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REHABILITATION, | EDUCATION, TRAINING AND
EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS ADMINISTERED BY
THE VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION

: > -
TUESDAY, MARCH 31, 1981

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
, . SuscommiTreg.ON Epucarion,
TRAINING AND EMPLOYMENT,
- - -~ "% . Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to nofige, at 8.30 a.m., in room

man of the subcommittee) presiding.
- Present: Congressmen Edgar, Boner, Daschle, Heckler, and
' Smith of Oregon. : 2 :

. OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN EiDGAR

Mr. Epcar. The Subcommittee on Education, Training and Em-
ployment will come to order. - :
t&le purpose of today’s hearing will be to z’eview veterans’ educa-
) fh, training and employment programs currently administered by
;. the Veterans’ Administration. . ’
. Witniesses from the Veterans” Administration and the veterans’
\service organizations have been invited to testify on $he effective-
of three major veterans’ programs covered under chapters 31,
32, axt®™34 of title 38, United States Code. Under review will be
N current and projected GI bill participation rates, the efféftiveness
" of the current post Vietnam education program (VEAP), and the
mandated improvements,to the vocatiopal rehabilitation program
:_ céled for by Public Law 96-466. oo .
o We will also be hearing the views of these witnesses on_ proposed-
legislation, H.R. 2391, introduced by pur colleague, Tom Daschle of
s South Dakota. R )
o The’ legislationnwould extend education, training and employ-
ment opportunities to certain disadvantaged Vietnem era veterans,
. g part, }fhroggh the readjustment counseling‘program——Operation
utreach. . . .
To&ay, over 60,000 Vietnam era veterans have received a wide
variety of readjustment counseling assistance from the 91 store-.
front vet ¢enters across the country. 2 Tt e
' The data collected to date has shown employment to be a serious
problem among those seeking readjustment assistance. ’
Thig legislation is designed to target employment and job train-
ing assistance to that particular veteran population and assist vet
center personnel in maintaining their current level of psychologi-

caldupport for their Vietnam veteran clients.
. o | '

" - 340, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Robert W. Edgar (chair- '




As the members of the subcommittee know, ehglbxhty for read-

justment counseling semces is due to expire at the end of the

" fiscal year. :

" Two members of the full comm1ttee, Congressman Ron Mottl and

Congressman Don Edwards, have introduced, legislation whijch

_~-would extend those services. The full committee has also approved
the funds extending that ¥rogram through fiscal year 1982,

Ron Mottl, chairman of the Héspitals and Health e Subcom-
mittee, will be holding hearings on April 8 to review readjustment
fcounsehnk services currently prov1ded by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration.

Noting the legislation. we will be reviewing - today would also
have an 1mpact on that program, Chairman Mottl has asked me to
extend an invitation to all members of this subcom ittee who do .
Eot serve on‘both subcommittees’to attend these very impostant

\ earings.

\If%x.,llgn to attend, please notify a member of . the subcommit-
tee s
* ~It is a pleasure to welcone all of you here today

The ongoing education asnd training programs we will be review-

ing are of coentinuing interest to thousands of Vietnam era and
. disabled veterans. The current effectiveness of the post-Vietnam
era education program' has a direct bearing on the need for an
extended and improved GI bill for an All-Volunteer-Force, .
 Ilook forward to the observations and recommenMations that we
\lwﬂl hear today.
I would hke to welcome you here, Miss Starbuck. I want to say
. that I look forward to your testimony. I hope that we-can have a
very frank discussion about the proJecteh levels for Vietnam era
veterans’ participation in the GI bill as well as an overall review of’
all the progr: der your jurisdiction.

I know it is cult to come at 8:30 in the mornin andtobe\
here in time to share our views bright eyed and awake, but it is
important that we fit these heatrings in on the massxve schedule we

-

have planned. -
“So welcome, and you may proceed. Please mtroduce ose who
are with you at the table. - ~ )

STATEMENT OF MISS DOROTHY L. STARBUCK, CHIEF  *
BENEFITS DIRECTOR, VETERANS’ ADMINISTRATION

a{hss STARBUCK. Thank you, Mr. Chai
o my immediate left is Mr. Lewis Dollarhlde, who is the Acting
Director of our Educatlon Service;’
To my right i Mr. Bob Dysland of the General Counsel’s Office;
To his right; Dr. Norwood Williams; who is.the Acting Director
of the Vocational Counseling and Rehabilitation ‘Service.
» Mr. Chairman, my statement, of necessity, in covering the items
you asked us to discuss, is somewhat lengthy, and with your per-
mission I would submit it for the record and summanze so that we
may get to questions, * .
Mr. EDGAR Without o jection, so ordered.! .
* Miss. StarBuck. You flad asked that we discuss the art1c1patlon ‘
X in chagpter 34, whxch is popularly. known as the GI ucatloh bxll
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! We are, of course, facing a declmmg populatlon who woul% be
eligible for this program; however, it continues at a rather
% rate.
P /T fiscal year 1979, we Had 13 million trainees; in 1980, we had
slightly over 1.2 mﬂhon, and in 1981 we anticipate that we will
have sﬁghtly over 1.1 million.

Becatise of the eligibility running out, we estimate that in 1985
this population will be down to less than a half a millioh.

Howeéver, traditionally the partzcxpants in the program do contin-
ue to participatefn education in the institutions of higher learning.
Approximately 75, percent of those takmg training are in such
institutions.

. The cost of°this program of course, ag with- partmpatlon, does

‘ _declme In 1979 the costs were $2.8 billion; in 1980, the cost was-
23. We antlclpate the same cost for 1981. By 1985 we will be down
to,about $1 billio ?

‘At the requ of the Congress in 1979 a survey of veterans was -
~conducted to determine their partlclpatlon in the program of edu-
. cation or training and to evaluate their accomphshments as a
result of partmpatlon
The Veterans', Administration contracted with the Census

Bureau for inquiry of a selected number of veterans. The informa-

tign provided by the Census Bureau was. proyided to -Research

Applications of Rockville, Md., for an independent analysis of the

data which had been gathered That analysis was forwarded to.the

Con, on March 20.

to completion rates as shown by this study which was taken <.
by the Census, it showed that 62.5 percent of those who had taken
college training completed that training. High school,.slightly less,

50.3; flight training, 77.4; other remdentxal trammg, 63.7; corre-

sponde‘nce, 62; apprentlceshlp training, 71; on-the-job, tralmng, 74;

and farm trammg, 6.

I I think these figures speak wel} for the use and the’ efficacy of

v this pro for veterans.

I would like to move now to some consaderatlon of the chapter 32
program, which is the all-volunteer participatory program in which

.. _ individuals may contribute anywhere from $25 to $100 a month ‘o

...~ a fund which is maintained by the yeterans’ Administration. The

limit on this is, for the serviceman, $,700. The Veterans’ Adminis-
tration matches this fund on a $2 for $1 basis, and would, if a
serviceman participated to the maximum, have avallable for him
an education fund exceeding $8,000.

The leglslatlon permifs the Departmeént of Defense to add to the
mdiwdual s fund funds up to $12,000. This would then make ava11a- )
ble to’ an. individual that added fund for educational pu

* . In the Department, of Defense Authorization Act of 1980, the

) Department of Defense, was authorized to make an individual’s

contributions for him and, in addition to that, that legislation

. authorized the individual to, after a required penod of semce(

PR
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assngn the benefits to a dependent wife or child. I guesg I shoul

sa pouse singe it would affect also female veterans. -
grogram, known as VEAP; was to terminate in 198

unless the ident, before Junevof 1981, recommended t:oéhke

Congree\:!\xt the program be contmued




This Was considered when the.Department of Defense Authoriza-
tion Act was being considered, and’the conference report recom-
mended that the contributory program be extended to June 30 of
1982, in ordeRto allow the Department of Defense to fully imple-
ment and test the pilot program. - . . )

_ The 1-year extension which was cited in the conference report
has beep reflected in the agency’s 1982 budget, and we wilf) be
proposing legislation to exteénd the program for another year.

The participation in this program, the contributory program, has
not at any time been what was expected. L .

Through January of 1981, we have had a total of 321,159 partici
pants. There are ¢urrently active in the 8rogram 183,429,

Of those who have participated, 55,58 have suspended contribu-
tions but have not asked for refunds. This money remains available
for matching and for either refund or use in educational benefits
by the serviceman, or he may opt again to make contributions to
the maximum. - . ..

We have, unfortunately, had 82,152 persons terminate and take
refunds of the money which they had contributed. This refund rdte
has skyrocketed. - | .

In the first year of the program, in 1977, only 2 percent of those
participants in the program asked for refunds. In 1980, this went to
40 percent, and the record in 1981 looks like refunds could go
higher than that 40 percent. i

We feel that these refund requests are a direct result of the
economic situation in the country, and the monetary needs of the
service personnel are mbre important at the moment in day-to-day
living than to the future, \ v ) .

The first enlistment’date, or the first eligibility date for anyone
participating in this program, care in calendar year 1980 when
participation was very low, but the participatiod is increasing.

We feel that the Department of Defense “should be given the
opportunity to review their test program. As I mentioned, we will
be submitting a proposal to extend the contributory program to
allow the Department of Defense to do that. | A

Mpving now into our vocational rehabilitatiog and education
program, under chapter 31, the changes made by” Public Law'96- .

" 466 had effective dates in October and-April. g

The 17-percent increase in benefits was implemented on October
. I! We have implemented the following provisions in  October: Non-
paid training of an individual who was working in a Federal
agency has been changed to pay him or her at the institutional
rather than the on-the-job training rate. This makes. a difference.
g‘éx‘iezon-thb-job was $246 a month for full time; institutional is at
The post rehabilitation allowance has been changed to pay an
individual at the full-time rate across the board rather than at the
rate at which he concluded his training. )

The subsistence allowance for incarcerated individuals convicted
of a felony Bas been discontinued, and the provisions for extension
of egix;bility and entitlement for those in the‘program has been
im ented. ¢ )

dditionally, we have

mplemented the increase in the {-evolving\
fund Joan but, because’of a funding situation in which adequate
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money was not available to permit’ everyone to ‘obtain a loan of

$564 rather than $200,we have established eontrols over the pro-

gram: . e L

. Anyone requesting a loan in excess of $200 must have that loan
reviewed and approved in centtal office. We have not had many of

. those. We have approved those where real need.did exist.

We have asked, for 1981, for a supplemental Tor this fund; but, I
think more irhportantly, we are going to request authority from
the Congress-to transfer into the revolving fund loan funds from
the readjustment benefits appropriation. . .

We have, in implementing the provisions of this law, made rec-
«  ommendations to the Acting Administrator for nominations to the .

Advisory Committee on’ Rehabilitation. ‘ ., )

The chaster for that,committee is under development, but of
course the establishment of the committée and the forwarding of”
the charter awaits the appointment of an administratof.

The major portion of this legislation becomes effective tomorrow,
April 1 and the issues required to implement these provisions in

;. the field are on the way to the field or will be this week.

These deal with the eligibility and entitlement of individuals to
vocational rehabilitation. It covers the initial and extended evalua-
tion of ihdividuals, in the program, provides for an individualized
written rehabilitation plan to be.prepared, covers the crossover
cauthority of individuals eligible for chapter 31 Who elect to agcept
benefits under. chapter 34, provides for instructjons to the field
dealing with incarcerated veteraps, the authorization of .supplies

‘ and equipment. . ct .

We have constructed rather drastic changes in ofir work mea-
surement program, and we are,covering payments to hospitalized

. veterans. " : - ) o

-\ With respect to the eligibility and entitlement, we are coming
o down very, strongly on the responsibility of the regional office
e personnel to determine the employment handicap of an individual
~, , applying for this program, and this employment handicap, of
L+ - * course, must be service connected and is the key™o any extension
o beyond ‘the 12-year period for traMing'or the 48 months of training.
© > ., We fee] that the individualized written .rehabilitation plan will

‘allow us tb improve the planning for the individual, will provide

- fol the veterans 'input into the program, and will, give us a better

v . handle on toordination of his training. - o

The individual written rehabilitatjon «plan, we feel, will be a
motivating factor for veterans and will certainly improve our ac-
¢ountability in the program! ' '

" * With respect to employment;~we are coordinating all initiatives
with the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans Employ-
ment, and our field station personnel are working in outreach with

. employers and with State representativés. , y -

Probably the biggest change.that was legislated in that Educa-
tion Improvements Act was the concept, of independent living, and
this would bé availablé to individuals who are found not feasible

>+ fortraining. Co o Coe

e The planning for this program was to be effected in 1981, and we

- are in that mode. The first individuals to be placed in“independent

A
- .
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living milieu’ would be .in 1982. And the legislation calls for ap-
proximately 500 enrollees in this program a year.

The budget constraints which we have“taken will have sdhe

. effect on this program; however, we feel that with full coordination

with the Department of Medicine and Surgery and with State and |

private rehabilitation organizations, we are in a can-do stance on
this. . .
This is atotal new look for our rehabilitation program, and we
e challenged by, this. We feel that with the instructions that are
going out, there will be some very exciting things happening in this
prdgram. ) o
We dre going to enforce the previsions of this not ¢nly with our
regional office directors but by training sessions with the counsel-
.ing psychologists and the vocationial rehabilitation specialists who

will be directly involved in this. :

Moving now to the subjéct of education loans, this is a ;;rogram
which started in the Veterans’ Administration in 1975. :

It started out initially with a limit of $600 loan maximum and

_ provided that the student must have been turnéed down for a guar-
anteed loan program. This gave us, then, individuals applying in
the program who had bee turned down by every other provider in
.the system. . ' . .o

In 1976 the loan amount was increased to $1,500, and in 1977 the
loan amount was increased to $2,500. At that time the provision for
the individual being turng¢d:down by other providers was no longer
required. . o, «

In 1978\the Veterans’ Administration surveyed.this loan pro-
gram, because we realized that\we Had problems in it. . _

s We found.the loan program not really related to the cost of
education, rather to the high cost of living. We tightened up on the
provisions that would permit the approval of’ a loan, and in the
passage of Public Law 95-476 the limi} on educsgtion loans was to
be to‘%e

year or more. . o

This caused the number of loans approved to go down in 1980 by
about 30 .percent. In that year—1980—16,511 loans matured at a
face value of $17.9 million. Unfortunately, in those matured loans
there were 13,000+ defaults for a total of $14+ million. ]

The default rate in this program as of December 1980 was 67.1

.percent, and we cannot, consider this under any circumstances to
be good business. *° o . o o

We are stepping up our collections in this program, and in.1980
we( do have provisions for our regional offices to refer defaulted
edyication loans to the district counsels for enforced collection.

ucation loans, of course, are a part of our overpayment pic-

rsons attending schools whose tuition costs were $700 a .

vv “\

ture, &hd I would like now to discuss a little bit of the activities in |

which we are engaged with respect to debt collection,

Public Law 96-466 did speak to debt collection and: provided that
we offset from current benefits beyond the expiration of the statute
of limitations on a debt. ' ‘ §

We "also asked that district counsels be used for enforced collec- -

tions, asked that we charge interest and report to consumer report-
,, ing agenciés those loans in default. )

.
3

LRI

h
s G



- _. - - ' '
"As a general practice, the Veterans’ Administration has always
offset debts against current benefits. When questioned by the Gen-
. eral ‘Accounting Office as to the legality of that action, we sought
~ legislation;, and it was passed, and we now continue .that practice.
The original agreement with the Justice Department to permit
. - enforced collection by Veterans’ Admimistrgtion attorneys was .
%, . reached on October 17, 1980. . : 1( ot
i The twtt)egrovisions of the legislation whicKk we have not yet
+ . implemen are the charging of interest and the reporting to
. consumer reporting agencies: .

‘ _The reason for this is that the computer capacity available in our
program was inadequate at St. Paul. We anticipate that with the
relocation of the St. Paul Data Processing Center we will have a site
where computer capacity will be available, and we will move ahead
to implement those two- provisions.

Additionally, this would require that we reactivate all overpay-
ments on which collection action had been terminated in order
that we might notify a veteran prior to our beginning to charge

. » interest on his account or to refer his account to a consumer

3 reporting agency. ) D
' "The debts*on hand in the agency as of January 1981 amount to _
$401.2 million. This includes‘almost $64 million which have been
referred to the Justice Department for enforced collection. !

Qur establishments are down—which is a hopeful sign—about 17

* pércent from fiséal year 1980. However, the records show that our
dispositions of indebtedness are down. .
There ig a quirk in here, in that we recently added to the active
accounts 10,000 accounts on which collection action had been ter- .
. mingted. It was necessary that wée-go.to the Internal:Revenue
. « Servicefor addresses on these accounts before we could begin. pur-
Sllit. . . .
" These 10,000 acgounts are there for a test.purpose, to determine
\ }f n;f fiact the reactivation of these odd overpayments will prove
7’2, ' ml uil. S ) L ° N
! The 1-year test, using district counsels for enforced collection,
started in 10.of our district counsel offices. :

They were limited at that time to_debts ranging from $200-to

$600. It started out with debts which had been referred to the

kN

agency by the General Adcounting Office. . -
The results of this test were positive, and we expect to continue
“this program in 1981 and to expand it in 1982; ¢ -

In the authorization, the Congress provided that the Veterans’
Administration establish 300 positions to pursue this debt collec-
tion in 1981; however, with the Office of Management and Budget
attempting to reduce the total Federal employment, we, were al-
lowed only 120 positions of the 300 whichvhad been authorized.

The l:for-2 freeze which was in effect under President Carter
would have then permitted us to £ill only 60 of those positions.

We asked for an exemption from that freeze. It was given to the
agency On January 19, 1981, and on January 20, 1981; President
Reagan was inaugurated and imposed a freeze on Federal émploy-
ment that day.. \ N .

. We went to the Office of Management and Budget requesting an
exemption for debt colection purposes. That was granted on Febru-

*‘
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ary 24, 1981, and recruitment to fill those 120 positiors is substan-
tially complgte. . ‘ . .

In May of 1980, anticipating the agquisition of 300 positions, the
Veterans’ Administration and the Department of Justice entered,
an agreement whereby the Veterans' Administration could pursue

" debts up to $1,200.

]

The Department of Justice took this opportunity to return to the
agency some 30,000 cases in’ which the indebtedness was under
$1,200, and we are looking toward, of course, the reactivation of
inactive cases. . . '

Right now we ‘estimate that we have 200,000 cases on hand in
our CARS operation. and in our regional offices which codld ke
referred to district counsels for enferced collection. . R

With a range of referral of about 8,000 to 12,000 cases to the
district counsels a month, the ability of the agency, with the-limit-

ed employment that has been made available to us to eat into that -

200,000, is going to be at the minimum. . .

We will have in the agency about 179 positions in 1981° pursuing
debt collection. These are broken out, basically, between’the region-
al ‘office fiscal operations and-the district counsels.

We do expect in 1982 to go to 318. We still consider this mini- -

mum, and we could not with that strength meet the 24 million that
we had anticipated for 1982. ‘ T

It"has been suggested to us that we use private collection agen-
cies to pursue the cellection of these debts; however, the General
Accounting Office has concluded that agencies may not enter into
such agreements unlesi provided. legislative authority to do so.

We are also pursuing the ided' that the Internal Revenue Service
offset indebtedness to the Federal Government in the tax refund
prograr. ‘

We feel, in the agency, that the referral of debts for collection
the General Counsel is an gffective operation. . K

Thus far the district counsels have resolved some $2.2 million in "
cases referred to them. Theéy have collected a half a million in
cash. They have, by recoupment, settled $1,107,000 and have some
$676,000 in repay plans which have been signed and zigreed to by

the veteran. - .
The IRS has been furnishing addresses to us since 1979. We have

. asked for addresses on some 306,000 casess But we can use these

addresses only for making contact with the veteran. We cannot, use
them to go to a third party for credit information. ‘

In 1979, to further our efforts in debt collection, we provided that
no logn application, would be approved or committed Yor guardntee

if an 1ndividual had dn education overpayment, or an overpﬁyment *

of any kind, and failed to make proper settlement or agreement to
settle. - : ' '
We have.collected in that activity some $9.7 million, and we

expect in 198 to collect an additional $2.4 ‘million_as the result of

-.repayment plans effected; '

Moving now, Mr. Chairman, to the proposed H.R. 2391. As you ,

mentioned, this provides for a,one shot 2-ygar extension of the
delimiting period to provide f
training effective October 1 for individuals-who, having‘seen coun-
selors at an outreach center or a medical facility or a State employ-
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ment ofﬁce or éven in a reglonal office, is determlned to be in need
of such training.

The proposed legislation also provides that subsequent to train-
ing, the individual would be furnished employment counseling.

Our position with respect to this is that we oppose an extension
of the current 10-year delimiting period. This is not really felt to be
consonant with the readjustment intent of the legislation, and it
‘could conceivgbly open the door to other extensions.

Our experience has been that.such programs tend to lead to
abuse, and vocational schools who would participate in such pro-
grams recruit high but have a high fallout rate.

In addition, the training of unskilled individuals does not neces-
sanly gudrantee job placement, and we feel that this would raise
expectatlo hich could not be fulfilled. )

In addition, there are other Federal programs available to such

~, indivjduals, and taking advantage of those is certainly an optxon

This proposed legislation also would extend correspondence train-

L ing and, since this admnmsgatlon proposes to_terminate both flight

and correspondence training effective July 1981, we would oppose
any new autherity to extend correspondence traix 1ing.

This has not been found to lead to meaningfil employment. It .
has been”used, r3ally, ‘more for recreational and ayocatwnal user’

Movirig now into the effect of the bddget cuts, Mr. Chairman, the

, guidance which the agency received from the Office of Manage- .

. ment and Budget in these cuts was that the Department df Veter-
ans’ Benefits shonld. restructure its orgamzaltxk n to provide for

_ centralization of the benefit application procesging.

This woild involve, of course, applications for compensation, pen )
sion, education and the guarantee of GI loans.: .

) In addition to the savings in personnel whlt:h would be attributa-

' ble to such a move, the personnel requested in 1981 and 1982 for
the vocational rehabilitation program which would total 115 full-
time equivalent positions weré deni¢d, as were the posntlons we had
requested for the study of the microfilming of our records.

The extension of the delimiting date was also removed and this,
then, puts the Department of Veterans' Benefits in the position of
reducing its 1982 employment by some 1,800 full-time equivalent
posntlons over the Carter budget as it had been sdbmltted in Janu-

We have, for planning purposes, distributed that cut across the
) various programs, and I would like to mentlon a few of them this
AN morning.” .
The estimated reduction in our adJudxcatlon operations would be .
. 620 fulltime equivalents. This is the division where the applica-
. tions “for compensation, pension, and education are reviewed and
« -decisions made.

What thns means for us is that thexe would be u1te frankly, an
increase in the time required to process the worl cfoad, since there
is no anticipated great reduction. in workload.

I Rave just received from a special task force a study of field
operations with respect to the adJudlcatlon processes and, while e
have had only a preliminary review of that, we feel that there ate
items in there that will . permit us to accommodateA;ot the

* extent of this reductlon but certalnly to mltlgate 1ts effer:t

L,EC. ' > (\1‘3 <L
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Our Veterans' Services Division, we anticipate, would be cut 496
full-time efuivalent positions. This means that in our field oper-
ations the outreach activities which we pursue, the compliance
surveys which we are required to conduct, the liaison activities
with schools and with the State, the approval activities in which
we partioipate with the State, the equal employment opportunity
surveys that we are required to make and the gtn;teapproval con-
tract administration will have reduced emphasis.

It is going to require that we take a very close look at what we
are required to do, and where it is necessary that following evalua-

tion some rescission legislation be proposed, we w1ll be in a position

to do that.

The vocational rehabilitation and, counselmg service, as I men-
tioned, loses 115 full-time equivalent positions in 1981 and 1982,
maintaining its strength at 566. |

This basically is going to mean that to operale the program we
will have to bring into the regional offices those out-hased counsel-
ing psychologists and vocational rehabilitation speciallsts and go to
the use of guidance center counsehng in order to provide counsel-

.ing to veterans in various communities without incurring high
travel costs for, these individuals.

There would, of course, be relative cuts in our fiscal operations,
in our administrative operations, and in our loan guaranty.

Thisg, Mr. Chairman, is a real challenge to us. And the challenge
is to accept the reductlons, to distribute them as judiciously as we
can, to keep at a minimum the inconvenience of relocation of
employm, buj, through all of this, keep the administration of the
benefit programs at an acceptable level.

While the guidance which we have received called for centraliza-
tion, we do not really feel that that is a viable option.

. We have touched base with officials at the Office of Management
and Budget, and they have indicated that they would agree,with
our proposal that rather than centralize, we could, as a bottom line
action, regionalize tothrée locations.

This guidance came to us and did not take into account the total
costs that either regionalization or centralization would entail. We
have not yet firmed those costs; however, we are working on that.

In addition to that we are planmng the staffing that would be
required in three sites. We have made contact with the General
Services Administration, asking them to provide us information on
any available sites that they would have, since we must rent our -
space from the'@SA.

This is all a very tenuous mtuatxon at the moment, Mr. Chair-
man, but we are moving ahead with plans. The problem that we do

. face is that in order to accommodate to the reduced 1982 level it
will be necessary that we make a reduction in our regional offices
and in central office so that we can come very close to approaching
the 1982 employment level, and this will, without a dou%t involve
a reduction in force in our regional officee and in central office.

We are attempting to get this done with the least possihle hurt
but still without great adverse impact on our delivery of

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my review, and we are available
for questions from you and your

[The prepared statement of Miss Starbuck appears on p. 33.]
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Mr. Epcar. Thank you very ‘much for your statement. We dsked
you to-cover a let of territory this morning, and you have done that
very adequately.

I'am taken by your comments toward the end of your statement
in terms of the impact of the administration cuts on services and

“programs, and the pressure toward regionalization of VA benefit
services that you are under at this point. . .

I am reminded that a number of service organizations had hoped
that this new administration would not make serio reductions i in
veterans’ programs. ‘glw

But it sounds, from just the few words that you were able to
focus on that partlcular issue, that there is some uncertainty, some
turbulence, some transition that you are going through at this
point. I sense that you are not sure what the bottom line outcome -
is ‘gomg to be in térms of delivery of service, collection of debts,
processing of the programs that are under your jurisdiction.

Would that be an accurate assessment of your concerns?

Miss StarBUck. Yes, Mr. Chmrman that would be.

Mr. EpGaAR. A fewmonths ago you and I talked about the need to
. come forw with a supplemental for education benefits that were

under ted by the Office of Management and Budget Have

. you come forward with that supplemental request? '

Miss StARgUCk. We have not yet increased the amount of that

stipplemental. We will be doing that in about a month. .
> Mr. Epcaz. Do you have any guess as to how much you will be
. asking for?

¢ Miss Starsuck. The supplemental that is now.in the system calls. -

for $217 million.’ We still think that we w111 be moving up to $475
million.
; ¢~ 'Mr. Epcar. $475 million additional money for 18807
= Miss Starsuexr. Yes. '
. Mr. gpcar. Thank you.
'I have a lot of questions to ask, but Ithmk in fairness to my
colleagues, particularly my colleague Tom Daschle who introduced
. HR. 2391, I would like to yield to him at this time to ask some
questions, and then I will yield to my colleague from Oregon and
cpme back to some specific questions.
o " Mr. Dascure. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. :
.. Miss Starbuck, I appreciate your comment, and I guess I will use
7 what time I have to focus on the administration’s position/on my
. legislation in particuldr. - @

It is my understanding thut the Carter budget did include a 2
year limiting date of scheduling for what they call disadvantaged
veterans.

Now, as T understand it, the Reagan Administration has dropped
that position, and they do not favor any extension at all. Is that
what you are telling us? .

Miss StarBuck. That is correct. #e
Mr. Dascure. Well, the list of reasons that you weré given for

that drop>—was it budgetary’ ‘ , _
Miss StAarBUCK. It was budgetary, 51r . (
Mr. Dascure. All right. o




You are there during administrations. They come and go, but
Dorothy Starbuck still stays on as an administrator of many_of
these programs. L ¢

Can you give me your own personal opinion, Miss Starbuck, on
ho“‘r’ you feel the delimiting da}e extension would impact on veter-
ang’ .

/Would it be a beneficial thing or not? I am not going to hold you
to the Reagan administration or the Carter administration. What
is Dorothy Starbuck’s personal opinion? .

Miss SrarBuck. Dorothy Starbuck’'s persomal opinion, Mr.

hle, is that it really would not do the trick.

I think that when—and the Congress has been more than gener-
ous in this reference—education programs are made available
across the entire spectrgm of education and training, that those
who really want to, take advantage of it do so wjthin the delimiting

period. /

For those individuals who within 8 or 10 years, as the case may

be with respect to legislation, don't really get themselves together
so that they can take advantage of such a thing, if it doesn’t come
about in 10 years I just do not feel it is going to happen.

Mr. DascHLE. Is it 10 years, in your opinion, or is it really 6 for a
person to respond to entitlements and to be entitled to the full
impact.of educational benefits?

Does he not really have to start out at § years in &rder to avail
himself of the whole budgetary entitlement?

Miss StarBUCK. Right. . T

Mr. DascHLE. So, in other words, you are saying that if this guy
does not get his head together, if he has a fahily, he is coming
back, he is readjusting, he has moved, all that has to be settled
within 5 years? Because, of course, it takes @»year’s time to get
enrolled in schoel and to get it approved.

So what you are saying is that in 5 years’ time, generally, every
veteran across the country—=8.8 million veterans in Vietnam—gen-
erally have to have their act together in order to be entitled to the

. benefits. - .

Is that what you are saying, basically? -

Miss Strarsuck. I think we have to face the fact that everyone
who goes into the military is not necessarily an individual who has
completed a high school education or who has had a bit of college;
although our experience with the Vietnam veterans is'that a good
number of them had completed high school. _ L.

There are probably today in thé military individuals who will
serve without taking advantage of many of the programs available

in the military and, consequently, would not take advantage of an_

education program following military service. Not everyone in the
world wants to go to school.

‘Mr. DascHLE. I know you are a strong supporter of the psycho-
logical readjustment training centers across the country. The pur-

. pose is to go out and find those people, provide the kind of psycho-

logical training they need, regardless. of whatever number of years
it has been that they have been out of the militar})]'. X

If they have trouble with drug abuse, if they have trouble with
psychological needs, if they are trying to put their lives back to-

o
N Yo

. 16

* . 1Y --‘-

’ . °

.
"




s
« " - . ’ N 1

¢ 3 ., a9

+ 13 ot

gether, this pﬁ)vid% ;H,;Fn with the in'héaren‘t valué of outre;atch .
Would you be ‘opposed to -providing the Administrator with dis-

cretionary authority—discretionary authority as opposed to an en-
titlement program for' every veteran, that kind of discretionary
sauthority—to further provide a delimiting date on a' case-by-case
basis where in the opinion of the VA those 2 additional years could

. be?of ‘immense help in helping this veteran.put his life back togeth-
er? . . .

Miss STARBUCK. Are yolu -asking me personally?

conversation we are having now. [Laughter] * . .

Miss Srarsuck. Well, it'kind of puts us in the position of beirig
all things to all men at all times. I just have to wonder how far the
responsibility of the public of this country goes toward assisting an
individual to regain hjmsélf and, then to put him into an employ-
ment milieu successfully, - * -

I would be concerned, and I see where sucl:/thing could be very
attractive. But at this time I would still qifestion the success of
such a program. . . .

Mr. DascuLe. Well, if you will forgive me—I am speaking more
as a Vietnam veteran than as & Congressman, using what Vietnam
veterans often call jargon—that blows me away.

I cannot believe that we should be concerned about whether or
not a program like this is working, before we even try it. )

It seems to«me it denies the Administrator—and 1 fully respect.
your opinion, and'I guess I asking for some rebuttal time—it

- seems to me that you are denying tire Administrator the right to
use a tool that he may find td be a very, very important one in
dealing with these veterans. - .

These veterans come in to the center, and they, need help. They

need the kind of training and assistance that only that center may
\ be ahlg ‘to give them. But then they put them on the streel with
the job half done. _ ’

It seems to me that on a case-by-case basis to provide that
opportunity might allow us to finish what it has started. Let me
develap this.

4 " Am'I out of time,.Mr. Chairman?
“Mr. Encar. Well, you bave gone about 8 minutes.
= Mr. DascHLE. I had sofme other question "

*is all right. . :
- s~ Mr. DascHLE. All right. . P
' Miss SrarBuck: Mr. Chairman, if I might just say this: Quite
frankly, as far as I know; we have not identified—and this may be
* an oversight on our part—an individual who has been through .an
outreach center, who is deemed by a counselor in that outreach-
center to have himself back ready now to train, and then has been
offered into one of the programs for which he might still have some
-} eligibility. .
To pursue your ides, it might be wise for us to identify such
individuals to see just where they are with respect to their future
and any eligibility they might have. v
Mr. Epcar. Mr. Smith from Oregon.

.
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[




- - 14- -
Mr. SmrtH. Good morning. BRI e
Miss STARBUCK. Good morning, Mr. Smith. ~ N

‘ Mr. DENNY SMiTH. A couple of things: I am a Vietnam veteran
also—I was an Air Force officer &nd was a little older at that
time—and 1 share youf view in that I think that that outreach .
p has probably been a pretty good program, but maybe it
could identify some of these people.
1 toured the line in Portland, Oreg., and have been briefed by the
people there. For the dollars expended, maybe it is not toor bad.
I question also, how long we have to go orr trying.to support
something. One of the questions I had which was not answered by
the people there, which I had requested in a letter, is: How many
of these individuals who are invelved there would have had prob-
: lems had they not been in the military, regardless?
o Since I understand that these people are doctors or psychologists
olx; psychiatrists, they should be able to get some kind of a figure on
that. - °
We could get some real problems when you take the broad spec-
trum.of citizens in this country, put them in the military, and then
.saiyil that everything that they have for problems is caused by the
military, - , . .
So, how long does the American public have to go on supporting
something on which you have that question? -
On the other hand, we would like to get his act together, but'is
that the Veterans’ Administration or somé other area?
. I am curibus about a couple of things.. - .
. Back to page 3 of your testimony. I qualified for GI bill benefits,
but did not use them. . ¢ - .
Does that mean that I became ‘one of the statistics you referred
to, even though I never spent any VA money?, '
* Miss STARBUCK: No.
Mr. DeNNY SmrTH. It does not?
Miss StarsUCK. Not unless yoy are a full-time participant.
Mr: DENNY Smrri. All right; good.  , - st ,
Now, your actual participation is very, very small as the GI bill
goes down; right? . .
4 If only 10 percent of Vietnam ve,terdhs"usgd all of their entitl
. ments—is that correct?—about 10,000, in other words. Is that abo
what it was at that time? .
Miss StarBuck. The participation rate for the Vietnam era veter-
ans has been excellent.: o ’
' - Mr. DeEnNY SmrTH. About how much of the total?
" . Miss STARBUCK. About 65 percent. »
% . Mr. DeNny SyaTh. Sixty-five percent?
Miss STARBUCK:, Yes. .
Mr. DEnnNy SmrTH. All-right. But some of them just started and
. - did not go very far, I gather. ’
.-“Miss StarBuck. That is true. But about 60- percent of those
. veterans who did train did reach their educational or vocational
objective, and that ‘may have happened without them using the
total entitlement which they had.. | . :
. My. DeNNy Smits, All right. Only 10 percent spent their full
amouitt 6f money.
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Miss SrarBuck. Used all of their entitlement. Yes, sir, the 45
monthg-for 36 as it might have been at an earlier time.

Mr. BENNY SmiTH. All right. That is something that I have asked
about before.

The next question goes to page 20, where we are talking about
thp amounts of money that have not been collected in defaults

think that is a really good example-of what was started out
* agreat program but has turned into an entitlemént.
¢/  Unless we do somethihg very aggressively about it, I think the

impdcts on the potential of the future GI bill program and on the
entitlements or, the dollars, or whatever you want to say, for the
future veteran is probably oﬁe}o t@e toughest things we have got
to face. ! °

As an admijnistrator, I would not like to be in your position, not

given the tools to really go af ese people. It is a debt that is

owed. ,
Just one sidelight: Has the ne% bankruptcy law hindered your

Miss gmgaucx. Well, it impacts on it somewhat, but not to a
wide extent. ’ .

Mr. DeNNY Smrta. Wéll, that really seems like a sad chronicle in

+ the history of the veterans’ affairs to have a veteran who does not
fealize that this is part of his responsibility when he takes out that
Oan. o . ‘

I wonder if there is any way, in your personal opinion, that we
could strengthen the teeth in this thing to get these people to not
only pay, but to be sure that the ones that you, are going to give
loans to now don’t_consider it to be a grant.

Miss SrarBuck. There are two facets there.

As I mentioned, we Z'Fe referring these defaulted loans to our
district counsels, and they will be taking enforced collection action.

If we were to apply to the underwriting of these loans the same
criteria that we apply, for example, in reviewing an application for

the guarantee of a GI home loan, there would be for consideration

some increased time and ene on the part of our personnel, to
which I havk no objection, but which at the moment we really
cannot sacrifice in other areas to give this. :

This has not been a program in which any good businessman
would have hung in there as long as we have.

Mr. DENNY Smrta. That is always a part of the Government's

problem. We dre not very good businessmen. .
Miss SrarBuck. If this continues, and our colleétions do not
really show that we are going to be able to get after these people, I
think our alternative is to suggest recision legislation for this.
Mr. DeNNy SmiTh, 1 wo:f\?er if your comment there about trying
to qualify an individual for'any benefit at the time that he comes

into the VA, whether it be a homeowner or anything else, in other -

° words establish some kind of criteria, would be a way to——
Miss StarBuck. This would tighten it up; yes, sir.
* Mr. DENNY SMiTH. I am sure it would.
That would take how much in administration? Quite a bit?
. Miss S§rarsuck. It Would take quite a bit; yes, sir. _,
Mr. DENNY SmiTH. All right. Maybe it might be paid for if we did
it directly. °, N ang, :
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T Well, thank ou, Mr. Chairman. 'I'hanx you, Miss Starbuck.

Mr. Epcar. Thank you. . ]
.Mr. Boner?., ~° - , 1

Mr. BONER. Yes. -

:Miss Starbuck, why are we having such difficulty collecting the
debt owed to the Federal Government by some of thé veterans?

Miss StarBUCK. Are you talking about the educatlon loans?

Mr. BoNER. Yes,

Miss StArBUCK. I think ih a lot of mstances more than I would
really like to think, the education loan was seen as an entitlement
benefit_and was taken as such. f

I récall some years ago I was visiting in San Francisco and asked-
the director at that.station about the loan program, and he said,
“We are buried with applications for loans.”

1 said, “From what schools?”’ He said, “Mainly from community
colleges ” I said, “What is the tuition at community colleges?” It
was zero.

At that time we asked whether individuals attending ne-tuition
schools would be eligible for GI loans. We were told they would be.

This was borne out by the 1978 survey which we did, which
mérely showed that these loans were being made in high cost of
living areas, particularly in whattis termed the Sun Belt area,

¥

. where community colleges did thrive but the cost of Jivin m/eo
ei

individuals who would be going to those schools was beyond
capacity. So the loan was not necessa¥ily being put to the educa-
tion but to the llvmg but it was viewed. as an entitlement.

Mr. BoNer. Wasn't legislation passed last year which would offer

- some ways of collecting the outstandmg debts? ,

Miss StarBuUck. Yes, sir. &

‘Mr. BoNer. Has that helped? '

Miss .StarBUCK. We have just recently issued the instructions to
our field stations to refer these loans to the district counsel.

The distfict counsel is assisting us not only with respect to
education loans but all other overpayments. And while that pro-
gram has been limited by the personnel made available to us,.it is
a successful program anc{ will be cost-effective.

Between our centralized accounts receivable operatwns-our re-
gional office fiscal operations and the district counsels—we are
figuring that it is costing us only about 14 cents to collect a dollar.

Mr. BoNER. You spoke of some of the alternatives that are avail-
able to try to collect this money. Have you explored the possibility
of contracting with a private co lectlon agency?

Miss STARBUCK. That has béemsuggested to us, sir.

Mr. BoNEer. Aside from the legislation that we passed last year,

- what other recommendations would you have to try to collect thls
' money

Miss SrarBuck. So far the Ieglslatlon has proven adequate for us
The problem is not necessarily with the legislation, it is with, the
implementation by the acquisition of sufflclen‘t manpower to
pursue the program.

f we do .consider asking for legislation-to allow us to go to

collectlon agencies, it would be with the stipulation that the Veter: '
.ansg’ Administration will retain the right to litigate to reinforce

collection.

.




"_eliminated.

The one thing that would probably He most helpful to us would
be legislation which would permit us to reveal IRSfurnished ad- |,
dresses to third parties, so that credit réports and consumer Feport-

- ing agencies could be contacted.

Mr’ BoNER. Is that not included in the leglslatlon we paSsed last
year? .

Miss Starsuck. No, sir, it did not It did - not permit us to release
té% third partles addresses furmshed to us by the Internal Revenue

rvice.

Mr. BoNER. All right. I have no other questions. ’

Mr. Epcar. Thank you. I have a number of questions that I
would like to pursue, and we will take about 10 or 15 mmute,s,
because we da have other witnesses this morning. '

Let me begin by thanking you for your frank and honest person-
al as well as professional positions on these issues.

Just to follow™up on a comment that Mr. Daschle was pursuing
on H.R. 2391, I appreciate .your honest response.in terms of your
personal view, but I am having a little diffic :tl:g in that the former
administration over the last 2 years suppo that 2-year exten:
sion. -

You and others in thé Veterans” Admlmstratlon vehemently and
articulately argued oh behalf of that program. I see this shift
taking place in a 2- or 3-month period from total support to total
obposition on this piece of. legislation.

I wonder how much of that shift is a shift in terms of monetary
policy—economic policy—as opposéd to programmatic shift? Or
were you quietly in opposmon to the program within the Veterans’
*Administration for the previous 2 years and just had to go along
with the program?

Miss Srarsuck. Mr. Chairman, I think that it is basically mone-
tary. I do not think it is philosophical. What they were looking at
for-example, in 1982 was a $63 million estlmated cost to the
gram. In addition to that, there were administrative costs attac ed
to it—employment in the Depgrtment. So I think the whole thing
was monetary.

Mr. Epgar. Let us put a scale out from zero to 10—10 being good,
vero being bad—and we will have that little scale to work on as we
look at a couple of programs. The first program is the educgtion
Ioan program which you talked about. How would you Judge that
program on a scale from zero to ten?

s SrarBuck. The education loan program itself, I thmk wés a

' good 1dea I think it was not limited enough in its initial 1mplemen-

tation, when you recognize that when this program first started we
were accepting applications from individuals who had been turned
down under ie guaranteed student loan program as not being a

- good credit risk.

So we started out with, baswall‘ a poor credlt rlsk in the pro-
gram and gave him a loan of a maximum of $600. That was lateh
moved up to $1,500, still dealing with an individual who had bee!
turned down,

It was not until the loan: went r,‘/32‘5()0 that the turndown was

aw,

I think, m‘lmplementmg that e could have had a better

handle on coun'hng veterans about thg responsibilities that they
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. . , . . e ©
were undertaking in mgking the contract with the Veterahs’ Ad- .
ministration.” Perhaps might rot have made as many loans as _ '
wé did, and perhaps we Yould-have had a better recovery picture
" than we have had. . T
Mr. Epcar. If we were[going to redo that lpan program, given
the experience and learnipg cutve that you have made, would you *_

suggest some specific alterations ‘and changes to learn from ﬁyour o
mistakes? . ” .- -
Miss StArBUCK. Ygs, sir, we would. - “

. I think that it was originally intended to assist those,veterans .
who were attending high-cost schools, and I think that it basically
should be cofifined to that intent. Today a achool having $700 in
tuition is really not a high-cost school.” So if we are to"make lpans
“available to veterans, I think we need to concentrate on what was 1

* the original intended purpose of that legislation. - " .
. Mr. EpGar. On a scale from zero to 10, where would you place
that program? ’ A

- . v g .

Miss StArRBUCK. If we do not look at the success of the collection . .
effort, I will put it at a six. Ly e e

. Mr. Encar. All right. ) ¢

How about the VEAP program that was put in place to be a
contributory program? How would you scale that oqrwﬁero-:to-l&‘

scale? LT e
Miss SrarBuck. I would have to rank that one up’ somewheré
"Xa;}?out eight, Mr, Chairman. I am ignoring in that sBat has.hap-
ned in the economy that has caused so many people 1o go in and
take refunds from the program. But this provides to_an individual ° .
... in service some responsibility to think about his or her future, and _
'+ to take part in the building of that future by inVesting some of Kis
] cor her own money. . - P R
. I think that it became'a victim of the economy, and it is perhaps
. being viewed as not as successful as it could be, butll would still
.. rateit as a good idea. . S
Mr. EpGar. Suppose that program and all the other- test pro-
grams out there were replaced by legislation similar.to H.R. 1400,
which becomes law, is placed on the Presideny’s desl-and signed.
What can be done to avoid the overpayment problem that devel-
) oped with the other Vietnam-era GI bills? I¢it only staff?—that is
.o what I am trying to get to. - — et
’ Miss Starsuck. No, I don’t think it is only staff. If a new education.
bill is constructed that. it needs to be a rather rigid one; not making, . .
for example, available to a former serviceman or a sefviceman such. = ,
things as purguit of education below the high school level with no, °
entitlement charges. Lot
If we deal with.a new education program, we would Have to
provide for an educational benefit without, perhaps, such things ad
a "~ work-study benefit which permits the individual to work for the
Veterans’ Administration, taking some time away from that tfme .
he might be devoting to studies—for an amount of money,.about -
_$837 a semester. We need to make it known thatwe would be more
sérious about an educatjon program. I think that we would have to

.
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But it al) comes down to ‘the veteran, the,school, and the VA,
\ each one doing what he should be doing af’a point in time when
3 changes in pursuit are made. ’
. 1 haye yet to find a correction for the fallibility of man. I do not
know. how we might do it. ¢ -
Mr. Encar. Listen,. if you find that we will make about a thou-
. -+ sand copies and spread them around a little bit. A number of
3 people would like to figure that out. [Laughter]
* Let me ask you & very sensitive question: What is the morale like
down?at the Veterans’ Administration in your department at this
point? ~“ . - . oo
Miss ‘Starsuck. I think the morale is pretty ‘good. We wish we =
had an Administrator, of course. We have some feeling that we are
rhaps just floating on the surface. Everyone is concerned about
ﬁ(e)w these—— ' N s s .
Mr. Epcar. Do you feel as though you are in control? Or is OMB
in control? co : .
.Miss StarBuck. With respect to the budget cuts, OMB is in
+ control, sir. But as members of the executive department, Mr.
. Chairman, you understand that we support the President. P
Y Mr. EpGgaAr. I appreciate that. .
~== 1 was confronted by some WA employees this weekend who hap-
- pened to bump into me, at an event that I was speaking at.

They indicated to me that morale at the local level in the Veter-
ans’ Administration was very low, because the cuts, the rugors of
cuts, the confusion of how laws are made and not made, and how
budgets are made and ‘not made is pretty rampant within t

. system. There are rumors, particularly concerning the consolfda-
tion of the regional offices, that are causing a great deal of uncer-
3 tainty: job uncertainty, family uncertainty, relocation uncertain-
N ty—turbulence within the lives of those;veterans. 3 "
1 wonder whether or not your feeling that morale-is pretty high
$ * at the level here in Washington is-reflective of somé of the mood
© © outin the field offices. . - ©od R ‘
,Miss StarBuck. I know that in the field offices the personnel are
somewhat disturbed. Following our, appearanfe before the House
. Appropriations Subcommittee, I conduefed an all-station confer-
. ence via our telephone system, and I told all of the directors—and
3 asked them to record my remeg:l;ﬁold them basically how bur
plans were advancing. ( :
You must realize that was about 2 weeks after we had gotten the .
* guidance from OMB. So, really, everxthing was very fluid, and still

18. ’ .

v , Iasked each o{the directors to make my remarks known' Lo their
pergonnel so that at least everyone in the system could be informed
as to the direction in which our plans were taking us. =«

1 appreciated the fact that there would be concern on the part of
employees. At that time I could not allay those concerns by assur-
ing them that, yes, a year from today you would be an employee of

. . the Veterans’ Administration. . . .
1 asked for, and I think I ha%i‘emived, the cooperation of our

field persgnnel, and the minute that we can—and 1 hope that will
take place, if not this week then surely next week—we will be able
to tell them, each of the field stati@l what thgir 1982 ceilings will |
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be and that we can then move ahead with the reductions in person-
* nel that will be necessitated, program by program, in order to
reach a figure very close to the 1982 allowance. * v
" We cannot really allay the individual fears that a person has
about relocation or even about a reduction in force until we have a
very solid allowance for each of the stations, and then they can-
-‘take from our paid system a, listing which will let them begin a
. reduction in force. .. :
. Mr. EpGAR. Let me ask ﬁu two brief questions, and then I will
*  yield to my colleczfue from Massachusetts. -
What, specifically, will be the impact 6n service-connected dis-
abled veterans if the administration proposal to reduce the budget
N for vocational rehabilitation is carried out?
Miss SrarBUCk. It is our intent, Mr. Chairman, that there be no
adverse impact on that program. ! N\
i We are going to have to, perhaps, redirect our energies and
concentrate most of that' energy on the very seriously disabled
veteran. For the™person who has a disability that does not handicap
im as far as-employment is concerned, we will give him a lesser
amount of atténtion. - '

. Epcar. Would you please provide for the subcommittee any
and all regulations and policies developed bl‘; the Veterans’ Admin-
istration ﬁlement the provisions of Public Law 96-466, affect-
ing cha 31, the vocational rehabilitation area? - :

i 'ARBUCK. I would be most Happy to do so, Mr. Chairman.?
LY Mr. Epcar. Thapk you. . ~ -
- * You have brought some experts with you. Do any of them have .
b - any comments to make, othér than in respomse to any of the
: . questions that were laid out? .
[No response.]. ‘. .
iss StaRBUCK. Thank ¥ou, Mr. Chairman. o ’
Mr. Epcar. All right. I yield to my golleague from Massachu-
sétts, Mrs. Heckler. ﬂ! A
Miss HEcm:Eg Thank you, Mr. Chairgian. ' '
Is there any Way that this centralization of function could possi-
bly serve the vetéran in the-same way éhe present regionalization
" program does? - , o .
. Obviously there are going to be ‘centralization difficulties—all -
transactions will be handled through correspbndence, and there
N will not b the knowle_zdge of a State perspective, the needs of the
e veterans in a particular State. ~
. Cenfralizaton will make the VA a- very depersonalized system. .
: Do you believe that the level of service can be maintained under.
: * those conditions? .. . .
- Miss StarBUCK. I think that the level of application processing, )
H , Mrs. Heckler, could be maintained. * : '
‘ I grant you that it takes ay from each of the States what we =~
y feel now 1s a rather personal relationship between the regional
*+ +  office and the veteran, but I think as far as the processing of the
paperwork is concerned, that would not suffer—not in the long
run. e . .
There will be great disru&tlion when this, takes place, we know
that from past experiepce. Once the recovery takes place, then, as .

*Retained in committee files. T N
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* far as the paperwork processing is concerned, th&e\would be no -
drastic change at all. ’ .

Mrs. HECKLER. Aren’t there functions ‘that are performed in a
regional office that go beyond the exchange of paper?. ] .
* Miss STARBUCK. ‘Yes. Probably the most important of ‘those would
be the rating activity, in “vhich an individual who is dissatisfied
with the rating that has been granted to him may disagree with
the decision of the regional office and may opt for a personal
hearing before a rating board in order to-pursue his or her Zase.

. This is one of the prime gctivitjes in which an individual veteran
can come to the Veterans’ Administration to plead his case. That
would be impacted by this. .

. Now, what this'could conceivaply wind up being, Mrs. Heckler, is

that we would have to assign an individual from a regionalized
office to visit the various States to hear cases. This involves a great
dea] of travel money. . .

Mrs. HeckLer. That seems to be sort of the ¢ircuit judge role in
which you would travel the circuit. But in fact this would mean a
tremendous delay in the processiflg, simply by'virtue of.the burden
of tases 6n the hearing judge, whoever that person might be, and
that in turn further delays justice for the veteran, it would seem to,

line the system. and reduce the number|of offices, certainly there -

me.
But why is the compression so extxémtj If one wanted to stream-

cguld be an intermediary step before one goes down to merely 3
regional offices from the current 58. _—

This seems to be ‘actually creating aimost a thechanical function
in_threg places for the handling of veterans” cases. That does vio-
lence to”the.kind of service that the veteran has received and
deserves, it seems to me. Was there an interim step or could you
see an interim reorganization that would not be so extensive?

Miss StarByck. To accommodate to a cut of that magnitude,
Mrs. Heckler, we have looked at every ssible combination of
activities that we could think of. Not one othem would result in a
personnel reduction of the extent that we were charged with.

We also considered, say, the intermediate step but had to.look at
the bottom line which we feel is regionalization, if this cut por-
tends for the future; that to ask an individual this year or next

ear to relocate hi%pp her family, and then perhaps a year or two
later go through the same exercise, would be more unfair than an
initial move to a regionalized location. '

We realize what great disruption in family life this creates, and
so we kind of bottom-lined that impact by moving ahead to the
three regional sites that we would propose. ~ - :

Mrs. Heckier. Well, I can see the burden on the employees ‘as
heixﬁsvery great in terms of possibly involving future moves, but
we also have to look at the ‘mission of the agency, which is to serve
the veteran. s - N
 Certainly an interim step or some number between 3 and 58
would seem to be infinitely preferable to this fast, immediate, total
‘compression of the services. ~ A

Mies Srarsuck. Well, quite frankly, Mrs. Heckler, it will not be.
fast—it cannot.be. There is no way, that we can do anything posi- °
tive toward regionalization or centralization this fiscal year.

~ S . '
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What we.will be looking at .for reglonahzatlon in three sites
would be: three buildings of greater capacity than our central office
. . building and, in addition to that, those buildings would have to be
influx of personnel in their own housmg market This is not going
to be easy.
Mrs. Heckier. Realistically, do you really believe that all of

developed? . :

Miss Starsuck. No. Historically, 1 th1nk probably with the relo-
cation, not more than 20 percent of the employees would opt to go
to a new location. This creates for us, then, a nightmare of losing
in a‘centralized location the experience and the talent of tra1ned

. employees. /

.Mrs. HeckrLer. Was ary thought glven to some stream11n1ng of
the central office procedures and functions and personnel?

Miss STARBUCK. We are trying to screen everything, not only in
central office but in the %eld Of course, there are ghmgs that we
can do differently than we do them now. The way we do them now

. is' not necessarily right because we have done it for a long time.
- - I think we have new challenges ahead of us now that are going

. to cause us to.be more critical of ourselves and the _way we do

o things than we have evér been.

) S Mrs. Heckrer. Thank you, Mr. Chalrman

.

with us this morning; you have given honest and frank answers as
usual, and you have provided us with a great deal of data.

The $475 million supplemental will be of gredt interest to David
- Stockman, and we will be sure to share some ‘of that with him and

) . * supplemental appropriation through the House and Senate.
The turbulence in transition that are going to face with the

you through it.

and the impact of that on some’ of the services that the Veterans
Administration prov1des

You have beén a very. strong' w:tness this mdnmg, and we really
appreciate your participation. It is going to be 8 challengmg couple

* of years. o
Mhss STARBUCK. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman. And thanlc you very
. muc
i Mr. Epgar. I would like to askthe foyr remaining. w1tnesses to
T~ coine and sit as a panel each sharin the1r statement and then we
\mulmlmove to’ questlonmg
' Bona@kdl:wa lrector, National Leglslatlv%Semce, ;
T Ronald W. Dra mp‘loyment Director, Disabled Ameri-
- «can Veterans; Mr. Be;lke,“ egislafive_ counsel, the National

. Assdciation for Uniformed Services; and Mr.‘Rxchard W. Johnson,

*Jr., assistant diréctor for legislation, Nonqommlss*oned Officers As-
sociation of the USA.

Thank you for comxng this mornmg We apologize for the delay

. Yin having you speak, but we appreciate your statements. We also

appreciate the fact jat all of your statements are here in adv/ance

’ o ‘W a
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those employees will stay with the VA if th1s plan s actually

. . ;‘ cutback of these programs will be ifficul and we hope to help.

located in communities which would have the .capacity to take an

Mr..EpGAR. Thank you very much. You have been very,patient

.

. = support him«in hig_effort “to make sure that he can weave the

We also are very concerned about the potent1a1 for a hew GI bill
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_ We will begin with Donald Schwab, the National Legislative
Service Director for the VFW.,

Mr. Schwab, we are pleased to have you here this morning, as *

usual, and we anticipate hearing your comments on the kinds of

issueg; ‘that were raised this morning as well as your prepared

statemént. , ‘ . .
- <All of your prepared statements will ¢ made a part of the

record. If you would help us by summarizing, if possible, and

providing us an opportunity to get to some questions, we would
. appreciate it. ,

STATEMENTS OF DONALD H. SCHWAB, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF

«/THE" UNITED STATES; RONALD W. DRACH, NATIONAL EM-
PLOYMENT DIRECTOR, DISABLED AMERICAN - VETERANS;
" MAX J. BEILKE, LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL, THE NATIONAL ASSOCI-
ATION FOR UNIFORMED SERVICES; AND RICHARD W, JOHNSON,
JR, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LEGISLATION, NONCOMMIS-
SIONED OFFICERS ASSOCIATION OF THE USA

. . j
STATEMENT OF DONALD H. %CH\VAB
+ Mr. Scuwas. Thank yqu, Mr. Chairman, fm;'f:he opportunity to

ap befotre this subcommittee.

e are very concerned with the personnel reductions in the
Department of Veterans’ Benefits. For the remainder of fiscal year
1981 and 1982, the Department of Veterans’ Benefits is going to lose
2,251 personnel. The ramifications of these personnel reductiéns
will be far-reaching, and unless Congress moves to restore adequate
funding and adequate personnel, we see quite g deterioration in
service,

Cutting out 55 VA regional offices is going to really be bad. This
will greatly restrict the ability of veterans and their survivors to
file claims, to be properly represented, and impede the processing
of th€ claims and the disbursement of benefits.

e 55 regional offices is where the veterans go and make con-

with the VA and with the representative of the veterans’
organization who will represent them in their appeals.

At is where their appeals are originally a%u icated. While many >

veterans are able to travel.to a regional office within their State,

very few, by comparison, will be able to travel halfway across the

country for the same purpose. .

We have seen this demonstrated af the Discharge Review Boards
before they had any, Boards foing out into the field. Fifty percent
of the people said theyrwould show’for a personal appearance, but
because they had to come to Washington, less than half of those
who said- they, would aplfear actually appeared. It make» quite a
difference in the representation of the case.

The GI bill brought out here this morning that- the Carter ad-

. ministration had intended to extend the program for 2 years for
certain dlsadvantaged\yeterans. That extension has been cut out by,
"the Reagan administration revision to the budget. . 3

~ . - . »
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The VFW' positidn, by current resolution, is that we would
remove the delimiting date entirely under the GI bill and increase
the entitlement from 45 to 48 months to make it comparable to
prior GI bills.

It has also been brought out that flight and correspondence
training are to be eliminated. This was proposed by both the Carter
and Reagan administrations. Our big concern is that perhaps some
Vietnam veterans who are housebound, so disabled that they are
housebound, would really be hurt by complete discorftinuance of
correspondence training. - s

With respect to the VEAP program, obviously.it has not been a
success. It was supposed to be a recruiting tool. It has not done the
job. We have no position on this VEAP program .at this time. We
are supporting legislation currently in Congress to enhance an
active duty educational program. It is H.R. 1400, the primary bill
in the House, as you know.

The voeational rehabilitation program, under Publlc Law 96-466,

- was greatly enhanced and expanded. And again we are in the

< position where Congress passed the legislation and now the funding

) is not going to be available, the 34 million necessary. This is

repeated over dnd over again. The same thing happened with the
Public Lyl 96-22, the"Vietnam veterans’ drug, alcohol abuse pro-

. gram. That was supposed to cost $36 million. The Veterans’ Affairs
@ﬁxmxttee asked for $25 million. It was originally funded at $12.5
milljon

, I just do not know. The budget cuts’are going to eat into
everything. It is just a sad story this year.

The only bill under consideration, of course, is Mr. Daschle’s bill,
H.R. 2391, which would establish a vocational training program-for
veterans of the Vietnam era. The VFW would certainly support
this with~the proviso that the full funding is there, that the fund-
ing for it is not taken from other programs as has happened in the
past and in accordance with one of our resolutions.
I have got to reiterate that the persgnnel cuts and the funding
cuts within the VA are going to raise ha%oc, and the VA is going to
/ lose 9,000 personnel for the balance of this year and 1982; 2,200 are
coming out of the Department of Veterans Benefits and 7,000 are

. coming out of the Department of Medicine and Surgery of those,

o 6,400 are going to be out of medical care.

: The budget is being cut by $1.1 billion for the remamder of 1981
and 1982. Quite frankly, we are very disenchanted. We do not hold
the position that some money cannot be cut. There is in fact waste
and fraud that can be done away with, but beyond.that the VA has
suffered over the last several years with madequate personnel and
inadequate funding. Unless this subcommittee and the full commit-

25 tee can persuade Congress to restore a good amount of this fund-

#°.  ing, many programs are going to be curtailed.
Mr. Epcar. Thank you very much for your statement.
‘[The prepared statement of Mr, Schwab appears on p. 41 ]
Mr. EpgAr: Ronald Drach?

;o - ’ STATEMENT OF RONALD W. DRACH
' Mr. DracH. Thank you, Mr. Chamﬁan, Mrs. Heckler

o ‘,'“"28 o
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Originally, Mr. Chairman, I intended to restrict my comments to
chapter 31, but based on the dialog his morning, I find it very
difficult to maintain silence on some of the other issues. I will .
address those very briefly at the end, of my statement, and I will
summarize. .

half of the DAV Iappreciate being here today. Since I am
going to talk mostly on vocational rehabilitation, I would like to
tart out with & quote from the Republican platform that was °
adopted by th pyblican National Convention. -~

We further advocate continued and expanded health care for our Vietnam veter-

ans and consider it vital for the Veterans Administration to continue its programs
with the rehabilitation of the disabled as well as its job training efforts. .

*To go to the end of my statement, first, perhaps, what is going to*
happen to the “vocational rehabilitation program in our opinion is
completely contrary to the Republican platform. The vocational
rehabilitation program is doomed to die with these budget cuts.

I am going to skip over the majority of my prepared statement.

As the VFW, we too are concerned about the budgetary process
for the fiscal years 1981 and 1982 as we now see it.

They have made no bones about it in the budgetary documents.
It says “to eliminate vocational rehabilitation initiatives.” It does
not say to curtail them or reduce them. It says to eliminate them.
And they are talking\about the recent law, obviously. ]

- They are going to do this by reducing the budget authority by
$1.3 million and full-time personnel by 55 persons the remainder of ,

P this scal year.

Adflitidnally, they want to reduce by $2.7 million and 115 addi-
tional full-time personnel next year. It is a total reduction of $4
million and 220 personnel. U .

Now in all due respect to Dorothy, there is no way that they are
going to effectively administer the old vocational rehabilitation
program with those kind of cuts, let alone the new initiatives. The
program will literally die as far as we are concerned.

I have been somewhat of an unofficial, informal student of the
State vocational rehabilitation program over the number of years.
What Dorothy said is the same thing that the States have been
doing for years. They are focusing in on the severely disabled

" because of budgetary restraints. Those who may physically be -
lesser disabled still have very severe employment handicaps. So

« some very subjective decisions are going to have to be made as to
‘ 18 really geverely disabled. You cannot judge that solely on the

: basis of a physical handicap. - a7

We find it-ficredible that at a time when the administration is
proposing to strengthen the national defenses, by comparispn, we
appear to be willing to spend virtually nothing for the rehabilita-
tion of those who served honorably in the past wars:and conflicts

* and were wounded, injured, or otherwise disabled.

Public sentiments ‘support an effective vocational rehabilitation
program for disabled veterans. £

THe Harris survey that was released in July of 1980, if I may, I
would like to just offer a few quotes.

A two-thirds majority of the public feels that the Federal G;)vemment ghould do
more {0 help the OVEV. - “

o
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. .
I woulddlike to add something here. I think in termis.of vocation-
al rehabilitation we are g &mmanl about Vietnam veterans.
- There are not that many World War I or Korean veterans that
~  will be taking advantage of it. : . . .
Support ranges from nearly 100 percent for disability programs. It is noteworthy
1n an era of public service cutbacks uid&dget retrenchments that almost no one in
the public or among the employer or edulator samples feel that the Federal Govern-
. ment should do less to help the Vietnam éra veterans. The degree of program
. support tends to be greatest for those that deal directly with the serviceconnected
roblems. For instance, the vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans. The most

avored VA programs are financial support for disabled veterans, 98 percent, and
vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans. -

Ninety-eight péercent of the public surveyed support vocationall
- rehabilitation. . .

We find it ironic that an administration which prides itself on an
overwhelming victory in the November 1980 election, based on a
public mandate for change, including renewed fiscal restraint, pro-
poses to virtually eliminate this program despite the evidence that
a full 98 percent of the public surveyed supports vocational reha-
bilitation for disabled veterans. :

On H.R. 2391, Mr. Chairman, I regret to say that we have no
officia} position on this at the present time. We do have that bill
under study. ' ‘

Mr. DracH. 1 would like to just digress momentarily if L. may
from the issues of vocational rehabilitation and talk just very
briefly about tentralization. .

I find this kind of ironic, too, thatsthe current’ administration in
many, many areas of Federal programs are talking about decen-
tralization, and block grants to the States to run their own things,
and so forth and so on, and yet they are talking about a centraliza-
tion of VA programs and benefits, T

To follow up on perhaps Mrs. Heckler's question about the
impact, certainly the paper processingfmay or may not be benefited

by this. That remains to be seen. In terms of the adjudication of
c

i and many of those would be service-connected disability
claims, we believe that this centralization would be tantamount to
. 1denying due process to the veteran because it would be yirtually
. impossible to appear as they do now to local hearings,to present
- their cdse so to s oz :
And, last, on the psychological readjustment—I am sorry the
. .gentleman from Oregon had to leave. I, am a combat, disabled
ietnam veteran. I spent 10%2 months in Vietnam prior to being
wounded. He wants to, know how long we aie going to take care of
these people—well again I would like to, if I may, and I borrow it
from the rhetoric of the current administration. In a pre-election
speech to a major veterans organizatjon, then candidate Reagan in
talking primarily about national defense and our current military
staffing, I quote: - .
In short, your country must provide these persons and their families with a
quality of life that is equivalent to the sacrifices they make on our behalf.

I have fo ask this subcommittee, do we owe less tq our disabled
and other Vietnam veterans who served honorably at a time of
national conflict? . ! ° :

I would like to have asked the gentleman from Oregon what he
might have said to ah 18-year-old—let me back up; I am getting 4
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little emotional. I, too, was old by comparison. I was 21. I am not .

sure how old the gentleman from Orégon was at the time he was in
Vietnam, but I would like to have asked him what djd he, or what
would he have said to an 18-year-old kid, with his gfits laying in a
rice paddy, when he asked for his mother? And you try to tell him
that his mother is 10,000 miles away.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. - ’ .
Mr. Epcar. Thank -you for your statgment. It is very helpful.
Mr. Epcar. Next we will hear form Mr. Max Beilke.

STATEMENY OF MAX J. BEILKE
Mr. BEnke. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to be here

this morning. i - s

By design, I am restricting my remarks to the delimiting date on
chapter 34.

The serious shortage of highly qualified NCO’s and CPO’s has
received considerable, attention in the last 12 to 18 months. One of
the reasons that these individualg are legving the service is to take
‘advantage of their education benefits. )

. We have all heard about the retention disincentive-caused by the

delimiting date. We have heard it from Congress\ the military’

services, organizations and individuals, We have read it in the
newspapers, testimonies, and reports. . .

NCO’s and CPO’s today, this very day, are struggling with the
decision to get in, to stay in, or-to get out. Many. will stay if
Congress removes the 1989 delimiting date. Each day of delay
cause our.military servi to lose good soldiers, sailors, and
airmen. ' *

In conclusion, I urge this committee to take swift action in

emoving the delimiting'date, and that this problem will not be a
problem repeated.in any future GI bill that is passed by Congress,

As I reflect on the serious shortage of the NCO’s that we now
have, I reflect back to.the TV program, “Rumor of War,” which
you probably saw. In there ‘they depicted a situation that is very
real and will come back if we ever have another conflict to where
we send a young lieutenant with no experience and a platoon of
young men with no experience. The only experienced individual
there %as an NCO from Korea and he held that platoon together
for a 10hg period-of time. I would hate to see that repeated. \

- Thank you, Mr. Chairman. . '

. Mr. EnGAR. Thank you for"your statement.

I3
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[The prepared statetent of Mr. Beilke appears on p. 44.]
Mr. EDGAR. Mr. Johnson? .

STATEMENT OF RICHARD W. JOHNSON, JR.

Mr. JounsoN. Think you, Mr. Chairman.

As g matter of introduction, the national commandant of the
Marine Corps League has endorsed the statement that I have
presented here this morning for the record, and h/as’\asked that his

* organization be associated with my remarks. :

. 1 am going to limit my comments this morning to two areas. One
is the 1989 delimiting date; the other is correspondence training.

‘e . 1 4
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r. Beilke, has addressed the problem very well and he summa-
it very well.

I represent a very unique membership. We are teetenng on the
edge of about 250,000 people. We go from 1 week to having them-to
the next week of being 800 or 400 shy and then the next we have
got 300 or 400 over. \

Eighty-three percent of the membership of NCOA is on active

duty in the Amned Forces and they are stationed worldwide. Our
membership is unique in that under the law they are all veterans .
for the most part. I may have one or two people that do not have
180 days’ service, But I dg not think so. I do. not think it would be a
significant percentage.

Each of them is eligible for veteran’s benefits as they have been
defined. More than half of my members are Vietnam-era veterans,
having served in Vietnam or during that period of time.

These are individuals that are entitled to education under chap-
ter 34 of the code—the Vietnam-era veterans education program.
Yet because they continue in the Armed Forces they are going to

. be denied the privilege of that education or they are gping to be

denied a military career if they-decide that they need or want the
education more.

We believe this is an unfair burden to place on the members of
the Armed Forces. These young men and women are out there to '
serve and they desire nothmg more than to serve, but they desire
to be treated equitably in that service. Therefore, we would strong-
ly support legislation~we recommend it in our prepared state-
ment, HR. 815—which would provide 6 years. We strongly recom-
mend some legislation—in this time and environment it is
needed—to extend the 1989 delimiting date.

The second area, correspondence training, relates d1rectly to the
unique ‘nature of the membership of the Non-Commissioned Offi-,
cers Association. We have a number of, people in service who gre
tralnmi , using their GI bill for correspondence training.

ave said in my prepared statement, we have 429,000 people
stationed in foreign countries. We have another 210, 000 aboard
ships of the fleet.

For these individuals, for the most, the only realistic form of
training is correspondence training. According to testimony re-
ceived by this committee last week, there are 800,000 members of
the Armed Forces today enrolled in correspondence courses. Corre-

tndence Courses are tradmonalty less expensive than institution-

raining, -

I think that moérale and retentmn will be yery seriously affected
if this committee passes the VA proposal to end correspondence
training. Therefore, we impose again on the committee to hold on
to correspondence training at least for another few years. .+

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

[The repared statement of Mr-Johnson appears on p. 46.]

DGAR. Thank you all for your very good statements.

Mr Johnson and Mr. Schwab, I believe at least one of you may
have Bee‘rll_ggsent 1ast week when our committee met to review its
budget. both have indicated your interest in corregpondence
courses. I am sure you are aware that a fairly overwhelming vote,
over my obJectlons, faﬂed to restore the correspondence ftraining
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’ " and some of the other pro s that were laid out as cuts by our
chairman. I think in lightlo that vote there is probably little or no

chance that correspondence training will be part of the future

‘% .~ veterans’ benefits. . .
o I do not see any action taking place on the floor given the fragile
nature and the undérstanding of that program. I think that be-
cause our committee chose to go the route it ‘did last week, it
occurs to me that that area is pretty much out of the question.

Would you disagree with that assessment of what we were doing
last week? :

Mr. ScHwWAB. ; we really have not had many complaints
from Vietnam veterans about correspondence courses, other than
those,.as I stated earlier, Vietnam veterans who are so severely

. disabled as to be housebound. .

The bulk of.the pressure and complaints that we have had have
been from the institutions that will lose.this income.

" Mr. EpGARr. But your assessment would be that the benefit is
probably lost given the action of this committee last week.

Mr. Scawas. I would say this would be the first benefit to go
under the present budgetary constraiXs, yes, sir. :

Mr. EpGAR. Mr. Schwab, on page' 2 &f your testimony you state:

cat

. The Reagan budget contemplates reducing the-Veterans’ Administration’s current
68 regional offices to 3. In fact, the President’s budget amendments would reduce
the 58 to 1 central location. T

If this should happen, what would be the impact on the VFW-s, *
service officer corps in each regional office?

Mr. ScHWAB. Sir, we are still évaluating that, what we would do,
and where we would place them and how they would serve our
veterans, It is a huge problem and it is going to result in less
service fo the veteran population. That is all there is {o it.

-.. We have over 100 service officers across the United States and
,ghe bulk of them are in the VA regional offices in the various
. dtates. .
Mr. Chairman, if*you would excuse me, you.know, this budget
* flies in the face of what the President told our national VFW
convention last August, and as has been- pointed out here, the
_ Republican Party platform. 3. .
We have a meeting with Mr. Meese. this morning to go over the
* _ .~ budget, and the conflict and statements, and if you Would excuse
me I would like to leave at this time for that purpose.

Mr. Epgar. Without objection you are excused. Giy¢ him our beg
and tell him our prayers are with the President’ this morning.

Mr. ScuwaB. Thank you. - . v F .

Mrs. HeckLER. Mr. Chairman, I would just hope that Mr. Schwab
would émphasize the significance of the medical cuts. ‘ ‘ .

: , Mr. S%HWA% I}'Ir}:?l I—‘I,i:liler, wel agree with you. It is the begin-
¥ . ningefthe end of the ogpital system., ’ . ’
e N%r/:ﬁisaq.sn. Yes, it really is. :

. Mr. EpGAR. Thank you, sir. ’ e

g One of the statements I have been making over the weekend. is
that of\he $50 billion of cuts, there are a lot of bulldozers, and one
of the th that is tough to decide is what bulldozers to throw
yourself in Yont of. Mrs. Heckler is reminding you of the medical
n 33
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t there that have

bulldozer—there 2re a couple other bulldoze&\
a great impact, particularly on our region of the dQuntry.

Mrs. HeckLER. Mr. Schwab, I would just like to we also send
our best wishes to the President. In fact, we respect him very
highly’ and at this moment are praying for his recovery. Tell Mr.’
Meese that our hearts ar¢ with him. ) .

Mr. ScHwas. Yes, . ‘ .

Mr. EpGar. Mr. Drach, I have a great deal of respect for your
earlier statement, your honesty and your emotional commitment to
your statement which 1 found very helpful. Obviously you are
frustrated with Dorothy Starbuck’s comment about very little
impact the administration’s cuts t()fould have on disabled veterans.

I would make a suggestion tha I\Xou try 'to get an appointment
with m{ colleague from Oregon, Mr, Smith. I think it would be
very helpful if you would sit down and communicate your views to/
him. As with everything, When you have an eyewitness account or
an eyewitness expenience like service in Vietnam, two of three or
four different individuals can come back, with a different impact,
different experience, different colleaglies that they have thet, dif-

_ ferent understanding of the impact of that war. }

€.

-

‘'unnecessary.

In light of the report that was relfased last week on the great
impact on the Vietnam-era veterans, 'l think it would be helpful if
persons like yourself wotld communicate with members of this™
c6émmittee who may hold a slightly different point of view. .

Let me ask Mr. Beilke just one question. You s%;l)port H.R. 1400.
A veteran will be entitled to $250 for 3 years active duty service
and an additional $300 for another\ 3 years, for a of $550
beginning October 1, 1981. This will\make the extensiorr of- the
December 81, 1989, delimiting date, thé ending date of the GI bill

Would you agree.or disagree with that stgtement?

Mr. Beitke. 1 think I would disagree because I am not positive
that we have done away with that delimiting date. We also would
run into another problem of a difference in educational benefits
%ezause it exceeds what the Vietnam veteran received from the,

setts. . .
“Mr. JouNsoN. Can I address that, Mr. Chairman? ’

Mr. Epcar. 1 yield to my colleague, Mr. Johnson.

Mr. JonnsoN. Thank you, sir. C

The period of time that an individual has t¢ Serve now, assuming
passage of a new GI bill this year, any individual enlisting )
reenlisting now would have to erve 3 to 6 years additionally to be
entitled to benefits under the new program.

For those individuals who are now retired or nearing refirement,
they are fre%uéntly governed by C
individual who is now approaching 18 years may not be allowed.to
serye an additional 6 years to earn entiflement under a new GI bill
which we create. . -
© Mr.,Epcar. Thank ydu. - ,

. }v{ield to my college from Massachusetts.. .
rs. HEckLER. I would like to say t6 all the witnesses that I
appreciate your stater‘nen@a.nd very valid comments.

Mr. Epcar. Thank you. I yield ta my colleague from Massachu-+

longevity of service dates. So an *

PR

-




i
)
&

»

Q

e L

" For Mr. Johnson, I would liké %o raise the question of the reten-
tion of the noncommissioned officer which is 2 major concern of

everyone who has supported the All-Volunteer Force, and certainly -

one of the.most distressing weaknesses of our military today. ,
Of course, we are proposing H.R.-1400—with whatever modifica-

tions the subcommittee might make—as.one of the means of cun-

teracting this loss of personnel, very valuable personnel.. - xr

One of the other reasons we are losing the NCO is that they hre
lured into private industry by much greater compensation, No
matter what we do in terms of a GI bill, this is not going to deal
with the very attractive outside offers that the NCO receives from
private industry. Could you comment on that?, ,

Mr. JounsoN. Mrs. Heckler, I think that is only-part of the
problem. I think that certainly there,are attractive offers from
outside industry, certainly the technicians are being drawn outside;
those with very, very employable skills are being lost. Tha¥e, indi-
viduals that are skilled in one of the technologies are not our only
losses, we are losing the boatswain rates, we are losing the drill
rates, we are losing the people that we count on just,to go out
there_and be good platoon leaders and good platoon’ sergeants.
These ipdividuals ares not as easily employable on the outside.

Several factors lead to this: A general dissatisfaction with lack of
discipline in the Armed Forces; pay compression and pay depres-
gion; the loss of Buying power that :gfr:i‘litary members face sinte

.1972; and an uncertainty about whas benefits he or she will have

upon retirement, something that has'been discussed no fewer than

7 or 8 years now. - e - e,
Annually we have talked about changing the™tetirement pro-

gram as it affects the service member. Afl these things, weigh in

that kind ot'—a(d\?ic”'d'on.w :

Now Wwith regard to H.R. 1400; I think H.R. 1400 is going to. be a
fine recruiting tool for the Armed Forces. But I do hot believe H.R.
1400 is going to do really one iota of good in the area of retention
that we are looking at. We are talking about retention in the
second and third term reenlistment time frame. . ‘

. People that are in that seeond and third term ‘reenitmernt time
frame are looking at a number of thinga. They are looking at the
amount of money they are getting paid. They are looking“at how
far they have to go before retirement: They are looking at what is
going to be there when they get to retfrement. They are looking at
what kind of bonus is going to be offered to them for reenlisting in
the Armed Forces, and they are considering their overall chances
of achieving retirement. . o

Education benefits, even~the transferabflitys that has beep pro-

posed, is going to weigh very, very small in that equation as a
service member.works it out. * : ' :

So in our estimation, H.R. 1400 is going to be-a fine recruiting
tool and a very necessary ohe 'T®might add—necessary for the
veteran as much as it is for the serviceman. We do net belieye that

it is going to be the retention tool that many people have assumed

it will be.

Mrs: HECKLER. The dissatisfaction with discipline in the military .
~ today has been mentionéd to me many, many times. This is an

o
L3 o " o




A

AN

leadership. . .

Do you see that happéning? - )

Mr. JoHNsON. I see a2 number of things happening in the Depart-
ment of Defense today. I think that there is a chatfiging trend of
thoyght. I think that we are seeing distipline coming full eircly,
W@ are seeing people lose individual identity in the Department of,
Defense, and 1 think that is good insofar as what we have extended .
to the service member in the past few years. ‘ ’

We are seeing more considerations being a little more severe. We
are seeing punishments imposed as being a little: more severe. We
are seeing something of a change in the discharge system; to make .

- it just a little tighter. We are seeing something of a change in the
i stem to deprive people of the opportunity they had to |

discharge-sy
volunteer out of the services, i . ,
One of the obvious demonstrations of change was mentioned in
the Waghington Post last Friday when they ordered all military .
nnel in the Washington back into uniform and out of civilian

clothes. I think that that is just the first step toward restoring’ -

some pride and some discipline in the armed services., - .
Mrs. HeckLER. The second major problem that ydu mentioned
was the uncertainty of retirement benefits. That is a problem that
is squarely in the lap of the Congress. And I am talking about the
retirement benefits of all, not just the military. - '

. That would be a major factor in the retention question, would it |

hot? - P Y
Mr. JoHNsoN. It is probably the major factor in_retentioh beyond

the 10th and 12th year of service. An individual who is at 10 and

12 years of service wants to know what he is going to be making
when Ke leaves that job. And he knows that he is going-to leave

that job at.an
to come by an
So he wants

e where employment is going to be.relatively hard
it is not going to be lucrative, whatever it-is.
to make sure and she wants to- make sure that

whatever he or she gets at that point is worth having. N

Mrs. HEckLeR. Thank you.

Mr. Epcar. Thank you very much for your testimony this morn-

ing. We did keep almost within the 10:30 time frame.
appreciate your taking the time to come and test?.

And we

clock ot Monday

is compmi wil%stand adjpurned until 10
ﬁ%{mﬁ% oix; olk, Va., where we will be deahng~with the'issue of

’ t%ere{lpon, at 10:34 a.m. the hearing was adjourned, subjegcé to °
the call of the chairman.] . .

~

area in which the military can make a difference by w'owﬁ .
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APPENDIX ~ :
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.

STATEMENT oF DoRrOTHY L. STARBUCK, CHiEr BENEFITS DIRECTOR, VETERANS .
. ADMINISTRATION

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: We appreciate the opportunity
of appearing before you foda to provide you with information on a variety of
subjects including chdpter 34 data; comments on cha ter 32 legislation to be submit-

“ted to extend the Veterans’ Educational Assistance fram;: the status of chapter

Ev e
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- Specific comfretion rates shown in the Survey are:

31 changes brought about by Public Law 96-466; debt, collection provisions contained
in Public Law 96-466; processinﬁ delays that could result from budget personnel
limitations and the Presidential iring freeze; as well as our position on H.R. 2391.

| CHAPTER 34 PROGRAM

As you know, we have experienced a general decrease in the number of GI Bill
trainees ag more and more veterans have come u against theirdelimiting dates.
?dost recently, in fiscal year 1980, there were, slightly over 1.1 billion GI Bill

rainees, down from the 1.3 million trairmees we*had in ixscal year 1979. We expect
that the number of trainees will drop to 387,800 if*fiscil"Vear 1585,

For fiscal year 1980, the types of training in.which‘Gl Bill veterans participated
were as follows; 764 percent attended institutions of higher learning, 2.5 percent
took correspondence training, and 1.5 percent took flight training. In_other areas,
7.3 percent of GI Bill veterans pursued OJT and apprenticeship training, while .7
percent engaged.in farm cooperative training.

. The to traininﬁ costs for all education programs were $2.3 billion in fiscal -year
1980, compared with 32.8 billion in fiscal year 1979. We project training costs of $2.3
billion in fiscal year 1981 decreasing to $1 billion in fisca year 1985.

r. Chairman, you also wanted information and analysis of completion rates for
the various types of training. Based on.the 1979 National Survey of Veterans taken
by the Census Bureau for the VA,.we have certain completion rates available on
education and training through December 1980. Additiona ly, the indeperident study
whigh provides a detailed examination and analysis of the extent to which eligible
veterans utilized entitlemenhts and had success ully completed thejr programs or
attained educational or vocational géals has been completed by Research Applica-

tions of Rockyille, Marylapd, and was forwarded by the 'VA to the Congress on
March 20. I wil\hyighlight§ome of the ﬁndini';s U e -
. e percenllige of veterans trained increased from 60. percent amon,

acetime t-Korean veterans to 72 percent among veterans who serv
uring the Vietnam era only. -3 . -
An average of I60 percent of these veterans completed training or reached an
oal.
Ten percent of the Vietnam veterans used all their entitlement and 37.6
percent had, as of December 1980, used half or more of their entitlement.
6 percent of the veteran trainces attended classes on a full-time basis.
Almost 70 percent of the enlistees trained after military service, compared to
61.6 percent of t aftees ] o .
College level 62.5 percent; high school 50.3 percent; flight school 77.4 percent;
other residence schools 63.7 percent; correspondénce 62.7 perfent; apprentice train-
ing 71.8 percent; on-the-job training 74.8 percent; and farm training 76 percent.
. - A
CHAPTER 32 PROGRAM . -

Mr. Chairman, you also asked for our, views regarding the chapter 32 program for
gost-Vietna era veterans (VEAP). Individuals enteding military service on or after
anuary 1, 1977, are eligible under this program. This is a contributory plan under
which individuals may make monthl contributions from their military pay to helg
finance their own education. Thase allotments range from as little as $25 per mont
to $100 per month. up to a maximum of $2,700. In addition, ynder recently enacted
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Public Law 96-466, these individuals may also make lump sum contributions provid-
ing, of course, that total contributions stay within the $2,700 maximum. .
Eligible individuals may begin using their benefits after completing their first °
obligated period of active duty or 6 years of active duty, whichever period is less, or
after their discharge or release from service. The Veterans Administration matches
the individual’s contribution on a $2 for $1 basis. Thus, on the contributory basis
alone, an individual may receive up to $8,100 in educational assistance ($2,700 from
. their own contributions matched by $5,400 by VA funds).
In addition to the individual’s contributions, the Department of Defense may add
to the individual’s education account what has come to be known as the DoD.s
« “Jucker.” This kicker, which can be in varying amounts up to $12,000 when added to
the individual’s monthly contributions plus the VA matching funds, can provide an
individual with as much as $20,100 in educational benefits. The DoD kickers are’ -
paid primarily to individuals with specialties and skills, in which there is a shortage
+  of personnel, for reenlisting in the military.
Moreover, in the enactment last fall of the Department of Defense Authorization
Act, 1981 (Pub. L. No. 96-342), the Congress provided that under certain circum-
stances the Department of Defefse raay pay the monthly VEAP contributions on
be] of an individual and, under certain circumstances, an individual eligible for
VEAP benefits may transfer such entitlement to a dependent or dependents. Thus,
there are y benefits available under this program. . - .
In establishing tllks contributory p m, the Congress specifically provided that
it was to be a test program. It did so by requiring the President, if he determines
that the program should be continued, to make such a recommendation to the
Cong:g on or before June 1, 1681. The Congress also provided that, in the eyant |
the ideht makes such a recommendation, which would permit enrollments in
the program beyond December 31, 1981, the House or the Senate could disapprove
such a recommendation. *
Although the time for the President to make this decision has not yet, of course,
been reached, it should be emphasized that in the conference report on the Depart-
ment of Defense Authorization Act, 1981, the conferees (House Report No. 96-1222,
p. 100 recommended that “the current VEAP Program funded by the Veterans’
Administration be extended to June 30, 1982, in order to provide sufficient time for
the Department of Defense to test and evaluate the pilot program contained in the
conference report.” This recommendation has great merit since the second test -
pr:fram, enacted in the authorization law ci above, is \iagergomg testing and ¥
evaluafion. Further, the President’s revised budget, submitted to the Congress 3
V weeks ago, reflects a similar recommendation for a l-year extension. We anticipate
.o sending a legislative proposal to the Congress in the near future to carry out this
recommendation. ~
I believe at this point it would be appropriate for me to provide the most recent
statistics orf participation in the VEAP program. Through January of this year, a
cumulative total of 321,159 individuals have elected to participate in the program
and have had deductions made from their military pay. Of this total, 183,429 are
currently having deductions made; 55,580 have suspended their allotments but are,
of course, eligible*in most cases to participate in the education benefits am
based on their previous contributions; and there are 82,160 individuals who have,
. for various reasons, had their allotment terminated and have received refunds of
_their contributions, : . :
Participation in VEAP has been increasing. In Calendar Year 1977, 42,934 VEAP
accounts were established, with total contributions of $11.7 million. In Calendar
Year 1980, 111,090 individuals joined the VEAP program, and contributed'a total of !
$119.1 million. However, the number of participants who were paid refunds has also
increased at an alarming rate: In Calendar Year 1977, 2 pércent of the participants
. . wete paid refunds compared with 40 percent who were refunded monéy in 1980.
\ Cumulative figures indicate that from 1977 through 1980, 25 percent of those who
e have ever participated have been paid refunds. In addition to the cumulative refund
; rate pf 25 percent, it is also significant to note that an additional 17 percent of all
/ active participants have terminated the allotment without requesting a refund. 1
, should point out .that this group of former participants could do one of several
p things. They could g;q;sibly resume_allotments at some future date. They could 0
* withdraw their funds, or they could initiate the use of benefits. Taken together,
allotments. terminated for any.reason make ,up 42 percent of the total ever active,
T would ‘also like to say a few words about dfu;{eter 32 trainees. An increasi
= number of participants who entered the military; after December 31, 1976, and who
\. authorized Kayroll deductions at the outset of ithe chapter 32 program in 1977,
completed their first enlistment (usually 3 yearsiduring Calenidar Year 1980, There
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has been a progressive rise in the number of chapter 32 trainees throughout the
past year with a substantig| increase during the last quarter of theéfyear.

< * CHANGES IN CHAPTER 31 o

. Mr Chairman, I would now like to turn to the stéps which we have taken, are
. taking, and will take to implement amendments to the vocational rehabilitation
3 .program enacted in Pub. L. No. 96-466. : .
) On October 30, 1980, we issued general instructions to ®ffect pay adjustments of
the 17 percent increase in subsistence allowance rates for all veterans in chapter 31
training on Octoher 1. This was followed on jNovember 7 by a comprehensive issue
on all provisions of the new law with instructions to the field for implementing
provisions effective October 1"and October 17. In addition to the rate increases,
there were a number of specific payment changes on which action was taken. J
Procedures were established for payment of nonpay training in a Federal agency at
the jnstitutional rate rather than the prior on-job training rate. A subsequent issue
in February 1981 éstablished procedures for making rehabilitation payment at -
the full-time subsistence allowance rate, rather than the rate at which training was
- completed. Finaeléy. subsistence allowances for veterans incarcerated for a felony
were distontinued. .
Phe law makes very specific and liberal provisions for the extension of eligibility
and entitlement of veterans who are %articipating in a vocational rehabiﬁltation
grogram on March 31. Therefore, on February 4, we issued comprehensive instruc-
" tions to assure that appropriate action is‘taken to continue these veterans in their .
° chapter 31 programs. .
Lf{ Chairman, the increases in the revolving fund loan limits has presented a
roblem in the way of implementation. The existing RFL (Revolving 1 Loan),
nefit is modified to increase the maximum loan which may be authorized from
$200 to an amount twice the monthly subsistence rate for a single veteran in
institutional training (currently $564). However, the total appropriated amount
available for loan was not increased, and special instructions had to be developed to
assure equitable distribution of available funds. .
Field stations have received detailed instructions which cover loan approval,
documentation of need, loan amodnt, and rﬁgayment. New loan requests will no .
. longer‘be approved until any outstanding RFL has been fully recouped. Due to '
bu getax;y canstraints, we are uiring Central Office approval of any loan in
excess of $20Q0. Additionally, cash loans have begn discontinued and all loans are
now disbursed by check from Hines Data Processing Center. A requeést for a $1.25
million supplemental appropriation is pending, and we are also preparing a request
for authority to transfer monies from the rea(g'ustment bengfits appropriation to the
RFL, as needed, so that we can more adequately carry out this provision of the law.
To facilitate action on provisions for staff development and research, a §pecial
unit has been established in the vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling Service at
Central Office. While some activities have been affected by budgetary constraints,
the unit has been active inn assisting regional offices with plans for staff develop-
ment directly related to performing assigned duties,.and those which will become
more sighificant as the new program comes into being. . .
In regard to the Veterans Advjsory Committee, nominations have been made and
. a charter for the Committee is under developnient. However, a final action cannot
& be taken until a new Administrator is named.” P '
* This mbstantxally completes my testimony on action which we have taken on °
provisions effective October 1 and October 17. I would now like to turn to what we
are doing in relation to tgrovisions which will become effective April 1. We have
eom%leted, and have in the process of distribution, issues dealing with chapter 31
-~ eliiiaility and entitlement, initial and extended evaluation, Individualized Written
i Rehabilitation Plan, election of chapter 34 rates by veterans with remaining entitle-
ment who are in chapter 31 programs, incarcerated veterans, authorization of ,
supplies, work measurement modifications, and new provisions for payment of sub-
. sistence allowance to hospitalized veterans, and during2xtended eVafuation.
4 I would like to touch briefly on some points which 1 believe are of concern to the
Committee There has been much discussion of criteria for entitlement to vocational
rehabilitation under new provisions of the law. Eligibility for and entitlement to
servicey are orﬁnized around two basic conc%pta flective April 1, employment
handicap must be shown jn eath case as part of the determinations of basic entjtle-
ment. ployment hand;ca means an impairment of the veteran’s ability to pre-
pare for, obtain, and retain employment consistent with such veteran’s aptitudes,
and abilities. Instructions have been prepared to carry out the congressional intent
that this determination be based upon the effects of the veteran’s serviceconnected

, " disability when copsidered in relation to other pertinent factors. Our instructions
I ’ . - 4 .
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also emp!xize the critical nature of this determination, and the need for thorough
analysis and documentation to assure equity and prevent error. . . .
i Serious employment handicap means a significant impairment of the veteran’s -
V2% ability to prepare for, obtain or retain employment. This determination is a key to
N ¢ extension beyond the 12 year period of eligibility and, in many cases, to authoriza—
B tion of more than 48 months of rehabilitation under chapter 51 alone. The criteri
being developed for determination of serious employment handicap incorporate our
. findings as to subgroups of service-disabled veterans found to be experiencing the
most difficulty in making a successful adjustment.
The individualization of servived and their delivery on a timely basis are critical
to the success of our rehabilitation efforts. The law reflécts our concern in the
rovisions for development of an Individual Written Rehabilitation Plan. An issue
. gas been prepared for VR&C field staff which provides guidelines in the dévelop-
Went and implémentation of the IWRP. All veterans in a E?vm of extended
evaluation 1 receive an IEEP (Individualized Extended uation Plan). All
veterans in a program of rehabilitation {raining will receive an FWRP. Employment
assistance services for all chapter 31 veterans will be outlined in an IEAP (Individ:
ualized Employment Assistance Plan). Althdugh the IEEP and IEAP are specialized
versions of the IWRP, the development, content and implementation of these plans
N i¥ essentially the same. The IWRP is designed to: .
A1) Improve the planning and coordination of the VA's multifaceted rehabilitation

ces; v
) Motivate the veteran and expand, the veteran's involvement in the develop-
\ mgt and management of his or her rehabilitation program; and
: (3) Improve the 4ccountability of rehabilitation service delivery.
Y- e believe this kind of individualized planning for veterans who are in need of
<services because of their service-connected disabilities will help us to better fulfill
eal purpose of the program. ' . . R
In regard to employment-related initiatives, we have been meeting with the -
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans Employment to develop regula-
tions and esoliciw for promoting and enhancing employment opportunities for serv
ice-disabled veterans whg have received vocational rehabilitation services under
chapter 31 or in a simjlar program ungder the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. We are
.. preparjng detailed instfuctions for field ‘staff in.the area of development and follow
through of .the individualized employment assistance plan, direct outreach efforts to
public and private employers, coordination with other agencies and programs. ip- .
volved in the placement process, and follow-up to ensure satisfactory adjustment in
em&loyment. . ° .
e are revising our work measurement and end product system to correspond ’
with changes in the chapter 31 program and we will follow up in June 1981 with a
comprehensive work measurement study to establish work rate stagdards for the
reorganized end products. )

Mr. Chair , one grea for future implgmentation is the pilot program of inde-
pendent living for seriotsly disabled veterans for whom a vocational goal is not
reasonably feasible. A maximum of 500 sefiously disabled veterans may be enrolled
in this program in each fiscal year with esrogram planning to begin in fiscal year
: 1981 and actual implementation scheduled for | year 1982 through fiscal year
- 1985, We are reass%sin%vour capability to carry out the pilot program in the light of
JI budgetary constraints. We do believe that implementation of this program can be
. agcomplished through very close coordination with the Department of Med‘icine and
o : Suﬁery and State rehabilitation agencies.

r. i , I would now like to briefly discuss some of our plans for continu-

ing implementation of our program. ’ . ¥

Once all basic instructions aresin place we will conduct an inservice training .

~ program to heg) assure uniform and equitable program administration. We believe )
. the policies and procedures which have been developed to implement the chapter 31
P amendments provide a solid basis for administration of the new program. We
R anticipate development and Eublieation for comments of new regulations to imple-

: . ' ment Public Law No. 96-466.by September 1981. - -

EDUCATION LOAN PROGRAM

“

Jy Wz

‘ The education loan program, which began in 1975 with the enactmq'nt of Public
. Law No. 93-508, came about because of congressional concern that veterans residin
. in certain States where education.was net beavily subsidized, or who chose to attent

a private institution, were in fact unable o do 80 even with VA assistance since the
cost of tuition exceeded the veterans’ resources. Senate Report No. 93-907, which
i accompanied S. 2784, provided the following rationale for the VA education loan )
. . ~ program: . ' : ’ Lt
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[Flor those veterans choosing to pursue a course of education leading to a
standard college degree and attending certain higher cost institutions additional
sums, even beyond the rate increases . . . will be'required. . .

The loan program was designed to be a supplemental program, one that was
meant to ﬁlr the gap between the veteran’s available income and the cost of an
education at the institution sel by the veteran. .

Public Law No. 93-508 limited oan to $600 in any one reglar academic year.
A loan fee of 3 percent was also deducted from the approved loan amount. The
purpose was to provide a fund to insuxe against defaults. Any default was to be
treated as an overpayment. To be eligible, a veteran or dependent had to be enrolled
in an apﬂroved educational  institution on at Yeast a half-time basis, either in a
course which led to a standard college degree or in a vocational course which
required the equivalent of at least 6 months full-time, training for completion.
Probably the largest eligibility hurdle in this early program was the requirement
that the applicant must have sought and been unable to obtain a loan under the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program (GSLP), ) '

On October 15, 1976, Public Law No. 94-502, The Veterans’ Education and Em-
loyment Assistance Act of 1976, was enacted. This, law increased the maximum
oan for a regular academic year to $1,500 .and increased, the aggregate education

loan arilgunt to $292 multiplied by the number of months of remaining entitlement.

Public Law No. 94-502 also required that the rate of interest charged be comparable

to that imposed on loans under part B of Title IV of the Higher Education Act™of

1965. This last provision caused the interest rate on VA education loans to drog

from 8 percent to 7 percent. All these changes became effective.on Qctober 1, 1976.

One reason for the substantial increase from $600 to $1,500 was to make the loan
" more attractive to the veteran population.

While Public Law No. 94-502 did increase the loan amount, it did not alter the
lender refusal stipulation in the law. We believe it should be pointed out that'the
Guaranteed Student Loan Program in the Officg of Education was intended- hsllg
high-risk students, unable to get loans from regular commercial lenders. Since
apilicants had to be turned down by GSLP, obviously this created an even higher-
tisk, self-selected group which needed extraordinary assistance under extraordinar-
ily risky.conditions, by design. A

The VA Education Loan Program was next amended by Public Law No. 95-202,
the GI Bill Improvement Act of 1977, and enacted on November 23, 1977. This law
.increased the maximum lon amount for ani\; one regular academic year to $2,500;
gave the Adniinistrator authority to waive the requirement that noncollege degree

students and vocational objective students must be enrolled in a program requiringv

6 months or more to complete, arid, in addition, did away with the requiren
VA loan applicants-seek and be unable_to obtain HEW-gdaran loans before
receiving a VA education loan.
Public Law No 95-202 also provided for the use of remaining entitlement after
delimiting date as eligibility for an education loan when certain conditions are met.
In February of 1978, the Veterans Administration conducted a survey of the
education loaR program. The results of this survey; indicated that essentially there
was no relationship between tuition levels and program participation. We found
that two factors, other than tuition levels, contributed to high participation 1n the

' program.

These faetors wete the cost of living and economic conditions. In afeas where the
cost of living was relatively high, loan activity was, also high, even in free tuition
schobls. Lean activity was also High in economically depressedareas, even in low
tufition schools. We also found that there was an apparent lack of intent to repay
the loan on the part of large numbers of veterans. The survey also predicted that
the high default rate would rise. o :

Subsequent to that survey, we amended our loan processing guidelines to tighten
approval standards. While this. action temporarily reduced the average loan
amount, it had no impact on the default rate. In March 1980, pursuant to authority
containkd in Public Law No. 95-476, we amended VA regulations to limit loans to
those fases where tuition and fees are at least $700 for the school year. This action
has ndt served to curtail the continued rise in the default rate. -

We dafiriot continue to support a program in which money provided for education
expenses is realli' being used to support a lifestyle and to pay for goods and services
not even remotely connected to the pursuijt of an education. If money loaned out is
being improperly used for purposes not’related to getting an education, it must be
seriously questioned whether or not the program is a success. .

Recently, Public Law No 96-466, enacted on October 17, 1980, amended the loan

’

program to make lzgns available to those pursuin% flght training. These new loans ¢

- are available only to those VA flight training stu ents who are reimbursed at the
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B(l-gecpént level, The veterans may be eligible for Veterans Administration educa-
tion lons in amounts up to $2,500 per academic gear.

As for education loan activitz in fiscal year 1980, we disbursed 7,846 loans worth
sligbhtly under $6.7 million. This represents a decrease of 30 percent from loans
disbursed in fi year 1979. : -

Durin&athe same period, 16,511 loans with a value of about §7.9 million ma-
tured—that is to say. the¥ became due for rege?me.nt. Defaults experienced during
the fiscal year numbered 13,122 and were valued at just over $14 million.

As of gecember 1980, the cumulative loan protgram reveals that 51,751 or 67

rcent of the loans have matured with a value of $49.5 million. Out of this total,

. ,’IOEe‘li.oans are in default totaling $326 million, or 67.1 percent of the loans
matu

Our continued administrative collection actions for the loan program reveals that
$2.04 mullion has been collected on loans in répayment status and $1.34 million has
been collected on defaulted loans. This totals 85838 million.returned to the loan fund
and 15 a combination of cash collections and deductions from other VA benefits paid
to the borrower. Our total collections during fiscal year 1980 of $3.38 million is an
increase of 98 percent over fiscal year 1979, The use of VA attorneys in the enforced
collection of debts authorized by Public Law No. 96-466 should provide a greater
increase in collections. -

The agency recently submitted the afinual report of defaulted loans by education-
élo institutions to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of both Houses of these

* OVERPAYMENT—DEBT COLLECTION

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to turn to the subject of ove?ayments which !ou
asked us to adpress. The provisions of Public Law No. 96-460 pertaining to debt
collection were! (1) offset frdm current benefits beyond expiration of the statute of

imitations; (2) use of VA Bistrict Counsels for enforced collection on accounts; &)

charging interest on delinquent accounts and those being collected by installment;

¢+ and (4) reporting delinquent accounts to consumer reporting agencies (CRA’s). We

have always offset from current benefits without regard to the statute of limita-
tiong, However, because of a recent disagreement between the Géneral Accounting
Office and the De| ent of Justice as to the legalit%vof this policy, it was deemed
prudent to requ 1eiislation to remove any doubt. We are, therefore, continuing
this policy under Public Law No. 96-466. An agreement was signed on October 17,
1989; between VA and the Department of Justice meeting the intent of the second
—We ls-for enforced. collection on ac-
counts $1,200 or less, which I will,discuss in more detail later in my testimony.
Implementation of thefinal two provisions has been delayed pending expansion of
our computer capacity. In*effect, implemeritation necessitates the reactivation of all
terminated accounts because the debtor must first be notified of -our intent to
charge interest and report to CRA's. This will triple the total number of accounts
(education, compensation and pension overpayments, and loan guaranty defaults) in
the active system, rendefing the &x"oject impossible to handle on existing computer
hardware at our St. Paul DPC. With the upcoming change in the St. Paul DPC
operations, we anticipate the availability of computer capacity in 1982. .
Since we plan to staff up to the personnel allowed for debt collection in our fiscal
year 1982 budget, we anticipate no major adverse effect on our debt co!lection

efforts, .

. At the end ‘of January 1981, the dollar vajue of education receivables on_hand
showed a decrease of .5 percent from Januarg 1980—from $403.2 million to $401.2
million. The January 81, 1981, balance of $401.2 million included $63.9 million on
hand at the Department of Justice, while the January 31, 1980, balance included
$57.8 million at Justice. In March 1978, our Centralized Accounts Receivable Section
(CARS) be%an refeércing education receivables,over $600 directly to the Department
of Justice for enforced collection when VA administrative efforts were unsuccessful,
These accounts however, remain under VA ‘accountahility. .Prior to March 1978,

theése receivables- were referred to the General Accounting Office (GAO) which

.assumed the accountability for the accounts transferred to them. Consequently, they
were removed from the VA's books. Thus, in order to'get a true comparative picture
of the bdlagce for which the VA has collection nsibility, we could deduct the
balance on hand at Justice from the VA’s balance. This gives us $345.4 million as of
January 31, 1980, and $337.2 million as of January 31, 1981, a decrease of $8.2
million, or 2.4 percent. .

Establisiments for the first 4 months of fiscal year 1981 decreased by 17 percent
from the first 4 months of fiscal year 1980, dropping from $88 million to $73 million..

Total. dispositions were down for the same period, drapping.from $103.3 million to
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$92.4 million, a 10.5 percent decrease. The decrease in dispositions is partially

~= reflected in our refe: to Justice which are not included in our dispesition figures

since they remain on our books, and are yet uncollected.
When we add our referrals to Justice, we show ii:é)osition figures for fiscal year
981 through January 31 of $74.2 million as compared to 379 million for fiscal year

80 throtigh Jahuary 81, a decrease of $4.8 million or 6.1 percent. The decrease in

positions is also partially attributable to the fact that terminated accounts total-
ing $5.1 million were converted to active accounts for the purpose of conducting a
test for cost effectiveness in collecting old uncollectable debts.

With regard 4o the agency collection program, our initial efforts consisted of a 1-
year test to determine whether such a program could be cest-effective. The test
Proved that the ag , with adequate resources, conduct a cost effective debt
collection program. e?egreparing the fiscal year 1981 and fiscal year 1982 budget
submissions, we anticipated a permanent but limited continuation of the program in
fiscal g'ear 1981 and an expanded program in fiscal year 1982. Congress further

*expanded the program providing funding for 300 positions for fiscal year 1981.
Because of the t concern with the need to reduce Federal employment, the
‘Veterans Administration was'only allocated 120 of the positions, and under the one

7 Tfor two hiring freeze in effect at that time, we -would have been permitted to fill

only 60 of those positions. Accordingly, we requested an exemption from the freeze,
which are approved by OMB on Jan 19, 1981, but was not received until the
new freeze was instituted by President an on the day of his inauguration. A
second request for exeption from the freeze was approved on February 24, 1981,
and sve are currently in_the process of completing hiring for these 120 vacancies.

In May 1980, anticipating obtaining resources mandated by Congress in the fiscal
year 1981 HUD-Independent Appropriations Act, we took necessary action to divert

“ all $600-31,200 debt cases for referral to .District Counsels. The creation of this

workload was not foreseen when determining resources necessary for this program
for either fiscal year 1981 or fiscal year 1982, nor was the Congress aware of the
potential for such a-workload at the time the determination was made as to the
number of positions needed to conduct this program. We estimate there are present-

. ly in_excess of 200,000 cases in the system which could, within our administration

ability to do such referrals, be forwarded to the offices of the District Counsels
within the next year There are in addition to the normal monthly referrals which
can be anticipated to range from 8,000 to 12,000 per month. .

It appears that for the remainder of fiscal year 1981 we may have a total of 179
positions in our Regional and District Counsel offices devoted to a p. antici-
pated, when' it was fully implemented, to require twice that nymber. With staffing
in fiscal year 1982 expected to increase to 318, agency wide, we will still have only
the minimum staff determined necessary for nationwide expansion of the collection_
effort to include all cases up to $1,200 and all t: of receivables. --

Accordingly, if staffing levels are to be at 179 for 1981 and 318 in 1982, we must
recognize that inroads on the workload will be short of what we would like. Referral
of cases to District Counsels will be controlled to most effectively handle both new
and older cases. .,

We have been asked to.consider for 1982 the use of private collection agencies for
routine collections. The General Accounting Office has’ published a report contain-
ing a conclusion that Federal agenéies are not permitted to contract for collection of
Government indebtedness without special legislation providing for such activity.
With such legislation, all prelitigation on such debts could be contracted out, retain-
ir;g litigation jurisdiction with the Government. In addition, use of IRS levy and set-
oft from tax refunds is being considered and would be an effective and relatively
inexpensive means of collection. We believe that given our lack of resources and the
extensive restructuring needed to our comgutenzed referral system, the results of
this effort were satisfactory Thus far in this pr?,gram we have been guccessful in
resolving more than $2.2 million of the debts referred for ‘collection. This includes
$515,700 in cash; $1,107,300 in recoupments, corrections ahd other noncash recover-
ies, as well as repayment plans secured by promissory notes of $676,700. Computing
all types of resolutions of debts referred to our offices for collection, it would appear
that estimates as to our collections ($10 million in fiscal year 1981 and.$24.million
in fiscal year 1982) would have been attainable had the resources contemplated hy
Congress been made available for this effort. . L ) ’

In_ other developments, in April 1979, we entered into a contract with IRS to
furnish addressed of veterans with ove ments. Through January 31, 1981, we
referred a totnl of 306,664 accounts to IRS for address information, The accounts
referred include compensation, pension and Joan guaranty, as well as education. We
are actively pursuing collection on those accounts for which the IRS has provided a
good address. The problem with these cases, however, is that if the debtor refuses to
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pay and a credit report i1s required to deternine the course of further collection a

action, the Veterans Adminstration i$ preclyded from going to a contractor for a
credit réport.using the address provided by IRS Nevertheless, we anticipate some
increase in dispositions due to our IRS locator service. Legislation pending before
Coggr%s would correct this problem. - .
b ucation loan defaults are included in the total amounts we are speaking of
ere. R
In March of 1979, we issued instructions to field stations requiring that'no home
loan guarantees be approved for veterans who have outstanding educational over
payments until such debts have been repaid, or until repayment arrangements
satisfactqry to the VA have been made. Results from this grogram hav{been highly
satisfactory. For the period May 1979 through January 19¥1, cumulative cash collec-
tions under this new program totaled $9.7 million. Also, based upon established
repayment plans and offsets due to reentrance into traiming, an additional $24
mithén n collections can be anticipated for the remainder of fiscal year 1981
. P ;

H.R. 2391

. Chairman, you have asked for our views on H.R. 2391, a bill recently intro-
duckfl by Representative Daschle. This measure would provide a one-shot, 2-year
exténsion of the delimiting period for Vietnam era veterans to pursue programs.of
on-job tramning (other than apErenglcahip) or programs of education with a voca-
tional objective (other than flight training). } = . ° :

+ The 2-year period would commence to ruip October 1, 1981, or the first day of the

third calendar month following the date of enactment, whichever is later Educa-

tional assistance could be provided only if the veteran has been determined by a

counselor at a readjustment counseling fenter, a VA medical facility, a State

employment office, or a veterans’ assistdnce office ds being in need of such a

gerogram or course. Following completion of a program by a Veteran, the VA would
called upon to pyovide necessary employment counseling.

We are opposed td any further extensions of the current 10-year delimiting period:
for these veterans since any extension would not be consonant with the readjust-
ment intent of the current GI Bill program. We also believe that enactmént of such
an extension would lead to other recommendations for extensions We can also
foresee that this proposal could result in additional abuse of our educational pro-
grams since there are many vogationalschnglgbwhich use a variety of devices to
enroll a large number of VA stullents, followed By heavy attrition as these students
fail to complete the course. '

Training unskilled veterans in vocational sehools is not a guarahtee of successful
job placement even as to those who complete the course. Also, we beligve there aré
other Federal ﬁrograms available under which these individuals may be provided
the education t egr need to obtain necessary job skills. »

We note that the proposal also would result in an extension of cprrospdndence
training. The Administration has proposed legislation which wouldterminate the
authority for pursuit of correspondence training- effective July 1, 1981. Thus, we
strongly oppose any new althority to pursue such training, since it does_not lead to
substantial employment and it has been found that man{ individuals hadcused this .
type of program primarily for recreational or avocational purposes. '

\ N

.

EFFECTS OF anqr:r CUTS

Mr. Chairman, you asked for our views on-the impact of budget cuts ofj claims
processing timeliness. . .

. As you may know, I have previously testifiéd concerning possible restructuring of
the Department of Veterans Benefits to accommodate the employment projected in
the March revision of the 1982 budget. C »

The scheduled loss of approximately 1,879 Full-Time Equivalent (FTE) positions
Reductions in some l1)::;'ogram activities and possible regionalization of operations
involving delivery of beneéfits are currently under consideration.

At this time, no firm plans have been made regarding regionalization of the
adjudieation, loan guaranty, and supportingsservice activities. Looking down the,
road, some form of regionalization would appear to be inevitable in view of the\
anticipated vastly improved “TARGET” capabilities, which would relieve us of
reliance on reference to claims folders. There.is no way that any positive action to
effect. regionalization can be taken this fiscal year. This leaves us with accommodat-
ié: to the reduction in employment in both Central Office and in Q Regional

ices. . [ ' : .

The schedule reduction of adjudication personnel in the field by 620 positions
will have the obvious effect of increasing the workload for the remainimg adjudica-
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tion personnel. We have conducted a specjal review of our work processes and
believe we can institute procedures which will permit us to provide benefit sexvices
at reasonable levels. As we move into this we will keep the Committee informed of
plans, chanesﬁ in procedures, and their impact on o rations.
The scheduled reduction of Veterans Services Division personnel by 496 FTE
itions causes some changes in emphasis. Specifically, such a reduction will affect
SD field elements that are currently concerned with compliance surveys, educa-

4 o L4

“ tion visits, outreach activities, approval processing, EEOC programs and- State ap-

proving agency reimbursement contract administration, Where adjustments must be
made in activities which are legislatively mandated, w8 will consider the submission
for rescission legislation. The areas of compliance surveys.and outreach will be
subject to &lose.scrutiny orr qur part. T—

In the Vocational Rehabilitation and Couns&iéﬁ Service, we must reduce person-
ne} to a level of 566 FTE positions going into Fi Year 1982. These reductions will
inipede full implementation of the Vocational Rehiabilitation program enhance-
ments mandated by' the law, but our commitment is to administer the law to the

. . maximuin extent possible. . . > -
Certain decentralized- counseling locations must be terminated to facilitate the — -

consolidation of available VR&C manpower resources. Fee-basis guidance center
funds for Fiscal Year 1981 and Fiscal Year 1982 will be distributed to provide for a
continuation of Counseling services in those areas where direct VA counseling
services must be terminated. - P -
« Available Yesources, of necessity, will be targeted to provide services to the most
‘ severe{;' disabled. Counseling services available by ret}uat from VR&C staff under
other VA education programs will be provided only as feasible. -
In summary, Mr. irman, I can only say that these reductions represent a real
challenge for us. We are prepared to meet the challenge and while there will be
displacement of persortnel this fiscal year, wg expect our program aliministration to
continue at an acceptable level. ™ . ]
. Our plans on regionalization are in the formative e. Guidance furnished us
indicated centralization, implying one location. We are P ning on regionalization
to three centers. No sites e been selected. We are’working with the GSA on
possible locations adequate to accommodate such an operation.
We 'have not progressed t6 the point of having costs of*such regionalization
coﬁz'ﬁtfxl_z%d and will not have final figures until sites are selected and staffing needs
0 X .

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. We will be pleased to respond to
questions on our programs.

- -

STATEMENT oF DoNALD H. ScHwas, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE,
VETERANS OF ForEiGN WARS 6F THE UNITED STATES >

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee: Thank you for the privilege of
appearing before this distinguished Subcommittee to present the views of the Veter-
ans of Foreign Wars of the United States. ‘

My name is Donald H. Schwab and it is my privil%e to serve the more than 1.9,
‘million men and women eof the Veterans of Foreign Wars as their National Legisla-
tive Director. .. '

Mr. Chairman, the programs under consideration today are all administered by
the Department of Veterang’ Benefits of the Veterans ‘Adyministration. This depart-
ment, as others within the VA, has heen under-funded and under-staffed the last
several years and that which is in the offing does not auger well for the services to
which our veterans are entitled by Congress.

In the fiscal year 1980, employment within the DVB was 16,914. The Carter
Administration would, have reduced that ndmber in 1981 by 149 and in 1982 by
another 444 to 16,351 tlor a total reduction 'of 593. Now, the revised Reagan Adminis-
tration budget as of March 10, 1981 proposés even deéper cuts in the DVB of 377 in
1981 and an additional 1,874 in 1982 for a two year cut of 2,251 personnel or.a total
DVB strength of 14,521 or 1,800 less than the Carter Admiristration p . The
ramifications of these personnel reductions will be far reaching and devastating
unless-Congress acts to restore adequate personnel levels. Information available to
the V.F.W. indicates that the 58 VA Regional Offices will be congolidated into three
for & savings of $46,4 million with all clajms adjudicated in the Central Office. This
will greatly restrict the ability of vetérans and their survivors to file claims, be

roperly represented dnd,impede the procpssing of claims and disbursements of
nefits, to which’ entiueé. ith this ominous Qackground, let us examine the
programs under consideration. . . .
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. at the start must be at least 50 percent of the wages paid for
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. .
Mr. Chagrman, approximately 6Q percent of all Vietndm-era veterans have taken
advantage of educational- assistance under the provisions of Chapter 34, 38 YSC 4nd
some 474,000 are presently availing themselves of this benefit The Carter Adffinis-
tration contemplated extending by two years the ten year delimiting date for
certain disadvantaged Vietnam veterans in fiscal year 1982 at an anticipated cost of
$62.9 million. By current Resolution No. 757, the V.F W supports eliminating the
delimiting date and_extending benefits from 45 to 48 months However. the revised
Reagan Administrafion budget eliminates the previously proposed two year exten
sion.
- .;.35 you are aware, Mr. Chairman, both the Carter and Reagan budgets would
eliminate correspondence and flight training for a savings of $322 million. The
V.F.W. opposes curtailment or elimination of earned veteran benefits and privileges
as enunciated in Resslution No. 697. it would, indeed, be insensitive to deny corre-
spondence courses to those Vietnam veterans so severely disabled that they are
house-bound. - s
The post Vietnam-era Veterans' Educational Assistance Program (VEAP) author-
1zed by Chapter 32, 38 USC 1s a contributory one for members of the all volunteer
“force entrstingafter December 31, 1976. Eacir doltar contributed by the member is
matched by two by the Veterans Administration. Under the provisions of Public
Law 96-466 active duty personnel may contribute not less than $25 per month nor
more than $100 with a maximum limit of $2,700. Participation in the program,

which was intended and heralded as a recruiting vehicle, has been disappointing *

with only some 17,000 participating at present. No new enrollments will be permit-
ted after December 31, 1981 unless extended by law in which case full funding
would be by the Department of Defense rather than the Veterans Administration
Notwithstanding, the Carter Administration proposed extending the termination
date until December 31, 1982 at a cost to the VA, not DOD, of $30.5 million The
V.F.W. has no current position with respect to this program. We are, however
supporting @ more comprehensive educational program for active duty personnef‘
presently under consideration by Congress.

The Vocational Rehabilitation prstzgram authorized by Chapter 31, 38 USC for
disabled veterans has becn used b 1,000 since 1943 and there are presently more
than 14,000 in the program. Public Law 96-466, the “Veterans Rehabilitation and
Education Amendments of 1980” greatly expanded and enhanced the program.
However, and unfortunately, once again we have a law on the books for which the
necessary fuhding and personnel are to be denied. The revised Reagan Adinistra-
tion 1981 and 1982 budgets eliminate the new vocational rehabilitation initiatives
by redycing the funding by $4 million and personnel by 170.

TheApprenticeship and on-the-job training programs of the Veterans Administra-
tion are authorized gﬁ' Chapter 34, 38 USC, Benefits are payable following approval
of the training by the appropriate State ApﬁrOving Agenciy Apprenticeship pro-
grams are subject to stindards published by the Secretary of Labor in 29 USC 50a.
Although the OJT. program has had the highest completion rate of all GI Bill

_ trainees, 95 percent, use by Vietnam veterans has declined Wue, it is believed, to a
lack of employer incentives. In general, the employer must indicate with reasonable
ce ty a job will be available upon completion of training. Wagles paid the trainee

e target job. Such
wages must be increased at regular intervals so that in the last month of training
they are at least 85 percent of wages paid on*the target job. Benefits payable by the
VA under these programs are lower than thos¥ paid veterans pursuing undergrad-

Juate or graduate work because of wages paid by the emplgger. A single veteran in
apprenticeship or OJT training receives from the VA $226 each of.the first six
months, "$169 a month the second six months, $133 every month the_third six
months and $56 monthly the fourth and any succeeding six months; while those
single fufl—time students in institutions of higher learning presently receive $§42 per
month throughout their 45 months of ‘entitlement. '

W3

Mr. Chairman, our, current Resolution No. 648 opposes funding clits in either b,

" State Approving Agencies’or the on-thejob, training 'pro m. Unforfunately, the
current . Administration’s 1981 budget would reduce funding for State Approving
Agencies by $3.9 million and in 1982 by another $9.7 million which would require
the VA to assyme this fesponsibility in the face of severe personnel reductions

* previously putlined. ° ’ , . :
Mr. Chairman, employment of veterans within the agency in one area where'the *
Veterans Administration has established an enviable record. Of their 234,800 em- |

ployees, 86,170 (76,382 menzand 9,788 women)-or 86.6 pércent enjoy veterans’ prefer-

* ence; 42,531 or 18 ‘Percent are Vietnam veterans and 9,925 or 4 percent are disabled
e

veterans thding terans Readjustment Appointments. - . . -
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The Veterans Administration’s involvement in employment programs for veterar;s)
is senerally restricted to the vocatjonal rehabilitation program, the apprenticeship
and on-the-job training programs &nd coordination with the Department of Labor
with res; to veterans employment programs under their jurisdiction.

Mr. Chairman, the single piece of legislation under consideration today is H.R.
2391, introduced by the Honorable Thomas A. Daschle, a member of this Subcom-
mittee, to amend Chapter 34, 38 USC to establish a vocational training®program for
veterans of the Vietiam era. Such training would be available for a two year period

.commencing with the fiscal year 1982 or the third month following enactment of the

legjslation, whicheveNjs later, if recommended by proper authority; namely, a
couﬁ'selgr at a readjustment counseling center, a state employment office, a veterans
assistanite.office or a Veterans Administration’ medical facilitf'. .
THe VF.W, certainly applauds the intent of the instant legislation, particularly
since the unemiployment rate for Vietnam veterans ages 25 to 29 is 11.1 percent
while that for non-veterans in the same aFe grou(f is 8.5 percent. Althgugh we
support passage of the bill, we do so onlg' if full funding to carry out the provisions
thereof can be assured. As a matter of fact, our Resolution No. 758, entitled “New
Leplslative Initiatives,” mandates us to “. . , press the Congress.of the United
States to appropriately fund all egislative intitatives rather than eliminate or
reduce existing entitlements to provide funding therefore,” The necessity .for full
fuliding assurance is-paramount in view of_ pending budget and persorinel cuts
within the Veterans Administration which, Tfpél§tainedmill eliminate or curtail
benefits directly affecting Vietnam veterans. AN .
Cited resolutions are appended and this conclude%\@timony. Mr. Chairgpan.
Thank you. BN .

ResoLutioN No. 757 v . ~

Vlm‘NAM-BRA G.I. BILL EDUCATIONAL BENEFITS . h
A

N

Whereas, our great -organization recognized that each generation of veterans has
needs different from those of earlier eras; and :

Whereas, the Vietnam war took place during a period of vast changes stemming
in part from the camplexities of new technology that have created a highly industri-
al, urbanized societ¥‘; and - £

Whereas, since the last increase in educational benefits in 1977, we have wit-
nessed a double-digit inflation rate where the costs of education have exceeded the
rate of inflation; and ’,

Whereas, the retufns from such programs have far exceeded the Federal invest-
ment therein; and . . ~ - .

Whereas, many Vietnam veterans, for a number of reasons, have not had the
opportunit avail themselves of these benefits; now, therefore, be it -~ .

esolved, by the 8lst National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the

United States that we seek the ﬁassa[ie of legislation to amend the Vietnam-Era
Education and Training Act which would (1) extend entitlement thereunder from 45
to 48%mionths; (2) secure an_increase in benefit levels at least comparable to the
increase in the Consumer Price Index; and (3) rémove the delimiting date on
eligibility for such benefits. o - : .

A{!:Xted by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in Chicago, Illinois, Al;gust 15-21, 1980. 4

. " ResoLutioN No. 697 .

. o

OPPOSE CURTAILMENT OR ELIMINATION OF EARNED VETERAN BENEFITS AND
. PRIVILEGES . .

Whereas, there is a growing trend toward reduction of the earned benefits and
entitlements of'véterans, their spouses, delpendents and survivors which were explic-
itly promised or, provided by law or regulation in recognition of the hardships and
dangers of service life; and . e ., L e E

'hereas, thé erosion of the earned benefits and entitlements are detrimental to

* the mgrale of veterans, active, reserve and retired; and - .

Whereas, the coniifued erosion and reduction of earned benefits and entiflements
will adversely affect maintaining an effective and efficient military force needed for

- 'the secul;i‘tf'_of the United States; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United ‘States, that we oppose all efforts by any individual, group, organization,
government office, bureau or agency, or the ‘6nited States Con(ress. to discriminate

~
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OPPOSE FUNDING CUTS OF

4 C

dan, discharged under honorable conditions, or to eliminate Jr curtail

in any manner their earned bgnefits or privilefgw.

UA'dbgsted by the 81st National Convention o
ni

the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
0, Illinois, August 15-21, 1980.

Resorution No. Q‘_t)S .

TE APPROVING AGENCIES AND ON-THE~JOB TRA;ININ&

Whereas, the Veterans’ Administration is supporting legisiation which would cut

state educational approving
glhereas, that cut in fun

budgetary cut.of the Veterans), Edmi}r,xistration;

ency funding by over 50 percent; and
represents a

erehs, the proposed bill would eliminate funding for State Approving Agencies

for apprenticeship an

d on-the-job training, reversing the policy established by Con-

digproportionate share of the total ~
an

gress over 35 *gars r:fo by elimirating state and local input and giving all approval
powers to the Federal government; now, therefore, be it . :
Resolved, by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States, that our opposition to such a drastic and disproportionate cut be
communicated by letter to the members of the House and Senate Committees on
Veterans Affairs in Conﬁress. :
Aglgsted by the 81st National Convesrtion of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States held in Chicago, Illinois, August 15-21, 1980. -

. ResorutioN No. 758

‘
/ NEW LEGISLATIVE INITIATIVES

Yhereas, during the current Con there have been efforts made to reduce
Federal spending and to balance the Federal budget; and ~

Whereas, at the same time, legislative initiatives have been advanced by the
Co‘%:-ws that have provided much needed veterans’ assistance programs; and

ereas, the Veterans of -Foreign Wars of the United States has historically

0 the reduction, elimination, or erosion of earned entitlements and benefits;

Whereas, there is a demonstrated trend within the Congress to eliminate or,
reduce established veterans’ benefit programs to provide the needed funds for newly
enacted measures; now, thereforg, be it - ' :

Resolved, by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States that we strongly press the Con of the United States to appropri-
ately fund all new legislative initiatives rather than eliminate or reduce existing
entitlements to provide funding therefore, ¢ :

Ag)gted by the 81st National Convention of the Veterans of Foreign Wars'of the
United States held in Chicago, Hlinois, August 15-21, 1980.

STATEMENT oF MAX J. BRILKE, LecisLATIVE COUNSEL, THE NATIONAL ‘

ABSOCIATION FOR UNIFORMED SERVICES N

Mr. Chairmian, and members of the subcommittee, I welcome the opportunity to

present the views of the National Association for Uniformed Services to this distin-

i,

guished panel. s , '
The National Association for Uniformed Services (NAUS) is unique in that our -

memberghip represents.,

rsonnel and
their wives and wido

sranks of career and non-career service
, and reserve

Our membership includes active, reti

Eersonnel of .all seven unifgrmed services; Navy, Air Force, Marines, Coast
uard, Public Health Se ‘and fte Nati ic and Atmospheric Adminis- ,
tration.. With such a membship,Jwe are able to draw informatian frony a broad
base for-ourlegislative activities; -~ - A

The military services today. are suffering.'a serious-shortaf;e of highly qualified
and experlenced, NCO’s and CPO’s. They are leaving. the military for various rea-
sons, most of which can be corrected by Congress. Some of the reasons for getting
out are low pay, family separations due to duty assignments, and the desire to go to
school before losing educational benefits. This last reason is due to on 1662

paralgraph {e) Chapter 34, Title 38, USC, which “No educational ‘assistance
shall be afforded. an; eligible veteran under this ter or Chapter 36 of this title
after December 31, 1989. . ' . ..

This paragzaph requires that mid-level NCO’s and CPOW: a dedision. They

ogn either remain on active duty and forfeit_their education nefits, or they can
get Out,pf the, service to talse advantage of their edubational™y nefits and forfeit
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their military retirement. This is a tough decision for many to make because it. is
almost a no-win proposition. . e Py
The military person who entered service prior to January 1, 1977 must get out

within the next four years or lose educatiorial assistance benefits. This is unfair to .

-the service member and to our country.

AUS is not alone in believing that the 1980 delimiting date is unfair; so.do
marly other organizations and individuals; Among these are Representative G.
William Whitehurst, serving hi$ seventh term, representing Virginia's 2nd District
and Representative Duncan Hunzerd serving hjs first term as ‘Representative to
California’s 42nd District. It is interesting to note that FreAhman Durican Hunter
feels so strongly about removing this delimiting date that the first bill he introduced
after coming to Washington was a bill to remove it.

NAUS recommends that, as a minimush, a veteran be allowed five years from
date’ of last discharge or release from active_duty to take advantage of, educational
benefits. Ten years should be the maximum. NAUS would support legislatién ex-
tending the time frame dny number.of years between five and ten.

In recent weeks this subcommittee has hedsd many hours éf oral testimony and
read hundreds of pages of written testimony concerning the establishment of a new
GI Bill. From time tc?time, the retention incentive factor expected from a new GI
Bill has been cited by many witnesses. The current delimiting date is serving as a
disincentive. This was clearlg .'F;)zi’nted out by Rear Admiral Oﬁg, Director of U.S.
Navy Military Personnel an ining Division, Office df the Chief of Naval Oper-
ations in his statement before the subcommittee on Manpo®er and Personnel of the
Sepate Armed Services Committee on Military Con\pensation, on Marcl; 18, 1980.

* Admiral Hogg’s statement in part reads:

“With respect to educational benefits, the termination of the Vietnam era GI Bill
benefits is serving as a disincentive to service for the career force., Because the
benefits will terminate on December 31, 1989, service membets who entered active

" duty after 1969 must leave active duty prior to twent{ years of service in order to
e

benefit. Forty-one percent of our third term personnel aving the Navy at this time
rank “To keep from losing my GI Bill Benefits” as one of the most important factors
in their separation decision. The expiration date is nat only costly to the Navy in
terms of lost skill and experience of those who leave, but it anduly penalizes those
who choose to serve their country. I consider the extension of the GI Bill benefits as
an important prerequisite to improved career retention.”’ °

If removal of the delimiting date keeps half of that forty-ohe percent in the
service, the action would have to be considered successful. The longer Congress
delgys, the greater number of qualified people will have left the military service
simply to use théir benefits. Congress must decide how much longer they want this
exodus to continue. The number of vacancies in critical skills increases each day—

On March 17, 1980 this subcommittee heard the Coast Guard testify that the 1989
delimiting date was the biggest disincentive to a Coast Guard career. ~ »

The “Educational Incentives Study” published by the Office of Assistant Secretary
of Defense (Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics) en February 9, 1980 also
addressed the 1989 delimiting date.

Chapter 2 of this study contains the remark:

“Since the inception of, the All-Volunteer Forcé (AVF) ongoinf and proposed
Delfense educational incentives have been evaluated against the following criteria;

2.0, ’

5. The incentive should not require the recirient to leave the military in order to
obtain the benefits, ard it should be compatible with other recruitment or retention
incentives.” a . .

One of the U.S. Air Force’s Recommendations to,this study was: -

“t5) The current 1989 delimiting date on the yse of GI Bill education entitlements
lshoul'd be extended to 10 years after retiremenf or separation, or 1989, whichever is

ater.” . . ’

One of the U.S. Navy's Comments in the stu ly was: | _ .

"Since all benefits under the GI*Bill ‘terminate in 1989, the year 1985 may be
critical for the services. Personnel who enlisted lprior to January 1,.,1977 are not
eligible for VEAP Manyscareer oriented personnel desiring to take advantage of the
educational benefits of the GI Bill, who would not, reach eligibility for retirement
until af¥er 1989, may be.influenced by this and leave the sérvice. The results of a
survey tekén“of 1,314 enlisted personnel separating in 1979 showed_that ‘to keep'
from losing GI benefits’ was among the top ten factors affecting career decision.|
One-third of those surveyed ranked this factor as ‘extremely important. Therefore/. -
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the Navy strongly recommends that the 1989 termination date for the GI Bill be
extended indefinitely to cover eligible career personnzi who entered the service
ke prior to 1977 : . . ‘ .
If this Congress is sincere in its gfforts to make the All-Viglunteer Force a success,
‘removal of the 1989 delimiting cfate would be a pesitive® step in that direction. ‘e
- Correspondence training is an aspect that is of importance ia our inservice veter-
ans. Many are assigned to remotz posts or 'aboard ships where correspondence .
training is the; only method by which the inservict veteran can acquire education
credits, These courses provide a valuable means of self-im/gqvement for the individ- :
ual. They also provide a valuable source of refresher teview as preparation for
future college attendance. Correspondence training is of value to’the individual and
the military service and therefore should not be discontipued. , )&
At this time, I am prepared to answer any questions youymay have . -

-

STATEMENT OF RicHARD W. JOHNSON, JR., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR LEGISLATION, -
. NONCOMMISSIONED OFFICERS, AsSOCIATION OF THE U.S.A. .

Mr. Chhirman. The Non Commissioned Officers Association of the U.S.A. (NCOA)
is the fourtlr largest National Veterans Service Organization accredited by the .
Veterans Administration. It is also the largest professiona) military enlisted associ- o
% ation. NCOA's mére than 249,000 members are located world-witle. Most of them are :
iy . Vietnam era veterans. I am Richard W. Johnson, Jr., assistant director for legisla-
tion for NCOA. On behalf of the Association, I extend gratitude to the Committee e
for allowing NCOA this opportunity to present its views. on G.I education ‘and
training programs. ) ' .

&

G.l. BILL IMPROVEMENTS

- The Non Commissioned Officers Association is appearing before the House Veter-
ans Af)‘aixgeSubcommittee on Education, Training and ployment to voice_ its
concerns.over some changes and imJ:rovements in existing; veterans education #¥ro-
grams. The changes are being considered as part of an anniabsreyiew condu by

. the committee 'to take improvements’in the education programs provided to eligi-

ble service members and veterans. Three changes concern NCOA this year They* '
are the 1989 delimiting date on use of existing.G.I. Bill benefits; the proposed ¥

’ elimination of correspondence training for all veterans and in-service personnel;”

and, a cost-of-living increase in the amount of educational assistance payments
given to veterans.

\ . -
-
. 12

' . DELIMITING DATE

) Under current law, D2cember 31, 1983 is prescribed as the absolute delimiting
" . date for payment .of, educationa| assistance benefits to Vietnam era veterans. This
N .Jimitation, whilg it may have seeﬁzd Tair when it was in 1976, has placed a
. = "o ‘severe burdep gn'careef oriented members of the Armed:Korces. .
£0r3anuary 1, 1980, a clock began runhing. Under this'law, not one Vietnam éra
@ veferan“whg is in servife today 'will haver 4 full tefi years to use his or_ her
v ... _educational henkfit after being dischrged. The law in reality makes people clicose
i ween continuedoﬁfnﬁiqp ‘or discharge to use earned edycatich benefits. This leads '7

'
5.

g ¢ the ‘more gerioly pro‘b?emg of experienced manpower shortiges in the Armed )
o . ices. 3 IR A P e . -0 ‘ i
.. ® Subcomymittée orl. 3 d Training has been, told in récent hearings by L
.. - - _ ntati\:g;sn of the, se _p%mgnt.%hiﬂgogﬁﬁﬁof the sge!:vim and others » *
N porfant eriefits are ;‘g members 6{#he armed forces."In fact, the 1‘;;

. compfittee i¥ consider énpabsage df4Jegislition to inﬁ)leme%%,g new GI Billto ~ *¥°

helf alleviate the service’s mapifiower. problems. «, " = | «.% 7 &5¢ . g
uch of the testimony.proyided"this comrhitted during tjxose“ hearings, céntered
around the shorfage*of expérienced nopcommiggianéd and petty, officers in the

career force. They are the mid-level $hafiagers pecessary fo lgaiptai;\ing a capable
and professional larce. M SRR
rd,

g R e 4 pess
N g B

X 1 o3

. Last year;Admiral Thomas B. Ha Chi8Féf Naval Operatgpné‘ told Congress,
“Distinct.iproblems exist in the ntial samid-level superVidor ared because of a .
shortage of about 17,000 petty officers with 9 to 16 years of sertice.” This year~ . -
- ‘Admiral Hayward 'has.noted that -the shortage hag rigen 2o 2.’:,000 ‘The Navy lists :
t the G.I. Bill delimiting date among the masons'f@_r this shbrtage: * . "
NCOA conceeds that it 1s not incumbent of the Veterans & mmittee to

improve the military, manppwer situation. It is, howevér, the. péspdnsibility of she
Veterans Affairs Committee to gprotect benefits promised o veterans. .
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47 .
“he servicemember who joined the armed forces in 1969 and is still on active duty
is just as much & veteran as the person who.joined in 1969 and was discharged in
1911. In the eyes of the law, batge became veterans after they had completed 180
days of active duty. All service members who serve for more than six months are
veterans, notwithstanding their continued service.
Last year the Senate Veterans Affairs Committee attempted to extend the delim.

iting date.bﬂgaatably. their effort was not sustained. But, a remedy exists in H.R ™,

e

815, a bill ngressman Duncan Hunter of California. It will not provide the full
ten year delimiting period but it will ensure
their educational assistance benefits> . , - .

Availability of post-service use of earned G.I. education benefits is.not the only
problem facing servicemembers. In-service use for correspondence courses is also in
Jeopardy if the committee adopts a VA proposal to discontinue this method of
training. .

all veterans at least six years to use

<

CORRESPONDENCE TRAINING' 4

During fiscal year 1980, 429,154 service members were stationed in foW' .
at home

tries and another 210,780 were stationed aboard ships operating from po

and_abroad. Few of these people have the opportunity to attend institutional train-

.ing. Other members of the armed forces who are stationed within the United States
may be precluded from attending structured classes by duty schedules or operation-
g‘li commitments. Yet, service men and women are'still intereste® in improving their

ucation. - ¢ ‘ e .

According to Lee Hugha, Dj r of Education at the Marine Corps Institute,
“Today there are over 800,000U.S. mjlitary personnel enrolled in correspondence
courses . . ."” Abouty79,000 are training under the Vietnam era G.I. Bill. During the
Vietnam-era, néarfy 20 percent of all G.I. Bill veterans elected correspondence
training for various reasons. i . '

The redsonis may vary widely, bul most are valid. For housebound and severely
disabled vetérans, correspondence training may be the only mbthod feasible. The
same goes for service members aboard ships, on remote stations and in some foreign
countries. Still others may pursue correspondence courses as a method of training
sin}zl_y because they are uncomfortable in the youthful, institutional atmosphere.

ilitary and civilian government employees are encouraged to use correspond-
ence courses to improve their professional abilities. At least one service, the Maripe
Corps, gives special promotion consideration to its members who complete corre.’
spondénce courses. Moreover, micst employers, including government, give some
subjective ¢mployment and promotion consideration to individuals who seek person-
al or professional improvement ‘through enrollment in correspondence, training.

Among the primary reasons cited by the VA in ite prggosal to end correspondence
training in high disenrollment. Yet, the VA has not tried to detérmine how many of
those who fail to complete corresponderce training, later enroll in morg traditional
institutional training. Neither has the VA considered the possible increases in costs
which may result from the zlimination of correspondence training. Certainly, man
veterans will séek resident training and then educational assistance payments will
rise accordingly. ) i . :

Home siuds" through corregpondence schools is a viable, productive, and.relatively
inexperisive method of training. Its benefits to in-service veterans and severely
Committee will retain it as‘part of the G.I. Bill.

NOCA;; s last arex of concern is with the adequacy of educational assistance
payments. . . e -

disabled veterans is incontestable and irreplaceable. Hopefully, the Veterans Affairs

£ i
. COST-OF-LIVING INCREASE . -

Last year Congresy provided a ten Kercent increase in educational assistance
payments to *veterans training under the G.L Bill. It was the first increase since
October 1977 Last year's acéion felt about 20 percent short of offsetting the actual
increase in the cost of living since 1977. Overall, veteran students may still be 30
percént behind the 1977 benefit level by October 1, 1981. e :
The current administration has not pror&‘séd “an increase in education benefits.
Yet, in view of the great emphasis being placed on' the neel for veterans edueation
e’rograms it is only proper to provide reasonably" for those who have served. The
fetnameral'G.I "Bill 1s no longer a recruitment device for the, armed forcés.

However, it 3till has impact on these who are serving or will serve upder a new

education prpgram. If the needs of veterans training under the old G.I. Bill are
neglected jt will be an adverse signal to those.who enlist and serve under a new
program, T . > .
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NCOA is not seeking an increase of 20 or 30 percent. Such an action would be
unreasonsble and unrealistic. There is just cause to provide a substantial increase
»but too many other programs in the VA are also in need of budget increasezs.
Nevertheless, Co should, provide some increase to veteran students this year.
Such an actich will have substantidi positive impact. Even if the raise is only five
pe{:pnt, it will reinforce the importance of service and this Nation's commitment to
veterans. - o ' .

s oot

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcormittee; it is my distinct pleasure, on
behalf of the more than 686,000 membzrs of the Disabled American Veterans, to
vpear before you today to provide gou with our views and observations of the
Veterans Administration Pregrams of Education, Training and Employment. It is
mJ' intent, Mr. Chairmen, to restrict my testimony to the area of vocational reha-
39 i%tisoncggr service-connected disabled veterans as provided for in Chapter 31, Title

, U.S. Code.

Mr. Chairman, for many years the DAV has argued that the end result of
vocationgl rehabilitation should be actual employment in occupations for which
disabled "veterans have heen trained—not just “rcstoration of employability.” We
believé that the VA Administrator has had the admgxistmtive authority to issue

tions that would require the vocational rehabilitation and counseling staff to
e a more active role and become more directly involved in follow-up assistance to
assure placement in @ job for which a Béneficiary has been trained.

Current regulation (CFR 38, Section 21.290) states “The primary responsibility of
the Veterans Administration in its vocational rehabilitation pregram is to restore
employability ... . the best proof that employabilitg' has been restored is a showing
that the veteran actually has been placed in suitable emgfloyment.” The regulation
further delineates specitic steps the VA will take to assist the disabled veteran in
obtaining suitable employment. Despite the current tory requirement, very
little, if anything, is done to assurefhe veteran actually_has been placed in suitable
employment. In our opinion, for all too long it has been determined that a person is
“rehabilitated” when that person has “‘graduated” from trainigf. .

Mr. Chairman, from March 24, 1943 to January 31, 1981, 842,403 disabled veter-
ans have aﬁaﬂ.icipated to some extent in the VA's vocational rehabilitation program.
1t is appalling, Mr. Chairman, that the VA cannot tell us of that 842,403 how man
are actually emplog;d, or have been employed, in jobs for which they were trained.
In 38 years the ve not kept any records on the success of this program. We
recently learned, however, the VA does intend to start keeping such records in
April of 1981; perhaps 3g‘years too late. L y R .

According to budget information availble in fiscal year 1980, it cost an averags of
$3,069 to maintain a disabled veteran in vocational rehabilitation. It is estimated for
fiscal year 1981 that it will cost $3,629 and in fiscal year 198233928, This repre-
sents an 18.2 percent increase in fiscal year 1981 over fiscal year 1980 and a 9.8
gercent increase in fiscal year 1982 over fiscal year 1981. Assuming no increase for
iscal year 1983, if you look at those costs on a cumulative basis approximately

14,674 will be s for a four year college edu:cation for a beneficiary who entered
*training in.1980 an¥ provide no follow-up services to assure that the person is
placed in a job for which thousands of dollars have been expended. This can be

. avoided if ad(le&uate‘ funding, staffing and traxmrtxgaare provided. ‘

We would like to empkasize, Mr. Chairman, that we definitely support vocational
rehabilitation bensfits and programs and cerfainly believe it is cost-effective, es
cially in view of the potential return to the Treasury in increased taxes paid by
these benficiaries who do ultimately obtain suitable emploiment. .

Another exaniple of poor implementation and record keeping is a prevision in
CFR 5, Section 315.604 (copy atfached). Mr. Chairman, this authority was imple-
mented followihg World War II and continues today. It permits federal departments
and agencieg to appoint noncompetitively a disabled veteran who completes a course
of training authorized by the VA under vocational rehabilitation. When gqueried
about this several yealy £go, officials of the then Civil Service Commission (Office of

Personnel Management) could not account for one placement under this authority:

then reauthorized in Public Law
nt data from the VA reveals that
ber 15, 1976, a mere 598 disabled
are currently employed with the federal

from World War II through 1975. The program
94-502 and continues in existence toda,
‘since enactment of Public Law 94-50
veterans have participated, and.only
government. -

-~

As we know, Mr. Chairman, Public Law 96-466 was enacted on October 17, 1980 .

following extensive study and recommendatjons on overhauling the vocational reha-
bilitation program of the 1940’s to modernize it to reflect current trends and

152




»

H

v

I

v
. ‘;

Ty

vt e

e e

CE Adg A% NN

' iq%vbpportunitiw for disabled veterans w
z

»

" more to help the

v

g ‘ 49
developments jp the labor force, as well as, vocational r.ehabilitation. Section 1500
of‘!ﬁls

and 1501 new legisfaﬁoq redefines} the purpose of vocational rehabilitation

and represénts the first major overhaul in more than 30.years. We believe the

current legislation was and is necessa hb assure adequate employment and train-
o participate in this program.

e are concerned, however, that the program may “die on the vine” without

adequate rescu and funding The proposed Reagan Administration revised

budget for fiscal ‘year 1981 recommends the elimination of vocational rehabilitation

-~ ‘initiatived by réducing thé budget aiithority by $1.3 million and reducing fuil-time

personnel by 55. The Reagan Administration is proposing to further eliminate the
vocational rehabilitation initiatives in fiscal yar 1982 by a reduction of ar additional
$2.7 million and 115 full-time personnel. That is a total reduction of $4.0 million and
" 220 personnel. Not only will thie climinate any new initiatives, which are legisla-
&vely mandated, but will have the effect of deteriorating the program as we have
own it ' - T .
Mr. Chairman, in an earlier inquiry to OMB Director David Stockman va the
issue of the President’s authority to implement a hiring freeze on Congressionally

mandated positions, we received a response (copy attached) from OMB assuring us,

“. . That the instructions on carrying out the freeze are not intended to supersede
federal statutes.” We believe, implicit in that statement, that the President oes, not
desire to supersede federal statute in other areas. But by these proposed reductions
and eliminations he will accomplish by administrative inaction that which may not
be accomplished through le%"islative change whieh would be the appropriate vehicle
the current Administation should use. We must question his authority to take these
actions that have the potential of completely eliminating the new imitiatives in
" Public Law 96-466, as well as,” undermining the entire vocational rehabilitation
’ T 1 v

P ptggxam. - : \
X e would also like to point out, Mr. Chairman, that this impacts on a relatively

small pumber of disabled veterans who have been determined to be most in need
and are statutorily entitled to specific benefits and services under vocational reha-
bilitation. There are, as of the end of the month January 1981, 15,323 disabled
veterans enrolled with an estimated 28,00Q,and 27,000 to be enrolled in fiséal.years
1981 and 1982, respectively. . .

We find it incredible, Mr. Chairman, that at a time when the Administration is
proposing to strengthen our national defenses (and the publit is appareritly willing
to spend over $200 billion for a strong national defense), by comparison, we appear

to be willing to spend,virtually nothing for the rehabilitation of those whd served,
honorably in past wars and conflicts and were wounded,: injured or otherwise

disabled in the performance of that honorable service. ~

Public sentiment supports an effective vocational rehabilitation program for these
disabled veterans. A survey conducted ‘for the Veterans Administration by Louis
Harris & Associates, Inc. titled “Myths and Realities: A Study of Attitudes Toward
Vietnam Era Veterans” reléased by the Veterans Administr¥tion in July of 1980
reveals the followink (see pages 243-258); | .

1. A two-thirds lr{,ahi%;ut of. the public feels that the federal government should do

. ﬁlietnam Era veteran). This.support never falls below 50

percent in any-identifiable subgroup of the general public. -

2. Support ranges from nearly 100 percent for disability pro ims , . , The degree
of support is highest. for those programs that are t.ost directly felated to preblems

. which the public views as service-connected. . i’

3. It is noteworthy il an era of public service cutbacks and budget retrenchments
that almost no one in the public (1 percent), or among the employer (4 percent), or
educator (1 percent) samples feel that the federal government should do less to help
the Vietnam' Era veterans, -, . T

" 4. Over three-quasters (76 percent) of the Vietnam generatien cohort—those now
aged 25 to 34—feels the federal government should do more for VEVs: .
v §: Eight out of ten (81 percent) of anti-war activists feel this way: .

6. The degree of program sug ¥t ten be greatest for those that deal directly

Wwith the service-cennected problems of veé§¢rans—for instance, the vocational reha-
. bilitation of disabled veterans’ - - -

7. The most favqred {VA] programs gre financial support for disabled veterans (98
percent) and vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans (98 percent).

We find it ironic, Mr Chairman, that an Administration which prides itself on an
overwhelmiing victory in the November 1980 election, based on a public mandate for
change, including rénewed fiscal restraint, proposes to Yvirtually eliminate this pro-

am, despite the evidence that a full 98 percent of the public surveyed by Harris &

Qg:;aa;ociatea supports vocational rehabilitation of disabled veterans. .

- R *
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: ' Mr. Chairman, in order for the VA to be effective in any efforts to assure the
. . attamment of employment as an end result of vocational rehabilitation we believe
. ¥ at leasé two additional areas need to be addressed. - :
The Veterans Administration vocational rehabilitation and counselingestaff, in
_ our opinion, has done very little, if any, outside activity to visit employer worksi
to assist the emﬁloyer in any necessary modifications to that worksite These modif}-
cations may- take the form of sgeciﬁc individualized training ‘or actual physical™
. relocation or restructuring of job,sites to ‘accommodate physical disabilities that
R many disabled veterans may have. Without the necessary modifications, in all tgo
many cases, the disabled veteran may unnecessarily and unintentionally be dis- -
criminated against because of an inaccessible work place. The VA needs to provide
this service to employers, as well as, to provide extensive training to its v tional
rehabilitation and counseling staff to assure their knowledge of current standards of
! accessibility and job modifications.
. Concurrent with that we believe training needs to be accomplished for vocational
. . rehabilitation and counseling staff to assure their knowledge of existing laws and -
.. regulations, specifically those dealing with affirmative action/anti-discrimination
impacting on federal contractors. This would assist the VA in rroviding, not only a
service to the employer as mentioned previously, byt would also provide. the voca-
: tional rehabilitation and-counseling staff with the necesSary knowledge to assure
. discrimination does not take place in the work force. -
. Mr. Chairman, in your letter of invitation to appear today you mentioned that «
H.R. 2391 introduced by Congressman Daschle would be discussed. The Disabled
*  American Veterans has no official position on Mr. Daschle’s proposal at this time .
- -~ Again, Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today
: and if you have any questions, I 'will be happy to answer them. N

N ) - R . ) Tue AMERICAN ‘LEGION, -
: Washington, D.C., April 3, 1981.

Hon. Bos EpGar, ‘ . -
Chairman, House Veterans' Affairs, Sybcommittee on Education, Trixining and Em-
ployment, Cannon House Office Building, Washingion, D.C. . ) .
Dear CitaiRMAN EpGar: The enclosed statement is being submitted in lieu of
personal testimony on veterans educational assistance oversight. You will note that
' the statement also registers general support for H.R. 2391, We request that the
enclosed material be made part of the record of your'Subcommittee’s hearing on
y March 31, 1981. . . v
Mr. Chairman, our failure to present testimony on these matters was the result of -
rather strained stafl resources at the-time in conjunction wijth a simultaneous
: hearing by one of your sister subcommittees which was examining SBA assistance b
SO to veterans. - : ) .
H Your attention to and compliance with.our requést is appreciated.

NPEEEaS
-~

°

Sincerely, ! .

‘ .- . Myuio S. Krasa, v
3 I . Director, -National Legistative Commission. 7/
Ykt “ " .
I STATEMENT bF JoHN F. SOMMER, JR., AsSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL VETERANS
5 . AFFAIRS AND REHABILITATION COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION Ve
'3 * .
, Mr. Chairman and Members of the subcommittee: The American Legion sappreci-
ates the opportunity to present its views on H.R. 2391, and to comment on veterans
i educational benefit programs in general, * L. .
v . H.R. 2391 would amend subchapter IV of 38, United States Code, Chapter 34 by ;
Ky ~gdding a new section 1687. N ‘. X .t =
. 1687(a) would -authorize that any eligible veteran who served on active duty
“ during the Vietnam Era may be provided educational assistarice under Chapter 34 .
% for. the purpose of pursuing a program of on-job. fraining othier than tg)‘pmnucahip o
i or a program of education with & vocational objective other than fli ht tr,ainim?
. without regard to the 10 year delimiting period set forth in section 1662(aX1) of the
s . title. Upon completion of such a program, the veteran would be provided with such
5 employment counseling as may be_necessary to assist the veteran in pbtaining
s employment, consistent with the veteran’s abilities, aptitudes, and-interests. '
; &ction 1687(k) would afford that the foregoini educational assistance may be
: provided only if the veteran has been determined by a counselor at a readjustment
§ . .  counseling center established under section 612A of the title, a State employment
1% office, a veteran’s assis office, or a Veterans Administration medical favility as
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being in need of such a program or course of educaqtion. Any such determination is
to be made in accordance with regulations proniulgated by the Administrator. ~

Section 1687(c) would place a 2 year limit on educational assistance under this
section, subsequent to euﬂer the eflective date of October 1, 1981. or the first day of - .
the third calendar month following the date of enactment. '

The American Legion is coggizant of the fact that veteran employment prokrams
under the Department of Labor have for various reasons, generally fallen short of
their designed goals The Department of Labor, has consistently failed to properly
emphasize veterans employment.

ne HIRE I and HIRE II programs, although chmymendable in purpose, were full
of unfulfilled promises and were never responsive tO\the needs of veterans. *

Likewise, the CETA program fell far short of being of meaningful assistance in
the hiring of veterans. Of the total number of enrollees, only 10 percegt have been
veterans, and more specifically, only 4 percent have been veterans of the Vietnam

~ era. - )

- The American ion will not place itself in a position to oppose a program to
help unemployedl\flge]tnam veterans, particularly in view of the limitetf success of
the foregoing examples. However, wepsould recommend that, someone in Congress
be prepared to answer to those veterans with egually valid claims, who were unable
to use their edacational benefits within the 10 year delimiting period for reasons

> beyond their control if Chapter 34 is to be the program under which such benefits
are to be provided Forexample, a catastrophic illness incur}z;ed b{].the spouse or a
prohi

o

child of the' veteran results in enormous medical bills whic bit the veteran
from enrelling in an educational institution. Once the illness no longer exists and
theMjnancial problems are resolved, the veteran finds that he or she is unable to
thke advantage of educatiorral benefits under Chapter 84 because of the expiraticn

* of the 1 rs subsequent to discharge from the Armed Forces.
The erican’ Legion is op to a totally ope€n-ended entitlement program
under this Chapter, as once the delimiting, period is eliminated such a program

would no lonﬁgr be considered a readjustment program, but a gratuitious benefit
which would be difficult to justify, especially in the prevailing atmosphere of fiscal
° austerity. . . R .
An alternative would be the development of a separate program containing the
benefits included in the instant legisfation, aimed at the problems of the relatively
small number of Vietnam veterans who are continuing to face unemployment .or
underemployment as the result of a need for additional vocational education.
Mr Chairman, The American Legion is also concerned that increases in vocation-
al rehabilitation subsistence allowances, educational and training assistance
allowances, and special assistance Gayable to eligible veterans and persons under
Chapters 31, 34, and 35 of title 38, United States Code, have not kept pace with the
increases in the Consumer Price Index, and the increasing costs of education over
the past several years. We realize that Public' Law 96-466 provided a 17 percent
increase in the subsistence allowunce %aid veterans enrolled in a vocational reha- .
_bilitation p m under Chapter 31, effective Qctober ¥, 1980; and that Chapter 34
#, and Chapter 35 assistance was increased a total of 10 percent in two incremients, 5
percent effective October 1, 1980, and the balance effective January 1, 1981, Howev- !
) er, prior to the enactment of Public Law 96-466 the benefits provided under these
o pr%irams had not been ‘increased since October 1, 1977, - :

,The cost-of-living as reflected in the Consumer Price Index, contiques to increase - .
at a substantial annual rate thus making it difficult for veterans and ether persons
‘receivingsbenéfits under these educational programs to continue or complete their -
training, without tontinued incregses in these 4llowances. Therefore, we urge that N
Congress examine the adequacy of current benefit levels payable under Chapters 31,
34, and 35, in order to ensure that a large number of those persons now engaged in
education or training will not have to forego or modify_their plans ta pursue such
&rograms under the foregoing provisions of title 38, United States Code. Resolution

o 301 (Ohio), approved by the Delegates to our 1980 National Convention sets the
policy forsthe Legion in this area. : s
} Mr -Chairman, The Amencan Legion is quite concerned about the continuing .,
economc and readjustment problems, and the unemployment of Vietnam Era veter-
ans and, as mentioned at the outset, we appreciated this opportunity to present our
- views to the Subcommittee. * ’ ) .

-

SixTv-SEcoND ANNUAL NaTIONAL CONVENTION of THE AMERICAN LEGION, BostoN,
. Mass,, Aucust 19, 20, 21, 1980 ’

- Resolution: No. 301 (Ohio).
Committee: Veterans Affairs-and Rehabilitation.
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increases in_the cost-of-living.

years; and -

programs to continue or complete such programs; and

tates Code; and

and realizes that t

Subject: To assure that increases in &ducational and training -assistance
allowances under Chapters 31, 34, 35, and 36 of title 38, US.C,

are consistent with

> Whereas, increases in vocational rehabilitation subsistence allowances, educationt
. al and training assistance allowances, and special assistance payable to eligible
veterans and persons under Chapters 31, 34, 35, and-36 of title 38, United, States
Code; have not kept pace with the cost-of-living increases over the past .several

Whereas, the Consumer Price Index continues to increase at a substantial an_hual‘
rate thus making it difficult for veterans and other persons under the educational

hereas, without continued increases in these allowances to keep pace with the
cost-of-living, 1t can be expected that a large majority of those persons now engag
in education or traimng will have to forego or modify their plans to pursue pro-
o rams of education or training under the foregoing provisions of title 38, United
54 N M

Whereas, The American Legion is very concerned about the continuing economic
and readjustment Kroblems, and the unemployment of the Vietnam Era veteran,
e aim and purposes of educational and training programs is to

- provide such veterans with the career development needed to enter the employment

Lfield; now, therefore, be it

- Resolved. by The American Legion in Nationa! Convention dssembled in Boston,

Massachusetts, Ay, 19, 20, 21, 1980, that The American Legion continue to exert

every effort possible to assure that those veterans and other
e education and training programs under Chapters 31, 34, 35,

payments to keep pacg with cost-of-living increases.
) Approved with ameiidment. ’
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persons engaged in
and 36 of title 38,

Upited States Code, shall be provided an adequate and realistic increase in monthly
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