensuring preservation are among top 

proposals 

 

Expanding crop insurance to cover all types of farms, boosting access to land for new farmers, and conserving 

farmland shape the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition's policy agenda for the upcoming farm bill. 

 

In a platform released Oct. 24, NSAC outlined goals that also include investing in plant-breeding research and 

expanding rural business investment. The current farm bill is set to expire Sept. 30, 2018. 

 

The next farm bill should “empower farmers and ranchers with the skills, resources, and training necessary to 

ensure resilient farms and food systems,” NSAC, which comprises 119 groups, said in its platform. 

 

The platform also calls on lawmakers to package all issues into a single bill instead of splitting them between 

farm assistance and nutrition aid. It also seeks to protect farm bill provisions from budget sequestration. 

 

“We really hope we're able to maintain those programs that will not only make sure land will continue to be 

strengthened but at the same time realize we need to spend that money wisely,” Jim French, senior adviser for 

the Center for Rural Affairs, a member of NSAC, told Bloomberg Government. 

 

“Our platform is saying, “Please consider the future and the next generation of farmers,’” said French, a Kansas 

wheat and soy farmer. Preservation of existing programs and land is a “big bottom line,” he said. 

 

NSAC Policy Director Greg Fogel said in a press release that the coalition “spent the last two years hosting 

farmer listening sessions” to ensure its farm bill policy platform was “guided by the experiences of family 

farmers and ranchers.” 

 

A key provision in the NSAC platform proposes crop insurance be expanded to serve all kinds of farmers in all 

regions of the country. NSAC says the current system, in which only some crops are eligible for insurance, 



 

 

causes unfair market influence. 

  

Other proposals in the NSAC platform for the 2018 farm bill include:  

 advancing racial equity in the food and farm system; 

 reversing the trend of rapid consolidation and vertical integration in agriculture; 

 increasing access to healthy food, particularly for vulnerable children; 

 closing commodity subsidy “loopholes” and including reasonable subsidy limits; 

 focusing farm loan programs on family-sized farms, as well as beginning and socially disadvantaged 

farmers; 

 reaffirming the Agriculture Department's Rural Development Mission Area and creating new rural 

business investment opportunities; 

 scaling up funding for sustainable agriculture and organic research and education; and 

 focusing renewable energy programs on solar, wind, and perennial-based biofuels. NSAC's next step is 

delivering its platform to lawmakers, including meeting with each member of the House and Senate 

Agriculture committees and agriculture appropriators. NSAC members will have ongoing conversations 

with lawmakers about farm bill policy and the NSAC proposal, Fogel told reporters Oct. 23. 

 

Fogel predicted the bulk of the farm bill draft will be written this calendar year, though “[w]hether they actually 

mark up this year is a big question,” he said. 

 

Federal Employee News  
 

Trump, House Tax Chief Send Mixed Signals on 401(k) Break 
 

By Sahil Kapur, Shannon Pettypiece and Laura Litvan | October 25, 2017 

Bloomberg Politics 

 

 President says certain elements of tax bill aren’t negotiable 

 Chief House tax writer says GOP exploring retirement ideas 

 

President Donald Trump repeated his desire to keep tax breaks for workers’ 401(k) contributions Wednesday -- 

just hours after the chief tax writer in the House said his panel was exploring ways to change retirement savings 

in legislation he plans to release next week. 

 

Trump told reporters that preserving the 401(k) tax-deferred retirement plans is very important to him, and that 

he wanted to make that clear. Earlier in the week he had said on Twitter that there would be “NO change to 

your 401(k),” calling the plans a “great and popular” tax break for the middle class. 

 

“I wanted to end that quickly,” Trump said Wednesday of discussions on limiting the tax break. “I didn’t want 

that to go too far, which is why I ended it very quickly,” Trump said as he departed the White House for a trip 

to Dallas. When asked about prior comments from Representative Kevin Brady, the chairman of the House 

Ways and Means Committee, saying retirement changes were under consideration, Trump said: “Maybe it is 

and maybe we’ll use it as negotiating.” But he added that Brady knows how important 401(k)s are. 

 

Brady didn’t rule out changes to the retirement plans earlier Wednesday morning, saying Republicans are 

“exploring a number of ideas” to "create an incentive for Americans to save more and save sooner." 



 

 

 

“We want more Americans to save more. We want them to save earlier in their life. Right now we are not a 

nation of savers," he said, adding that House leaders are working with the White House on any solutions.  

 

White House budget chief Mick Mulvaney suggested Wednesday evening that if 401(k) changes raised taxes on 

the middle class, Trump would consider vetoing the legislation. 

 

"I can’t imagine that the House and the Senate would do something that would raise taxes on middle class," 

Mulvaney said during a speech at Georgetown University in Washington. "If they did we would certainly give 

serious thought to vetoing it." 

 

Saver’s Credit 

 

Speculation about the tax treatment of 401(k) retirement accounts has been swirling in Washington for months, 

as Congress tries to come up with revenue raisers to offset the historic tax cuts Trump has promised. Currently, 

workers can contribute as much as $18,000 a year -- or $24,000 a year for those over 50 -- to such accounts 

from their pretax earnings. 

 

Reports last week said Republicans were considering reducing that cap to as little as $2,400 annually. The move 

would pull future tax revenues forward by requiring Americans to pay taxes on retirement savings now instead 

of when they tap their nest eggs. 

 

John Thune, the No. 3 Republican leader and a senior member of the Senate Finance Committee, said members 

of the panel are “talking about” making a change to the retirement tax break, but no decisions have been made. 

He said whatever they do, they will still make it a priority for people to have retirement savings incentives. 

“The one thing we want to do is maintain incentives for savers that are as good as or better than what we have 

today,” Thune said. “That will shape our discussions, but we haven’t made any final decisions.” 

 

He said ideas on the table include moving toward a “full Rothification” which would have people pay taxes up 

front and put their savings in after-tax Roth retirement vehicles, and expanding the saver’s credit, which is a 

retirement benefit for low and middle-income workers. 

 

‘Class Five Rapids’ 

 

Still, Senator Tim Scott, a South Carolina Republican and member of the committee, said the idea of changing 

the retirement tax break has not entered into any of the meetings in which he has taken part. 

 

“Creating a disincentive for Americans to save is not in the best interest’s long term of the country or of the 

average person,” Scott said. 

 

The Sept. 27 tax framework released by the White House and GOP leaders sought to lay out some clear goals -- 

including setting a corporate tax rate of 20 percent and cutting tax rates on businesses and individuals -- but it 

doesn’t offer answers to some of the toughest questions, such as where to set income brackets or which 

corporate tax breaks to end. The House and Senate may go their separate ways in filling in the blanks -- and 

possibly changing key provisions included in the framework -- ultimately walking back what Trump has said is 

non-negotiable. 

 

“We’re about to go through class five rapids, which are the biggest rapids you can go through, and we got to 



 

 

make sure everyone stays in the boat and we get the boat down the river,” House Speaker Paul Ryan said at a 

Reuters Newsmaker event Wednesday morning, referring to the need for GOP members to be unified as 

lobbyists fight to preserve special tax breaks. “That’s why this hasn’t been done in 31 years.” 

 

Cost-of-Living Adjustments for Federal Civil Service Annuities  
 

By Katelin P. Isaacs Analyst in Income Security | October 16, 2017 

Congressional Research Service 

 

Summary 

 

Cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) for the Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS) and the Federal 

Employees Retirement System (FERS) are based on the rate of inflation as measured by the Consumer Price 

Index for Urban Wage Earners and Clerical Workers (CPI-W). COLAs for both CSRS and FERS are 

determined by the average monthly CPI-W during the third quarter (July to September) of the current calendar 

year and the third quarter of the base year, which is the last previous year in which a COLA was applied. The 

“effective date” for COLAs is December, but they first appear in the benefits issued during the following 

January. 

 

All CSRS retirees and survivors receive COLAs. Under FERS, however, nondisabled retirees under the age of 

62 do not receive COLAs. Survivors and disabled retirees are eligible for COLAs under FERS regardless of 

age. CSRS pays a COLA that is equal to the percentage change in the CPI-W during the measurement period, 

but COLAs under FERS are limited if the rate of inflation is greater than 2.0%. If the rate of inflation during the 

measurement period is between 2.0% and 3.0%, the COLA under FERS is 2.0%. If inflation is greater than 

3.0%, then the COLA for FERS benefits is equal to the CPI-W minus one percentage point. 

 

Congress passed the first law requiring automatic COLAs for federal civil service retirement benefits in 1962, 

and it has adjusted either the formula by which they are calculated or the date on which they take effect more 

than a dozen times since then. 

 

If consumer prices as measured by the CPI-W do not increase from the third quarter of the base year to the third 

quarter of the current calendar year, there is no COLA for annuities paid under CSRS or FERS. For example, 

from the third quarter of 2014 to the third quarter of 2015, the CPIW fell by 0.4%. Therefore, no COLA was 

paid under either CSRS or FERS beginning January 2016. 

 

From the third quarter of 2016 to the third quarter of 2017, the CPI-W increased by 2.0%. Therefore, beginning 

in January 2018, both CSRS and FERS COLAs are 2.0%.  

 

COLA Formulas and Amounts 

 

Only federal employees hired before 1984 participate in the Civil Service Retirement System (CSRS). The 

CSRS is closed to new entrants and will expire with the death of the last CSRS annuitant sometime around the 

year 2075. Civilian federal employees who were hired in 1984 or later participate in the Federal Employees 

Retirement System (FERS), as do employees who voluntarily switched from CSRS to FERS during “open 

seasons” that were held in 1987 and 1998. The FERS program began operating on January 1, 1987. 

 

Cost-of-living adjustments (COLAs) for CSRS annuities are based on the average monthly percentage change 



 

 

in the CPI-W in the third quarter (July to September) of the current calendar year compared with the third 

quarter of the base year, which is the year in which the last COLA was applied. Adjustments are effective on the 

first day of the month preceding the month in which they are first paid. For example, the 2015 CSRS COLA of 

1.7% was effective December 1, 2014, and first applied to benefits paid in January 2015. It was equal to the 

average monthly percentage change in the CPI-W between the third quarter of calendar year 2013 and the third 

quarter of 2014. Because there was no increase in the CPI-W between the third quarter of 2014 and the third 

quarter of 2015, there was no CSRS COLA paid out beginning in January 2016. In addition, the third quarter of 

2014 remained the base on which the COLA for 2016 (paid out beginning in January 2017) was calculated. 

From the third quarter of 2014 to the third quarter of 2016, the CPI-W increased by 0.3%. Therefore, the COLA 

for 2016 (paid out beginning in January 2017) for both CSRS and FERS was 0.3%. 

 

COLAs for benefits paid under FERS also are based on the percentage change in the CPI-W from third quarter 

to third quarter, but payment of COLAs under FERS is limited according to the eligibility category of the 

beneficiary and the rate of inflation. COLAs are not paid to nondisabled FERS retirees as long as they are under 

the age of 62. COLAs are paid to survivors and disabled FERS retirees of any age after the first year of 

disability. All COLAs paid under FERS are limited if the rate of inflation exceeds 2.0%, according to the 

following formula: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From the third quarter of 2016 (the current base year) to the third quarter of 2017, the CPI-W increased by 

2.0%. Therefore, the CSRS or FERS COLA paid out beginning in January 2018 is 2.0%. 

 

History of Legislation Affecting COLAs for Civil Service Annuities 

 

P.L. 87-793 (enacted in 1962) was the first law that provided for automatic adjustments in civil service 

retirement and disability benefits whenever the CPI in the current year exceeded the CPI in the base year (the 

year in which the last adjustment occurred) by 3.0% or more. In 1965, this was changed to require an 

adjustment in benefits whenever the CPI for a given month was at least 3.0% higher than in the month when the 

last adjustment was made, and remained at that level or higher for three consecutive months. 

 

P.L. 91-93 (enacted in 1969) added one percentage point to COLAs in addition to the percentage change in the 

CPI to offset the erosion of benefits that had occurred as a result of the time lag in the adjustment formula. (P.L. 

91-179 did the same for COLAs paid to military retirees.) 

 

P.L. 94-440 (enacted in October 1976) repealed the one percentage point addition to COLAs. In addition, this 

law provided for automatic semiannual adjustments in benefits based on the change in the CPI from June to 

December (effective the following March 1) and December to June (effective the following September 1). 

 

P.L. 97-35 (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981) replaced semiannual COLAs with annual COLAs 

based on the December-to-December change in the CPI, payable in March of the following year. 

 

P.L. 97-253 (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1982) delayed the implementation of COLAs by one 



 

 

month in FY1983, FY1984, and FY1985. The FY1983 COLA was effective April 1 rather than March 1. The 

FY1984 COLA was scheduled for May 1 and the FY1985 COLA was scheduled for June 1. This law also 

mandated that nondisabled retirees under the age of 62 would receive 50% of the projected CPI plus the full 

difference in the actual CPI over these projections. 

 

The law specified that the projected CPI was 6.6% for 1983, 7.2% for 1984, and 6.6% for 1985. This provision 

was repealed by the supplemental appropriations law that was passed in August 1984. COLAs for January 1985 

and thereafter were to be the full amount for all retirees. 

 

P.L. 97-253 limited COLAs in certain cases. Under the restriction, an annuity could not be increased by a 

COLA to an amount that exceeded the greater of the maximum pay for a GS-15 federal employee or the final 

pay of the employee (or high-3 average pay, if greater), increased by the average annual percentage change 

(compounded) in rates of pay of the General Schedule for the period beginning on the retiree’s annuity starting 

date and ending on the effective date of the adjustment. 

 

P.L. 98-270 (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1983, enacted April 1984) delayed the COLA scheduled 

for May 1984 until December (payable in January 1985). Thereafter, all COLAs were to be effective in 

December and payable in January and were to be based on the change in the average monthly CPI-W from 

third-quarter to third-quarter. This formula and schedule are the same as those used to calculate COLAs in the 

Social Security program, as required by P.L. 98-21 (Social Security Amendments of 1983). 

 

P.L. 98-369 (Deficit Reduction Act of 1984) specified that civilian and military retirement COLAs are to be 

paid in checks issued on the first business day of the month following the month in which they are effective. 

(COLAs that are effective in December are to be paid in checks issued in January.) 

 

P.L. 99-177 (Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1981 [Gramm-Rudman-Hollings]). 

This law suspended all civil service retirement COLAs for FY1986 and for all subsequent years in which the 

specified deficit reduction targets for the year would not otherwise be met. 

 

P.L. 99-509 (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1986). This law reinstated COLAs for programs in which 

they were subject to suspension under P.L. 99-177 for FY1987-FY1991. 

 

P.L. 100-119 (Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Reaffirmation Act of 1987). This law 

permanently exempted the programs subject to suspension of COLAs under P.L. 99-177 from the suspensions 

required by that law. 

 

P.L. 103-66 (Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993). This law postponed the effective date of COLAs 

from December to March for FY1994-FY1996. The CPI measurement period was not changed. 

 

 


