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MISTER CHAIRMAN AND DISTINGUISHED MEMBERS OF THE CMMISSION. On
behalf of The Military Coalition, a consortium oftrmanally prominent uniformed services and
veterans’ organizations, we are grateful to the comomdsr this opportunity to express our
views concerning concurrent receipt or military retired @ag VA disability compensation.
This written statement provides the collective viewtheffollowing military and veterans’
organizations, which represent approximately 5.5 milliomezuirand former members of the
seven uniformed services, plus their families and survivors

. Air Force Association

. Air Force Sergeants Association

. Air Force Women Officers Associated

. American Logistics Association

. AMVETS (American Veterans)

. Army Aviation Association of America

. Association of Military Surgeons of the United States

. Association of the United States Army

. Chief Warrant Officer and Warrant Officer Assoaati U.S. Coast Guard
. Commissioned Officers Association of the U.S. Rublealth Service, Inc.
. Enlisted Association of the National Guard of thetehiStates
. Fleet Reserve Association

. Gold Star Wives of America, Inc.

. Jewish War Veterans of the United States of America

. Marine Corps League

. Marine Corps Reserve Association

. Military Chaplains Association of the United Staté#\merica
. Military Officers Association of America

. Military Order of the Purple Heart

. National Association for Uniformed Services

. National Guard Association of the United States

. National Military Family Association

. National Order of Battlefield Commissions

. Naval Enlisted Reserve Association

. Naval Reserve Association

. Non Commissioned Officers Association

. Reserve Enlisted Association

. Reserve Officers Association

. Society of Medical Consultants to the Armed Forces

. The Retired Enlisted Association

. United States Army Warrant Officers Association

. United States Coast Guard Chief Petty Officers Assginci

. Veterans of Foreign Wars of the United States

. Veterans' Widows International Network

The Military Coalition, Inc., does not receive anyrgsaor contracts from the federal
government.



Overview

Mr. Chairman, The Military Coalition (TMC) thanks ydéar this opportunity to address the
Commission and express our views concerning the staff4@@pEsue paper on concurrent
receipt (research question #21). We appreciate that tmenidsion has already heard from
several other veteran and military organization reprgives on this and a variety of other
topics and concerns; yet, today we will devote our dsongo concurrent receipt and
specifically the issue paper posted on your website.

Critique of the Staff-Prepared Paper

The staff-prepared paper provides a sufficient history n€awoent receipt as well as a
comparison to other programs and common arguments forgantsaallowing both retirement
pay and VA disability compensation. However, we wolkd tio outline a few points to provide
additional clarification for the commissioners:

The paper causes some confusion by using language that téfideeoarguments towards the
old paradigm. For example, military retirement pagften referred to "military retirement
benefits" which appears to imply that these benefitgpaowided’ or given by the government as
a reward for "service to the nation,” as opposed twid that this compensation is like other
retirement plans that are contractually based: if gol@yae completes the required service, in
exchange he or she has earned retired pay and the assdeaefits. Concurrent receipt allows
qgualifying members to receive both retired pay and VA disalbompensation; therefore, the
Commission’s discussions on concurrent receipt shoulgsfon military retired pay, not retiree
benefits.

Under “Recent Legislation,” a group of eligible retseere completely unaddressed. It is
important that the Commission understand that retinéds15—20 years of service, who retired
under Temporary Early Retirement Authority (TERA), aligible for Concurrent Retirement
and Disability Pay (CRDP).

Our primary concern surrounds the limited options indkee paper. The staff proposes only
four options:

1. “Endorse the current tiered approach’.(status quo).

2. “Endorse an offset of military retirement by VA disability cpensation for everyong.
(reverts back to pre-concurrent receipt legislation).

3. “Endorse full concurrent receipt of both military retiremesind VA disability
compensation without any additional payment of CRDP or CRSC fargone who has 20
years of service for retirement purposéga modified “full” concurrent receipt).



4. "Endorse continuing to allow an annual election of CRDP or CRS& those with dual
eligibility and expanding the current tiered approach to veteraased 10 through 40
percent..”(a slight extension of CRDP only).

The first two options are understandable for the Cosionsto review as they provide two “ends
of the spectrum;” however, the remaining two staff-pregaptions are extremely limited in
scope and do not provide a true “full” concurrent receipibbador further deliberations.

The third option would provide full retirement pay and Vidability compensation without an
additional CRDP or CRSC payment to retirees with ntioa@ 20 years of service. Although this
option would simplify the concurrent receipt processlbyirating CRSC and CRDP programs
and management, it would also “exclude” the existing TER#ereligibles and allow receipt

of both medical retirement pay (Chapter 61 — the chayftiewv covering military disability
retirement) and VA disability compensation as long as¢tiree has 20 years of service. We
are certain that this option would come under scrutinyfoviding compensation for the same
disability (above longevity retirement).

The fourth option extends the current CRDP eligipiliyy including retirees with disability
ratings of 10-40 percent. Although this option does furtkpaed eligibility to currently
excluded retirees and is one that the Coalition suppbfégdls to include members that are
forced to retire with less than 20 years of servicetdueedical reasons. The Commission
should expand its scope of consideration and add a reaqudatien to address Chapter 61
retirees with less than 20 years.

The Coalition believes “Chapter 61s” are a group ofgesir‘caught in the middle” based on the
revised retired pay laws — some “Chapter 61s” are elifilbleoncurrent receipt; others are not.

Under the old law, there were two kinds of retiremertsgevity retirement and disability
retirement. The fundamental concept of concurrentetsethat retired pay is earned by
longevity of service, and disability compensation is paytior reduced quality of life and loss
of function and future earnings.

The new concurrent receipt legislation extends eligylio Chapter 61 members with greater
than 20 years of service. Their disability retired pfigroexceeds the amount they would have
earned by service alone. Therefore, Congress authoripedreent receipt for such members
exempting from the VA disability offset only the amowfiretired pay the member would have
earned by service alone (longevity), independent of any dligabihe rest of their retired pay
was deemed disability compensation from DoD and remaine® to dollar-for-dollar offset for
any VA disability compensation.

The formula established in law for Chapter 61 retireg¢ls mipore than 20 years of service is 2.5
percent of the applicable basic pay base times yeaerwate. By establishing this formula,
Congress validated that part of what's called disab#ityed pay is, in fact, earned by service.
The logic behind this is that service-based retired pagrised in its own right, but retirees
shouldn’t be able to claim disability compensation frosth the military and the VA for the



same disability.

We believe that the same formula should be extendetadpt€r 61s with less than 20 years of
service. Under that formula, a person with 15 yeasenfice would be “vested” at three-fourths
the amount of the 20-year member, with proportionally fes shorter service.

The Coalition feels it's unfair to eliminate the disgpibffset for someone with a 10% combat
disability who has 20 years of service while still impgsthe full offset on a 100% combat-
disabled member who was forced into medical retireraeh® years and 10 months. Our point
is that use of the 20-year standard implies that the@pdrad a choice.

In the case of medical retirees, they just don'elaehoice. In their case, we believe strongly
that the only fair solution is to "vest" them in tlegce-earned portion of their retired pay —
2.5% times pay times years of service.

The simple explanation: a 100% combat disabled E-8detith 19 years of service today is
retired with disability retired pay of about $2,735 a mdii&?o of his high-three basic pay). His
100% VA disability compensation wipes out all but about $if2@at if he's married.

Our proposal protects 2.5% times 19 years times his higle-thasic pay from offset. In this
case that guarantees that he would keep $1,732 a monthreed"bgrservice." The remaining
$1,003, which is clearly for disability, would still be subjaxbffset, since we agree you
shouldn't draw disability compensation from both DoD ded\tA for the same disability. In
fact, this exact same "earned by service vs. awardedsaipitliy” computation methodology is
already what's used, by law, to determine CRDP/CRSC pagrfeardisability retirees with
more than 20 years of service.

Some would say, "Maybe for the 19-year person thatstiairhow far would you go?" Our
answer is, "on principle, all the way down to one yeHnose who have served only a short time
won't have very much earned retired pay."

We do understand funding constraints can limit the amoiuioture progress. Therefore, at the
very minimum and as an incremental step forward towaund$ng-term goal of full concurrent
receipt, the Coalition advocates that the Commissimuld strongly recommend coverage for
those with 15+ years of service. Under current law,% 83abled, 15-year early retiree who
left service during the 1990s drawdown rightly can get condureeeipt (on the 10-year phase-
out schedule), but the 100% combat-disabled, 19-year meéicak can't. That's just flat
wrong.

Conclusion/Recommendation

The Coalition fully supports option four that furthepards the current tiered approach to
retirees with disability ratings of 10 through 40 percent.

Additionally, the Coalition urges the Commission to uttd an option for Chapter 61 retirees
with less than 20 years of service. These members tlicbwe the choice to remain until 20



years; their service-connected disability forced thecutdheir careers short. It is unfair to
continue to penalize them for incurring a service-endingbdisy.



