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This 10-section commission report contains an
education benefits and recommendations for

changes in veterans' education policy. The first three sections state
the principles and assumptions of the study on which the report is
based, summarize the commission's recommendations, and outline the
commission's organization and background. The fourth section
summarizes the provisions of the various programs funded through
veterans' legislation, and the following three sections summarize the
history of the purpose of veterans' educational assistance benefits,
describe the Montgomery GI Bill student, and speculate on education
in the 1990s. The eighth section, which makes up the bulk of the
report, discusses the commission recommendations in the following
areas: benefit-delivery system structure; certifications and reports;
changes of program limitations; compliance surveys and supervisory
visits; counselirg and support services to veterans; debt recovery
and frauvdulent claims; distinctions betWeen noncollege degree and
degree training; measurement; mitigating circumstances; publications;
remedial, deficiency, and refresher training; reporting fees;
restoration of pay reductions; role of continuing education;
standardization; training and associated administrative resources;
two~-year rule, standards of progress, and the 85-15 rule; value of
home-study courses; and work-study programs. The final two sections
present views of dissenting commissioners. (KC)
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FOSTAL RATE COMMISSION
Washington, D.C. 20268

Jaret O. Steger
CHARMAN
August 29, 1988

Honoratle Alan Cranston Honorable G.V. (Sonny) Montgomery
Chairman Chairman
Senate Veterans' Affairs Coamnittee House Veterans' Affairs Committee
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515
Honorable Frank H. Murkowski Honorable Gerald B.H. Solomon
Ranking Minority Member Ranking Minority Mesber
Senate Veterans' Affairs Comittee House Veterans' Affairs Committee
Washington, DC 20510 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Senators Cranston and Murkowski and Representatives Montgomery and Solomon,

It is with great pleasure that I transait to you the report of the Comission te
Assess Veterans' Education Policy required by section 320 of Public Law 99-576.
1 am particularly proud to note -at, in accordance with our mandate, the report
is being submitted consistent wi *he legislative timefraze -- within eighteen
months following the formal consti ion of the Comaission.

This report represents the culmination of the talents of many dedicated
individuals -- only a few of whom are formally acknowledged. The membership of
the Comaission itself was remarkable; all eleven Commissioners have given
graciously of their time, their expertise, and their resources to this
initiative.

The cocperaticn of the VA has also been outstanding. From the outset, we have
benefitted from the. most extraordinary efforts of so many throughout the
organization. For that, we are extremely grateful.

Finally, the participation of our Ex Officio members has been invaluable.

Indeed, without their encouragement and guidance this report would not have been
possible. In retrospect, the Comission may have established a new standard of
cooperaticn for future forums expliring issues.

If I or any of the members of the Commission can assist in any way in your
consideration of this report, please let us know.

Sincerely,

t D. Steiger, Ckirman
ission to Assess Veterans'
Education Policy
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STATEMENT OF PRINCIPLES AND ASSUAPT 104S

Underlying the Commission's recommendations are a number of
principles and assumptions that have provided the basis for its
deliberations and conclusions. The Commission urges those who make
decisions regarding the future of the GI Bill to review the

recommendatirns against this background.

e GI Bill benefits have proven to be a valuable investment in

America's future and they will continue to be.

o Veterans' education hanefits need to be administered in an
atmosphere of flexibility and consistency to ensure that veterans
who have earned as well as invested in these benefits are permitted
to use them in a manner most consistent with their needs and in the
best interests of the Federal government and the taxpayer. Those
who wouid intentionally abuse the system will find a means around
virtually any rule designed to prevent a specific abuse. While the
need for safeguards remains, compliance efforts must emphasize
identification of those who abuse the benefits rather than

regulation of every aspect of the system.

¢ The successful administration of G Bill benefits is a sharec
responsibitity. The VA, the Department of Defense, State approving

agencies, institutions and training establishments, and the veteran

each have responsibilities in this regard. Emphasis should be
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placed, however, on the primary responsibility of the veteran for
conscientious use of benefits.
¢ The pursuit of an educational, vocational, or professional
goal or objective has long betn a keystone of the philosophy of the
Gl Bill. This purpose of pursuit remains valid and essential to the
success of the Mantgomery Gl Bill.

L O |

o The role and responsibilities of the States, through the
State approving agency system, in the approval process has been

reaffirmed with the enactment of Public Law 100-323. -

s The administration of veterans' education benefits s
primarjly the prerogative of the Veterans' Administration.
Nevértheless. the VA does not and should not operate in a vacuum
separate and apart from the fabric of educational programs in this

Nation.

¢ VA education programs have historically had time limits with
specific or functional termination dates. Operation of the programs
has naturally reflected their limited duration. Today, the new
Montgomery GI Bill is a permanent program. Planning, staffing,
decision making, and implementation of all of the various education

programs must take this factor into considcration.

¢ Therc are a number of factors that make the Montgomery Gl
Bill unique, and the educational environment in which these GI Bill

benefits will be used ts a different place than 1t was 1n the past.

» - 12 =
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The vast majority of students cnrolling in schools will not
te recipients of VA cducational assistance benefits. The
tota! value and proportion of the GI Bil! that could be

misused is svhstantially less than it has been in the past.

Education is costly. Individuals sccking cducatiors under
the GI Bill in the future vill in most cases nced to invest
their own resources -- over and above any contvibution or

pay reduction already invested.

The fact that most Gl Bill students will have mage a
monctary investment in their benefits will contribute to

wiser and widur usc of bencfits.

Studeats cnrolled in higher cducation will increasingly be
older, morc maturc students who are returning to school to
enhance their knowledge and lfevel of  achicvement.
Institutions will employ a varicty of non-traditional
methods of education in order to accommodate the necds nf

these adult learners. .

¢ The Montgomery Gl Bill student is expected to be a morz serious
student. This new veteran will not only have beei required to make an
investment in the Gl Bill benefits, but also to have served honorably and
to have attained a high-school graduate level of cducation. There is apt

to be a higher usage rate of bencfits under the Montgomery GI Bill than

- 13 -
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under prior Gl Bills -- and more use of benefits for postgraduate study.
The Montgomery Gl Bill students will bring a high degree of personal
discipline and responsibility to therr educat:oncl pursuits. These
students are more likely to resemble the adult learner returning to an
educational environment than those entering co!lsge immediately following
high school. The lixelihood of ‘he Nontgomery GI Bill student having

family and job responsibilities is considerable.

¢ The various educational assistance programs administered by the VA
are extraordinarily complex and intricate. To the maximum extent
possible, simplification and standardization in the more than ten
educational assistance programs should be sought in order to eliminate
administrative difficulties and ensure consistency and accuracy in

benefits.

¢ One of the most important keys to successful administration of VA
educitional programs is adequate resources that will enable the VA to meet
and sustain staffing, automated data processing, travel, traintng, and
other needs.

¢ Full-time study no longer means full-time “employment" as a
student. Rather, it describes a rate of pursuit that will generally allow

a student to reach a specified objsctive in a specified period of {ime.

¢ Finally, and perhaps most importantly, by virtue of participating

in a program of veterans' educational assistance the veteran should never
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be penalized or placed in a position less advantageous than participants

ir other programs of educational assistance.

Looking at this valuable program. the Commission has sought to identify
those provisions that unmintentionally thwart the u-derlying purpose of the
Gl Bill -- meaningful postsecondary education for the veteran -- and to
retain the tried and true abuse controis that help %o make a great program
better. Nevertheless, ultimate responsibility for success or failure of

the program remains in the hands of the veterans.
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SUERARY OF COMBHISSI0R'S RECOUMENDAT 0N

Benefjt-Delivery System Structure

¢ Adopt in the long run a consolidated-region approach to the
processing of all education programs (to include adjudication and
processing of all benefits and approval and compliance functions) to
be located in a handful of large regions and !etaining only an
"education ombudsman” capacity (having direct-line responsibility
flowing through the education program) in each of the 58 regional
offices. Ombudsman pay and grade level should be commensurate with
the responsibility to maintain [iaison with institutions, students,
reserve units, and others, and to undertake problem solving and

trouble shooting as required.

Certifications and Reports: Effective Dates

¢ Provide authority wunder all chapters to require monthly
self-certification verifying pursuit of training with a bar to
benefits without it for both degree and non-degree training for ail
rates of training (including training on less than a half-time
basis), as is now being implemented under chapter 30.

¢ Following an analysis of the effectiveness of these certifications
in obtaining timely and accurate reports of changes in training

status, consider modification of the requirement that institutions
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report changes i1n status within 30 days of the date of the event to a
requirement that these changes be reported within 30 days of the date

on which the institution has knowledge of the event.

e Make adjustments in benefits in all chapters that are required
because of changes in training time effective on the dats of the
actual event, rather than at the end of the month in which the change

occurs.

. Changes of Program Limitations

e Abolish the limit on the number of changes of program (retaining

restrictions for failure to progress).

e Institute a counseling requirement for changes of program beyond

an initial change.

Compliance Surveys and Supervisory Visits

e Monitor by exception by permitting the VA to target schools for

compliance survey audits based on factors outside the norm.

e Require resources of the State approving agencies to be
concentrated on schools where assistance is needed or problems exist
in lieu of the requirement that annual visits be made to 2all active

institutions.

18 -
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¢ Re-model compliance surveys apd SAA supervisory visits to create
problen-resolution and training opportunities, recognizing that such
an approach would improve administration of benefits and recognize

.

strengths as well as weaknesses during the feed-back process.

o Give special attention and assistance to institutions having a
turnover in staff that are responsible for administering Gl Bill

benefits.

Counseling and Support Services to Veterans

o Counseling and associated support services be provided on an
“upfront" basis to individuals seeking to use GI Bill benefits, as

well as on a continuing basis as needed or requested.

Debt_Recovery and Fraudulent Claims

¢ The VA continue determined initiatives to facilitate aggressive
and timely efforts to recover overpayments of educational assistance

benefits.

¢ Adequate resources and personne! be made available to the VA for

this purpose.

¢ Dther Federal agencies (such as the Department of Justice, the
Department of the Treasury, the Department of Education, and the

Department of Defense) be required to cooperzte in these efforts.
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Distinctions between Non-College Degree and Degrz2e Training

¢ Remove arbitrary distinctions in the treatment of degree and NCD

programs.

Measurement

¢ Determine rate of benefits based on progress toward an

educational, vocational, or professional goal through an approved
program of study, shifting concern from the mode of delivery to

concern about progress in attaining the objective.

o Eliminate Standard Class Sessions as a measurement criterion and

measure all programs that include classroom instruction by industry

standard "units” (credit or clock hours depending on the
institution’s standard).
e Permit independent and other non-trauitional modes nf study

(defined as those not requiring regularly scheduled contact with an
instructor in a classroom setting) without discrimination but limit
it within the student's overall program to a maximum of ten percent

of the total length of the program.

¢ Offer an alternative payment schedule based on 75 percent of the

otherwise applicable rate for certain progiams not meeting the

criteria of the "full-time pursuit™ concept, such as those offered

i
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entirely through independent study, thus recognizing to a greater

degree the effort required and the rate of pursuit towards a goal.

¢ Rely on State approving agencies to determine what constitutes an
approved program leading to an educational, vocational, or

professional goal or objective.

Mitigating Circumstances

¢ Modify the "mitigating circumstances” policy to permit students to
withdraw without penalty from a course or courses up to a specified
limit with a non-punitive grade without producing mitigating

circumstances for the withdrawal.

o Specify that "mitigating circumstances" may include child care

difficulties.

Publications

ERIC
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¢ Make available on a regular basis up-to-date publications such as
newsletters  and manuals designed to assist institutions in

administering benefits.

o Rewrite the chapters of title 38, USC, pertaining to educational
assistance programs (and as necessary other provisions of law) to

provide for better organization, clarity, readability, and
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understanding (particularly in view of the termination of the chapter

34 program on December 31, 1989).

Remedial , Deficiency, and Refresher Training

¢ Make availabte G Bill beanefits for remedial, deficiency, and
refresher training unoer all of the various educational assistance
programs, including the programs established by the Hostage Relief
Act (HRA) and the Omnibus Dipfomatic Security Antiterrorism Act, as

well as the chapters 30 and 106 and sections 901 and 903 programs.

¢ Resolve the issue of the charge to entitlement for this type of
training in a consistent manner. Based on the precedent established
by the chapter 34 program, the Commission believes that there should

be no charge to entitlement for benefits paid for this pursuit.
¢ If a nine-month limitation on refresher training is incorporated

in the Montgomery GI Biil programs, an identical limitation should be

added to the other chapters ‘for consistency.
Reporting Fees -
¢ lncrease the amount of reporting fees paid on an annual basis.

¢ Provide that the amount of the fee be based on a scale, rather

than a head count. For example, schools who have 5 or fewer

O
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eligibles enrolied would be paid "X", schools with 6 to 25 eligibles

enrol led would be paid "Y", and so forth.

¢ Include chapter 31 trainees in the count of those on whose behalf

the fee is paid. >

Restoration of Pay Reductions Under Certain Circumstances

e Permit the restoration of pay reductions as a death benefit and in

certain other limited circumstances.

Role of Continuing Education

¢ Make approvals of continuing education courses consistent with the
stated principle of the 61 Bill that programs of education must jead

to an educational, vocational, or professional goal,

Standardization : .

¢ Standardize the different features of the various veterans'
education programs to the maximum extent possible, consistent with

their design and purpose.

ITraining and Associated Administrative Resourtes

o Sufficient resources be made availabfe to carry out regular
training sessions of all those involved in the administration of Gl

Bill benefits.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




19

9 Enhanced computer capabilities (with emphasis on an on-line

faciiities file) be made a priority within the VA,

o Staffing and other resource allocation decisions take into account
the reality of an increasing edu' avirnal assistance caseload.

o VA work-measurement criteria reflect the non-paper aspect of the

administration of benefits, the need %0 en'unce morale, and the

provision of personal att ntion.

Iwo-Year Rule, Standards of Progress and the "85-15 Rule"

ERIC
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¢ Reaffirm the provisions of title 38 that have been effective in
encouraging appropriate use of GI Bill benetits, such as the two-year
rule, standards of progress criteria, and the "85-15 Rufe".

the board to all

o Apply these provisions across the programs of

educational assistance administered by the VA.
. Incorporate into the criteria for determining waiver or
applicability of both the two-year rule and the "85-15 rule" those

individvals training under the chapter 106 program.
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Vafue of Home Study Courses

¢ W finding was made by the Commission on this jssue.

York-Study Program

¢ Overhaul the VA's work-study program to provide for a flexible
progressive payment scale that could be used to attract and retain

quality work-study students, especially in high-cost wureas.

o Expand eligibility for the VA's work-study program to individuals

training under the chapter 35 and the ckapter 106 programs.

N
o
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COMILSSION CRGANIZATION AHD BACKGROUKD

The Commission to Assess Veterans' Education POlicy was established by
section 320 of Public Law 93-576, enacted on October 28, 1986. The
Commission was charged with the responsibility of submitting a report to
the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs and to the House and the Senate
Committees on Veterans' Affairs on its findings, views, and
recommendations with respect to various matters relating to the
administration of VA educational assistance programs. Specifically, the

Commission was to address the following:

o The need for distinctions between certificate-granting courses

and degrec granting courses.

¢  The measurement of courses for the purposes of payment of

educational assistance bencfits.
(] The vocational value of courses offered through home study.

. The role of innovative and nontraditional programs of education
and the manner in which such programs should be treated for purposes
of educational assistance benefits by the VA, including courses that

result in the achievement of continuing education units.

(] Other matters relating to the administration of VA educational

assistance programs as the Commission <considered appropriate or
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necessary or as are suggested by the Administrator or by the House

and the Senate Committees.

The Commission's first report was required to be submitted 18 months
after its formal establishment. The Adménistrator 1s required to submit
a report to the Congressional Committees responding to the Commission's
first report within six months of this submissica. Ninety days after the
Administrator's response. the Commission is to submit a report of jts
views of the Administrator's responsc. Not later than two years after
the Commission's report is submitted, the Administrator is to submit a
final repoit to the Congressional Committees. The Commission will

terminate 90 days following the Administrator's final report.

COAPAISSION MEMBERSHIP

The Commission was formally estabiished at i1ts first meeting on April 29,
1987  The Comniss.on consists of eleven individuals, ten of whom were
appointed by the Adnun.strator, after consultation with the Chairmen and
Ranking Minority Members of the House and the Senate Committecs, the
eleventh member is the Chairman of the Administrator's Advisory Committee
on Education established by section 1792 of title 38, United States
Code. The members of the Commission are required by law to be broadly
representative of entities engaged in providing education aed tratning
and of veterans' service organszations and selected on the basis of their
knowledge of and experience in education and training policy and the

implementation of that policy with respect to the VA programs.
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The members of the Commission are as follows:

Mrs. Janet D. Stzéi-~er, Chairman
Chairman. Postal Rate Commission, and co-author the 1979 report

entitled Gl Course Approvals, prepared by the National Academy of
Public Administration for the VA pursuant to Public Law 95-2D2

Mr. Ross L. Alloway

President (1987-88)., National Association of Trade and Technical
Schoels. and National Dperations Manager, National Cducation Centers,
Inc. (Resigned from the Commission in May 1988)

Mz, William A. Fowler
Executive Director, Nationa! Home Study Council

Mr. Charles R. Jatkson
Vice P dent for Government Affairs, Non-Commissioned Dfficers
Associatfon

Mr. Dliver Headows
Chairman, Administrator's Advisory Committee on Educatior

Mr. Allan W, Dstar
President, American Association of State Colleges and Universities

Dr. John C. Petersen
Executive Director, Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges, ¥estern Association of Schools and Colieges

Ms. Bertie Rowland
President, National Association of Veterans Prograax Adminsstrators,
and Veterans' Coordinator. California State University, Chice

Dr. Ned J. Sifferlen
vice)President for ‘nstruction, Sinclair Community College (Oayton,
Dhio

Mr. C. Donald Sweeney

President (1984-1987), National Association of State Approving
Agencies, and Director, Division of Military and Veterans Education,
Maine Department of Educational & Cultural Services

Mr. John F. Wickes, Jr.
Attorney and former Deputy Counsei of the Senate Committee on
Veterans' Affairs (1975-1978).

At its first meeting on April 29, 1987, the Commission selected Babette
V. Polzer (former Professional Staff Member of the Senate Committee on

L Veterans' Affairs) as its Executive Director.
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In addition, the law pr. Jes for a number of individuals (or their . >
designees) to serve as Ex Officio members of the Commission. These
individuals and their designees are:

Honorable Thomas K. Turnage

Administrator of Veterans®™ Affairs

Designee: Mrs. Celia P. Dollarhide, Special Assistant to the
Deputy Chief Benefits Director for Program Management

Honorable G.V. "Sonny” Montgomery
Chairman, House Committee on Veterans' Affairs

Designee: Ms. Jill Cochran. Professional Staff Member, House
Commi ttee on Veterans' Affairs

Honorable Gerald Solomon
Ranking Minority Member, House Committee on Veterans' Affajrs

Designee: Mr. Geoff Gleason, Professional Staff Member, House
Committee on Veterans' Affairs

Honorable Alan Cranston
Chairman, Senate Committee on Vaterans' Affairs

Designee: Mr. Darryl Kehrer, Professional Staff Member, Senate
- Committee on Veterars' Affairs

Honorable Frank Murkowski
Ranking Minority Member, Senate Committee on Veterans Affairs

Designwe' Mr. Chris Yoder, Professional Staff Member, Senate
Commi ttee on Veterans' Affairs

Honorable C. Ronald Kimberling
Assistant Secretary for Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education

. Designee: Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz, Special Assistant to the
Assistant Secretary

Honorable Donald E. Shasteen
Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans' Employment and Training,
Department of Labor

Designee: Mr. James Parker, Special Assistant to the Assistant
Secretary
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Honorable Grant S. Green
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management and Personnel
(Added May 1988 by section 15 of Public Law 100-323)

COMMISSION ORGANIZATION

In order to provide for the orderly consideration of the issues it was to

address, the Commission divided itseif into three working subgroups:

SUBGROUP A: MEASUREMENT

Issues include how various types and modes of training are measured
and paid, need for distinctions between clock~ and credit~hours,
degree and certificate courses, inngvative and independent study.
MEMBERS: Commissioners Rowland (Chairman), Alloway, Fowler, and
Sitferlen

SUBGROUP B: APPROVAL PROCESS

Issues include the mechanisms by which schoois and programs are
approved for purposes of payment of Gl Bill benefits, including the
State approving agencies’ role, the VA's role, paperwork issues, and
automated data processing issues.

MEMBERS: Commissioners Petersen (Chairman), Sweeney, and Wickes

SUBGROUP C: ADMINISTRATIVE CRITERIA

Issues include the continuing need for various provisions of law,
rules, and regulations, policies and procedures by which institutions
courses, and programs of study are approved and retain approval for
purposes of the G! Bill and the prospective need for new and/or
revised protections.

MEMBERS: Commissioners Ostar (Chairman), Jackson, and Meadows

The Administrator of Veterans® Affairs was asked to assign a resource
representative to each of these subgroups to assist in their

discussions. These individuals and their assignments are as follows:
SUBGROUP A: Mr. William G. Susling, Education Advisor, Education
Policy and Program Administratior

SUBGROUP B: Mr. Robert H. Ketels, Central Office Operations Chief,
Education Operations

SUBGROUP C: Mr. Gerald R. Weeks, Procedures Staff Chief, Education
Procedures and Systems

Ry}
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COMMISSION ACTIVITIES

During the eighteen-month period in which this report was prepared the
Commission held six open meetings: April 29, 1987; July 30, 1987;
November 16, 1987; January 25, 1988; March 29, 1988; and August 8§, 1988.
The complete minutes of the Commission's meetings are printed as Appendix

A of this Repnrt.

As can be seen by a review of the minutes of the Commission's meetings,
extensive fact finding and problem identification activities were
undertaken by the Commission. In addition, many difficult issues were
addressed head on, such as the discussion of the role of State approviag
agencies in the VA system (see particularly page 15 of the minutes of the
July 30, 1987, meeting) and the issues raised by Dr. C. Ron Kimberling in
his letter to the Chairman of November 12, 1987 (see attachment to the

minutes of the November 17, 1987, meeting).

In addition, the Commission conducted a number of field activities. The
members of the Commission had the opportunity to participate in three

field trips to Vi Regional Offices in June 1988 as follows:

San Francisco, California - June 2
St. Louis, Missouri - June 6
Phitadelphia, Pennsylvania - June 10

During these field trips, the participating Commissioners had the
opportunity to observe VA operations first hand and to discuss with VA
employees, State approving agency personnel, and other interesged parties

*

matters of interest and concern.

20
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Additionally, the Commission was represented by its Executive Director at
a number of national forums as follows:
National Association of Veterans Program Administrators MNational
Convention (Baltimore, Maryland. Dctober 1987)

American Association of State Colleges and Universities National
Convertion (New Drleans, Louisiana, November 1987)

National Association of State Approving Agencies Annual Meeting
(Washington, DC, February 1988)

National Home Study Council Annual Coavention (San Diego, California,
March 1988)

National Association of State Approving Agencies Annual Convention
(Baltimore, Maryland, July 1988)
The Commission's Executive Director also accompanied a VA Central Dffice
audit team on a survey of the VA's Nashville, Tennessee, Regional Dffice
in August 1987. During this survey visit, the Commission had the
upportunity to receive suggestions from VA empioyees and Tennessee State

Approving Agency personnel .

In order further to expand 1ts base and to collect the broadest possible
representation of those ¢nvolved in the administration of VA educational
assistance programs, the Commission conducted surveys of educational
institutions, State approving agencies, and VA education liaison
representatives. The conduct and results of these undertakings are

detailed in Appendix B of this report.
Finally, a number of members of the Commission made their own personal

"fact finding" visits in their communities to assist them in fulfilling

their responsibilities.

39
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Throughout its work, the Commission has attempted to strike a balance
between the need to continue to have in place sufficient safeguards to
ensure the proper and efficient administration of VA educational
assistance programs while at the same time suggesting improvements to
reflect the state of higher education today and in the future. Much of
the current structure of the programs emerged in reaction to past abuses
and misuses. The result is a hodge-podge of restrictive and unrealistic
provisions of law and regulations that often fail to serve the best
interests of the veteran and the Federal government by making the program

administratively inflexible and unduly cumbersome.

The Commission has sought to make recommendations to further the goals of
simplification, standardization, and flexibility while maintaining the

integrity of the program.

1t should be emphasized that the Commission has completed this report in
the context of the existing program structures. Substantial changes in
those structures -- such as authorizing less-than-half-time training
under the chapter 106 program or authorization of benefits for flight
training under chapter 30 -- are not reflected in the Cormission's

recommendations .

O
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SURHRY OF PROGRAYS

The following 1s a brief outline of the major programs of educational and
vocational rehabilitation assistance administered by the Veterans'
Administration. It is intended to assist in understanding the
Commission's recommendations as well as to clarify the various titles and

references for these programs used in this report and in other materials.
TITLE 38 PROGRAMS )

CHAPTER 30 - ALL VOLUNTEER FORCE EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
(The "Montgomery Gl Bill"/The "New Gl Bill")
A program of educational assistance for individuals who imitially enter
the service on or after July 1, 1985, who do not upon entering active
duty decline to participate in the program. Under the program, an
individual who attains a high-school degree or equivalency prior to
leaving the service with an honorable discharge is entitled to basic
educational assistance benefits (generally, $300 a month for 36 months
for a total of $10,800) .n exchange for completion of a 3-year period of
active duty (or a 2-year period of active duty and a 4-year reserve
commi;ment). The basic pay of participating servicemembers is reduced by
$100 per month during the first 12 months of service. In addition, the
service branches may offer recruits monthly .benefit increases, known as
"kickers", in order to enhance recruitments in critical skill arcas and

to encourage longer enlistments. The basic benefits are paid for and

ERIC
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administered by the VA. The supplemental benefits are also administered
by the VA but are funded by the individual service branches.

CHAPTER 31 - TRAINING AND REHABILITATION FOR VETERANS
WITH SERV:CE-CONNECTED DISABILITIES
(The "Voc-Rehab" Program)

A program of assistance for service-connected disabled veterans with

.employment handicaps under which a subsistence allowance ($310 a month
for a single veteran in full-time institutional training) and all costs
associated with a course of vocational rehabilitation are paid.

CHAPTER 32 - POST-VIETNAM ERA VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM
(The "VEAP" Program)
A contributory-matching program of educational assistance ‘for individuals
who entered the service on or after January 1, 1977, and before July 1,
1985. Under the program, a servicemember may contribute up to $2,700 to
an "education account”. The servicemember's contribution i< matched on a
two-for-one basis by the Department of Defense for a total of $8,100 in
educational assistance payable for up to 36 months. Behefits are
generally paid based upon tﬁk rate at which contributions to the
education account were made. Additionally, the individual service
branches may provide "kickers" to enhance recruitment/retention, which

the VA adds to the monthly entitlement paid.
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CHAPTER 34 - VETERANS' ECUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
(The "Vietnam Era GI Bill"/The "Pcst-Korean Conflict GI Bill")

A program of educational assistance for individuals whose service was

generally at least in part between February 1, 1955, and Dscember 31,
- 1976. Up :0 45 months of benefits ($376 a month for a single veteran for

full-time nstitutional training with additional funds payabie on behalf

of dependénts) are paid for the pursuit of an approved program of

education, This program terminates on December 31, 1989,

X A ox
\

CHAPTER 25 ~ SURVIVORS' AND DEPENDENTS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE

A program of educational assistance for th survivors of veterans who
died of service-connected causes and the dependents of veterans who
suffer from 100-percent disabling service-connected conditions which are
permanent in nature. Up to 45 months of benefits are paid at the rates
established under chapter 34 for a single veteran enrolled in similar

training.
OTHER MAJOR PROGRAMS

CHAPTER 106 (T.:le 10) - EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
FOR MEMBERS OF THE SELECTED RESERVE
A program of assistance for individuals who on or after July 1, 1985,
enlist, re-enlist, or extend an enlistment for a period of six years in
the Selected Reserve. Under the program, an individual is entitled to

educational benefits for the pursuit of a program of undergraduate

TN
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education on a half-time or more basis. Benefits are paid at the rate of
$140 a month for fuli-time training to a maximum of $5,040.

L

CHAPTER 107 (TITLE 10) - EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE
FOR PERSONS ENLISTING FOR ACTIVE DUTY

EOUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TEST PROGRAM

(Section 901 of Public Law 96-342)
A program of educational assistance for individuals who enlisted or
re-enlisted after September 30, 1980, and before October 1, 1981, who are
determined to be eligible by the Secretary of the military department
involved. Under this program entitlement may be established for one
standard academic year (nine months) of educational assistance for each
year of enlistment (up to 36 months for four years of service).
Individuals may receive payment for educational expenses (including
tuition, fees, and books) incurred for instruction at an accredited
institution up to a maximum of $1,560 per standard academic year. In
addition, annually, up to nine months of subsisteace allowance ($389 a

month for full-time training) is payable to an individual enrolled in

training. These benefit amounts are adjusted annually by regulation, An
eligible individual who re-enlists may elect to recejve a lump-sum
payment of the value of the educational assistance and subsistence
allowance or to transfer all or part of the entitlement to a spouse or

dependent child.

Q ry =~
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NON-CONTRIBUTORY VEAP ~ EQUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PILOT PROGRAM
(Section 903 of Public Law 95-342)
A program under which an individual enlisting or re-enlisting after
September 30, 1980, and before October 1, 1981, may have contributions to
a "WEAP" account {see discussion of chapter 32, above) paid- for by the
Secretary of Oefense. Certain participants may also be permitted to

transfer their entitlement to a spouse or a dependent child.
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HISTORY OF THE PURPOSE OF VETERANS' EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE BENEFITS

The enactment of the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944, better known
as the original "Gl Bill of Rights", was one of the most significant
landmarks in the history of the United States, The educational benefits
conferred by this legistation set the stage for changing the concept of
higher education and for establishing a permanent program of cducational
assistance in cxchange for military service. The purpose of the Gl Bill
was to help the veteran make a successful transition to civilian life znd
to make up for educational and other opportunities lost while in
service. It afforded up to four years of higher education, with the
governmeat paying for living allowances as well as costs of tuition,
books, and fees. This Gl Bill was the precursor to a!l other veterans'
educational assistance programs and laid the foundation for many of the

laws and regulations in force today.

%ORLD WAR 11 Gi BILL

Ouring World War 11, many concerns were raised about the effect millions
of returning Gls would have osn an economy not wnly still recovering from
the Depression but also reverting to peacetime from a wartime pasture,
and the manner in which reintegration of those individuals into the
mainstream of American life cou'd best be accomplished. {in light of
these concerns, and contemporanecus with the authorization of induction
into service of 18- and 19-year old men, Presisient Roosevelt appointed a

committee of educators (the Dsborn Committee) to make recommendations

W
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addressing potential problems and solutions. The Committee's preliminary
report to the President in July 1943 included a recommendation for a
federally-sponsored education and training program for World War 11
veterans. i transmitting this report to the Congress, the President's
message of Ootober 27, 1543, acknonicdged the importance of educational
and vocational assistance from the standpoint of the individual's
readjustment problems and laid particular emphasis on the need to provide
a wide range of educational and training opportunities for returning
veterans:

Vocational and educational cpportunities for veterans should

be of widest range. There will be those of limited education

who now appreciate, perhaps for the first time, the importance

of general education and who would welcome a year in school or

college. There will be those who desire to learn a

remuncrative trade or to fit themselves more adequately for

specialized work in agriculture or commerce. There will be

others who want professional courses to prepare them for their

lifework, tack of moncy should not prevent any veteran of

this war from equipping himself for the mdst useful employment

for which his aptitudes and willingness qualify him. The

money invested in this training and schooling program will

reap rich dividends in higher productivity, more intelligent

leadership, and greater human happiness.
Throughout the fall and winter of 1943 and the spring of 1944, Congress
worked extensively on legislation to provide Federal government aid for
the readjustment to cevilian tife of returning World War Il veterans. As
noted in the report of the House Committee on World War Veterans'
Legislation (H. Report No. 1418, 78th Congress, 2nd Session), the bill
ultimately reported by the Committee represented "the result of arduous
study over an extended period of time. Hundreds of bills {had been)
filed and numerous proposals were before the Committee dealing with the
same general subject of post-war benefits for veterans of the present

conflict."
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The House Committee perceived the problem it confronted as three-fold:

(1) To insurc adequate administration of existing laws for the
benefit of disabled veterans and the dependents of deceased
veterans.

(2) Supplementation of existing statutes to provide for
readjustment into the civilian economy of veterans returning
from service in the present war.
(3) Concentration in one agency, namely the Veterans'
Administration. of all responsibility for the administration
of veterans' benefits as such.
The Committee noted that the problem of additional benefits for veterans
in the post-war period was "a tremendous onc™ and one that had "been the
subject of great controversy". Despitc the controversy, the Cormittee
noted that the objective sought was the same in any cveat, “namely, the
reintegration of the discharged soldier, sailor, and marine into the
civilian economy in the most prompt and adequatc manner." According to
the legislative history set forth in the Committee's report:
(Mlany plans were advocated. the gencral consensus appearing
to be that. considering length and character of service,
together with comparable sacrsfices, the plan which would
guarantee the most nearly uniform consideration would be an
adjusted service pay. Thorough and painstaking exploration of
this field, however, demonstrated tha! now is not the time to
consider such a plam for therc are too many unforeseeable
factors which might have a direct bearing wupon any such
proposal. Furthermore, the tremendous expense of such a
proposal wcighed against its consideration.
The desire to devise some means of assistance providing more than a
one-time "bonus" such as followed World War.| was also reflected in the
Senate Committee on Finance's report on companion legislation {S. Report

755, 78th Congress, 2nd Session). It noted that enactment of

»
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readjustment assistance legsslation would “"render unnecessary any
consideration of adjusted compensation, and that the benefits provided

.. will be of greater advantage to veterans, at a lesser expense to the
Goverament, than could possibly be accomplished by an Adjusted

- Compensation Act.”

As an overall statement of purpose and intent, the Senate Committee noted

in its report:

[T)he committee recognizes that this bitl authorizes a program
which wil! be costly to the Nation. Yet we view it as a true
economy. None can deny that it is part of the bare bones
necessary costs of the war. We regard it as the best money
that can be spent for the futur¢ welfare of the Nation. The
men and women who compose our armed forces and who will
compose our armed furces before the end of the war not only
now hold the destiny of this Republic firmly in their hands,
they will so holg it for a generation to come. To the extent
that these men and women can be speedily reintegrated into the
civilian population the consummation of all our hopes and
prayers for national security and advancement depend.

1f the trained and disciplined efficiency and valor of the men

and women of our armed forces can be directed into propsr

chann2ls. we shall have a better country to live in than the

wor!d has ever seen. Uf we should fail in that task, disaster

and chaos are inevitable.
On June 22, 1944, the Servicemen's Readjustment Act of 1944 becmme Public
Law 346, 78th Congress. Nearly a million veterans -- slightly more than
half of those eligible ~- received training under the original “World War

11 GI Bill" at a cost of about $14.5 billion.

FOREAN CONFLICT GI BILL

With the onset of the Korean conflict in 1950, the need for additional

mili1tary manpower increased sharply. Ouring fiscal year (951, nearly 1.4

- 44 -
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million new entries into the Armed Forces occurred. It became readily
apparent that another large group of former military personnel would face

readjustment problems following the conclusion of the hostilities.

There was a general consensus that a readjustment program patterned after
the GI Bill of 1944 was an appropriate means of meeting the needs of all

wa; veterans.

This assumption led to the enactment on July 16, 1952, of the Post-Korean
Conflict Veteran's Reaijustment Act of 1952, which put in place what
became known as the Korean Conflict Gl Bill. Once again, it was a
recognition that military service would prevent many individuals from

attending college and that this sacrifice merited comrensation.

The educational assistance program enacted was significantly different
from the World War Il program. As noted in the report of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare with respect to legislatior that
established the subsequent "Cold War GI Bi1l" (S. Report No. 269, 89th

Congress, 1st Session):

Although a direct extension .of the original GI Bill was an
obvious and easy way to cope with this legislative problem,
the Congress took advantage of the opportunity to reappraise
and revise the education and training progra. so as to take
into account recommendations and studies made of the earlier
program by both the executive and legislative branches.

The Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1852 which
evolved out of this careful consideration, while preserving
the best of the World War 11 program, contained many new
provisions designed to simplify administration and to avoid
the areas of abuses which had occurred under the earlier
program.... There has been no impairment, however, of tne
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program's basic purpose. namely, to assist Korean veterans in
the readjustment process. [Emphasis added.]

Under the Korean Conflict Gl Bill (Public Law 550, 82nd Congress), 2.4
million Americans received educational assistance benefits -- about 43

- percent of those who were eligible -- at a cost of $4.5 billion.
VIETNAM ERA GI BILL

Following the conclusion of the Korean Conflict and throughout the "Cold
War" period, pressure mounted for the enactment of another program of
educational assistance for veterans. Hearings were held on the issue as
early as the 85th Congress. However, it was not until 1966, during the

89th Congress, that enactment of legislation was realized.

The concerns of the tate fifties and early sixties focused on continuing
and increasing tensions tn the world -- in Berlin, Cuba, the Dominican
Republic, and Vietnam. Fes concerns were expressec about the ability of
a stronger economy to absorb returning servicemen and women, and there
was a recognition that other forms of government loans and scholarships
were available to Americans generally. Although considerable debate
focused on the issue of compulsory military service, little consideration
was given to the possible magnitude of growing hostilities in Southeast
Asia. Major factors driving the legislative proposals by 1965 appear to
have been the disruption of civilian pursuits by a period of compulsory
service in the military, the inequities of the selective service system,
and the advances of technology. As noted by the Senate Committee on

tabor and Public Welfare:
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No person, no matter how ambitious, industrious, or talented
he may be, can progress at a nomal rate in our rapidly
expanding economy when a series of threats to world peace
calls him away to military duty for long period of time.

OQur post-Korean veterans are beset with problems almost
identical to those to which the two previous Gl Bills were
addressed. Like their fathers and elder brothers, post-Korean
veterans lose time from their competitive civil lives directly
because of military service. As a consequence, they lose
valuable opportunities ranging from educational advantages to
worthwhile job possibilities and potentially profitable

business veatures. In addition, after completion of their
military service they confront serious difficulties during the
transition to civil life. Moreover, since under today's

conditions only a minority of the draft-age group actually
serves a substantlal period of active duty, the post-Korean
veteran suffers in some respects relatively more disadvantages
than did his World War 1l and Korean predacessors.

The Committee noted that its recommended "Cold War" readjustment
assistance was patterned after the prior two Gl Bills which had differed

from pre-World War |1 veterans' programs 1n four important ways:

(1) It is recognized that all veterans -- the able-bodied as
well as the disabled -- encounter special problems in
reentering civil life because of the interruption of their
normal lives by military service, and further recognized that
there was a goveranmental obligation to assist in meeting such
problems.

(2) It recognized also the wisdom of providing help to
veterans at the time when aid was needed most -- immediately
after service -- instead of providing bonus and pension
benefits later in life.

(3) Unlike the traditional program of the "bonus" type, the
amount of assistance provided was related to individual
needs. In addition, the assistance was made available in a
variety of forms in order to provide opportunity for the
veteran to choose which benefits to use and the extent thereof.

(4) The most important readjustment benefits were not
intend2d merely as cash income but provided constructive aid
(such as education and training assistance and home loan
assistance), which would permanently improve the veterans’
econ ¢ status in terms of income, job prospests, and
home:  rship.
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The Veterans Readjustment Benefits Act of 1966 (Public Law 358, 89th
Congress) was enacted on March 3, 1966. Under this program, which began
essentially as a somewhat scaled-down extension of the Korean Conflict Gl
8111, more than 9 million Vietnam-era veterans -- fully 70 percent of
those eligible have received training and education at a cost of more

than $38 million.

POST-VIETNAM GI BILL (VEAP)

With the close of the Vietnam Era in the mid-seventies, a significant
change in the philosophy behind educational assistance benefits
occurred. The end of the draft was coupled with an increasing lack of
enthusiasm and respect for military service. Additionally, concerns

about budgetary expenditures were rising.

in this context, Congress recommended the enactment of a $2-for-$1
contributory-matching program of educational assistance to veterans as an
attempt "to achieve a reasonable '~lance between those who would
prospectively terminate Gl Bill benefit and those who would allow the
curiznt program to continue without alteration”, as well as "to balance
legitimate concerns about budgetary expenditures with the many advantages

our Nation receives from Gl Bill expenditures."

As the Senate Committee on Veterans' Affairs noted in its report on the

authorizing legislation (S. Rept. No. 94-1243 to accompany S. 969):

s o
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The GI Bi!l, and the postservice educational opportunities
provided by the program, has become an integral part of
American life....

It is apparent to the Committee that the Nation needs to
provide some form of readjustment assistance for those who
serve and those who will serve in the Armed Forces....

The purpose of the GI Bill is to continue to provide benefits
for those under the all-volunteer army servnng on active duty
in order to aid them in adjustnng to civilian life. As long
as there is a need for active-duty personnel there is a need
for readjustment benefits.

e

In addition to reiterating the value of educational benefits as a
»eadjustment tool, the program (whicniould be-ome known as "VEAP") first
recognized the value of these benefits as a means of "enhancing and
making more attractive service in the Armed Forces" and set forth this
finding in its statement of purpose. The Committee noted its belief that
"terminating the GI Bill, without providing an alternative, postservice
educational benefits program, would impair the military's ability to

attract sufficient nuroers of quality recruits."

Finally, the Ccmmittee noted that another important factor contributing
to the provision of an .lternative to outright termination of the Vietnam

Era Gl Bill was:

[the] desire to continue to assist ueservnng young men and
wom"n in obtaining an education they might not otherwise be
able to afford. The Committe: is of the opinion that service
in the Armed Fosces should be a function supported by young
people from all segments of the sociely. Widespread citizen
participation in the Armed Forces is inherently a societal
good and those who perform the task® should be assisted
particularly in their readjustment to civilian careers.
Termination of the current Gl Bill, without providing a
suitable alternative, ... would impede the upward mobility of
our Nation's minorities and disadvantaged.
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On October 15, 1976, the Chapter 32 VEAP program (the Post-Vietnam Era
Veterans' Educational Assistance Program) was enacted as tit's IV of
Public Law 94-502. Under this authority, 142,056 Americans -- about 20
percent of those eligible -- have received education benefits through

fiscal year 1987, at a cost of $475 million.
MONTGOMERY 61 BILL

in the years following the establishment of the VEAP program, experience
with the program proved mixed. Individuals' contributions to VEAP
accounts were generally low, and, upon leaving service, the rate of
participation in education and training programs also was poor. These
factors, combined with dismal recruiting and retention performance by the
Armed Forces throuphout the late seventies and early eighties,
contributed to mounting pressure for an improved program of educational

assistance benefits for the All-Volunteer Force.

Two "test programs” (sections 901 and 903 of Public Law 96-342) were
enacted but both were limited 1n size and scope and neither proved to

satisfy the identified needs.

Thus, in 1984, the Congress proposed a more expanded, services-wide
three-year test of a program of educational assistance benefits "designed
to attract and retain high quality young men and women in both the active
and recerve forces by offering then financial assistzﬁE; for obtaining a
college education." While the military's recruiting and retention

efforts had improved, the Congress noted:
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...[Tlhe ... recruiting and retention success may not coatinue

if the national economy continues to improve or if one of a

number of other factors currently favorable to recruiting and

retention changes adversely. The demographics of the youth

population are especially troublesome. As the number of 18

and 19 year olds declires over the remainder of the decade,

the competition from colleges and universities and from

private industry for the shrinking pool of high quality young

people will intensify. At the same time, the services will

require an increasing number of high quality personnel to

cperate and maintain the sophisticated weapon systems coming

on line in the late 1980's and 1990's. ..

The Committee believes that an educational assistance program

will help prevent the recurrence of recruiting problems gad

will assist in attracting high-quality personnel into t*>

active and reserve forces.... (H. Rept. No. 98-691 to

accompany H.R. 5167)
As enacted, the New GI Bill (which was subsequently made permanent and
renamed the “"Montgomery GI Bill" by Public Law 100-48) continued the
concept of requiring participants to make a financial commitment to the
program. A reduction of $100 a month for 12 months was to be made in the
military pay of individuals who chose to participate in the prozram. The
new program set forth as its purposes not only "to provide a new
educational assistance program to assist in the readjustmeat of members
of the Armed Forces to Civilian life after their separation from mititary
service,” but also to promote and assist recruitment and retention

efforts by the All-Volunteer Force.

In 1987, three additions were made to the declared purposes of (the
Montgomery Gl Bill by section 5 of Public Law 100-48. First, it
recognized that the GI Bill puts higher education and training within the
grasp of many who would not otherwise be able to afford it. The Senate

Veterans' Affairs Committee noted in its report (S. Rept. No. 100-13 to
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accompany S. 12) that "[tlhe New GI Bill, as with past GI Bills, provides
veterans who return to civilian [ife ... 'earned’ opportunities to catch
up with their non-veteran peers -~ and to gain the skills and training

neered. to compete in the civilian job market."

The second purpose clause added by Public Law 100-48 was “"to provide for
vocational readjustment and restore lost educational opportunities...."
In this connection, the Senate Committee noted its belief that this goal
"is an absolutely essential purpose of the New GI Bill." This is
especially important, according to the Senate Report, since peace-time
military skills, especially those related to combat arms specialties,
[Al1-Volunteer Force service

“frequently are not enough to make
y

personnel]l competitive in related fields in our increasingly

technological society."

Finally, the purpose clauses were amended to reflect the extent to which
the New GI Bill is designed "to enmhance our Nation's competitiveness
through the development of a more highly educated and productive work
force." Noting that "[tlhe 'challenge to American economic world
leadership has never been greater," the Senate Committee noted i1ts belief
that "[t}he more Americans who desire the opportunity for a higher
education and are given encouragement and access to pursue it, the more

effective will be America's response to the global challenge." The

Committee's report declared.

The members and veteran. of, and Reservists in, the
All-Volunteer Force who could be trained through the resocurces
of the New G! Bill can make or break our competitive effort.
They represent an enormous potential for consolidating or

- 82 -
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achieving world leadership in science, engineering,
mathematics, business management. and the full range of the
arts and humanities. We cannot afford to have them
undereducated, underskilled, and underemployed.

THE GI BILL'S UNIOUE FOCUS

In June 1978, the YA asked the National Academy of Public Administration
to conduct the factual and analytic port ons of a study mandated by
Public Law 95-202 relating to improving the process by which institutions
and courses are approved for veterans' educational benefits. That
report, known as the "Orlans' Report" and submitted to the House and the

Senate Veterans' Affairs Committees on October 17, 1979, noted:

...[Tlhe general statement of the statutory purposes tells

only half the story, since the statute and regulations specify

that these purposes are to be achieved by the pursuit (defined

by the dictionary as "the act of striving") of a predetermined

occupational, professional or educational objective. (Page

499)
From its inception, the Gl Bill has required the veteran to make
satisfactory progress. The original legistation of 1944 did not require
veterans to state an educational goal, but it did require satisfactory
conduct and progress as a requirement for benefit payment. The program,
which presumed each State would simply publish a list of approved
institutions, left the determination of satisfactory progress in the
hands of those institutions.
Tre long march away from blanket institutional approval to a course
approval conczpt began as early as 1946. In the history of amendment.

often prompted by the uncovering of a scandal, the Teague Committee's

ERIC
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impact remains seminal. Building on Congressman Teague's findings the
Korean GI Bill ended tuition payments to institutions in favor of a
single monthly payment to the veteran; mandated enroliment in a program
enabling a veteran to reach "a predetermined and identified educational,
professional, or vocational objective"; set new standards, mainly for
proprietary schools, for determining standards of grogress and
attendance; and required States to furnish a list of approved courses,

rather than just approved schools.

After a period of relative calm, overpayment abuses in the early 1970's
laid the groundwork for the enactment of Public Law 94-502, the Gi Bill
Improvements Act of 1976. As noted in the Orlans' study, this

legislation stressed that:

VA education benefits were "specially predicated upon serious
pursuit of educational cr vocational objectnves by veterans
and are not intended as a gratuitous income supplement
progcan.” Cengress (1) defined “unsctisfactory progress“ to
include cases in which a voteran was not progressing ¢ 2 rate
which would enable Lim te graduvate within a normal period of
time anticipated for the completion of his studies; (2)
required schools to establish and enforce more specific
strndards of progress and graduation for veteruns and to
include these standards in a certified bulietin o catalog;
snd (3) prohibited benefits for courses which are audited or
for which nonpunitive grades . are received, except in
mitigating circumstances. (Page 33)

Ac several reports have indicated, @& tizngled web of regulations
apdiecsing progress and objeciive has be. . < en and rewoven over the
past 4D wvears. Tiese swandards are central tn tne task of this

Commi<s.~~  Nevertheless, 1at Orlans' repurt conZ - 10n op this pcint

rei.ns t€.2vant todzy.

[
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So long as GI Bill benefits are tied to the pursuit of a

designated vocational educational objective. some system of

course or program approval will be necessary. A system of

school or institutional approval (such as that of the 1944 Gl

Bill or current OE programs) can be employed only if GI Bill

benefits are broadened to become a general educationa!

entitlement. (Page.xxxv)
The Commission has found no consensus for a radical revision of the
current system. Reliance on accreditation and State licensure and the
exclusion of the State approving agencies are deemed legislatively
infeasible. No sentiment exists for elimination of approval of programs
specifically for purposes of the GI Bill at this time. Concerns were
raised about the cost-benefits ratio of the large, separate and diverse
approval process. given the number of anticipated trainees. as were the
potential advantages of a simpler Department of Education type approval.
However, as long »s Congressional intent remains unchanged, the current
system with inevitable complexity remains a given. The Commission's
reconmendations seek reasonable simplification and improvement within

that framework.
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WONTGOHERY 61 BILL STUDENT

Vaterans, active-duty personnel, reservists, and eligible dependents
enrolled in training under one of several VA educational assistan..
programs in the Fall of 1988 are expected to number more than 520,000 --
up 18 percent from 442,000 two years ago. Accounting for most of this

growth is the popularity of the new Montgomery GI Bill.

As skown in Table 1, drawn from data provided by Robert Ketels, Chief of
the VA's Operations Staff for Vocational Rehabilitation and Education,
the number of VA education bencficiaries will remain in the half-million
range well into the nincties. A brief exception will be 2 reduction of
75,000 students 1n 1990-91 when the Chapter 34 Vietnam Era GI Bill will

have ended.

The 1988 influx of veterans may seem small by the standards of the
forties and seventies -- when more than two million enrolled in training
following World War 11, and a record-setting 4.9 million attended schools
urder the Vietnam Era GI Bill. MNevertheless, today's veterans number
almost half as many as the 1.2 million in training following the Korean
War. They represent four percent of the total college-student
population, although at some institutions they comprise nearly 30 percent
of the studsnt enrollment. The new veteran-students are noteworthy for
more than their growing nurbers. they have earolled under legisiation

that had changed markedly from that which benefited their predecessors.

N
+

-
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Most of the new arrivals are Chapter 106 reservists, who must serve in
the Selected Reserve or the MNational Guard while receiving their
education benefits. Their numbers will grow rapittcy to more than 223,090
by 1990.

Over time, the larger program will be the Chapter 30 Montgomery G1 Bill
veterans. These veterans will exceed 224,000 by 1994. Their numbers on
campus are low right nox because few participants have served the

requisite years to be eligible.

Unlike earlier VA bencficiaries, the Montgomery GI Bill veteran has made
an nonrefundable investment and has a strong financial interest in higher
education. It is anticipated that he or she (12 percent are women) will

A be a very serious student.

Based on past experience and projections, almost three-quarters of the
Montgomery Gl! Bill students are apt to pursue education at the college

level. The remiinder will seek vocational, technical, OJT or other

apprenticeship training.

During the first year of the program, the 1986-87 academic year,

Montgomery Gl Bill reservists vere most prominent in the Midwest (Ohio,

Illinois, and Wisconsin) and in the South (Alabama, Texas, and
Lovisiana). Map 1 illustrates where most of the Montgomery GI Bl

reservists are aow in training.

o
¢
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Like their predecessors, the new Gi BIIl students will be older than the

|
‘ average freshman and sophomore -- though probably not older than the

3

’ majority of college students in the early 1990s. A receat survey by the
. College Board has found that studeats over the age of 25 alrcady are a
.’ targe presence on campus, comprising 45 percent of enrollments.

Census figures predict another change in demographics, the declining
number of 18-year-olds between now and 1995 -- a fact likely to affect
military recruitment. Some specialists say that as the pool of youths
get smaller, the Armed Forces will be drawing from an older population,

which could push the GI Bill student's age even somewhat higher.

More significant to colleges and recruiters alike, recent studies of
recrustment show that the Montgomery Gl Bill is attracting higher quality

men and women in terms of education and test scores on the Armed Forces

Qualification Test. One study, described in the Congressional Hecord of
“May 4, 1988. by House Veterans' Affairs Committee Chairman G.V. "Sonny"
i Montgomery, found that 66 percent of the upper test-scoring Army recruits
" said they considered money for college a major factor in their decision
to enlist. Air Force Lieutenant General Thomas A. Hickey likewise has
reported that the Montgomery GI Bill is “the numuer one reason given for

joining the Air Force Reserve."

Program participatinn rates by service appear. in Chart 1. The rates vary
from 79 percent of the Army's enlistees to 45 percent of the Air Force

enlistees. The most recently avaiifable figures, not included in Chart 1,

. )
Q -~
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Chart 1

MONTGOMERY G.l. BILL

Participation Rates
(July 1, 1985 - September 30, 1987)
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are those for May 1988. The rates are impressive: Army, 91.9 percent;
Navy, 72.1 percent; Air Force, 75.7 percent; Marine Corps, 74 percent;
and DOD-wide, 80.4 percent. The high Army participation rate reflects
the Army's success in using the new Montgomery Gl Bill as a recruiting

device, as the law intended.

~vailzhle figures from the Department of Defense and the VA do not
indicate what percentage of Montgomery Gl Bill participants are
minorities. Minority earollment 1n both two-year and fuur-year colleges
peaked in the late 1970s and has since declined about ten percent. It is
the expressed hope of Congress that Gl Bill benefits will offer minority
youths and others who might not be able to afford tuition wider
opportunities for college -- a goal that should help to reverse the

declining trend in minority enrollment.

It is anticipated that many Montgomery GI Bull students will be attending
schoals on a part-time basis. These new students are apt to have more
commi tments than the younger students -- a family, a full-time job, or
both -- and will be less inclined to be joiners of student government,
social activities, and fraternal organizations. Even many veterans
attending college full-time also w.ork full-time. A 1983 study by the
VA's Dr. Robert E. Klein found that:

A major difference between veterans and nonveterans is the
pronortion o: full-time college students among them who are

s
]
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working full-time: more than 26 percent of veterans and only

about 10 percent of nonveterans.'
Colleges may soon find that they need more married-student housing, day-care
facilities, and career-counseling capabilities. Administrators say that many
older students seek counseling and that prospective empioyers also may need
belp in interviewing graduates who are 25-years-old or older. Academic majors
most popular with students in 1987 were: business, engineering, education,

biologica!l sciences, and systems analysis.

No doubt educators will gladly meet the needs of the new student veteran.
Counselors report that the older student is likely to be a har) worker, who
views both education and employment with a seriousness not always found among

younger students.’

T School Enroliment Among Male Veterans and Noaveterans 20 to 34
Years 01d, October 1983, by Robert E. Klein, Ph.D., Statistician, Office
of Tnformation Management and Statistics, Statistical Review and Analysis
Division, veterans Administration, Washington, DC, September 1985, p- iv.

? vStudents Over 25 Found to Make Up 45 Percent of Campus
Enrollments," by Michael W. Hirschorn, Miami, The Ciironicle of Higher
Education, March 30, 1988.
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EDUCATION I THE NONET 16§

The Montgomery Gl Bill student will enter an educaticnal world of greater
flexibility than his predecessors. a place where already a majority of
his cohorts are melding the once separate worlds of work and Study.
According to the Higher Education and Adult Learning Division of the U.S.
Department of Education:

In 1973, the proportions of working students in two-year
3 coljeges, four-year colleges, and vocational-technical schools

were 58 percent, 30 percent, and 47 percent, respectively. By

1981, these proportions had increased to 64 percent, 48

percent, and 53 percent. Tha percentage of working students

in four-year colfleges increased by over 50 percent.
Bewween 1549 and 1984, the percentage of part-time students in higher
education increased from 32 to 42 percent. In 1983, fully 64 percent of
the students in public two-year colleges were attending part-time. Must
striking 1s the finding that for all public postsecondary institutions,
only 55 percent of the students were attending full-time. According to
the Department:

While these trends could have resulted from changes in the

labor market. many other factors may have also contributed to

these changes, e.g. higher tuition and cost of attending

college. The increasing flexibility of class schedules in

institutions of higher education may also have been a factor.

Today almost ali colleges and universities offer evening and

weekend classes, thus allowing fulltime workers to use their
non-work_time for study. (emphas:s added]’

' Stacey, Alsalam, Gilmere, & LeTo, Education and Trainino of 16-
to_19-Year Olds After Compuisory Schooling in the United States, Higher
Education and Adult Learning Division, Office of Educational Research and
Improvement, U.S. Department of Education. April 1988.

El{fC‘ 6J

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




58

During the 1985 hearings on the Seorqanization of the Higher Education
Act, Linda Tarr-Whelan of the National Education Association testified
that, between 1972 and 1982, part-time student earoliments in
postsecondary education increased by 65 percent to 41 percent of total
enrollment, or over 5 million students -- a trend she expects to continue
through the ¢ i of the century.’ The Center for Education Statistics
predicts full-time earollment will decline by 10 percent over the next
decade. The Montgomery GI Bill student will also enter an educational
world that will be increasingly attractive to older and less traditional

tearners.

According to Dr. Charles Cowan, Chief Mathematical Statistician at the
Center for Education, a distinct profile of higher education through the
1990's has emerged. The Center's studies project an 1nureasing number of

college students in the over-35 age group and a decline i1n the number of

students in the 18-24 age group. Students in the 25-35 age group are
expected to increase, then decline in the 1990's; those from 35-44 are

expected to continue to increase through the year 2000.°

! Reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, Hearings,

Subcommittee or Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and
Lagor, House ot Representatives, 99th Congress, 1st Session, July 9, 10,
198¢, p. <i.

® See minutes of the Commission to Assess Yeterans' Education
Policy, July 30, 1987, p. 5.
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Adult education, defined by the Department of Education as any course or
educational activity taken part-time and reported as adult education by
respondents 17 years and older, is on the rise. Between May 1983 and May
1984, over 43 million adult education ccurses were taken.® The three
most popular fields were business, engineering, and health care, with
most courses taken at two-year colleges (17 perceat and four
year-colleges and universities (17 percent.) Not surprising, almost

two-thirds of the courses were taken for jot-related reasons.

The average age of the community college student is alveady 36 and
climbing.® The House Education and Labor Committee's report on the
Higher Education Amendments of 1985 noted the rise in non-traditional
students:
The worker changing careers -- the displaced homemaker -- the
veteran and the adult seeking education enrichment and career
advancement -- are already the majority in attendance at
community colleges, and they are rapidly becoming the new
majority in all of postsecondary education....®
Congressman Steve Gunderson (R-Wis.) in testimony before the House
Subcommittee on Postsecondary Education noted that enrollment for all

students between 1973 and 1983 was up 28 percent, but enrollment for

4« gulletin OERI, U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, No. CS86-3088, October 1986.

S Reauthorization of the Highesr Education Ac. Hearings, p. 156.

* Higher FEducation Amendments of 1985, Report of the House
ggmmittee on Education ard Labor, 99th Congress, 1st Session, Report
-383, p. 1.
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older students in higher education was up 70 percent with recent studies
indicating adult learners may comprise nearly 56 percent of the student
body by 199i. The Center for Education Statistics reports that the
non-traditicnal student population wi'l increase by 25 percent between
1979 and 1990.°

This new population is forcing major changes in college life. Day care
is an issue, as is flexible course scheduling to accommodate full-time

jobs.?

The veteran enters a postsecondary education system unparalleled in its
diversity and range of choice. According to the Higher Education and

Adult Learning Division of the Department of Education:

Today ... a 17-year old can take an accounting course at a
4-year college, at a community college, at a proprietary
school, through a correspondence school, at a neighborhood
fearn.ng center, in a factory, or through a professional
association such as the American Bankers Association. The
course descriptions may sound similar, but the content and
quality may differ a great deal. This growth in the number
and types of providers of postcompulsory education has caused
some critics ot the system to call it a "non-system”.*

' Reauthorization of the Hicher Education  Act, Hearings,
Subcommi ttee on Postsecondary Education of the Committee on Education and
Labor, House of Representatives, 99th Congress, 1st Session, July 31 and
September 5, 1585, p. 102.

* See "The Graying of the Campus,” Newsweek, June 6, 1988, p. 56,

* Stacey, Alsalam, Gilzore & LeTo, Education and Training of 16- to
19-Year Olds After Compulsory Schooling in the United Stafes, Higher
Education and Adult Learning Division, O%fice of Educational Research and

Improvement, U.S. Department of Education, April 1988, pp. 1-2.
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The universe of providers is vast. major share of postsecondary

education in the United States is provided by public and independent
cnlleges that award associate degrees after two years of full-time
study. Nearly five million students are served by about 1,200 community

colleges, In addition, 9,300 institutions offer programs in vocational

and technical areas. Of these career schools, private-for-profits

constitute about 77 percent, and their 1982 enroliment totalled nearly
1.6 million students.

il

/
An additional five miliion Americans are enrolled in accredited

home-study courses, and a growing array of educational opportunities are

being offered or sponsored by American business.'®

Non-traditional delivery modes are increasing within this diverse

system. Today, an estimated 500,000 American students are earning college
from a electronic universities. Oevelopment of

credit variety of

affordable computers, VCR's, and improved quality programming have
encouraged older highly-motivated students to tune in to a variety of
college offerings. While still controversial and far from an established
part of the traditional education milieu, electronic learning is reaching
an estimateg 200,000

to 300,000 students with courses offered by

community colleges, For exampie, Electronic University Network in San

Francisco now offers courses from 16 colleges.
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Newton Minow, former Federal Communications Commission Chairman, predicts
within five years "millions of people will be learning by TV."'' Qne
pioneering institution, National Technological University, a consortium
of 24 engineering schools, has no campus. It transmits gradvate courses

via satellite to 100 industrial sites. Citing diversity and the number
of courses the consortium offers, Charles Miller, Manager of Video
Instruction and Learning Resources at Eastman Kodak says, "We see this as

the way of the future for graduate education."'?

The Public Broadcasting System, with encouragement from the Annenberg
Foundation, has become a leader in the field -- airing mainly
introductory undergraduate courses from 370 stations to over 200,000

students.

Cost is a major factor in educational choices facing postsecondary
students. According to Keancth C. Green, Associate Director of the UCLA

Higher Education Research Institute:

As tuition costs have outstripped family income, we're seeing
a great deal of "buying down." Students who would have gone
to private institutions are going to public ones. Students
who would have gone full time are going part time Students
who would have gone to four-year colleges are going to

—

'' See "long Oistance Learning Gets an 'A' at Last," Business Week,
May 2, 1988, pp. 108-110. —

'* “A Space Age University Without Campus or Faculty Offers LTS TV
Courses Nationwide via Satellite,” The Chronicle of Higher Education,
July 15, 1987, p. 6.
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two-year colleges. k.u wore students from poor homes go to
vocational schools instead of colleges.'’

A College Board study found that as recently as 1980 four years at a
private university averaged abovt $34,000 or 118 percent of the median
family income. By 1985, the cost had increased w0 over $45,000 or 157

percent of current median income,'“

The Center for Education Statistics a!so documents significant increases
in higher education expenditures with a rise of charges at public
colleges of 118 percent between 1975-76 and 1985-86, and 142 percent at

private colleges.'?®

Neverthelsss, higher education remains a good investment. American
Demographics reports households headed by college gradvates had median
incomes of $37,500 in 1985, 54 percent greater than those headed by high
school gradvates.'* It should be no surprise that the Montgomery Gl
Bill has been a2 successful recruiting device in the face of ali of these

trends.

'3 Robert Kuttner, "The Patrimony Society," Ihe New Republic, Issue 3,
773, May 11, 1987, p. 18.

" Ibyd. p. 19.

'* Digest of Education Statistics, 1987. Center for Education
Statistics, Office of Educational Rescarch and improvement, U.S. Department
of Education, May 1987, p, 117.

'* Business Week, May 25, 1987. p. 24.

—
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As 1s well recognized. tomorrow's worker will need more education just to
keep pace. At a conference held in Maine for leaders of postsecondary
education communities, Brig. General Robert Dilworth of the U.S. Army
Total Army Personnel Agency noted:

Today it takes an average of 12.8 years of schooling to get

hired. That will grow to 13.5 years by the year 2000 based on

a study by the Hudson Institute released earlier this vzar.

To put it another way, 22 percent of the curreant jobs require

four or more years of college. By the turn of the century it

will be 30 percent. By then, onl¥ 35 percent of the jobs will

be open to high school students.'
Facing a national realization of tne need for highsr level education and
retraining over the lifetime of the American worker. and a myriad of
educational offerisigs and providers, how will the veteran chuose to use
the Montgomery GI Bill benefits. History offers some guidance.
According to the VA, post-Vietnam trainees under chapter 32 are using
education benefits at a rate of 42 percent for four-year scnools, and 42
percent at two-year colleges, and only 11 percent at vocational-technical

schools.

It is anticipated that participation under the Montgomery Gi Bill in
two-year schools will at fJeast equal and most likely exceed that

percentage. Two-year community colleges are firmly entrenched as an

alternative to four-year schools. The 1987 Carneqie Cilassification of

' Keynote Address at the Maine Conference on Educational
Achievement, for the leaders of Maine's postsecondary education
communities, December 9, 1987, pp. 20-21.
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Higher Education indicates the greatest growth sn enrollment since 1976
in higher education in yeneral has been in two-year colleges, fising from
27.5 percent to 36.7 percent. Two-ycar institutions now comprise 40.4

percent o total institutions of higher education.

Cost, improved articulation agreements that facilitate transfers between
two- and foir-year institutions, and increasing industry acceptance of
associate dejrees are some of the factors identified as driving ! is

growth.'*

Whatever educational choice the veteran makes, however, the climate of
higher edication will be ever moe directed to satisfying diverse adult

learner needs.

The Maine Conference concluded:

...{tlhe military services recognize -- as do institutions,
that the 18-24 year old population is shrinking and that their
educational assistance programs must be geared toward students
who will be approaching the continuation of their educui'on
through non-traditional modes. The military services :.w
estimate that 45 percent of all enrolliments are part-time.'*

A 1988 study by the Higher Education and Adult Learming Division of the

Devar..ent of Education offers a good summary of the choices and

'* “A Course toward a Better Image," Insight, September 7, (987, p.
50.

" Background information, the Maine Confererce on Educational
Achievement, Decemper 1987, p. 16.

)
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opporwnities awaiting the Montgomery 61 Bill student in the world of

higher education:

° teaving school prior to gradvation is no longer a
uterminal” act; the door is open in a variety of ways to
anyone who wants to return for further education and
training.

o There has been an increase in the number of courses
offered by non-traditional institutions, and more of the
available courses appear to be career related.

. Combining work and study, either simultaneously or
alternatively, is becoming more common.

] The private sector, rather than the public sector, has
become the dominant provider of training at the
postcompulsory level.

. Concern with economic outcomes has become an important
factor in the decision-making process of young adults in
their choice of further education and training.”®

—_—

20 Education and Trp Ding of 16- to 19- Year Qlds After Compulsory
Schouling 1n _the United ¢ates. Conclusion.
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BENEFIT-DELIVERY SYSTEM STRUCTURE

ISSUE. Structure of the benefit-delivery system in the various regionzl

offices.

BACKGROUND: For the purpose of education benefits, the VA has been
organized ¢nto 58 regional offices and the central office 1n Washington,
DC. In each regional office, there are a number of individvals and
divisions that retain responsibility for the administration of education

genefits:

Education Liaison Representatives (ELR's)

Compliance Sur.ey Specialists

Adjudicators

Finance Analysts/Clerks

Vetarans' Benefits Counselors (VBC's) including work-study
coordinators and veterans' outreach counselors

Vocational Rehabilitation & Counseling Service Staff
{Chapter 31)

®0e 00w

Each regional cffice retains responsibil(fy for the administration of
certain Gl Bill benefits within ixs hrég of jurisdiction. In small
regional offices, the ELR may also serve as the compliance survey
specialist. In large regional offices, the ELR may have several
assistants and there may be a number of compliance survey specialists.
In all but one regional office, those responsible for adjudication of
education benefit claims are also responsible for the adjudication of
other benefit craims, including all compensation and pension claims.
Likewise, VBC's have responsibility to provide assistance and :nformation

to veterans in all areas. VA counseling for veterans and other enrolled

s

e
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1n cducation or training, when requested or required, s provided through

the chapter 31 counseling program.

None of this structui. is replicated at the central office levei. There,

within the Department of Veterans' Bencfits (DVB), the Deputy Chief
Benefits Director for Field Operations has direct !ine authority for all
field operations of the 58 regional offices. Program policy 1s set by
the services through the Deputy Chicf Benefits Director for Program
Management. The Vocational Rehabilitation and Education Service does rot

hav. a separate identifiable division 1n the field handling education.

At this time, with respect to the new Montgomery Gl Bill program, the VA
has centralized the administration of these benefits through one
"processing center” in the St. Llowis, Missourt, Regional Office. All
claims for chapter 30 benefits are sent to this center, processed,
adjudicated, and authorized. In conjunction with this centralized
approach, the VA is testing an optical disk computer system, as well as
the monthly self-certification process discussed elsewhere 1n this
report. Section 901 benefits are handled by the Waco, Texas, VA Regional
Office, and claims under the Hostage Relief Act by the Baitimore,

Maryland, Regional Office.

The Cozmission understands that the VA's decision to process all chapter
30 claims out of one regional office 1s not a part of the St. Louss
“test". Currently, the VA does not plan to administer chapter 30

benefits through cach of the 58 rcgional offices.
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Given this decision by the VA, the Commission sees little merit in
retaining responsibilities for all other education programs in each of
the 58 regional offices. Jn 1988, it is estimated that only 2 percent of
those in training are training under chapter 30. By 1994, according to
the VA's data, more than 45 percent of the education workload will be
chapter 30 trainees. Handling this large group through one consolidated
system and all of the others thcough 58 offices makes no sense. It can
only contribuie to confusion, duplication, unnecessary delays, and other

problems making administration of these benefit programs more difficult.

RECOMMENDATION:

e Adopt in the long run a consolidated-region approach to the
processing of all education programs (to include adjudication and
processing of all benefit, an. approval and compliance functions) to
be located in 2 handful of large regions and retaining only an
»education ombudsran” capacity (having direct-line responsibility
flowing through the education program) i1n each of the 58 regional
offices. Ombudsman pay and grade level should be commensurate with
the respcnsibitity to maintain liaison with institutions, students,

reserve umits, and others, and to undertake problem solving and

trouble shooting ac required.

A consolidated-rec..n approach would help resolve a large number of the
problems identified by anstitutions responding to the Commission's

surveys, including a lack of consistency in decisions by various

-
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adjudicators within one regional office as well as between regional
offices. With fewer core adjudication units staffed by well-trained
adjudicators responsible solcly for education benefits, decisions made on
benefit claims would be more consistent. A decision on a request for a
change of program for a veteran in Wyoming would be more likely to be
consistent with the decision made in the case of a veteran in Alabama.
The records of a veteran enrolled at Syracuse University who transfers to
Columbia University would not run the risk of being lost between the VA's
Buffalo and New York City Regional Offices. The ordinary delays of
transmitting files would be eliminated. Problem and issue identification

would be more easily achieved under a regionalized system.

Consolidated-region responsibility would also enable all those involved
in the administration of the programs ) develop a level of expertise
sufficient to dea' with the very complex nature of the separate education
programs.  The difficulties inherent in a system where 58 regional
offices retain responsibilities for some programs, while the bulk of the
education caseload is centrally handied elsewhere, are obvious.

The efficient and effective use of resources would also be enhanced by a
consolidated-region approach, By 1994, when the number af trainees for
which the 58 regional nffices are responsible will have declined by more
than 57 percent from its 1988 levels, even the very largest regional
offices will have resource allocation problems. Certainly, the small

regional offices will have difficulty maintaining the expertise and the

rescurces necessary to administer a very complex system.
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For institutions and veterans, the consolidated-regton approach would, in
the long run, contribute to a more efficient and effe tive system. If
all claims were processed out of one regional location, no decisions
would need to be made as to w. >re to send applications, who to call for

questions, or where to go to get a problem resolved.

Since the VA's functions in terms of approvals of institutions generally
require no face-to-face contact with the schools, a consolidated-region
VA approval system would cnsure consistency and ease administrative
difficulties in this area. |Indeed, a central repository of approved
p.ograms and institutions would be automatic. The potential for
improvements in automatic data processing capabilities would likewise be

enhanced.

Under a consolidated-region approach, compliance survey specialists could
be composed of "teams™ of experts along the lines of the audit team
approach the VA has adopted for its reviews of the operations of %he
regional offices. Thcse teams could be sent out regularly to an area not
only to conduct required compliance surveys, but also to provide liaison

and training services to supplement those of the new education ombudsman.

The consolidated-region approach would permit a "career ladder" to be
developed for those VA employees involved in the education programs.
Morale and job performance would be improved by clearer lines of

responsibility.

1+
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The Commission stresses that this recommendation envisions at least one
important change in the operation of the current centralized processing
system: An inquiry unit for both institutions and veterans must be
estai.'ished. Currently, institutions and veterans seeking information on
chapter 30 benefits are required to deal with the various 58 offices.
For example, a school counselor jn Savannah, Georgia, who has a problem
on a veteran's claim for chapter 30 benefits may not call the St. Louis
- Regional Office, but must deal with the VBC in Atlanta. Since chapter 30
information is now on the VA's Target system, that VBC may, if the
problem is simple or the claim has been adjudicated and the information
has been ntervd into the Target system, be able to provide the necessary
information to the counselor. However, if it is not simple or if the
problem requi Jecision making, that VBC in Atlanta must de-l through
the processing center in St. Llouis. The frustrations for everyone
involved are obvious and unnecessary. A central inquiry capacity is

imperative.

The importance of retaining an “education ombudsman® capacity in each of
the regional offices vannot be.overstated. This capacity, despite the
availability of a central inquiry unit, is needed to maintain ijiaison
with institutions, veterans, and others in the communiiy, such as guard
and reserve units, and to provide training and support services. There
is also a need to maintain a problem solving and trouble shooting
function in the field. 1t is only in the field that familiarity with
specific communities can exist and be callv 1. The ombudsman capaci ty

must be at a level and grade sufficient to carry out these

Q ’7 5
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responsibilities and have direct-line authority through the education

program and access tu those who make policy and program decisions.

The Commission's recommendation does not specify a number of
consol idated-region offices, this decision must be made on the basis of

caseload and capacity.

The Cormission Stresses that adoption of this approach would need to be
well-planned and have a specific time-frame established for achieving the
goal. It cannot and must not be thrust upon the system in a "one-step"
manner. Displacement and disruptions -- particularly in staffing --
should be unnecessary. With sufficient planning, the consolidated-region
approach can be instituted with a minimum of disruption. In this regard,
the Commission notes the provisions of section 210(t) of title 38,
pertaining to reorganizations ot the VA’s structure and the requirement
for the VA to submit to thu Congress a specific plan for its approval

prior to making certain organizational changes.

Th- Commission recognizes that this recommendation requires additional
development to ens. e that the specifics of a consolidated-regi.1
approach would be 1astituted in an orderly fashion. The effort would be
worthwhile. The potential benefits of an expansion of the VA's
commendable effort to centralize the chapter 30 operations should be

thoroughly examined.
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Finally, this recommendation does not apply to the VA's chapter 31
program of vocational rehabilitation. That program, substantially based
on a hands-on "case-manager" approach, would never be appropriately

administered through a centralized processing system.

Gy
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CERTIFICATIONS AND REPORTS; EFFECTIVE DATES

ISSUE: Timely reporting of changes in rate of training by veterans and
institutions; effective date of reductions based on changes in the rate

of traini‘3.

BACKGROUND: Section 1784 of title 38, USC, requires veterans and other
individuals training under the various VA educatior programs as well as
educational institutions to report, without delay, enrolliments,
terminations, and interruptions of educational pursuit, including changes
in enrol'ment status such as discontinua:ce of a course. By regulation,
this requirement is applied differently to veterans enrolled in various

types of educational and training facilities.

In the case of institutions of higher learning and veterans enrolled in
degree programs. schools are generally permitted to certify a veteran's
continuing enrollment for up to a one-year period. In addition, schools
are required to have in place a procedure for monitoring stuvent pursuit
that will permit changes in a student's enroliment to be reported to the
VA within 30 days of the date on which it occurs. Failure to report
changes in a timely manner may result in liability for overpayments for

both the institution and the student.

In the case of degree-level training, reductious in benefits based on
changes in the rate of pursuit -- tor example, a reduction from fu!|-time

benefits to three-quarter-time benefits in the case of a veteran who




discontinues a course and drops from 12 hours to nine hours of pursuit --

. are made effective at the end of the month in which the change occurs. A .
termination of benefits based on withdrawal from all courses is effective

on the date on which withdrawal occurs.

In *he case of students pursuing non-ccllege degree programs,
institutions and training establishments are required to submit daily
attendance reports to the VA on a monthly basis. Effective dates of

award actions are generally the same as those for degree programs.

However, a somewnat different approach applies in the case of educational
assistance beneiits for pursuit of a degree under the chapter 30
program. Section 1434 of title 38 provides that the Administratar may
withhold payment of benefits to trainees pending receipt of the necessary

reports and proof of enrollment in and satisfactory pursnit of a program.

Under thi. authority, the VA has instituted a "test program” of
self-certifications verifying pursuit under the chapter 30 program for
veterans earol(ed in degree programs. Briefly, a student is required to
complete a VA iom on a monthly basis certifying enrollment and rate of
,ursuit.  No payment is made to the student until this completed form 1s
received by the VA. (A copy of this form is reproduced below.) The
educational institution is not required to sign off on the form, and the
submission of this monthiy "self-cert" in no way relieves the instit: .ion
of its responsibility to report changes in enrollment status within 30

days of occurrence.
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STUDENT VERIFICATION OF

ENROLLMENT FOR A COURSE
LEADING TO A STANDARD
COLLEGE DEGREE
@Under Chapter 30, Title 38, U. S. Code)

VITIAANS ADMINISTAATION MITUNG ADCACSS

P. 0. BOX 86030
St Louls, MO 63166-8830
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RECOMMERDAT * WS 2
-
e Provide authority under all chapters 1t AL
self-certification verifying pursuit of <ra! to
benefits without it for both degrec and non-dej w abl

rates of training (including trali. J on less thar & hali~¢ime

basis), as is now being Inpleacnted under chapter 24,

o Following an analysis of the cffectiveness of *23:c certifications
in obtaining tim2ly and accarate reports of chuage:; in training
status, consider modification of the vcequirement trat Institutions
report changes in status within 30 days of the dai& of the event to a
requirement that these changes be reported within 30 days of the date

on which the institution has knowledge of the évent.

e Make zdjustzents in Seacfits wader sl cesptess that are raqulred
because of changes in traiming time effeciive on the date of the
accsal event, rather than at the end of the .3onth in which the change

occurs.

The Commissiun believes the requirtent of a seifocertification procedure
correctly gives the seteran more csponsibi'ity for conscientious use of
the benefits in which the indivitsal has gpade a substantial -vestzent.
As noted in the Commission's principles and assumptions statement,
greater veteran involvement is crucial tc the continuing success of Gl
Bilt programs. Expansion of self-certification across th® board would

insure uniformity and further the objective of shared responsibility.
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The Commission cautions that this reco.mendation 1s made with two caveats.

First, the Commission stresses that the uwniversal application of a
"self-cert/bar to ben-fits" approach should be implemented only after it
is ascertained that the VA has the nece:.ary resources -- in persoanel
and computers —- to handle the accompanying workload. This is imperati 1

in order to avoid unnecessary delays in the delivery of benefits.

Second, there is a possible problem if the VA receives more timely and
accurate  information than the educational institution jitsslf.
Fortunatzly, the seriousness of thi. problem seems sufficiently limited
to avoid adding any system whereby the institution would receive copies
of the notices or need to sign off on ihe veteran s cartification. The
furnishing of complete monthly “"pay cvrie" listings to the institution-
(as discussed elsewhere in this report) would amelio.ate the situation.
Furthermore, a pattern of “lack of knowledge" on the part of an
institution could signal a more general reporting or administrative

failure that needs attention either by the institution or the Vi.

It is too soon to tell whether the self-cert process being tested for the
chapter 30 program assures accurate and timely 1. ‘ormation from veterans,
enhances the integrity nf the program, and permits benefit payments to be
adjusted appropriately. However, the VA has indicated that it is
tracking its propress. Based on a Jonger—term analysis of the
effectiveness of this process, consideration should be given. to revising

the reporting requirements {.r institutions. The veteran should be the
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one having primary responsibility for conscientious use of benefits —
and primary liability in the case of overpayments. Eventually permitting
an institution to report a status change wit.in 30 days of knowl Ige of
an event, as cpposed to within 30 days of the event itself, when coupled
with an aggressive policy on the recovery of erroneous payments and the
self-cert/r.. to benefits process, may still provide the VA with the

necessary information to determine appropriate benefit payments.

With respect to the recommendations r-lating to the effective date of
reductions in awards based on reductions in fraining time, the Commission
sees little merit -- par.icularly given the current operation of the
chapter 30 program on a "self-cert" basis and the automated data
processing capabilities that are available -- in continuing the

"end-of-month” rule for these awards.

Both beginning dates and ending dates of awards based on enroliment in
and termination of traiminy are based on the date of the actual event.
For example, a veteran enro.led 1n 12 cred:t hours of training that bagin
on January 15 and lasts until May 7 will receive three months and 22 duys
of full-time benefits. with entitlement charged accordingly. If the
veteran terminates this training ‘on Marc™ 15, withdrawing from all 12
credit hours, the veteran wiil have benefits terminated effective March

15 and be charged two months of eatitlement.

O
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However, if that veteran drops ¢ x of those 12 credits on February 2, the
reduction from a full-time to half-time rate of benefits is not effective

until Feoruary 28.

Since, particularly under a self-cert’* r to bene‘its process, the
veteran is required to inform the VA in the February certification of the
change in training time prior to the payment of any benefits for the
month of February, the Commission believes that benefits should be paid
accordingly and entitlement charged based on that information. It should
be pointed out that although the inmediate consequenc:: to tne veteran may

be a reduction in benefits, the net result is "saved™ entitlement.

O
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CHANGES OF PROGRAM LIMITATIONS

ISSUE: Limitation on number of changes of prigram permitted to be made

by veterans and other eligible persons.

BACKGROUND: Uncer section 1791 of title 38, a veteran or othe. eligible
person is generally permitted aot =ore than one change of program of
education. One additionz! change of program may be approved by the
Administrator if it .s frund: (1) that the program cf education which the
indivicdual proposes to pursue is suitable in terms of aptitudes,
interests, and abilities, and (2) in the case of an individual who
interrupted or failed to make progress in the pursuit of a prior program,
that there exists a reasonable likelihood th~t there will not be a
recurrence of the interruptinn or failure to progress. Additional
changes of program may not be approved unless the Administrator finds
that the change is necessitated by circumstances oeyond the individual's

control.

As implemented by the VA in 38 CFR 21.4234, a change of program is
defined as "a change in the ecucational, professional or vocational
obsective for which the veteran or eligible person entered training and a
like change 1n the type of courses required to attain a new obje-tive."

A veteran or an eligible spouse training under chapter 35 is permitted
one "oplioncl change of program", if the” previous program was not

interropted due to lack of application, misconduct, or neglect.




Other changes of programs may not be made solely at the option of the

veteran or eligible person and must be approved by the VA prior to the

payment of any educational assistance allowancz. T+ ese changes include:

«

(1) A second or subsequent change of program made 0y a veteran or
eliyible spouse or surviving spouse.

{2) An initial change of program made by a veteran or eligibl- spouse
if the first [iugram was interrupted or discontinued .ue to
misconduct, neglect, or lJack of application.
(3) Any change of program rade by a child earotled in training under
chaptes 35.
These changes witl be approved by the VA, if the program of education to
te pursued is suitable to the individual's aptitudes, interests, and
abilities; and, in the case of a change made by an individual whose first
program was interrupted by misconduct or the like, if there is a

reasonable likelihood there will not be a recurrence of an interruption

or a failure to progress.

Subsequent changes of program may only oe approved :f the changes are
necessitated by circumstances beyond the coatrol of the veteran or
eligible person. As set forth in the reg.lation, these circumstances

include, but are not limited to:

(1) The cou se being discontinued by the schrol when no other
similar course leading to the same objective is available within
normal commuting distance.

(2) Unexpected financial difficulties preventing cumpletion of
the last program because of the overall costs of tne program
needed to reach the objective.

O
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(3) The veteran or eligible person Liing required to relocate
because of health reasons in an area where training for the last
objective is not available within normal commuting distances.

Changes of program are not deemed to include the pursusc of a first
program which is a prerequisite for entrance 1nto a second program or &
transfer from *ne school to another when the program at the second schoof
leads tn the same objective and does not involve a material floss of
credit (generally 12 credic hours) or increase in the iength of time

needed to complete the program of Study.

A material loss of credit, however, will result in a change of program.
For example, a college student who has earned 100 of the 140 credit hours
required fcr a degree in economics who changes tc a history major and aas
all but fifteen credits transferred to the new major would be charged

with a change of program.

In other instances. a change of program can result even if there is no
change of objective. For example, a student completes 120 credits in a
130-credit bachelor's degree program and then changes to another schocl.
The second school accepts aii credits from the first school but requires

that *he student compiete 35 credits 1n tesidence. This is a change of

program, because the student will be requised to extend the time
accessary to obtain the original objective by more than 12 credits.

Program changes also include changes in the mode or type Gf training.
For example, a change of progran would be charged for entrance into a
resident training program in diesel ena‘ae repair following the

completion of a home-study course in the same field.
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RECOMMENDATIONS :

o Abolish the limit on the number of changes of program (retaining

restrictions for failure to progress).

¢ lInstitu.e 2 counseling requirement for changes of program Leyond

an initial c*nge.

The Cemmission sees nu purpose in limiting the number of changes a
student may make. Indeed, there is potential under existing lew that a
veteran could be unreasonably denied access to benefits in which a
substantial investn.nt has been made. For example, a veteran who
ompletes a course through home-study while on active duty, earolls in a
certificate course in automobile repair following uischarge fron service
would be charged with a fitst "optional change of program”. After
several weeks of training, the veteran decides that this field of
endeavor is not suitable and apolies and is approved for a change to a
certificate program in heating, venting and air conditioning. At this
point any subsequent changes of program -- to a2 degree program or an DJT
oyportunity —- are barred uniess it can be demonstrated that the change
is necessitated by circumstances beyond the vetevan s control. Should
the veteran decide that 1t would he better to pursue a college education
or that the opportunity exists to put skills to use irn an apprenticeship
program, no further use of Gl Biell benefits would be possible for these

purposes.

843
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It further seems that this provision impnses an unnecescary requirement
on the VA to make a juc" "ent czll relating to the veteran's use of
bencfits. At the very least, it presents another opportunity for
inconsistency in the system in that two different adjudicators could

decide similar cases in entirely different ways.

Additionally, there is significant potential for unnecessary inequities
in the current system. For example, a vsc2ran training under the
Montgomery GI Bill, already charged with two changes of program, could
complete an initial educational objective by attaining a bachelor of
science degre. in nursing but still have three months of educational
assistance remaining. Use of these benefits for the pursuit of an
additional program, e.9.. 2 certificate i1n gerontology, would be barred.
However, a similarly-circumstanced veteran wiin no changes of program
charged, who chooses to use the three remaining months of benefits for an
automobile repair course would be permitted to pursre this program as it

would be a first “optional™ change.

It is conceivable that if the Limit were removed, there would be a few
individuals who could, in essence, squander 36 or 45 morths of brnefits
without ever achieving an educational, vocational, or professional goal
or objective. Without question, that is somewhat troublesome. Ho.ever,
with the inequities inherent in the current system, given the fact that
students training under the new Montgomery Gl Bill are e.pected to be
rore mature, more serious students, and that these are benefits in which

the majority f wveterans will have made an investment, this




88

objection to removing the limit does not seem to justify che effect of a
possible “"bar to future benefits" 1n the case of more than two changes of

program.

Nevertheless, in ordsr to assist veterans i1n the most ef‘ective use of
tieir benefits, the Commission recommends that a requirement fi¢
VA-approved counseling be instituted for changes of program after a first
optional change. This would give the veteran the o.portunity to review
goals and objectives, as well as interests, abilities, and aptitudes,
that may enhance the educational experience. As discus.ed elsewhere in
twe Comission's recommendations, upfrcnt investments in counseling and
educational guidance would likely result in more effective use of
benefits and couid scrve to limit substantially th- r.mber of changes of

program. -
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COMPLIANCE SURVEYS AND SUPERVISORY VISITS

ISSUE:  On-site visits to educational institutions and training

establishments (compliance surveys and suj -visory visits).

BACKGROUND: In 1487, as the Commission began its work, section 1793 of
title 38 required the Administrator to conduct znnual compliance surveys
of all educatiunal institutions in which at least 300 VA beneficiaries
wire enrolled or wicie courses did not lead to a standard college
degree. T.. purpose of the survey was to assure that the insiitution and

the courses were in compliance with all applicable provisions of title 38.

In addition, contracts required the various State approving agencies to
conduct annual supervisory visits to each active institution in the
S*ate, defined as an institution cnrolting a veteran or other eligible

person at any time during the year.

During the course of thkis study, modifications have been made in both.of
these requirements in ways that reflect and complement conclusions

reached by the Commission.

First, by virtue of section 322 of Public Law 100-322, the Administrator
may waive the requirement for an annual compliance survey in the case of
an institution having a demonstrated record “of complianc?. Legislative
intent, however, is that all actrve institutions be surveyed at least

once every four years.

0
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Second, based at least in part on the discussions of the Commission,
contracts with the State approving agencies no ionger require anni..l

supervisory visits to every active institution.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

¢ Monitor by excrstion by permitting the VA to target schools for

compliance survey audits bascd on factors outside the norm.

¢ Require resources of the State approving agencies to be
concentrated on schools where assistance s needed or problems exist
in licu of the requirement that annual visits be made to all .ctive

institutions.

¢ Re-mode! compliance surveys and SAA supervisory visits to create
problem-resolution and training opportunities, recognizing that suci
an approach would improve administration of benefits and recognize

strengths as well as weaknesses during the feed-back process.

¢ Give special attention and assistance to institutions having a
turnover in staff that are responsible for administering G! Bjll

benefits.

The Commission believes recent Congressional action eliminating the
requirement for compliance .urveys to be conducted on a formula basis is
a major s‘ep toward counservation of scarce VA resourceS and toward

impreved refations with educational institutions.
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As noted by a number of the institutions responding to the Commission's
survey, compliance surveys often become Onerous and &ntagonistic
exercises where compliance survey specialists insist that Yevery 't' is
crossed and every 'i' is dotted." Given th2 VA's policy of unannounced
surveys, institutions are subject to somewhat of a "SWAT team" attack
with no notice. Some respondents complained that compliance surveys are
conducted during registration or the Tirst few weeks of classes, and

during the time that the school's certifying official is on leave,

On tle other hand, many institutions responded that the annual compliance
survey visit is helpful and provides virtually the only opportunity for
interaction between the institution and the VA. A number of schools said
it offers a chance for the compliance survey speciziist to review the
rules and regulations, suggest improvements, and correct small errors
before they become major mistakes. Few(r schools reported problems with
the conduct of annual supervisory visits although the scope of these
visits -- particularly at accredited institutions of higher learning --

is not generally as far-reaching.

State approving agencies and the VA's education liaison representatives
who responded to the Commission’s surveys reported finding few "serious"
problems durinj these visits. Indeed, while the average percentage of
cases in whicn problems were identified was high (64 percent), the
ranking of the seriousness of the proLlems was low -~ two on a scale of

one to ten (with ten being very serious).

- 101 -
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The Commission recognizes the importance of both the compliance survey
and the annual supervisory visits in terms of assuring that GI Bill
benefits are administered correctly and efficiently. However, the recent
changes in the time of and requirements for thase visits are constructive

and further refinements would also improve the system.

Specifically, the VA should adopt a means for targeting cchools for
compliance surveys based on factors outside the norm, much like the IRS
selects tax returns for audit. For example, schools with higher rate than
a standard established for overpayments might be targeted, and schools

with a history of satisfactory compliance might be exempted.

In addition, the Commission believes that the recommendations of those
most familiar with the institution at the local level must be a major
factor in the selection of schools for compliance surveys. The ‘udgment
of the responsible VA regional office -~ and, specifically, the 2ducation
liaison representatives, compliance survey specialists, and adjudication
officers who deal with the institution on a regular and almost darly
basis -- must be relied on 1n making these decisions. These irdividuals

know which schools are likely to have problems and which schools are not.

The resources of the State approving agencits should also be iocused on
schools where problems exist or assistance is needed. Rather than the
past practice of required visits to eacH active institution, State
approving agency persoanel should be involved in outreach, trouble

shooting, and problem resolving activities.
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Consideration should be given to the timing of VA compliance surveys and
SAA visits particularly with respect to the (nstitution's scheduls and to
the possibilities of conducting these activities jointly. Except for

good cause, unannounced visits shouid be avoided.

Restructuring both compliance surveys and SAA supervisory visits to
include probiem-resolution and training opportunitiés should enhance the
accurate administration of benefits. Interaction between the institution
and the VA/SAA personnel during these sessions will Jelp strengthen the
schools® ability to respond. Providing positive .back to institutions
demonstrating excellent performance, as well as submitting negative

reports when appropriate, would also better serva 4%~ ystem.

Special attention is needed at institutions having a frequent staff
turnover of those responsible for administration of GI Bill beuefits. By
devising a means of quickly identifying a staffing change and then
providing the new individual with specific assistance in dealing with the
very complicated VA benefit structure, future problems can be

significantly alleviated.
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COUNGELING AND SUPPORT SERVICES 0 VETERANS

ISSUE: The provision of counseling and support services to veterans in a
manner that wili best ensure the efficient operaticii and integrity of the
Gl Bill.

BACXGROUND:  Under the various provizions of title 38, the VA is
responsible for providing counseling to veterans and other eligible
persons ensolled in training under the numerous educational! assistance
programs. In some instances, such as in the case of unsatisfactory
conduct, this counseling is generally required piior tc atlowing the
veteran to use additional benefits. In other cases, the VA makes

counseling available as requested by the individual.
RECOMAENDATION:

¢ Counseling and associaied support ervices be provided on an
"upfront” basis to individuals seeking to use Gl Bjl. benefits, as

well as on a continuing basis as required or requested.

The Commission believes that more eftective use of GI Bill benefits would
result if irdividuals seeking to use their benefits were advised of the
intricacies of the program and of their rights and responsihilities at
the outset of their training. Veterans could make enlightened decisions
with respect to their education, if counseling opporteaities accompanied

initial applications. Additionally, fewer abuses would likely result if
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veterans were aware of the rules and the reouirements associated with the

use of benefits.

Prior to 1986, the VA form r~ which an initial application for education
benefits was submitted contained a check-off block asking the individual
if VA counseling was desired. Although the availability of VA counseling
services is now made known to the applicant in small print on the reverse
of the application form, requests for counseling have diminished
considerably since the "block" was deleted. Efforts are underway to
restore this "block™ to the application form, and the Cosmission supports

that initiative, although the reccmmendation here 1s more far reaching.

Under current practices, shortly after leaving the service, an individual
will receive a package of material from the VA regarding various benefits
to which entitlement may have been established. Generally, no other
communication is likely to occur until the veteran files an application
for benefits. When an application for education benefits is received, it
can be processed without any direct communication with the veteran. An
award letter is mailed to the veteran stating little more than that the

veteran has been awarded benefits in "X" amount for "Y" period of time.

The Commission believes that if the VA were required to counsel the
veteran on the "rules of the game” at the time of application and to
assist the veteran in using educational assistance benefits in the wisest
possitle fashion., a great improvement would be seen in the administration

of the program at all !evels. Far example, f*veteran could first be
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advised of the various types of training and services available under the
programs and provided the iraditional counseling assistance associated
with selection of a career and an educational, vocatioral, or
professicnal goal. This would immediately help the veteran make the best
use of the benefits and limit the possibilities of overpayments being

created.

Counseling of an informational nature would also provide an opportunity
to make the veteran aware of the availability of and limits on such
support services such as refresher and remedial training, work-study
positions, and tutorial assistance. Furthermore, the complicated benefit
structure that is possible with a "kicker" system makes clarification of
the entire program at the outset even more necessary than it was in the

past.

The veteran should be advised of responsibilities with respect to the
program -- for example, the requirements to make satisfactory progress
and to submit monthly self-certifications -— as well as the penalties for
failing to fulfill those responsibilities. The Commission believes that
providing the rules to the veteran at the outset would result in far
fewer instances of frequently unintentional misuse and abuse of benefits,
as well as help establish reasonable expectations on the part of the
veteran. If, for example, a veteran knew of the requirement for
"mitigating circumstances" prior to dropping a course and nf the
overpayment that might result if such circumstances did not exist, the
veteran might reconsider a decision to use benefits for a cpecific course

or to take a heavier course load than could be easily handled.
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Counseling would also zllow the VA to emphasize to the veteran the
importance of maintaining the integrity of the program and of cooperating
in and contributing to a partnership inherent in these benefits. The
consequences of failing to do so -- particularly in terms of overpayments

-~ could be made clear.

The Commission notes that this required counseling would not need to be
extensive in every case. Many veterans may need no assistance jn terms
of selecting a career or an objective. All veterans, however, should be
counseled on the extent of their benefits and on their rights and
responsibilities, as well as procedures and policies. This would help
ensure that the Gl Bill student is an "informed consumer” of education

benefits.

The counseling envisioned “y the Commission also need not entail a
traditional one-on-one, fac J-face session. Rather, clear, written
information might suffice. When provided to a veteran upon receipt of a
benefit application, this material would make clear the availabitity of
more substantive counseling and assistance upon request. Use of

videotaped materials could also be extremely helpful,

It should be noted that the timing of counseling is important.
Experience has shown that many individuals will pay little attention to
“exit briefings" given as they leave military service. Counseling must
be closely associated in time with the initial application for benefits

in order to be most effective znd beneficial.
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The Commission wishes to note its concern that the Department of Defense
needs to take steps to ensure that servicemembers are more clearly and
consistently advised of benefits earned under the Montgomery Gl Bill.
Specifically, those individuals who are participating in "kicker"
programs should be made fully aware of the amount and conditions of the
additional benefit. In addition, recalculation of a kicker in the event
of an early discharge for the convenience of the government is a practice

that the Comission believes should be carefully reviewed.

In a somewhat related vein, the Commission notes its concern regarding
the implementation of the chapter 106 program, particularly the {long
delays that accompany initial applications for benefits and the problems
in obtaining and maintaining accurate information on those who
participate in the program. it is the Commission's understanding that
significant improvements have occurred in this area and that the
Department of Defense and the VA are continuing to explore means of
achieving necessary refinements. The Commission urges the continued

cooperation of the VA and the Department of Defense in this effort.
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DEBT RECOVERY AKD FRAUDULENT CLAIMS

ISSUE: Recovery of overpayments of erroneous benefits and disposition of

fraudulent claims.

BACKGROUND: Unfortunately, the problems of erroneous benefits and
overpayments, as well as the inteational misuse of benefits by veterans
and other persons, are neirther new nor insignificant. Collection of
overpayments and debts owed the VA has been a major jssue for some time

and is likely to continve.

Under the law, the VA has extensive authorities that may be used to
facilitate the collection of debts. These include reporting established
debts to credit reporiing agencies, offsetting future benefit payments,

and withholding amounts of indebtedness from Federal income tax returns.

Additionally, wunder section 3502 of title 38, an individual who
fraudvlently accepts any payment of monetary benefits to which that
individual is not entitled may be fined not more than $2,000, or

imprisoned not more than one year, or hoth.
RECOMMENDAT IONS:
e The VA continue determined initiatives to facilitate aggressive

and timely efforts to recover overpayments of educational assistance

benefits.

)
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a Adequate resources and personnel be made available to the VA for

this purpose.

e Othes Federal agencies (such as the Department of Justice, the
Department of the Treasury, the Department of Education, and the

Department of Defense) be required to cooperate in these efforts.

At this early stage of the Montgomery GI Bill, it .s especially important
that those who are participating in the program know that the VA fully
intends to be aggressive 1 its efforts to coilect justified debts and

serious about ensuring that Gl Bill benefits are not abused.

In making this recommendation, the Commission is cognizant of widely
publicized past abuses when the VA's inability to collect erroneous

payments was well known.

The expenditure of necessary resources at this eariy stage should set a
tone that misuse of educational assistance benefits will not be
tolerated. The VA has responsibilities to atminister these programs in
the best interests of the veteran and to assist in efforts to use the
benefits productively. However, there are also responsibilities to

ensure that Federal funds ave not misused or expended fraudulently.

The Commission s sympathetic to the concerns some may have about

pursuing these debts and the possibility of prosecuting veterans,
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particularly when the amount of moaey involved may be small, and there
may be many more serious circumstances which would compete for the
resources necessary to facilitate aggressive and timely collection
recoveries. Nevertheless, it should be stressed that an aggressive
approach at this time would go a long way towards curbing the
possibilities for abuses and misuses in the future. On the other hand,
failure to do so at this timz would undoubtedly lead to the need for more
stringent controls, which could seriously affect the abiltity of all

veterans to use these important benefits.

In a related area, the Commission believes that determined efforts need
to be made at all junctures to prevent the establishment of debts in the
first place. Debt preveation initiatives must be made a continhing
priority in the administration of educational assistance programs. kany
of the Commission's recommendations, such as those relating to training
and administrative resources, mitigating circumstances, and
certifications and reports, could have debt preventative aspects.
Additionally, when considering legisiative proposals, the Congress and
the VA should weigh and keep in mind the impact of proposals and their

implementation in terms of debt prevention,
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DISTINCTIONS BETHEEN HON-COLLEGE DEGREE AND DEGREE TRAINING

ISSUE: The need for distinctions between certificate-granting courses

and degree-granting courses.

BACKGROUND: The Commission is specifically tasked through its statutory
charge to examine and make recommendations regarding the need for

distinctions between non-college degree (NCD) and degree training.

Under current law, regulations, and policies, there are a variety of
distinctions in the treatment of NCD and degree-granting programs of
education. Among the most notable are distinct requirements dealing with
daily attendance reporting anC with credit-hour versus clock-hour
measurement. Less obvious distinctions occur in such areas as changes of

program and effective dates of awards.
RECOMMENDATION:

e Remove arbitrary distinctions in the treatment of degree and NCD

programs.

To appreciate fully the derivation and impact of the distinctions between

these two types of training, the Commission urges a careful review of the

following excerpt from a 1973 report entitled Educational Assistance to

Veterans: A Comparative Study of Three Gl Bills. This report, prepared

by the Education Testing Service (ETS) under contract with the VA,
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coastitutes an independent comparison of the education benefits available
unger th" first three GI Bills. This excerpt provides an excellent
discussion of the distinctions made between various iypes of training

that in most cases remains valid fifteen years later.

LI I I B

Chapter 9
NON-DEGREE ECUCATIONAL PROGRAMS

DIFFERENTIAL TREATMENT OF VOCATIONAL/TECHNICAL TRAINING.

In the immediate postwar years, Congress and the Veterans
Administration were confronted with an unprecedented number of
institutions and students using their entitlement for education and
training in programs below the college fevel. On October 31, 1949, there
were 800,000 veterans enrolled in appreved institutions befow the college
level. 7,423 (16 percent) of “ich had been established after June 22,
1944 As a response to abuses by profit-making institutions, it was
necessary to clarify and define existing laws and add legislation to
respond to these students and their educational situation.

Today, 23 years later, several of the policies designed to respond to
this specific educational situation are still in effect. As a result,
current policies frequently constitute differential treatment of students
pursuing college degrees and students iavolved in other forms of
postsecondary educational programs. Credit hour vs. slock hour policies,
change of course requirements, certification of attendance requirements
and "IHL" vs. "BCL" terminology are some of the policy areas in which the
differential treatment can be most clearly seen.

Clock Hour vs. Credit Hour Policy

P.L. 346 provided for the Administrator 0 pay to the institution for each
person enrofled in a full-time or part-time course of education or
training the customary cost of tuition, fees, books, supplies and
equipment, not to exceed $500. However, the law did not define what a
“full-time course™ was; it was up to the Administrator to define this and
issue regulations to that effect.

"A full time course in collegiate institutions which uses a _tandard
unit of credit ..is defined as a minimum of twelve standard semester
hour, of credit for a semester or their equivalent... A full-time
course in all other schools, including high schools, is defined as 25
or more clock hours of required attendance per week."
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P.L. 610, approved in 1950, incorporated this definition and expanded
it to define an institutional trade or technical course which

w ..offered on a clock-hour basis befow the college level involving
shop practice as an integral part thereof, shall be considered a full
time course when a minimum of 30 hours per week of attendance is
required..."

Today, in Title 38, U.S. Code, these same definitions are still in effect,
although a 14 hour credit rule may be defined as a full-time course if
there js no 12 hour credit rule within the institution as its own
gefinition of a full-time course. There are three distinct categories
nere:

1. An institutional undergraduate course

2. A trade or technical course where shop practice is involved

3. An institutional non-degree course in which theoretical classroom
instruction predominates.

Each category warrants separate discussion to fully explain the different
policies that students face in each sitution.

An lnstitutional Undergraduate Course. When a veteran earolls in a
coltege or university in a degree-granting program, he must take the
minimum of 12 semestier hours of credit per week. This figure is based on
the assumption that for every hour in class, 2 hours of study are required
outside of class, or that 36 hours (minimum) will be spent on schoolwork a
week .

A Trade or Technical Course Where Shop Practice is lavolved This usually
refers to courses which tfead to diplomas or certiticates, but not
degrees. These courses today are offered at trade or vocatiocnal schools,
as well as community and/or junior colleges. Thirty hours of class are
required, or 30 “clock-hours.” This concept of vocational education is
derived from the Smith-Hughes sct of 1917, which referred to a coursg in
which the student spent 30 hours per week in the same shop with the same
instructor. However. this situation has changed, most noticcably in
community colleges. For example, according to testimony preseated to a
Congressional committee in 1973

"_..in Morth Carolina, an ordinary full-time load for non-veterans in
vocational courses leading to a certificate consists of 15 clock-hours
a week in "hands on" shop training equated by the institution to S
credit hours and an additional 12 contact hours in academic classes on
campus for which extensive preparation is ordinarily required. .

Under the present system of measurement, therefore, the average
student veteran in North Carolina would be enrolled in 12 credit
hours/contact hours of academic wOrk, (requiring 24 hours of classroom
preparation) plus an academic work, (requiring 24 hours of classroom
preparation) plus an additional 15 contact hours of shop courses -- a
grand total of approximately 51 hours spent in_ the pursuit of his
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education -~ and he would still be considered lacking three contact
hours by the VA to be considered a fuli-time student.”
Obviously, the studeat pursuing a vocational education must spend many
more hours in pursuit of his education than a student in a degree-granting

progsam, while this is further increased for the veteran, }f he wants to
receive his full monthly allowance.

Technical Courses. This type of course leads to a certificate or a
diploma, and requires 25 hours of classroom attendanfe per week. While it
is true that many techni:al programs are taught % s<chools designed
specifically for that pur,ose, which may {ind it acceptable to count
courses by clock hours, other courses are taught at community and junior
colleges and this is the same type of situation faced by the vocational
students. They also take academic courses, yet are required to use the
clock hour 3ystem of measurement.

Policies pertaining to an educational sitvation of 27, years ago are
still in effect today, even though education, whether liading to a degree
or vocational/technical education, has undergone tremendous changes.
However, this difference in credit hour-clock hour policies, enatling
students who are pursuing degree-granting programs to pend less time in
class, also ecsbles them to pursuC part-time johs. Students following
certificate prorrams must spend more hours in class and in classroom
preparation and thus have less time to seek part-time jobs.

Attendance Procedures

The ¥orld War 11 bill did not put into law any .a.tendznce
requirements; this led to a sitvation where veterans could earoll in a
course, aad receive benefits, while not attending class. A 1950 Report
from the Administrator of Veterans' Affairs states:

"There is. at the present time, no adequate control of veterans'
attendance at educational institutions. Many schools have a standard
attendance or absence policy, and it js not, the.efore, possible to
accept or enforce even the policy of the institution."

This situation was remedied uader the Korean Conflict legsslation. An
attendance procedure was ini*“ated where:

"No education and training allowance shall be paid to an eligible
veteran for any period until the Administrator shall have received
from an eligible veteran

a) in the case of an eligible veteran enrolted in an
institutional course which leads to a standard college
degree or a course of jnstitutional on-farm training, a
certification that he was actuvally enrolled in and pursuing
the course as approved by the Administrator, or
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in the case of an eligible veteran enroiled in an
institutional course which does not lead to a standard
college degree or a course of apprentice or other training
on the job, a certification as to actval attendance during
such period..

Here, a certification was required from students every month; students
pursuing standard college dagree courses, certified that they were stil
enrolled, while from other students an actual certification of attendance
was required, signed by the students and verified by the educational
institution.

The 1966 Veterans' Benefits legislation followed this same policy. A
veteran enrolled in a course which did not lead to a college degree had to
certify his attendance (actuvally, the number of absences was to be
counted). But this policy changed to a

.policy which permits monthiy payment to be made to students
enrolled in Institutions of Higher Learning (IHL) on a regular
recurring basis without a monthly Certificate of Attendance (C7A).
Prior to May, 1967, monthly C/A's were required from all students
receiving educat:onal assistance allowances under the program of PL
89-358 [June, 1966]. Monthly payments were not made until C/A's had
been received... A re-reading of the law revealed that it did not
require month[y C/A's in IHL cases, and the change was made

accordingly, though the ofd procedure is still in effect for below
college level (BCL) students." (Emphasis added)

VA Regulations, Section 14203, clearly state that "schools which have
veterans or eligible persons enrolled in courses which iead to a standard
collzge degree are not required to submit monthly certification for
students enrolled in such courses." The law and the Regulations which
interpret the law clearly differentiate between veterans pursving a
college degree and other veterans. A veteran in a college-degree program
certifies once a year or term as to his attendance and sends the form back
to the VA. Veterans in non-degree-granting programs must fill out
attendance cards once a month, certifying their absences; have the cards
verified and s:gned by the registrar of the institution or person in
charge of veterans' affairs, and then send the Certification of Attendance
cards back to the VA. It is certainly understandable why this policy was
changed for wveterans in degree-granting programs: most schools,
particularly large universities, do not use attendance procedures in their
classes and it creates undue hardshlp and unnecessary paperwork for the
veteran, instructor, and college. With respect to this change, a VA
Management Engineering Study was undertaken in 1970 to determine the
causes of overpayments and it found:

"IHL trainees created roughly 10 overpayments per 100, while BCL
trainees created 6 per 100 ... the logical inference, therefore, must
remain that the elimination of monthly C/A's for IHL trainees has been
an important factor in increasing educational overpayments...
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"Nonetheless, the change was and is desirable from a common sense,
improved service and reduced workload point of view... The problem of
educational overpayments...will not be solved by overcontrol. Much of
what VA requires....5 the realm of policing of attendance, choice of
course...is out of step with the preseat day practice and thinking of
students and educational institutions...”

The Certificetion of Attendance policy imposes ¢1 all veterans who are not
pursuing a college degree a.requirement that assumes this is still a
policy in noncollegiate settings, while this may not be true at all.
Veterans pursuing a certificate or diploma and attending colleges or
institutions must abide by regulations that aje not imposed on other
veterans attending the same institution.

Change of Course Policy

P.L. 346, the World war |1 GI Bill of Rights, provided that a veteran
was entitled to a course of education and training of his choice; he could
change a course of instruction for reasons that were satisfactory to the
Administrator. Large numbers of course changes took place in 1947, but it
was not until 1948 when more than half a miilion changes took place that
this become a matter of concern.

Fiscal Year Number of Changes
1945 500
1946 26,000
1947 247,000
1948 455,000
1949 546,000

As a result, Congress enacted P.L. 610 in 1950, amending the original law
and defining the conditions under which a course could be disapproved as
well as the policy on course changes.

Courses that were defined as avocational or recreational were
disapproved. The Administrator was given authority to deny the change of
course if he found that it was not in the same general field as the
veteran's origi-~! educational or occupational objective and that the
veteran had » y made one change from one general field to another. He
could also r. e guidance where a veteran had made one change from one
general field tu another.

The Korean Conflict bill for veterans' benefits incorporated these
provisions and added that eligible veterans (except those who had rot made
saticfactory progress) were entitled to one change of program. These
provisions were enacted to prevent a veteran from taking courses primarily
to collect educational benefits, and from frequent changes of educational
objectives.
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Under the current Gl Bill, an eligible veteran may make one optioral
program change; additional changes must be approved by the Administrator.
In response to a question about counseling, a VA spokesman replied:

"Counseling is provided on a required basis if a veteran requests
re-entrance or a change of program after making unsatisfactory
progress in his training program. Counseling is also required for a
veteran's seccnd or any subsequent change of program.”

These regulations require veterans to consult with vocational counselors
before changes of program can be approved. However, how a change of
arogram is defined differs for veterans whose objective is a college
Jegree.

VA regulations require that the certification of enroliment must
clearly specify the program objective. A veteran whose stated objective
is a "ccllege degree” may change his major several times as long as the
degree does not change. A change is counted only when there would be a
loss in credits and if it requires an extension of time for completing a
new program. Students not in degree-granting programs must state their
"job objective,” such as electrician; if they desire to go into another
area, this would be considered a change of course. Even if a veteran
chooses to go into another course closely connected with his first course
(unless the first course is a prerequisite to or required for entrance
into the second), then it is still a change of course. Not only is the
college veteran permmitted to put "college degree” as his program
objective, but he is then able to change programs, such as from Sociology
to Political Science, without having to report this as a program change.

IHL vs. BCL Terminology

Throughout legislation and VA regulations, the ter’s BCL (Below
College Level) and IHL (lnstitutions of Higher Learning) are used. These
terms appear i1n the original Gl Bill have become standard usage with
reference to educational level of benefits. The terms are inaccurate
because they promote confusion with respect to students who are pursuing
diploma or certificate programs within an “Institution of Higher
Learning." "BCL™ gives a negative connotation to any education or
training that is not aimed at a college degree. It conforms to the
American usage of "Higher Education" and deduces from this the somewhat
pejorative term "BCL."” A VA Regional Office Education liaison, when asked
if he had ever received any complaints about this terminology, responded
that he had once been approached during a regional meeting of schools in
his area by a student wno voiced his objection to the terminology used by
the VA and felt that tne t=rm "Below College Level” was degrading and
demeaning. The terminology may be unimportant, but it is perhaps within
this framework that policies that give preferential treatment to students
in "Institutions of Higher Learning" have developed.

Effects of These Policies

One effect of these differential policies may be that veterans choose
degree-granting programs rather than vocational ¢r technical programs,
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even if their interest is in the latter form of education. pne way to
determine whether or not this has happened is to look at the number of
veterans trained, and the types of tratning over the three GI Bill periads.

Comparisons of Veterans by Type of Training

World War 11 Korean Contlict Vietnam Era

Humber  Percent Number Percent Number Percent

College 2,230,000 28.6 1,213,000 5D.7 1,505 248 56.9
Below College 3,480,000  44.6 1,573,849  36.0 861,664 32.6

This table clearly shows that throughout the three GI Bjll periods,
the percentage of veterans that went to college has steadily increased
(almost doubied) while the percentage of veterans in "Below College"
training has steadily decreased. These figures must be seen in the light
of several factors:

1. There has been a steadily increasing student enrollment in
vocational and technical education throughout the country. [n 1945,
enrollments in vocational education were 2,012,931 with a postsecondary
vocational and trade schoo! enrolflment of 445,000 ln 1972, the
enrollment in vocational cducaticn is 11,602,144 with a postsecondary
enroliment of 1,304,921 or 11.2 percent of the total.

2. There has been an increased emphasis on vocational education
through federal legislation. With the passage of the Vocatjonal
Education Act of 1963, money was made available to schools to ", ..prepare
individual for gainful employment in occupations except those requiring 4
or more years of education.” In the 1968 Vocational Education Amendments
further expended the program with an emphasis on programs directed
towards the socially and economically disadvantaged. Studeat [oan
prograns were opened up to students in vocational programs, where this
money had been available to students only for Higher Education before.
For instance, the Guaranteeo/Fedprally Insured Student Loan Program

"...provides student with the opportunity to borrow money for higher
education or vocational training in post-secondary schoois that offer
business, trade and technical or other vocational training.

Dther programs, such as the Basic Educational Dpportunity Grant Program,
the Direct Student Loan Program, and the College Work-Study Program are
also available to vocational students.

3. The development of vocational training programs by the U.S.
Dffice of Education and the Department of Labor, such as the Manpower
Development and Training Act programs, and the Vocational, Dccupational
and Technical Education (VDTE) programs.
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4. Labor Projects and Occupational Needs. Russell Flanders, Chief
of the Division of Manpower and Occupational Outlook, the Bureau of tabor
Statistics, predicts that "...80 perceat or more of all jobs will require
fewer than 4 years of college by 1980." In other words, 20 percent or
less of the jobs will require a college degree by 1980. Yet, over 50
percent of veterans n training are earolled in colleges and
universities, pursuing degrees, while slightly over 130 percent of
veterans in training are in postsecondary educational programs not
leading to a standard col fege degree.

Thus, at a tire when there is increased emphasis through legisiaticen,
governmenta! nrograms and job needs on vocational and technical education
and training, tnere is differential treatment accorded to veterans who
wish to pursue vocational/technical education which might very well be
keeping veterans away from vocational education. This is not to imply
that fewer veterans should go to college or that the VA should try to
influence personal decisions. It is rather to suggest that existing
statutes and regulations make it less attractive for veterans to pursue a
vocational/technical program of education.

2 xxxw
The Commtssion notes that the recommendation to eliminate distinctions in
the treatment of NCD and degree-level training is reflected in other
recormendations in a number of instances. For example, it is inherent in
the recommendation that the concept of monthly self-certifications of
pursuit be expanded to apply to ail veterans in all programs and all
types of training.  Similarly, the recommendation to eliminate
restrictions on the number of changes of program would have an impact in
this area as well. The recommendations dealing with measurement would

result in modifications of the current distinctions.

Nevertheless, the Commission wishes to state clearly its position that
little merit as been found for maintaining arbitrary distinctions that
result in different treatment accorded to veterans choosing vocational or

technical programs of educatien from those pursuing degree-granting

programs.  This is especially evident when such distinctions may
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discourage veterans from choosing this type of training or discourage
institutions from making it available to those trairing under the &I

Bill, as has been the case on numerous occasions.

A less apparent distinction not discussed in th* ETS report, but one that
clearly illustrates the problem, is the difference in the effective dates
of awards for veterans enrolled in NCD versus degree training. Under
current law and regulations, a veteran aitending an institution and
enrolled in a degree program may have benefits awarded effective on the
date of registration for classes (or up to two weeks prior to
registration, if the institution requires the individual to report
earlier). A veteran, even one who may be attending the same institution,
who is enrolled in an NCD program of edycation will have benefits awarded
effective on the first date on which class meets. On the other end, the
distinction is repeated in the case of a veteran who is completing
training. A veteran graduating from a degree program may be awarded
benefits for up to tww weeks following the date of the last class in
order to accommodate graduation ceremonies. A veteran completing an NCD

program has benefits terminated on the date of the last class.

During the course of the enroliments, the veteran enrolled in the degree
program may receive benefits during intervals between terms. The NCD
veteran, however, generally will not receive interval benefits since

those days will be counted as absences.
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It is interesting to note. as discussed in the ETS Report, that many
current distinctions did not result from direct policy decisions.
Instead, the laws, rules, and regulations which once covered all training
have been gradually modified as they apply to college-degree training but

not to NCD training.

In the past, the issue of the distinctions has been addressed but not
totally resolved. MNotably, in 1986, with the enactment of Public Law
99-576, the Congress attempted to deal with situations where an
institution offers both degree and NCD programs of education. Section
315 of that law established a "mixed-measurement" approach designed to——
ameliorate situations where veterans sitting in the same classroom were
treated differently, particularly in terms of attendance requirements and
hours of study required. In practice, however, this approach has proven

unwieldy and unnecessarily complicated and does not address the basic

problems inherent in maintaining distinctions between the two types of
training or in creating artificial measurement criteria that bear little

ar no relevance to the real world.

It an be argued that use of GI Bill benefits for NCD-level training
under the new Montgomery Gi Bil) will be considerably diminished. This
expectation stems from the emphasis inherent in the structure on i1ts use
as a recruitment tool enabling the military to recruit college-bound men
and women. This is particularly apparent in the promotional aspects of

the Army College Fund.
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Nevertheless, the Commission believes that any and ail arbitrary
distinctions operating to diminish a2 veteran's freedom cf choice on the

use of benefits should be eliminated.

It should be noted that elimination of some of these distinctions, such
as the requirement to report absences in NCR training, would result in
significant savings being realized for all involved. The continved need
for these monthly reports is guestionable at best, especially when
schools are required to have and enforce standards of progress, and

greater emphasis is to be placed on the responsibilities of the
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EASUREEAT

ISSUE: The measurement of programs of education for payment purposes of
Gl Bill benefits.

BACKGROUND: Of all the issues confronting the Ccemission, the most
complicated and controversial is that of app.opriate measurement of a
progran of education for purposes of payment of Gl Bill benefits. What
constitutes "full-time pursuit™ of a program of education? This question
is probably the longest-standing problem facing those involved with the

administration of G Bill benefits.

Under the original World War Il GI Bill, the Administrator would pay the
cost of tuition and fees, plus a stipend, to a veteran enrolled in a
full-time program of education or training. The law did not define a
full-time course. By regulation, the Administrator defined "full-time"
for a college using a credit-hour standard as a minimum of “twelve
standard semester hours of credit for a semester or their equivalent.”
For all other schools, a full-time course was dJefined as one consisting

of 25 or more clock hours of required attendance per week.*

Yith the passage of time, these relatively straightfoward definitions
have been codified, modified, and litigated repeatedly. The resulting
provisions regulating measurement have become nightmarishly complex. The
following charts, which appear in 38 CFR 21.4270, illustrate the

problem. Hundreds of pages have previously been written on measurement,

- 121 -

117




118

COouRtay

1F R e sl I*PRP ¥
m wm wrm r* ma_“ wrm mr” mru wr“
<3 [ ecslts i - _. . 5 taglzg o .
Wmm mm*mmmmmm mrrm wn*m “ mrm:. r. .mm:mm* mrm“m wrm
S m — 2 = T g3 —- E]
' mw.mm, il wm.:r ?M _rm it! .?am m.r_wrw&
8 2 of g.lf|z5 2, mIH
il it e bl sl
: _ NTRIER
it B (M 0 (LR L [
HE .,_
e oot
mmh
- byibp |
L3t :
: mmmm
i
Mmmmmm
£ 23553

Yoo

Loyt
oo of 8
32 o 34 and vighie e ol
Sooyivaan of 38 uIncien wiis High sohodl dotona S0sses o GRheiod o

o givtiont paiuity eriy lur
W AP Wimes S By SR P Oougter 75

-128-




[y
A\
28

(b) Colleglate graduat 1 ! class 1 mentfoned in this table
and on-the-job tralning courses shall mean clock hours and class sessions
_t;_{;‘|mea§ured ’17 geuuded’? this table. per week.

s table shal us OF measti:e.
ment of colleglate  undergraduate :l?::;muy. 38 USC. 1682, 1732, 1777, 1185,

courscs subject to ali the ement
criteria of §21.4272. Clock hours and
.
Counses
tets e W
King of schoct | Knd of corse £l vme & e W e m‘::\\\ W e o by
Coteguate Surders 14 Bam—riier Wrvouwn 13 |7 rvoune SProwh § Y Weosnd
WNOe g B Cobegrtie Nowrs o | aatiaiinad Bemetier semetier Somone
L] onries s or s o Pours or howrs o
hony Qovpent Qivplend. sqvalent.
00D SIve
g externat
oeyer
programs”
Cosegate Standerd 16 pemetier 10N 13 [7evoune (227" 13 1¥round
adate Chopare s o semesier Semaster Senater tomenie
. L SAvaiend OF fours of 83° hars s oy o houns of s
cowrses o Sevheg oovAelly s corvled by ¢ Corad bys | oorvtedye
IncAdng e LX)
S eviermal ol of e ool of e oioel of v sficid of de
Oeree onoat of e school. schoot school.
programe o td
Prolessonsl Wreoyton [12cn 9 Frogn 1t SLrouns CProwh § 19vound
PN LN D Cese sy e . class
L] onsioneg der [asnd add Seselons par el od
ook, woek,
™~ " [A M A A A
MKoreded resdencet by scorecung | Oy g| & Q| o g | Oy sctredeg
»3 beccs, o o
Qe Oental, oMy ey | enty oflering | amaty o ey | ericy ey
Osueopate W birneng | e rmemeng [t riemeng | v vievere
of rosisoncy | orresidency | o -
Nev Xy, [ cocihoss J13ovoun1? |9 mvouna2 Sthen s 10vigh e
e o Coch howry choch oy Ok houry el
technology, semetter o 10Wvouh | o 7 Frouh o ¢ Frowh O oot Pan &
Lasd hors, o8 13 somatter 1 id 6 somosier emesier
recerds Soroprale hows, o Powrs, aa Pours, 08 hass, 82
Wronan,
Pyt
Tranng Aporesace o | Sacerd - v e oy
udhirmerd | oo orte: | aoriment
o
Arosus | Jfum Wekirows [V4aarows | S oot hows No proveon,
Cocpersme® | met - ot
Mot rencion hacion,
' oo Sy POF UM ekt Do Mediured 8 revoed v § 2142720 Cooperstive COWSes May be measred oA s
SWhare 1V PEWAON O T 88 o orvoied Kt & minimun of 12 0f 13 semaner hoys o P
v £1) choged M ame MokoA, & (1) Comatored IS Ime Ui ofer WA e bowry
W GHUDMN P Crierd K hll-wme e, .
Whan 12 hous 8 mmuumnm||m—uwuxm.ohuqromuu
43708 28 W Ima. ¢ Frouh § fours o be mesnsed 89 less 1N W be and mors TeA W dena, 970 | Prouch 3 fous
numaunuumumMmuﬂmumuumumnnmu
NSer) o COTI™ 83 whers 13 Crac A0S OF I UV 1 CUNnLed 83 S vwe N

fAuthority: 38 U.S.C. 1682, 1732, 1777, 1787, 1788)
{44 FR 62503, Oct. 31,1979, as smended st 45 FR 73479, Nov. 5. 1980; 48 FR 31992, Aug. 22,
1583; 50 PR 21605, May 28, 1985; 50 FR 43135. Oct. 24, 1985)

=129~

el 13

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




1

and there is nothing to be gained by reiterating the same issues in this
. report. In order to understand the rurrent law 2ind measurement system,
one must appreciate that the basic premise has historically becn that
education is delivered in a classroom setting and that quantity and
quality of education is determined by how long and how often an

individual sits in a seat in that classroom.

Application of this concept frequently fails to reflect ths more varied
forms of education offered today. It purticularly faiis to recognize
courses requiring irregular schedules, internships, independent study,
an¢ other non-traditional modes. It puts the VA squarely in the
situation of dictating education policy to educational institutions. It
causes veterans pursuing equal credits to receive unequal benefits. |t
can even mean that veterans pursuing fewer credits receive more money

than veterans pursuing more credit.

This sitvation promises only to deteriorate as educational institutions
design more and more programs employing technological advances, flexible
scheduling, and non-iraditional instruction, in order to meet the needs
of today's changing society. At the same time, an increasingly older
campus population challenges the old philosophy that a full-time student

cannot also be employed full time.

RECOMMENDAT 10NS

o Determine rate of benefits based on progress toward an

b educational, vocational, or professional goal through an approved
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program of study. shifting concern from the mode of delivery to

concern about progress in attaining the objective.

o Eliminate Standard Class Sessions as a measurement criterion and
measure all programs that include classroom instructicn by industry
standard "units" {credit or closk hours depending on tne

institution's standard).

o Permit independent and other non-tradttional modes of study
(defined as those not requiring regularly scheduled contact with an
instructor in a classroom setting) without discrimination but limit
such types of study within the student's overall program to a maximum

of ten percent of the total length of the program.

o Offer an alternative payment schedule based on 75 percent of the
otherwise appticable rate of payment for certain programs that do not
meet the criteria of the "full-time pursuit" concept, such as those
offered entirely through independent study, thus recognizing to a
greater degree the effort required and the rate of pursuit towards a

goal.
o Rely on State approving agencies to determine what constitutes an
zpproved program leading to an educatiocnal, vocational, or

professionai goal or objective.

The Commission's recommeéndations envision resulis, for example, along the

following lines:
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An institution offering 2 program leading to a bachelor's ougree
. requiring compl.tion of 120 credit hours, it ding instructron in a
classroom setting with scheduled interaction with an iastructor, @ uld

apply to the State approving agency for approval of the course.

The State approving agency, following review of the ccurse requirchents
and the institution, would either approve or disapprove the course. in
connection with an approval, a determination would be made that the
progr:  would result in achieving the specified objective -~ the
bachelor's degree -- within a specified period of tim® consistent with
established standards of the educational community. In this example, it
is assumed the objective would be reached with.a four academic years by
compieting two semesters each year consisting of 15 credit hours per

semester.

¥hile enrolled in this approved program, a veteran would be pa:tu based on
the rate of pursuit as «t relates to achieving the predetermines
objeciive. For ex.rple, if the veteran were enrolled in 15 credit hours
during the fall serester, fuli-time benefits would be paid for the
semester, regardless of the scheduling of the courses. The issue of when
the class meets -- that is, for example, condensed “ckend sessions or
month!, seminarz -- would not be relevant. The cont:olling factor would
be the rate at which the poal is pursued.

If & veteran 1s enrolled «n an accelerated term, thea the present formula

for determining equivalency during an accelerated term would be used ~--
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that is, the product of number of uni*s multiplied by the number of weeks
1n the institution's standard term divided by the number of weeks in the

accelerated term.

Pursurt of credit through a means other than a classroom setting would be
limited to ten percent. In this case, up to 12 hours could be pursued
through independent study or a self-paced course, for example, at any

time during the cours¢ of the program.

For non-traditional courses exceeding the ten-percent limit as with other
courses offered through a mode of instruction not i1nvolving a traditional
classroum setting and regulariy scheduled interaction with an instructor,
an alternative payment would be available at the rate of 75 percent of

the rate that would otherwise apply.

This pay structure would recognize that these courses -- approved by the
State approving agency and for which a determination of "“specified
length" would be made -- require considerable effort on the part of the
student and may be valid programs of educational pursuit. Unlike current
law, it would recognize tpat programs consisting predominately of
independent study may be paid on the basis of more than tuition and
fees. At the same time, it takes into account that the vast majority of
institutions limit in some fashion the amount of independent study that

may be counted toward a degree.

In this connection, the Commission notes that curreat law, in one sease,

treats independent study more favorably than do most of the col'eges. A
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veteran enrolled in 12 credit hours of study in a semester, may pursue up
* to five credit hours through independent study. Over the course of eight
semesters, 40 hours of credit can be so achieved -- more than most
institutions would permit. But the veteran would never, for example, be
permitted to enroll in a 12 credit-hour semester-long course involving a
practicum or cooperative work arrangement while oeing paid full-time
institutional benefits. Under the Commission's proposal, that 12
credit-hour course would be permitted and would be paid at the full-time

rate if it did not exceed the 10-percent fimitation.

The Commission's recommendation retains a tuition-and-fees approach to
paymeats for less-than-half time training (with no cap on the benefits
and with an appropriate charge to entitlement). The recommendation would
also add to this category programs for which no specification of length
can be made -- such as programs consisting entirely of self-paced

learning.

In short, the procedure for determining measurement for payment purposes

would be:

A. Is the course of study appro.ed and what is its specified length?

8. At what rate is the veteran pursuing the goal of this course?

C. Is there a component involving instruction in a classroom setting

with regularly scheduled interaction with an jnstructor?
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D. Are there components not involving classroom instruction and
regularly scheduled interaction that exceed 10 percent of the entire

length of the course?

When determining payment, if the answers are "(A) yes, two yex s; (B) at
this rate, the veteran would complete the course in four years; (C) yes;
and (D) no" -- the veteran would receive benefits of $150 monthly, or the
half-time rate (based on full-time benefits being $300 monthly). 1f the
answers are “(A) yes, four years; (B) at this rate the veteran would
complete the course in four years; (C) no; and (D) [not applicabie} --
the veteran would receive benefits at the rate of $225 monthly, or 75

percent of the otherwise applicable full-time rate.

In making this recommendation, great reliance 1S placed on the role of
State approving agencies and their responsibilities to make
determinations. Emphasis must be placed on quality performance and
professional development within the State approving agency system. The
Commission notes that, while these recommendations were being considered,
legislation has been enacted to enhance efforts toward those ends.
Section 14 of Public Law 100-323 establishes new requirements for the
Administrator and the State approving agencies to develop and implement
quality-control procedures. The Commission strongly supports these
efforts and views them as key, not only to this specific recommendation,
but also to effective and efficient administration of the Gl Bill in

general.
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Another effect of the Commission's recommendations would be that the
current process of “approval by exception” and separate approval of
certain types of programs would be modified. Currently, a State
approving agency approves the courses listed in a school's catalog by
stating, in essence, "the courses herein are approved except the courses
appearing between certain pages which require separate approval. These
courses shall not be construed as sanctioned as a result of this approval
action.”" Courses which require specific or separate approval include

work experience, practicums, internships, and independent study courses.

In practice. this means that an institution having a veteran seeking to
enroll in one of these types of courses must obtain separate approval of
the course. This often leagthy and always confusing procedure
discourages many institutions from permitting Gl Bill trainees to

participate in these types of courses.

The Commission’s recommendation would have the effect of modifying this
requirement, as this type of training could be approved as a part of the
program of education within the “specified-length" determination and

consistent with the ten-percent limitation.

The Commission recognizes that this recommendation regarding measurement
is amajor departure from established methodology. Nevertheless, it is a
means of resolving the issue using a sensible approach to meeting the
needs of the vetzran and the realities of the education community. The

Commission believes it merits serious consideration.
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WITIGATING CIRCUASTANCES

ISSUE: Payment for courses from which a student withdraws and for which
the student receives no grade used in computing the requirements for

graduation.

BACKGROUND:  Section 1780{a)(4) of title 38 provides that the
Administrator may make no payment of cducatiomal assistance bemefils to @
student for a course for which the grade assigned is not used in
computing requirements for graduation. By law, this exclusion includes
courses from which the student withdraws unless the Administrator finds
that‘there are mitigating circumstances.

In practice, the effect of this provision is most easily understood by
example. A veteran is enrolled during the fall semester in the full-time
pursuit of a program of education, carrying 12 credit hours. The
semester runs from September 1 through December 10. On October 15, the
veteran withdraws with a non-pumitive grade -~ typically a "W", "Wp",
"WE", or "I” -- from courses totalling six credit hours, thereby reducing

the rate of pursuit to half-time.

At this point, the sitvation must be "developed for mitigating
circumstances". Pursuant to VA regulations, the veteran has one year
from the date of notification to submit in writing the circumstances of
the withdrawal. 1f acceptable mitigating circumstances for having

withdrawn from the course are submitted, the veteran's benefits are
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simply reduced from the full-time to the half-time rate, effective
October 31, the end of the month in which the reduction took place. If
the veteran fails to submit mitigating circumstances or if the
circumstances submitted are not acceptable to the VA, an cverpayment is

established, retroactive to the beginning of the semester.

Mitigating circumstances are considered by the VA to be circumstances
above and beyond the control of the veteran which "prevent the veteran or
eligible person from pursuing the program of education continuousi®.
The following non-inclusive listing of circumstances considered to be

mitigating appears in 38 CFR 21.4136:

(1) An illness of the veteran or other eligible person.

22) An illness or death in the veteran's or eligible person's
amily.

(3) An unavoidable geographical transfer resulting from the
veteran's or eligible person’s employment.

(4) An unavoidable change in the wveteran's or eligible
person's conditions of employment.

(5) Immediate family or financial obligations beyond the
control of the veteran or eligible person which require the
suspension of pursuit of the program of education to obtain
employment.
(6) Discontinuance of a course by the school.
(7) Unanticipated active outy military service, including
active duty for training.
As noted in the discussion of the survey results obtained by the
Commission, other examples of mitigating circumstances c¢ited by

institutions included jury duty and confinement in a penal institution.
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An example of circumstances that the VA does not consider as mitigating

are changes in child care arrangements.

RECONMENDATIONS :

o Modify the "mitigating circumstances” policy to permit students to
withdraw without penalty from a course or courses up to a specified
limit with a non-punitive grade without producing mitigating

circumstances for the withdrawal.
¢ Specify that "mitigating circumstances" may include child care

difficulties.

In making these recommendations, the Commission has taken into account
two VA reviews which documented the effect of the current policy in terms
of creating overpayments. A February 1987 study by the VA's Office of
Program Analysis and Evaluation found that 61 percent of the overpayments
established under the chapter 34 educational assistance program were the
result of non-punitive grades and the subsequent failure of the student
to demonstrate that there had been mitigating circumstances. A March
1988 VA review of overpayments in the new chapter 30 program found that
nearly 75 percent of overpayments are caused by failure to demonstrate

mitigating circumstances.

The Commission is persvaded that many students earoll in courses which

they may not complete for a wide variety of reasons, including inability
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to handle the course work, personal conflicts with the instructor, or
general lack of interest or suitability. The alternative to withdrawing
from the course with a non-punitive grade may often be the assignment of
a failing grade. [lronically, GI Bill benefits may be paid with no
penalty for a course in which a failing grade is received and the course
may be repeated if required for graduation. Dn the other hand, unless
mitigating circumstances are present, an overpayment is created for even

one instance of a non-punitive grade.

Another troublesome aspect of this provision is the extent to which it
inflates the number and amount of debts owed to the VA. The amount of
educational benefits paid for a course in which a non-punitive grade was
received results in 2 retroactive determination of a debt unfess
mitigating circumstances are found to have existed. Since the veteran
has up to one year from the date of VA notification to submit mitigating

circumstances, many of these debts may be eventually erased.

Finally, there is the hardship to the student who, unaware of the
consequences of withdrawing f!’Om a course, drops a course without
mitigating circumstances and incurs an overpayment. This overpayment is
recouped from benefits otherwise payable during subsequent enrolliments,
leaving the student short on funds to pay tuition and fees at the
beginning of the next term and frustrated in a serious attempt to use

benefits to which entitlement has been established.
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Based in part on the discussions of this Commission and the participation
of its Ex Officio members, legislation to remedy the problem of
mitigating circumstances is under consideration in the Senate. S§. 2011,
the proposed "Yeterans' Benefits and Program Improvement Act of 1988", as
reported from the Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee, would amend
existing law to provide that mitigating circumstances would be considered
by law to exist in the first instance of a student's withdrawal from a
course or courses to the extent that the withdrawal does not exceed 6

semester hours or the equivalent thereof of credit,

On May 25, during legisiative hearings, the VA testified in support of
thic approach. Therefore, it appears that some sort of resolution of

this issue may be imminent.

The Commission strongly supports provisions that would require the VA,
following application of the proposed six-hour forgiveness rule, to
notify the student of the consequences and procedures for future

incidences of non-punitive grades being assigned.
Consistent with other recommendations rclated to standardization and the
distinctions in the treatment of degree and non-degree training, the

Commission stresses that this recommendation should apply to all types of

training.
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PUBLICATIONS

ISSUE: Availability of up-to-date information on educational assistance

benefits.

BACKGROUND:  Although the VA is responsible for administering more than
ten educational assistance benefit programs, no effective means of

communication exists between the VA and the education community.

The laws setting fosth these programs encompass more than a hundred pages
of title 38. Regulations to implement these laws consume hundreds more.
The circulars and manuals interpreting the regulations are thousands of
pages long. Virtually none of this material is written in layman's
terms  Even the index to the provisions of title 38 requires enormous

concentration and patience to understand and is virtually useless.

RECOMMENDATI1ONS

¢ Make available on a regular ba..s up-to-date publications such as
newsletters and manuals designed to assist institutions in

administering benefits.

¢ Rewrite the chapters of title 38, USC, pertaining to educational
assistance programs (and as necessary other provisions of flaw) to

provide for better organization, clarity, readability, and
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understanding (particularly in view of the termination of the chapter

34 program on December 31, 1989).

From time to time, the VA, with the cooperation of the Department of
Defense and the American Association of Collegiate Registrars and
Admissions Officials  (AACRAO), publishes a guidebook entitled

Certification of Students under Veterans' tLaws This publication

contains information for certifying officials and other advisors of
veterans, servicepersons, survivors, and dependents with respect %o the
administration of educational assistance prigrams. It {s written in
clear, concise, non-bureaucratic English with specific examples of how to
complete VA forms and paperwork. It is replete with information on basic
eligibility requirements, application procedurcs, and the certif.pation

process.

For primarily budgetary reasons, this manual has not been reissued since
1984. Many institutions responding to the Commission's survey and,
indeed, officials of AACRAO themselves, have stressed the need for an
updated manual to assist them in dealing with these increasingly

complicated programs. .

The Commission urges that the VA make reissuance of this manval a
priority. It has learned that revision efforts are underway, and
commends the VA for that initiative. Republieation of this manual at the
earliest possible opportunity, particularly to seflect the enactment of

the Montgomery GI Bill and the addition of the chapters 30 and 106
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programs is imperative. Furthermore, the updating of this manual on a
continuing basis should be made a priority. An annual (or otherwise as

appropriate) tearsheet format could Qe used for this purpose.

- In addition, as evidenced by responses to the Commission's survey, the VA
needs to take action to keep .olleges and schools regularly updated and
informed on issues regzrding to education programs, including legislative
initiatives, promulgation of new regulations, and topical issues of
interest. Previous attempts to publish newsletters and similar bulletins
have not been successful for a variety of reasons and have been
particularly frustrated by funding difficulties and the inability to

publish in a timely and regular fashion.

The Comnission recognizes that the costs involved 1n the publication of
newsletters and bulletins on a nationa! basis are substantial. Under
current policy, such publications are contracted out through the
Government Printing Office and additionai charges are assessed for the
distribution of materials. In at least a few instances, regional offices
have initiated their own newsletters for schools in order to fill the

void at the national level.

One avenue that might be explored 1s the development of a subscription
approach to a newsletter, asking the subscribing colleges and schools to
help defray the costs of production and distribution. The Commission
notes that there are several precedents in other Federal agencies for

such a proposal, e.g., monthly data on employment and unemployment
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statistics are provided to subscribers at a cest by the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. Another possibility might be the withholding of a portion of

the reporting fee as discussed later jn this report.

At present, distribution of materials to educational institutions is
largely the responsibility of the individua! regional offices, including
reproducing and distributing copies of circulars and other necessary
materials.  Since these materials may frequertly be distributed to all
Institutions regardless o; their applicability, it is possible that a
school's veterans' affairs office could accumulate a mountain of
Impossibly complicated and unnccessarily confusing material in 2 very
short period of time. Reguiar publication of a newsletter or bulletin
that translates this material into easily understood English would not
only assist schools in fulfilling their responsibilities but could foster
a more communicative reiationship between the education community and the

VA.

Finally, with respect to title 38 generally. the Commission notes the
general unworkability of the Code 1n terms of organization, clarity, and
readability. WIth the expiration of the current chapter 34 program on
December 31, 1989, it is imperative that extensive revisions in the Code
be made to incorporate various cross references into the remaining
operative chapters. The Commission recommends that Congress undertake a

complete restructuring of these provisions of law.

The last attempt to structure the law in some organized fashion was in

the late 1960's when all programmatic provisions were incorporated into
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chapters 34 and 35 and all administrative provisions into chapter 36.
Since then, the lines have been considerably blurred and consolidation is

now badly needed.

Following is an example of a provision of title 38 (section 1413(a)(2)),
which deals with the duration of basic educational assistance for certain
chapter 30 eligibles, which is virtvally impossible to read and

understand:

In the case of an individual described in section
1411(a)(1)(A)(||)(l) of this title who is not also described
in section 1411(a)(1)(A)(i) of this title or an individual
described in section 1411(a)(1)(B)(ii)(1) of this title who is
not also described in section 1411(a)(1)(B)(i) of this title,
the individual is entitled to one month of educational
assistance bencfits under thi. chapter for each month of
active duty served by such individual after the date of the
beginning of the period for which the individual's basic pay
is reduced under section 1411{b) of this title, in the zase of
an individual described in section 1411(a)(1)(A)(iE)(I) of
this title, or after June 30, 1985, in the case of an
iqd;vidual described 1n section 1411(3)(1)(8)(il)(l) of this
title.

The Cormission recogni2es that the task of rewriting provissons of law ts

not an easy one, but believes strongly that this must be made a priority.
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REMEDIAL, DEFICIENCY, AKD REFRESHER TRAINING

ISSUE: Gl Bill benefits for remedial, deficiency, and refresher training.

BACKGROUND: Under the current authorities for the chapter 30 and the
chapter 106 programs, and under the sections 901 and 903 programs, Gl
Bill benefits are not available for remedial, deficiency, or refresher
training, but not on a uniform basis. Under the chapters 32, 34, and 35
programs, benefits may be used for these types of training. In the case
of benefits to veterans training under chapter 34 and to spouses under
chapter 35, benefits for remedial and deficiency training are paicd
without charge to entitlement. In the case of vrterans training under
chapter 32, servicepersons under chapter 34, and childrea under chapter

35, entitiement is charged.

Remedial and deficiency courses are typically intended tc assist
individvals in overcoming weaknesses in particular areas of study at the
secondary school level. 0ften,.nnstntut|ons will require the completion
of certain deficiency courses without granting credit toward graduation
for their completion. Further, it is recognized that persons entering
active duty may experience a "lost opportunity’ as institutional entrance

requirements expand.

Refresher training available to veterans under chapter 24 is intended to
enable individuals to update skills and knowledge previously acquired

either before or during their period of active duty. These courses are
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particularly crucial in areas where technological advances are rapid and

frequent.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

¢ Make G! Bill benefits avaitable for remedial, deficiency, and
refresher training under all of the various educational assistance
programs, including the programs established by the Hostage Relief
Act (HRA) and the Omnibus Diplomatic Security Antiterrorism Act, as

well as the chapters 30 and 106 and sections 901 and 903 programs.

o Resolve the jssue of the charge to entitiement for this type of
training in a consistent manner. Based on the precedent established
by the chapter 34 program, the Commission believes that there should

be no charge to entitlement for benefits paid for this pursuit.

o |If a nine-month limitation on refresher training is incerporated
in the Montgomery Gl Bill programs, an identical limitation should be

added to the other chapters for consistency.

As this report is submitted, the Commission notes that legislation
addressing this issue has been approved by the House Veterans' Affairs
Committee and has been ordered reported from the House Armed Services
Committee. H.R. 4213, the proposed "Montgemery Gi Bill Amendments of
1988", would authorize benefits for remedial, deficiency, and refresher

training under chapters 30 and 106 with an appropriate charge to
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entitlement. Refresher training would, under the proposal, be limited to

a maximum of the equivalent of nine months of full-time benefits.

Under the VA's current policy., a certification as to the need for a
specific remedial or deficiency course must be submitted to the VA by the
institution administering the program the student is preparing to enter
or to which the student has applied for admission. Basic English
language or mathematics courses are authorized only when the need for the
training has been established by accepted testing methods. The

Commission's recommendation entails no modification of this procedure.
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REPORTING FEES

ISSUE: lncrease in the reporting fee paid to educational institutions

and training establishments.

BACKGROUND: Under current section 1784(c) of title 38, the VA annvally
pays a ‘"reporting fee" to educational institutions and training
establishments.  This fee is intended to help defray the costs of
processing various reports and certifications required to be submitted to
the VA and is in lieu of any other compensation or reimbursement. The
annual  fee is computed by multiplying $7 by the noumber of VA
beneficiaries training under chapters 30, 32, 34, 35, 36, or 106 (or $11
in the case of individuals on whose behalf an advance payment of benefits
is delivered to the institution) enrolled at the institution or
establishment generally on October 31. 1f the October date is not
representative of the period of peak veteran enroliment, another date for

the computation may be established.

From time to time, the amount of this reporting fee has been increased by
law. However, the increases have not been as frequent as increases in GI
Bill benefits nor have they fully reflected the increased adminsstrative
costs borne by the institutions and establishments. The [ast increase
(from $5 to $7 and from $6 to $11) was made by Public Law 95-202 and

became effective on October 1, 1977.
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The Commission's survey of institutions and its discussions with college
administrators pointed out the need to increase the reporting fee in
orcer to help offset the growing costs incurred by institutions in doing
business‘with the VA. The Commission noted that, under other programs of
Federal assistance for education, institutions may use a portion of the
grant or receive other administrative resources to help defray their

costs.

The Commission discussed doubling the amoun® cf the VA reporting fee or,
in the alternative, paying the current fee twice a year rather than once,
and considered including in the calculations veterans earolled in
training under the chapter 31 vocational rehabilitation program.
Finally, the Comuission looked at the advisability of adopting a floor
for the fee but was advised by the VA that the administrative costs of

such a limitation were prohibitive.

Ultimately, the Commission has developed the following recommendation

which represents an easily administered approach to the problem.
RECOMMENDATIONS :
¢ lIncrease the amount of reporting fees paid on an annual basis.

e Provide that the amount of the fee be based on a scale, rather

than a head count. For example, schools who have 5§ or fewer

- 154 -

.

El’iC ( 14

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

pest




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

139

eligibles enrolled would be paid "X", schools with 6 to 25 eligibles

enrolled would be paid "Y', and so forth.

¢ Include chapter 31 trainees in the count of those on whose behalf

the fee is paid.

The following chart illustrates one manner in which a scale might be

structured and a hypothetical cost comparison to a double-fee approach:

# of Vets $ $11 $7x 2 $11 x 2 Proposal

1 $7 $M $14 $22 $75

3 $21 $33 $42 $66 $75

5 $35 £55 $70 $110 §75

1 $49 §17 $98 $154 $375
10 $70 $110 $140 $220 $375
13 $91 $143 $182 $286 $375
17 $119 $187 $238 $374 $375
21 $14 $231 $294 $462 $375
25 $175 $2175 $350 $550 $375
32 $224 $352 $448 $704 $750
37 $259 $407 $618 $814 $750
45 $315 $495 $630 $990 $750
50 $350 $550 $§700  $1,100 $750
€2 $434 $682 $868  $1,364 $1,500
17 $539 $847 41,078  $1,694 $1,500
82 $574 $902 $1,148 §1,804 $1,500
98 $686 $1,078 §1,372 §2,156  $1,500
102 $714  $1,122  $1,428  $2,244 $1,500
134 $938  §1,474 $1,876 $2,948  $1,500
157 $1,099  $1,727 $2,198 $3,454 33,000
182 §1,274 §2,002 $2,548 $4,004 $3,000
203 $1,421  $2,233 $2,842 $4,466 $3,000
246 $1,722 §2,706 $3,444  $5,412  $3,000
295 $2,065 $3,245 §4,130 $6,490 $4,500
321 $2,247 $3,531 $4,494 $7,062  $4,500

2,225 $15,575 $24,475 $31,150

$48,950 $36,475

The Commission believes that, in addition to providing for a justified

increase in the reporting fee, the advantages of this scale approach are
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several.  First, institutions and training establishments would receive
payments that would include the number of chapter 31 trainees enrolled.
These service-connected disabled veterans frequently require the
provision of services and assistance by the institution above and beyond

those usually provided other veteran-students.

Second, the scale would greatly decrease the rossibility of
labor-intensive exercises by both the school and the VA to determine the
accuracy of the head count. The Commission was concerned by reports that
it is not unusual for an institution to report that, for example, it had
been paid for only 105 veterans when it should have Seen paid for 107.
The number of staff hours involved in resclving such sjtuations --
particularly when in this example the uitimate result under the current
rate schedule would be the issuance of a check in the maximum amount of
$22 -- could only be exacerbated by simply increasing, deubling, or
requiring more frequent payment of tae fees. The scale approach the

Commission is recommending would largely eliminate this problem.

Finally, this approach would assure that all institutions receive a
payment of some substance -- including those who have only 2 few veterans
carolled. The Commission sees fittle purpose in even processing payments

of $7 to any institution.
Although this approach would also eliminates the distinction made in the

amount paid to institutions receiving advance payments of Gl 8ill

benefits, the purpose of the current oifferentiation appear$ to have been
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to reflect the additional costs incurred by participating schools. It js
generally in an institution's interest to participate in the advance
payment program, as it helps ensure that the institution is paid promptly
by the student. Making a substantial increase in the amount of the fee
as proposed by the Commission would mitigate any negative effects of

removing the advence pay Cistinction.

In connection with this recommendation, the Commission notes that
increasing the reporting fee might also provide an opportunity for the VA
to iritiate a practize of withholding, uniess otherwise instructed by the
institution, of some portion of the reporting fee to defray the
subscription costs of publication and distribution of up-to-date und

timely materials relating to VA educational assistance programs.
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RESTORATION OF PAY REDUCTIONS UNDER CERTAIN CIRCUMSTANCES

ISSUE: Restoration of chapter 30 pay reductions.

BACKGROUND: Under the chapter 30 program, a servicemember who does not
make an affirmative election to not participate in the educational
assistance program has the rate of basic military pay reduced by $100 a
morth for the first 12 months of the initial period of active-duty
service.

The amount‘of the pay reduction is returned to the Treasury and is not
considered as pay for the purposes of income tax. The Congressional
intent is clear and well-established that this pay reduction is by no

means a "contribution” as is the case under the chapter 32 VEAP program.

Current law precludes the restoration of any portion of this military pay

reduction.
RECOMMENDATION:

¢ Permit the restoration of pay reduct.ons as a death benefit and in

certain other limited situations.
Specifically, the restoration of pay reductions in the cases of

individuals who die while on active duty is justified. The survivors of

those persons dying while in the service should be entstled to receive
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these funds since the deceased servicemember will never have an

opportunity to use the benefits.

The Commission also believes that restoration of pay reductions to an
individual who dies within some specified time period after leaving
service may be justified, if the individual has not received benefits in

an amount equal t5 the pay reduction.

There are other s'tuations in which the restoration of this pay reduction
or other appropriate remedy appears justified. The Commission supports
legislation to deal with sitvations such as the case of an individual who
incurs a service-connected disability while on active duty and who
thereby establishes entitlement to the chapter 31 program of vocational
rehabilitation for service-connected disabled veterans, or the case of an
individual who fails to complete the required period of active duty as a
result of a medical condition which may have existed prior to entering

the service,

The Commission wishes to express its suppert for legisiation which has
been approved by the House Veterans' Affairs Committee znd ordered
reported from the House Armed Services Committee. H.R. 4213, the
proposed "Montyomery Gi Bill Amendments of 1988", as ordered reported
with an avendment, would permit the  .torstion of the pay reduction in

cases of death 6r Calastruphic disabil.ty occurring on active duty.
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ROLE OF CONTINUING EDUCATION

ISSUE: The role of continuing education courses in relation to Gl Bifl
benefits,
’ consideration of the role of continuing education courses w:thin the Gl

Bill. The Commission defined these to be courses in which continuing

education units (CEU's), as opposed to credits, are earned.

BACKGROUND:  Among the specific chargées to the Commission s
Continuing education courses are tremendously .aried in nature and
scope. Some may be designed to offer education to assist in maintaining
or enhancing job skills -- such as a week-long seminar i1n advances in
veterinary medicine. Other courses may assist individuals in attaining
specific knowledgs necessary to pass an examination -- for example, a
review course in real estate principles and State licensure
requirements. Still others may offer experience for those wishing to
explore new endeavors -- perhaps a series of sessions on how to establish
a successful small business. S;)me courses may *e offered in conjunction
with business initiatives or travel opportunities -- a three-day meeting ;
held by ecoromiz.s to explain new Congressional budget cycies to |
lobbyists or a week-end cruise to the Caribbean which offers intensive “

courses in stress management and pe ,onal-time budgeting.
Typically, continuing education courses are short in duration and are

offered at times and locations designed to attract the widest possible

community participation.
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RECOMMENDATION :

o Approval of continuing education courses be made consistent with
the stated principle of the GI Bill that programs of educati. : must

iead to an educationai, vocationai, or professionai goai.

Ahsent any indication from the Congress that elimination of this stated
purpose of the GI Bill will be forthcoming, the Commission can find no
grounds for recommending that any courses be approved for the purposes of
Gl Bill benefits if they do not meet this time-tested criterion. This
purpose has been central to the philosophy of the Gl Bill for wi1l over
40 years and continues to be critical in ensuring that these valuable
benefits are used to assist a veteran in obtaining an education or

training and are not used for avocational or recreational purposes.

In making this recommendation, the Commission 1s in no way suggesting
that continuing education courses are not valuable or legitimate programs
of study. Neither is the Commission implying that there are not some
courses that may be appropriately approved for Gl Bill benefits. Rather,
it is simply recommending that there be no diversion from the stated
principfe of pursuit of a goal or objective 1n order to accommodate these

or any other types of courses.

- 162 -

Jomed
ks
CO




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

146

STRIDARDIZATION

ISSUE: inconsistencies among the various educational assistance programs,

BACKGROUND:  There are ten separate and distinct programs of educational
assistance for which the VA has administrative responsibility, including
the VA's chapter 31 program of vocational rehabilitation for
service-connected disabled veterans. There is a multitude of differences
-~ both structural and administrative -- in these programs. The chart
that follows this discussion, which was prepared by Marvin Diamond,
Chicf, Policy Staff of the VA's Vocational Rehabilitation and Education

Service, for the Comnission, shows some of the major differences.

In addition to these morc obvious differences, therc are dozens of
smaller distinctions. For cxample, unde:r the chapter 35 program, the
delimiting date of an cligible person may, under certain circunstances,
be extenued until the end of a term, quarter, or semester, but the amoun't
of the individual’s entitlement may not. Under the chapter 34 program,
the amount of a wveteran's entitiemcnt may be extended until the end of

the term, quarter, or semester, but the delimiting date may not.

Some differences between the programs are i.1erent in their design. For
example, the payroll reduction feature of the chapter 30 program and the
contributory-matching aspects of chapter 32 reflect the fact that these
programs were established for the peacetime All-Voluntecr Force and thus

require an investment on the part of participants. The honorable-
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discharge and high-school-diploma requirements of chapter 30 are there to
assist the sefvices 1n recrusting and retaining a highly-qualitied
L}

military force.

Nevertheless, ther¢ are many instances, such as the one discussed above,

where the Jifferences appear to serve fittle, if any, purpose. In each
case, the inconsistencies make the adminiftration of the beaefits wore

complex and inequitable.
RECOMMENDAT ION:

e Standardize the different features of the various veterans'
education programs to the maximum extent possible, consistent with

their design and purpose.

A number of the major differences between the various chapters, such as
the varying treatment of refresher training and the work-study program,
are discusseo 1n separate sections of this report. The Commission has
not attempted to ident:fy and catalog all the inconsistencies because
many arise in the day-to-:iay administration of benefits and may be known

only by a handful of those responsibie for delivering benefits.

In order to compiie an accurate and reasonably comple.e + sting of the
differences, the Commission suggests that consideration be given to
setting up a “mini-task force® of VA adjudicators and education liaison

representatives from VA regional offices charged with identifying -~
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without regard to legislative intent or legal interpretation -- all the
inconsistencies. These individuals are those most familiar with all the
adninistrative fine-tunings of the various programs and are in the best
position to identify them most easily. This task force need not be
long-term or expansive; a well-prepared, week-long brainstorming session

might be sufficient.
Once this listing is compiled, the various inconsistencies -- both

maximum extent possible consistent with the design and purpose of the

individual programs.

The Commission notes that this wurdertaking would be particularly
appropriate to pursue in connection with the rewrite of the title 38

authorities discussed previously in another section of this report.

Further, when future legislative initiatives dealing with educational
assistance benefits are under consideration, the Commission urges that
Congress examine each proposal with an eye towards consistency. There
may be merit for incorporating into the legislative kistory of any
proposal a discussion of the manner in which the consistency jissue is

' legislative and administrative in nature -- should be standardized to the
addressed.
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Eligibitity

Participant’s
Payment

Refund 01
Contributions

Delimiting
Date

Disabdility
Extension tu
Delimiting
Period

2 yrs.
active
duty +
4 yrs.
reserves;
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active
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active
duty
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mos .
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after
discharge

Yes
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duty if
enlisted
before
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active
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thereafter
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Chap 34
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Veteran!
yes:
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TRAINING AKD ASSOCIATED ADMINISTRATIVE RESOURCES

ISSUE: Well-trainea, well-informed participants in the benefits delivery

system with adequate resources to perform required responsibilities.

BACKGROUND: Wi thout exception, the single biggest area of concern the
Commission discovered as a result of its surveys and cther discussions

was the need for training and resources necessary to conduct the program

together with improved communications, timeliness, and responsiveness.

Review of the survey overview portion of this report makes clear the

nature of the problems in this area.

RECOMMENDATIONS :
e Sufficient resources be made available to carry out reqular
training sessions of all those involved in the administration of Gi

Bill benefits.

o Enhanced computer capabilities (with emphasis on an on-line

facilities file) be made a priority within the VA.

o Staffing and other resource allocation decisions take into account

the reality of an increasing educational assistance caseload.
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o VA work-measurement criteria reflect the non-paper aspect of the

administration of benefits, the need to enbance morale, and the

provision of personal attention.

Training is a critical aspect of improving the administration of GI Bill

benefits. It is badly needed at all levels, and the VA must be given and
make available the resources necessary tn carry out training activities
on a continuing and regulir basis. The training must address the needs
of these at every level of the benefits delivery system: the Srtate
approving agencies, the schools and training establishments, MNational

Guard and reserve units, and VA employees themselves.

The Commission’s recommendation for a consolidated-region approach, if
adopted, would greatly simplify ’ the training for VA employees by
centralizing the majority of those for whom training is made available.
In contrast, it makes somewhat more difficult the training of individuals
administering Gl Bill programs at some distance awa; from the "processing

centers”. In these cases, the role of the education ombudsman is vital.

Regardless of what administrative structure evolves, however, the VA must
as a matter of policy encourage and provide the travel and other
resources necessary to reach out to those responsibie for administering
various aspects of the Gl Bill. To do any less is short-sighted and
counterproductive. Most individuals involved 1n admenistering Gl Bill
programs want to do the job well and right. Fzilure to train these

individvals in all aspects of the program and the rules, regulations,
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policies and procedures, result in avoidable error. unnecessary defays,

and frustrations.

The Cormission suggests that tne VA be as innovative, bold, and
imaginative as possible in the manner 1n which these training and liaison
activities are conducted. For example, the availability of a low-budget
videotape of how the system operates and how an application is
adjudicated could assist school officials in understanding their
administrative duties. Likewise, a videotzpe of an actuval training
session for institutions could be made available to those unable to
attend or for those geographically distant. Holding regular -- and if
appropriate, evening -- open-house-type events at regional offices could

provide an opportunity for first-hand learning.

lnvolvement of experienced school officials in the training initiatives
is equally critical. These are the individuals who know first hand the
frustrations faced at that level!, and many would ke eager and willing to
share their experiences and expertise with others. Identification of
"model institutions” in various regions to which other institutions could
be referred for assistance, particularly in the case of new school

personnel, i5 another avenue that might prove valuabie.
All on-site visits -- whether it be by a compliance survey specialist or

the State approving agency to an institution or by a VA central office

audit team to a regional office or by an ELR or a VBC to a local guard
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meeting ~~ should offer an opportunity for training in some fash.on or

another.

Enhanced computer capabilities must be a priority for the VA's education
programs.  Currently, as an example, institutions receive a monthly
computer-generated listing of individuals enrofled in training under
chapters 34 and 35. However, no such "pay-cycle" listing is made
available for chapter 30, 31, 32, or 106. This listing is an important
tool for the institution in fulfilling its responsibilities under the Gi
Bill program. The Commission understands that efforts to generate a
consolidated enroliment report are underway and heartily supports this

initiative.

Perhaps even more serious is the lack of an on-line facilities fife and
of information made available to the regional offices on those in
training under chapters 30 and 106 within their area of jurisdiction. A
compliance specialist conducting a survey of an institution must manually
generate and retrieve through St. Louis the required sample of trainee

files for the survey -- a time-consuming, labor-intensive exercise.

Ouring its field trips, a number of members of the Commission had the
opportunity to see the operation of the VA's new optical disk computer
system. This new system, currently being evaluated for its applicability
to the VA, holds the potential for greatly -enhanced efficiency. Paper
records should no longer be misplaced, many individuals would have access

to a record at any given moment without the need to be in the same room,
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and claims could be processed rapidly without moving mountains of paper.
The Commission urges that a priority be placed on the continued
evatuation and implementation of this and other systems designed to speed

and facilitate the delivery of benefits to veterans.

It is both disturbing and frustrating that the VA has not been able to
make the capital investment required to modernize completely and
effectively its computer capacity as a result of the government-wide
policy that requires that the costs involved be offset by nearly
immediate comparable savings. This policy must be carefully reviewed.
lnvestments in this area must be contemplated in terms of their long

range costs and savings in productivity.

With respect to the VA's work-measurement criteria, the Commission is
concerncd that the VA weights the “paper-pushing” aspect of the
administration of benefits too heavily, rather than the need to provide
the personal touch which might in many cases facilitate speedy and more
respont - service. In addition, in many cases the current system
aggravates morale problems within the VA. For example, under a system
where performance is measured on the number of cases adjudicated in a
day, there is a disincentive for the adjudicator to attemot to resolve a
que-tion over the phone. If the school certifying official s
unavailable or is unable to respond immediately when the adjudicator
first calls, at least one follow-up call is nscessary. It is more

advantageous for the adjudicator to send the case to the typing pool to
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generate a letter asking for the necessary information =-- a time-

consuming result that adds to the delay.

Likewise, when performance is based on the number of phone calls answered
in a day, there is little incentive for a VBC to spend time with a school
counselor whs may have questions or problems with ten individual veteran
cases. This is compounded by *he fact that, in most cases, the VBC who
answers calls in the phone wnit is not the irdividual who has
responsibility for ultimately getting back to the caller. If the
question or problem demands anything more than the simplest of responses,
the caller is told "somsone will get back to you"; the VBC can only write
up the specifics and put it in the system. Beyond the obvious
frustration for the caller, the effect on morale within the VA js readily

evident.

The administrative problems asscciated with tclephenc communications
might be addressed in a number of ways. For instance, an "education
hot-line" capacity might be installed in each regional off:ce with
responsibility for both incoming and outgoing comaunications. In most
cases, staffing of this capacity on a full-time basis in each of the 58
rep’nal offices would not be cost-effective. (The Commission notes,
however, that in the case of the consolidated-region processing centers,
as well as in the current chaptar 30 delivery structure, it would be
justified.) Another, albeit a considerably more sophisticated approach

that might not be applicable in all cases, would be the use of electronic
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mail -- another example of how enhanced computer capabilities could oe

used. v

While this recommendation may seem minor to some, it reflects the
Commission’s concern that improvements in communications among those with
responsibilities far the program would significantly ease administrative
problems for all concerned and clearly serve the best interests of the

veteran,
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TRO-YEAR RULE, STANDARDS OF PROGRESS ARD THE "85-15 RULE"

ISTYE:  Retention of provisions of law and regulations designed to

discourage misuse or abuse of educational assistance benufits.

BACKGROUND: Throughout the forty-plus years of the various Gl Bills,
many stipulations have been incorporated into law to foste, afficient
management and effective use of these impnrtant educationa! assistance
benefits. These various provisions were often enacted in response to

some abuse or misuse of benefits that had been identified.

Three such provisions on which the Commission has focused are the
two-year rule, standards of progre s criteria, and the so-cailed “85-15

Rule".

Jwo-Year Rule. Section 1789 of titie 38 prohibits the Administrator from
approving the enrollment of veterans and other eligible persons in
courses that have not been i1n operation for at least two _ears. By law,

this prohibition does not apply to the following:

(1) Courses offered in a public or other tax-supported
educational institution.

(2) Courses offered by an educational institution which has
been in operation for more than two years if the course is
siwilar in character to the instruction previously given by
the institution.

(3) Courses offered by an institution for a period of more

than two years despite the fact that the institution has
moved to another location within the same general locality
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or has made a complete move with substantially the same
faculty, curricula, and students, without change in
ownership.

(4) Courses offered by a nonprofit educational institution
of college level and recognized for credit toward a
standard college degree.

(5) Courses offered by a proprietary nonprofit educational
institution that qualifies to carry out an approved program
of education under ti authority in title 38 for special
assistance for educationally disadvantaged veterans if the
institution has been in operation for more than two years.

(6) Courses offered by an educational institution under
contract with the Department of Defense that are given on
or near a military base and available only to active duty
military personnel and their dependents.
By law, the two-year rule does apply to courses offered by a branch or

extension of --

(1) A public or other tax-supported institution where the
branch or extension is located oytside of the area of the
taxing jurisdiction aroviding support to such institution.
(2) A proprietary profit or proprietary nonprofit
educational institution where the branch or extension js
located beyond the normal communing distance of the
institution.
The law gives the Administrator the ability to waive these requirements
if it is determined to be in the bes iiterest of the veteran and the

Federal government

Standards of Progress Criteria The standards of progress criteria, as

they have evolved over time and are now represented in sections 1674,
1775, and 1776 of title 38, require first that institutions seeking to be

approved for the enrollment of VA students demonstrate that adequate
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records are kept to show the educational progress of each eligible
veteran or person. The catalog or butletin certified by the State
approving agency and submitted to the VA must specifically state the
progress requirements for graduation. fhe Administrator, pursuant to
section 1674, is required to discontinue benefits if, at any time, the
irdividual’s conduct or progress is unsatisfactory under the regularly

prescribed standards and practices of the educational institution.

This sequirement was prompted by the realization that it was possible for
recipients of VA assistance to receive benefits for semester after
semester of failing grades without making progress toward an educational,

vocational, or professional objective.

"85-15 Rule’': This rule provides generally that v.(erans and other
eligibles may not be earolled tn any course in which more than 85 gercent
of the earollees have all or part of their tuition. fees, or other
charges paid to or fo- them by the VA or by the educational 1as itution.
This requirement, codified 1n section 1673(d) of title 38, gerzrally
exempts any course offered at an institution where the total number of
students enrolled under chapters 30, 31, 32, 35, or 36 of titie 38 is 35
percent or fess. Separate computations are made for the main campus and

any branches of an institution
The "85-15 Rule" reflects what might be termed a "marketpl ce" approach

to the administration ot educational assistance benefits. It was based

on the expectation that an institution and the courses that it offers
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should be of sufficient quality and value to attract students, the

"consumers" of education, willing to invest their own resources.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

o Reaffirm the provisions of title 38 that have been effective in
encouraging appropriate yse of Gl Bill benefits, such as the two-year

rule, standards of progress criteria, and the "85-15 Rule".

o Apply thzse provisions acrose the board to all the programs of

educational assistance administered by the VA.

(] Incorporate into tht criteria for determining waiver or
applicability of both the two-year rule and tite "85-15 rule" those

individuals training under the chapter 106 program.

The Commission recognizes the need *o - 2intain those provisions of law
and regulations that have contributed to the success of the GI 81!l and
that facilitate effective program administration.

Part of the Commission’s effort has been to sdentify requirements that
can be eliminated or modified. Likewise, the Commission has undertaken
to identify those that can be kept in place or strengthened to protect
program integrity. The history of the GI Bill is rich with experiences
from which valuable lessons may be learned. There would be no point in
throwing out controls and regulations now in place only to find in time a

need for new or strengthened controls.
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The Commission believes that these three requirements are exempfary of
controfs which should be reaffirm~d as methods of controiling possible
misuse of Gi Bill benefits. Their coverage should be extended to all the

various educational assistance programs.

The Commission notes, however, the provisions of law that exempt from the
two-year rule and from the 85-15 ratio requirement certain courses
offered by an institution under contract with the Department of Defense
on or near a military instalfation that are avaitable unly to active duty
military and their dependents. These exemption authorities, however, do
not take into account individuals whe are training under the chapter 106
program for the Guard and Reserves. The Commission recommends that these

authorities be amended to tzke these trainees into account.
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VALUE GF HONE-STUDY COURSES EOUCATIONAL ASSESSHENT

ISSUE: Assessment of the vocational value of courses offered through

home study of; correspondence.

BACKGROUND: Another of the specific charges tu the Commission is to

assess the value of courses offered through home study or correspondence.

Home-study courses and program- cover an enormous range of subject matter
at a wide variety of levels. Through home study, for example,
individuals may take vocational courses in electroniis and computer
science or compl'ete all requirements for a bachelor's degree 1n business

management .

FINDING. The Commission %as made no fiading on the vocational value of
home study and is unable to comment on the merit of this mode of study as
compared to others.

The Commission wishes to stress that this failure to make an evaluation
should in no way be seen as having negative implications. More than a
mllion and a half veterans have chosen to receive benefits through this
mode of study, and for some veterans this may be the only means through
which they can effectively use their benefits. The Commission believes
that Gl Bill benciits should continue to be available for qualified

home-study courses.
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The assessment of quality dilemma is a growing issue throughout the
entire higher education community; it is not restricted to courses
offered through home study. Indeed, the need for establishing quali y
assessment standards is becoming increasingly aoparent in all areas and

at all levels of education.

A comparative record of job placements in fields for which graduates ave
training through all modes of study could be instructive, but past
attempts by the VA to compile such data did not succeed and have been
abandoned. Prier to 1980, a compilation of the job-placement records of
individuals who trained through home study and other trade and technical
programs was required by the VA as part of the approval criteria.
Regrettably, the uncertain validity and applicability of the data
collected, ar well as the administrative difficulty in compiling and
analyzing it, made that effort less than successful as an assessment
teol. The Commission does not recommend that the VA be required to

undertake such a study unil.terally.

Given the renewed appreciation of the need for educational assessment 1n
nearly every field, including finance, trade, medicine, higher education,
and government at all levels, the Commission expects that eventually
assessment standards will be broadly developed and there will be some
.eans of evalvating all types and modes of training. At chat time, it

would be appropriate and useful to revisit this issue.
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HORK-STUDY PAOGRAM

ISSUE: Effective utilizat w of the VA's work-study authority.

BACKGROUND:  Under 1the provisions of section 1685 of «title 38,
Veteran-Student Services, the VA operates a work-study program for
full-time students training under chapters 30, 31, 32, and 34. Through
this program, students who perform work generally related to the
administration of Gl Bill and other veterans benefits may receive
minimum-wage payments for up to 250 hours of emplovment during a semester
or other earollment period. By law, the VA work-study student may be
engaged in (1) activities under the VA's outreach services program, (2)
the preparation and processing of necessary papers and other documents at
educational institutions or VA regional office, (3) the provision of
hospital and domiciliary care at VA medical centers, or (4) other VA

activities determined appropriate by the Administrator.

The program 1s fundcd through the VA's readjustment benef'ts account.
The VA determines the number of work-study opportunities each enrollment
period based on the number of veteran-students who can be effectively
employed in areas where VA activities are conducted. The law provides
that, whenever feasible, preference for employment be given to veterans
with service-connected disabilities rated at 30 percent or more
disabling. Other criteria for selecting veterans include (1) the need of
the veteran to augment the educational assistance allowance, (2) the

availability of ransportation to the work place, (3) the veteran's
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motivation, and (4) in tht case of a veteran training under the chapter
31 program, the compatibility of the work assignment to the vetcran's

physical condition.

The VA's work-study program is a popular one, it has been a subject of
much comment throughout thi4 Commission's study -- in the survey of
educational institutions, during discussions with educators and other
participants at Commission meetings, and during visits to the field. It
provides income opportunities for students to assist them in meeting
basic needs while attending school, as well as a means of enhancing
learning opportunities. It exposes students to careers in ths public
sector 2. 9arovides personnel for VA medical centers, VA regional
offices, ai. schools to assist in the operations of the oenefit delivery

system.

The primary concern, expressed both by the participating institutions and
by VA personnel, is a need to attract more students into the program. It
seems that effective use of this program is frustrated not by a lack of
funding but by the lack of interested students who are eligible to

participate in the program.

RECOMMENDATIONS :

e Overhaul the VA's work-study program to provide for a flexible

progressive payment scale that could be used to attract and retain

quality work-study students, especially in high-cost areas.
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. ¢ Expand zligibility for the VA's work-study program to individuals

training under the chapter 35 and the chapter 106 programs.

The Commission has become convinced of the need for incentives to attract
work-study students, particularly 1n certain areas. For example, several
States have a minimum wage higher than tne Federal minimum wage, and
> work-study opportunities in these States are simply not competitive.
Compounding the low-wage oproblem, many worksitss are located in
metropolitan areas where the costs of public transportation or parking

can easily offset earnings based on 250 hours of work during a semester.

In addition to attracting newly eligible students, incentives could help
the VA retain skilled work-study students. Experienced employees are

generally more effective workers.

Below is a ten-step payme.t ccale that might be established based on the

current Federal minimum wage with each step rounded to the nearest nickel.

Step  Minimum Wage Factor Pay Rate
I 3.35 1.00 3.35
] 3.35 1.10 3.70
i 3.35 .20 4.00
v 3.0 1.30 4.35
v 3.35 1.40 4.70
vi 3.35 1.50 5.0
Vi 3.35 1.60 5.35
Vil 3.35 1.70 5.7C
1X 3.35 1.80 6.05
X 3.35 1.90 6.3

Under this structure, high-cost areas or those with other hiring problems

might be authorized to start workstudy staff at a higher level. A State
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with a higher minimum wage than the Federal minimum might be authorized
to start students at the pay level closest to the applicable State
minimum. For example, effective July 1, 1988, the California minimum wage
is $4.25 per hour; work-study wages would under this structure start at

level 1Y or $4.35 per hour.

Similarly, work-study positions in a high-cost commuting area, such as
Washington, DC, cuuld seek to be authorized a high-cost starting wage,

‘or example, at level V or $4.70 per hour.

Following completion of a 250-hour contract, work-study students would be
eligible for an incremental pay increase to the next level. Such an
increase would not be mandatory and could be based on q aity of work and

other factors that reflect the interests of the veteran and the program.

The focus of requests for work-study funding would change from simply
requesting "hours” to requesting “funding” at the authorized pay levels.
Historical and present yse patterns, as well as need, could be considered
in allocating avai'able funding. Otherwise, administration of the

program would remain unchanged.

The Commission believes that there is a good cas. for this approach to
the work-study program. The prog.am offers excellent opportunities for
veterans, the VA, and participating schools. Nevertheless, to be a most
effective and efficient program, it needs to be attractive to those who

would participate. Indeed, a greater ability to attract and retain
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quality work-study students might result in using fewer hours at
facilities which have effective programs and make new opportunities

available in areas where problems have existed.

Finally, making opportunities available to individvals enrolled in
tra’aing under chapters 35 and 106 would achieve consistency among the
programs and increase the number of individuals who could participate.
The current priority for service-connected disabled veterans would not be
changed or diluted, and priority could be expanded to reflect the

addition nf these programs.

LR I )
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SEPARATE VIEKS OF COVISSIONERS STAR AND FOKLER

Ore recommendation not contatned in the report of th.< Commission deals
with the issue of accreditation and, specifically, whether non-accred: ted
institutions should be able to be approved for purposes of the Gl Bill.

We believe strongly they should not.

In order to participate in Gl Bill pregrams, institutions should be
accredited ¢ b. designated as a candidate for accreditation) by an
accrediting body recognized by the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation
and on the Secretary of Education's list of approved azcrediting
agencies. This would exciude schools that have been denied accreditation
or had accreditation withdrawn, as well as schools that do not apply as

they know they could not meet the applicable standards.

Accreditation provides protection for the veteran and for the public
interest. Little good is served by permitting veterans to use valuable
benefits for educational pursuit that is not recognized within the
educational community as meeting certain standards. It further helps
guard against abuses involved with fly-by-night institutions or those

offering programs of inferior or questionable quality.
In order to seek approval for Gl Bill purposes, the first ¢ .teria must

be accreditation. Non-accredited institutions shouid be prohibited from

participation in VA educational assistance programs.
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SEPARATE VIERS OF CORMISSIONER WICKES

DISSENT REGARDING SERTIF!CATIONS

The Commission recommends requiring monthly self-certifications under 311
chapters. The Commission also advises continuing institutional
certifications, pending an analysis of monthly veteran certification

requi rements.

The Commission's recommendation would result in significant additional

paperwork without appreciably reducing overpayments. | dissent.

I believe monthly veteran self-certifications should supplant -- not
supplement -- institutional certifications, thereby reducing paperwork

and saving taxpayer dollars.

The Commission recognizes that students under the Nontgomery Gl 8y11 will
be more mature. And the Commission believes that “ultimate
responsibility for success or failure remains in the hands of the

veteran.” That is where it belongs.

| do not believe the amount of overpayments associated with veterans
purposeful ly misleading the VA will be appreciably reduced by the
additional paperwork costs and liability imposed on institutions. The
Commission had an opportunity to recommend a° course of action that would
have reduced paperwork and expense. It missed that opportunity, and |

believe « erred.
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- DISSENT _REGARDING REPORT'NG FEES

The Commission recommends increasing reporteng fee - * %2 educational
institutions and training establishments. A inciesse is
necessary. Rather, | would reduce insti. Aasibility and

liability and retain the present fee -ount.

A significant portion of the tosts iacurreo by irstitutiors 1¢ associzted
with their coatiruous certificaticn responsihilisies. Ending those
responsibilities, in favor oY veteran self.certification, will reduce
costs and eliminate paperwork. Accordingty, ! would not increase the

reporting fee.
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MINUTES OF THE COMMISSION ON VETERANS®
EDUCATION POLICY
April 29, 1987
Russell Senate Office Building
Roon 418

The meeting was convened by “the‘Chairman at 9:00 a.m. Those in at-
tendance were:

MEMBERS:

Mrs. Janet D. Steiger, Chairman

Mr. ¥illian A. Fouwler

Mr. Charles R. Jackson

Mr. Oliver Meadows

Mr.__Allan ¥. Ostar

HrsT Bertie Rowland Tt e s s
Dr. Ned J. Sifferlen

Mr. C. Donald Sweeney

Mr. John F. Wickes, Jr.

EX_OFFICIO MEMBERS:

Ms. Jill Cochran, representative of the Chairman, House Veterans®
Affairs Committee

Mrs. Celia Dollarhide, representative of the Administrator of

Veterans' Affairs

Mr. Darryl Kehrer, representative of the Chairman, Senate Veterans'
Affairs Cormittee

Dr. C. Ronald Kizterling, Assistant Secre ary for Postsecondary

Ecucation, Depizcment of Education

Mr. James Parker, cepresentative of the Assistant Secretary for
{c;erans' Employment and Training, Department of
abor

Mr. Chris Yoder, representative of the Ran\ing Minority Meaber,

* Senate Veterans' Affairs Committee

VISITORS:

Col. David Bergman

Mr. Jchn Brizzi

Mr. Jerry Cerasaae
Mr. John-L. Fox

Mr. Thonas E. Harvey
Mrs. Mary F. Leyland
Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz
Miss June C. Schaeffer
Mr. A. Kayne Taylor
ir. Ted A. Van Hintum
Mr. R. John Vogel

Dr. Dennis R. Kyant

Since this was the first neeting of the Conzission, Chairpan Steige:
introduced herseif t& all 1n aitendance, anl each df the Commissieon
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meobers in turp did likewise. Mrs. Steiger pade some general open-
ing remarks and thanked the Veterans Adpinistration for its coopera-
tion $n getting the Comnission established and fo- ensuring the
first peeting would run smnothly. She stated that there was no set
agenda for this first neet E. She Introduced visitors present, and
then welcomed the Directot .f the Vocational Rehabilitation and Edu-
cation S:rvice, Dr. Dennis R. Wyant, who would pake 2 presentation
to the Conmission.

Dr. Wyant passed around a [.andout to each of the Cemmission menbers
and beogan gy expressing his gratitude to each for agreelng to
Sserve. He reflected on having been Director of the combined Voca-
tional Rehabilitation and Education Service only since QOctober 1986,
and that he is tasked with adoinistering many complicated education
programs. He emphasized that if there were any problens, persons
should contact his office. He stated that a2 new *isting of nanpes
and addresses of contact persons would be provided ¢t a later date.

Dr. Wyant gave a gene~al overview of the organizction of the VA,
elaborating on its many facets, from having a quarter nillion en-
ployees, 172 hospitals, 58 regional offices, national cemeteries,
menorial affairs, etc. He discussed the relaticnship between the
different elecents nf the VA, the Congress, the Office of Managenent
and Budget, other zgencies, organizations, and advisory groups. He
notec that the Vocational Rehabilitation and Education Service
(VR&GE) has approxipately eighty Central Qffice eoployees who pust
work with a large nusber of vastly different education programs. In
the regional offices, he explained, there are no education divisions
as such but an adjudication division that processes all types of
claims, such as coopensation and pension as well as all the various
sducation prograns. There is slso an Education Liaison Renresenta-
tive in each regional office who dissenminates information to con-
cerned parties at the local levels, in addition to working closeiy

with State approving 4gencies and the education community in his or
her area of jurisdiction.

Dr. Kyant noted that approxinmately 18.3 pillion veterans have used
the G.I. bill, and that this nupber escalates to nearly twenty pil-
lion when vocational rehabilitation is included. He explained the
benefit Yaynents delivery systen used by the YA ("Target"), and gave
a general overview of the various education programs. He alsc ex-
plained the optical disk systen (folderless files)—that-will-be
tested in the VA's St. Louis regional office using the New ¢.I. Pill
(chapter 30). He mentioned briefly how OMB affects VA prograns and
their aduinistration, and how other advisory groups have been in- °
volved in VA programs. These include the American Association of
Collegiate l.egistrars and Adpissions Officers (AACRAO), the National
Assoc%ation of Veterans' Program Administrators (NAVPA), the Federal
Intergoveranental Cocnittee on Education {FICE), and the hationai
Advisory Council on Continuing Education (NACCEi- Men .on was pade
a)so of the school liability study, ar4 other on-going coonmunica-
ticns efforts of the VA.
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Dr. Wyant spoke briefly of the role of the Administrator's Educa-
tlonal Assistance Advisory Committee and fts primary task of examin-
ing the day-to-day operations of the VYA. He stressed his feeling
that the Commission, however, should be looking to the future and to
where the VA will be in the ycar 2000. Along this 1ine, he spoke of
the VA's initiatives at modernizstion, dotz processing and the de-
livery of services in the best manner possible. A list of legisla-
“tive injtfatives was also gzovided the Comnission members. Mrs.
Steiger thanked Dr. Wyant for his corments, noting that the Commis-
sion would be working with a large universe of possibilities and not
just the narrow charge that §s given §n the law (PL 99-576). She
introduced next the Neputy Administrator of the Veterans Adr*nistra-
tior, Mr. Thomas E. Harvey.

Mr. Harvey spoke generally of the importance the VA places on its
education programs and hov vital the VA considers the work of the
Commission. He expressed his desire that the Commission will help
in "'tuning up" the present systemz §n order to provide a better prod-
uct to the veteran population the VA serves.

Mr. R. John Vogel, Chief Benefits Director of the VA, spoke briefly
about his own background in the Government and in worling with vari-
ous education prograzs. He challenged the Commission to help the VA
to adcinister these programs in the best possible manner, and stated
that the VA §s looking forward to the work and recomnendations of
the Cocmission.

When asked by Chairman Steiger if he had a "magic wand” he could
wave, what would he =f*-= =2 = oriority for the “onmission, Mr. Vogel
responded that he felt "measurecent” and "continued pursuit™ yere
both “thorny" areas that needed special attention. He noted that
Congress wants education monies to yield something tangidble, such as
a diplona. Public monies should be spent only in a panner that will
ultigately yield something meaningful and valuable. Dr. ¥yant added
that he felt there was a grest need for simplic ty and consistency
in the education programs, as they are quite complicated at pres-
ent. MHr. Vogel noted that many perceive a Central 0ffice antipathy
re;arding education programs. However, the Education Service, he
said, hes a large stacf that must deal with many cumbersome proce-
dures and complex manuals. Expressing a need for prucedural simpli-
fication, he said thar the VA is struggling just to keep up proce-
durally with g1l the different education prograns it pust administer.

Dr. Wyant added that modernization could be a salvation for the VA.
As staffing in Government agenciec continues to go down, he stres-ed
the need for an accounting and c¢a.a processing systes to help in ag-
ministering these prograns in the best manner possible.

In rezponse to Mr. Sweeney's question about possible consolida ‘an
of education clafms processing, Mr. Vogel stated that for the New
G.1. Bill (chapter 30), l{here would be a test of this type of cen-
trilized oroces-ing in St. Louis. The ADP paycent sysiern being de-
veloped for Cha,ter 30 will soon be in place; however, §t does mean
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ihat soze infoisation dissemination pluns must be put on a back
burner for now {such as an on-line facilities file). Chapter 106
for reservists is decentralized to a1l the fiell stations, and there
are presently-no plans for consolidation in that area. The VA is
also faced with 2 situation where it must cope with competing pres-
sures from different programs, such as ¢. .pensation gni pension, and
loan giaranty. A determination will have to be made of what is pos-
sible and what is not, given the parameters within which the VA nust
operate. Mr. Meadows, in this regard, commented that the whole ap-
proval process may need to be altered. This, he cautioned, £z be
vital as the varicors education prograns get smaller, a look at .he
spproval systee way need revision. Mr. Vogel responded that even

though the view of many in the VA is that the approval function is
. mun;l,ane‘.l he does not share this view. It is & s sten that is legal-
ly based. .

At this point Senator Alan ¢ .nston addressed the Conmission, wel-
coning all to the meeting. The Chairman of the Senate Veterans® Af-
Tairs “Copmittee stated—he was-delighted with the challenge facing— —
the Connission and was especially pleased with the appointment of
Mrs. Steiger to chair it. He stated that the Commission has the
full support of the Ccngress, and that the Congress has charged the
Connission with certain specific tasks as listed in the Jaw. Many
of these issues have been festering over the years, and it will be
the Commission’s responsibility to address them as fairly and as
equitably as possible. The G.I. Bill should be rega.ded as an earn-
ed opportunity for veterans, as well as vocatioral rehabilitation.
The benefits are designed zo help veterans meet educational objec-
tives, the Senator reiterated. Hr. Darryl Kehrer will be the Sena-
tor's personal representative on the Commission.

Senator Cranston also mentioned pending legislation (S. 12 and H.R.
1085) designed to pake the New G.I. Bill perzanent. A strong and
enduring program of education for veterans is essential, and as

such, the Senator said that great advize from the Commission is
needed.

After a brief recess, Representative G. V. (Sonny) Montgomery ad-
dressed the neeting. He nentioned the status of S. 12, which is now
in the Senate Arnmed Services Comnittee anu is encountering sone dif-
ficulty. Some menbers of that Committee want the New G.I. Bill to
be tested further, but Chairman Monigomery is confident the bill
will pass. After all, he said, the G.I. Bill "™has been tested for
over 40 years slready.” The Chairwan of the House Yeterans' Affiirs
Conmittee [s very proud of the voluntary force the G.I. Bill has
helped to fusier. He asked the Commission to look into possible
lepislation afiecting the various education Yro.rans. The Rew G.I.
Bill needs to be a permanent program. It «#ill not be a real tudget
factor until 1992 or 1993. Chairman Montgonery offe.ed to provide
neans for the Comnission to visit the various military services, in
order to talk with recruits regarding their concerns and needs, if
It would be of value.
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Hrs. Steiger noted that the Coppissicn

is really a natfonal one in

scope and that public hearings around the countTy in various places
may be of some value. Dr. Kimberling remsrked that the Departzent

of Education has done this type of thing

in the past and has found

public hearings to be valuable and a source of good solid views.
“Mr. QOstar suggested, as one ossibility, that a combined public
Jhearing with & visit to the VA xegional office in St. Louis, for ex-
acple, aight be a good fdea. Mrs. Steiger remarked that the Postal
Rate Commission has held eight Deetings at a cost of approxicately
ten thousan® dollars. Mr. Meadows cautioned that while there fs a
need for the opposition to be heard through public hesrings, the
scope or focus should be narrow and identified rather than broad or
wide open topics. He suggested that organized group meetings, such
it those of the National Association of State Approving Agencies,

should be involved. The consensus of al

1 those present was that

public hearings would be a worthwhile effort.

Insofar zs this Comnission’s agenda is

concerned, the consensus was

that the Chairman would control the schedule, fncluding setting up
subconnittees, £f necessary (The Cocmission was advised that subcon-

oittees, work groups, task forces, etc.

are percitted under the Fed-

eral Advisory Cozmittee Act). It was decided that the next meeting
of the Cormission would be July 23, 1987.

Mrs. Rowland expressed her view that the Commission should be look-

ing at ocasurement as an issue. She cf
standard class sessions in which there

ted an exaople fnvolving
is the possibility of having

to use two different formulas for determining training tjge £-. VA

payment purposes for the samc : durse work.

Many schools ha e com-

plained about the use of standard class sessions as a geasurement
tool, especially during accelerated terms. Dr. Kioberling explained
how the Department of Education uses a totally different method for

allowing schouls to participate sn fts

the education community has changed ove
sopething the Commission should look fn
ticn is not az detailed as the VA. The
approach as opposed to the VA's higl.y

€ication procesrs., Mrs. Steiger reitera
are not a bonus and that there gust be

tion prograns. All agreed that measure
foportance for the Commission to exanmin
ferlen added that developmental educati
education units should be included in t
noted that gany schools are using what

grade, due to the VA's strict regulator
He also nentioned independent study, di
strategies, and nontraditional progranms
cissfon to consider.

Mr. Meadows added the approval function
programs zet smaller, the approval func

prograas. He recarked how

T the years, and that this is
to. The Department of Educa-
y take a2 ~ore deregulatory
regulatory and copplex veri-
ted that the VA's programs
definite goals for jts educz-

B.nt is an fssue of critical
¢. 1In this regard, Dpr. Sif-
on programs and continuing

he Cobmission’'s study. He

is terned 8 "veterans' 'Fi»

y verification procedures.

£ferent teaching and learning
as other topics for the Com-

as a possible fssue. As
tion needs to be reexamined.

Questions are expected to arise regarding the cost-benefit of the
approval process. Mr. Meadows suggested that the VA's Officr. of the
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Inspector General :01G) be isnva.2d to appear before the Coumission
regaraing any problems they pay have found an. any exploitations or
abuses of the pregrams. Dr. Kyant said thas his office will provide
the Copnission with zopies of pertinent studies the 0IG has done, as
well as any General Counsel suggestions regarding ‘the education pro-
graos. Mrs. Steiger added that she would like also to get as puch
information and input as possible frim schools regarding their ex-

eriences ard concerns with VA*s education prograes and their adein-
stration.

Mr. Sweeney made a presentation to the Cozmission using transparen-
cies to stress areas for Eossible study. He focused on the roles
and relationsh ps acong the State approving agencies, the VA region-
al offices, an. the VA Central Office. He stressed the 1.2ed for a
plan for the future focusing on veterans and eligibility and in-
creased participation. We are in an age of effiziency and sccounta-
bility, and there are certain sub-issues, su~h as costeffectiveness
and cost-benefit that should be considered. Mr. Sweeney. .noted..the

involvezent of State approving agencies vith the Veterans Admiris~
tration, the Department of Labor, and State regulatoly grou;s as
well as the interrelationship among the SAL'S, the VA, the accredit-
ing associations, aad the licensing boards. He urged thz Commission
to look into ways to decrease duplication wherever possible with en-
phasis on strengths and singularities, and to focus on ways to maxi-
site coordination and cooperation. He noted the importance of look-
ing at the VA's education p...rass in an historical perspective, es-
pecially the value of such eariier works as the orlans Study, copies
of which had been given to each pember.

At 11:30 the morning open session of the Commission was adjourned.
After Mrs. Leyland briefly we t over sore procedures the pegbers
shovld follow in filing their travel vouchers, etc., the peeting
went into closed session at 11:45. Those in attendance at the
closed session were:

Mrs. Janet Steiger, Chairman
Mr. Wwilliao Foxler

Mr. Charles Jackson

Dr. Ronald Ximberling

Mr. Oliver Meadows

Mr. Allan Ostar

My. Japes Parker

“rs. Bertie Rowland

pr. Ned Sifferlen

Mr. Donald Sweeney

Mr. John Wickes

Mr. Jerry Cerasale, advisor to the Chairman
Mr. Wwayne Taylor, recorder

The Comnission was in closed session from 11:45 a.m. until 12:35.
The purpose of the closed session vas to discuss internal personnel
xzatiers for the Commission.- Since the open discussion of pers. .ne:
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qualifications for selection of staff we -+ .onstitute a clearly up-
warranted invasion of personal privacy, the ~losed session was an-
thorized in accordance wi- section (c)(6), S u.s.C. §52b as pernit-
ted by section 10(d) of tu Federal Advisory Committee Act, Public
Law 92-463, as anended. During the closed session, it was unani-
mously agreed that the position of Executive Director of the Commis-
sion would be offered to Mrs. Babette Polzer.

The Commission reconvened in open session at 2:15.

The Cha‘rman suggested the Conmission look at its charge in the
law. ;ocus was placed on the task of exanining the vocational value
of courses taken through hone study. Mr. Fowler explained how vet-
erans are reinbursed quarterly and retroactively for courses taken.
He explained that the major use of home study is generally either
for a vocational objective or for a degree. Miss Schaeffer advised
the Conmission that approval for hope Stuly is generally dome by the
-—regionai-of&ices—{henselves,_alxhough_soue State approving agencies

o-process._then All approvals—for hone._study_’_houev@r_‘___are_.submi_t...‘
ted to the VA's Central Office for final accepcance and pudblica-

tion. Exact nupbers were not available. It was noted that corre-
sponderce trai-ing is now available to Hose persons eligible under
Chapters 30 ar3 32. Mr. Fowler explained that, histori ally, hone
study has been attractive to those who find it easiest to study in
this faskion aud that those pursuing such courses are not centered

in rural areas as one night initially tend to think. In addition,
this method of study has been found to be of particular value to
those who are disabled or housebound.

fhe question of deternining the vocational qatlity of home study was
discussed. Miss Schaeffer remarhed that the military uses corre-
spondence courses to a great extent for their own urposes. How-
ever, there is a nesd to show what value jt actual ¥y does have for
the veteran population at large. Dr. Kimberling brought up the
question of whether a person can get licensed and;.r enployment in a
particular field by virtue of having taken courses through corre-
spondence. Mr. Fowler explained that this is a criterion for ap-
proval of such courses by the National Hoe Study Council, which is
a recognized accrediting zssociation. He enphasized that satisfac-
tory progress must be shown.

In assessing the historical perspective of correspondence courses in
the law, Mr. Yoder stated it was his opinion that there have beer
two different perceptions of correspoadence training; c.e being that
it is of primary interest to those who can only study at home, and
the other being that by the very nature of the courses, they work :n
sope areas and in sone they do not. Dr. Kirberling noted that the
disabled and blinded persons are the most affected in this regard
and added that the DeRartment of Education does not pake any deter-
ninations regarding the value of prograns. Mr. Fowler added that
this is sozething that the accrediting associations are relied upon
to ascertzin.
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State approving agencies have not looked at correspondence cuurses
per Se insofar s their value is concerned or for employment place-
rent purposes, according to Mr. Sweeney. Arizona has 2 program that
natches education data with information from their unemployment bu-
reau. This may be something the Commission could look into as part
of examining whether vocational s hools are doing their jots or not.

The focus of home study seems to be on skills that can be learned
rather than on liberal arts. Overall, according tt¢ Mr. Fowler, the

majority of home Study programs are vocational rather than degree
oriented.

Mr. Wickes raised the question as to whether the Conzission should
be looking at the efficacy of paying benefits for corres ondence at
8ll. He was assured by Mr. Yoder that the language in :Re law es-
tablishing the Commission assumes that the Concission will examine
under what circunstances these types of courses nay or may not be of
value. Mr. Fowler brought up the issue of how historically there
have been abuses of the home stud, ;rzgrams. TV repair courses
where a person ess<ntially gets a TV set is one suach exanple,
Therefore, the overall objectives of why people take correspondence
courses, and the efficacy of VA payments for them, are areas of con-
cern the Commission should examile.

Mrs. Steiger asked sbout the next charge in the law, that of examin-
ing th differences between vertificate and degree granting

courses. Dr. Ximberling noted the present ‘'r¢ .ds toward a proliter-
ation of such training .ourses as those whith lead to Associate of
Applied Science degrees. The Department of Education makes distinc-
tions only between six-month vozational courses ai.¢ one-yeal yoca-
tional-technical prograns. A pr.me example of som: of these growing
types of prograns is the paralegal certificate prograns. The issue
is not just one of clock-hour and credit-hour measurement. Mrs.
Rowland expressed her concern about distinctions made on how persons
are pald between certificate and degree programs. Dr. Sifferlen
mentioned that credentials have not been established for these
less-traditional types of programs. 1In this regard, the role of ac-
crediting associations was discussed. It was noted that the fastest
growing area seens to be in tne medical technology field. Both the
National Honme Study Council and the Ni.ional ,ssociation of Trade
and Technical Schools are involved In accrediting schools offering
these types of programs. Cosmetology school accreditation was also
mentioned, as well as internship pro -ams. Mrs. Rowland noted how
the requirements for sepafate approvals for residencies and intern-
ships have caused difficulties for schools. .

Approval and benefit payment problems are particulaiiy svident for
weekend prograns. “pere are ncw many Masters in Business Adminis-
tration prograns, .of exampie, that ale offered only on weeaends,
and there are an increasing number of compressed mini-courses being
nmade available. As such, Mrs. Rowland suggested that the Commission
Ray <ant to look at alternative nethods of benefit pzyment. Dr.
Kyant added that he proivided each of the Commiss.on nembers with a
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list of legislative initiatives that they may want to consider.
Sone of them the VA supports, and others, the VA does not advocate.
& However, they are topics for discussion.

Innovative or creative methods of instruction and the action/reac-
tion of the education comnunity was discussed. The role of accredi-

~tation in assessing the quality of programs of education in today's
rapidly changing world is a_topic t : Commission may consider. This
is especially important in view of \ae increasing number of alterna-
tive or nontraditional me' hods of teaching, such as the use of vid-
eocassettes. open-circuit television corrses, and computer pro-
grams. A serivus question for consideration will be the criteria
fur measuring pursuit in these types of programs. This will also be
true of continuing education units, since there are no legal stan-
dards or controls for them. Accreditation is not a measure of, or
insurance of, the quality of a program.

It was agieed thar the number one Eriority of the Commission will be
zeasurenent. Within that framework, the most troublesome areas to
be exami ed will be clock- or credit-hour measurement differences,
the problems, especially definitional ones, involving i.dependent
study, and the number of units a t.udent can pursue towards a de-
gree. The role of accreditation will need to be examined. As Mr.
Meadows noted, accreditation is generally for a school and not for
particular courses offered ;: an institution. Dr. Kyant mentioned
that cooperative education is also an area the Commission may want
to examine.

Other areas of major concern to the Commission are the types of
courses acceptable and the payment differences among the various VA
_rograms. 1In this regard, Miss Schaeffer was asked to chart for the
Commission the cifferences in the various progranms.

The Commission aiso wants to examine the differences in usage and
abuse among the various programs, and whether or not there are anvy
substantirc differences in this regard betwe en the contributorz
programs as opposed to the noncontributory ones. The role of the
approval systen is also to be examined. Mr. Sweeney was asked to
bring this up at the next national meeting of the National Associa-
tion of State Approving Agzncies in June.

There being no {urther business at hand, the meeting was adjourned
at 4:00 p.m.

Recorded by Mr. A. Wayne Taylor

Vs P
Certified correct: T N
7 JANET D. STEIGER
Chairman
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MINUTES OF THE COMMISSION TO ASSESS
VETERANS® EDUCATION POLICY

July 30, 1987

House Veterans® Affairs Committee Hearing Room - Room 340

The meeting was convened by the Chairman at 9:00 a.m. T..0se In
attendance were:

Members:

Mr3.,

Mr .
Mr,
Mr,
Mr.
Mr.
Dr.

Mrs.

Mr.
Mr.

_Janet D. Steiger, Chairman

Ross L. Alloway ™~ s ) - -
William A. Fowler

Charles R. Jackson

Oliver E. Meadows

Allan W, Ostar

John C. Petersen

Bertie Rowland

C. Donald Sweeney

John F. Wickes, Jr.

Ex Officio Members:

Ms.

Mrs.

Mr.
Mr.

Mr .

Jill Cochran, Representative of the Chairman, House Veterans'
Affairs Committee

Celia Dollarhide, Representative of tne Administrator of
Veterans® Affalrs

Darryl Kehrer, Representative of the Chairman, Senate Veterans'
Affairs Committee

Leo PaszkiewiCcz, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education., Department of Education

Donald E. Shasteen. Assistant Secretary for Veterans' Imployment
and Tralning, Department -f Labor

Executive Director: Ms. Babetie Polzer

Representing the Veterans Administration:

Mr .
Mr.

John L. Fox, Assistant Director, Procedures and Systems, VR&E
Robert H. Ketels, Chief, Central Office Operations Staff, VR&E

Mrs. Mary F. Leyland, Deputy Director, VR&E
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Mr. Michael Stachta. Jr.. Deputy Assistant Inspector General for
Headquarters Audits, OIG
Mr. William G, Susling, Education Advisor, Pulicy Staff, YR&E
Mr. A, Wayne Taylor, Legal Consultant, Prcgram Administration, VR&E
Mr. Morris L. Triestman, Vocationai Rehabilitation Policy and
Program Development VRSE
Mr. Ted A. Van Hintum, Assistant Director, Field Operations, VR&E
. Mr. Gerald R. weeks. Chief, Procedures Staff, VRSE
Dr. Dennis R. Wyant, Director. Vocational Rehabilitation and
Education Service
Mr. Alan R. 2oecktar. Chief. Program Administration, VR&E

Mr. Stanley R. Sinclair, Debt Management Staff Director. DVB ‘
i

Visitors:

Mr. Jerry Cerasale, Attorney. Postal Rate Commission

Dr. Charles Cowan. Chief Mathematical Statistician. Center for
Education Statistics

Ms. Bernell C. Dickinson, Director. Veterans Education Programs,
North Carolina State Approving Ager.cy -

Ms. Maureen Drummy, Special Assistant to Chairman, Postal Rate
Commission

Ms. Debra Gurald. Statistician, Center for Education Statistics

Mr. Dan Lau, Director of Student Financia! Assistance Programs,
Depar tment of Education

Mr. James Parker, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Veterans® Employment and Tralining., Departme=? of
Labor

Mr. Herb Reinhard. President., Frostbiyrg State University

Dr. Lenore Saltman. Coordinator fnar Voluntary £ducation, Office of
the Secretary ot Defense

Mr. James B. wiliiams, Department of Education

The Chairman of the Comnission. Mrs. Janet D. Steiger, pretented her
opening remarks and expressed sincere appreciation to the voterans
Administration for its full support to the Commission. She noted
that several presentations had been scheduled for the morning
sesslon which were designed to provide a framework for "addressing
the issues and that what the Commission has before it is the
opportun' v to work together as a group to achieve a consensus. She
added that it was essential that the Commission’s endeavor begin
with an understanding of the uniqueness of the G.l. Bill and the
purpose and philosophy behind it. The Commission is not attempting
to fit the G.1. Bill into the world of higher educatlon. but rather
to help tailor "this remarkable entitiement” Into the best possible
program that can Serve this Nation's veterans. VA programs of
educational assistance must be viewed within the context of higher
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education as 1t exists today and is anticipated tomorrow. The
Commission’s task 1s to help ensuse that all parties to the
partnership -- the Federal Government, the education community. the
taxpayer, and the veteran -~ realize the full value of this
important benefit. As the agenda was an ambitious one. the first
spuaker was asked to begin.

The Asslistant Director, Field Operations. Vocatiosnal Rehabilitation
and Education Service, Veterans Administration, Mr. Ted Van Hintum,
gave the Commission an overview of future prospects for the
Montgomery G.l. Bill. As amended by Public Law 100-48 on June 1,
1987, the purposes of the G.l. Bill are to assist in the
readjustment to civillan life, to extend the benefits of a higher
education for those who might not otherwise be able to afford 1t; to
provide for vocational readjustment and restore lost educational
opportunity: to a3id in the recruitment and retention of highly
qualified personnel in both the active duty and reserve componeénts
of the Armed Forces: to provide educational assistance to aid in the
retention of personnel In the Armed Forces: and to enhance
gompet|tlveness through a more highly educated and productive work
orce.

Explaining the education programs from World War 11, the Korean
Conflict. Post-Kofean, Post-Vietnam, and now the Montgomery G.|.
Bill, os well as the Vocational Rehabilitation program, Mr., Van
Hintum Indicated that almost 20 million servicepersons and veterans
have received training in one or more VA programs. The Montgomery
G.l1. Bill Is expected to cost Jdpproximately $180 million by Fiscal
Year 1992 for reservists® training (average cost per reservist
trainee = $857). and $440 million for veterans and servicemen
quallfylng on the basis of active duty service (averag. cost per
trainee in this category = $2,100). it was pointed out that these
budget figures were based on the assumption that the Montgomery G.l.
Bill was stlil a temporary program and the figures do not reflect
any rew considerations now that the programs are permanent.

There were 32,000 reservists using the Montgomery G.i. Bili-Selected
Reserve (chapter 106. title 10, United States Code) in Fiscal Year
1986 with an expected 88.000 reservist trainees in Fiscal Year 1987,
and a projected 226,000 during Fiscal Year 1990. Similarly, for the
Montgomery G.l. Bill = Active Outy {chapter 30. titie 38, United
States Code). there was only one trainee In Fiscal Year 1986 but by
Fiscal Year 1992 over 209,000 veteran/servicepersons are expected to
te In training.

Mr. Van Hintum pointed out that these projections are based :n part
on the participation rates to date among the various branches of the
Armed Forces. Since July 1, 1985 (the effective date of the chapter
30 program for active duty personnel), through June 30, 1987. the
Oepar tment of Defense has had 329,806 persons elect to participate
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In the pr gram. The Army, during this same period has shown a
participation rate of 77.2 per cent: the Navy had 46.5 per cent: the
Air Force. 42.1 percent; and the Marines. 64.3 per cent. These
figures. however, are skewed in view of the tncreasing promotional
efforts by each of the branches of the Armed Forces. During the
month of June 1987. for example. the Army had a participation rate
In chapter 30 of 90.1 per cent: Mar.nes had 77.7 per cent: Navy
showed 56.2 per cent. and Alr Force had 54.1 per cent
participation. The evidence supports tncreasing interest among new
recrults In participating in the Montgomery G.1. Bill-Active Duty
program.

The future prospects for the Montgomery G.l1. Bill, according to Mr,
Van Hintum, Include expectations that those utilizing it will be
seriously pursuing a program of education, s.nce they will have a
vesteu Interest in the program (by virtue of the $1200 reduction

~from thelr_militacy pay during the first 12 months on aciive duty).
The Veterans Administration sxpects fewér drop-outs, fewer
reductions In tralning. and tower overpaym~ . Insofar 3s the
Montgomery G.l. Bill-Selected Reserve (chep or 106) Is concerned.
Mr. Van Hintum indicated that these trainees will probably be older,
more {ikely to have .upendents, and be working full or part-time. .
He said that the requirement for a high schoo! diploma as well as
the lach of benefits for less than one-half t.' e train'nn may be
potential problems.

Of interext to the Commission memburs was the refund issue of
coi.tributions under the Post-Vietnam eJducation 9rogram. Out of
1.106.732 participants In that program, 478.097 racaived refunds
(43.2 per cent). This Is particularly significant in - iew of the
lack of any provision for repayment of the $1200 reduction from
military pay under chapter 30. Mr. Van Hintum syggested
consideration might be given to defining the decisicn period 3 new
recruit has before these reductions from pay are made. He also
indicated that repayment of these funds might be provided under
certain circumstances. Or. Dennis R. Wyant, Director of the
Veterans Administration's Vocational R ;abilitation and Educatior
Service indicated that the VA is supporting this provision as a
death benefit o=!y for those who are killcd while on active dut: 2as
stated In the pending legisiation.

Another arJa of interest to the Cowmission was the chart Mr. Vvin
Hintum provided of the type of training pursued under various
veterans® educ» .on programs. For example, of the Post-Korean
trainees (chapver 34), 26 per cent pursued programs of education at
vocatlonal technical schools, 25 per cent at two-year colleges. and
21 per cent 3t four-year institutions of higher tearning. The
Post-vietnam trainees (chapter 32). however, utilized education
benefits at a2 42 per cent rate fer four-year schools. 41 per cent at
two-year colleges. and only 11 2er cent 2t vocational technical
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schools.

Dr. Charles Cowan. Chief Mzthematical Statistician. Center for
Education Statistics., (who was assisted by Ms. Debra Gerald).
presented a profile of higher education I1n the 1990°s. Using 3
prepared handout. he discussed various charts prepared by his office
showing the college population by age group from 1970 and projected
through the year 2003. Of greatest interest. insofar as trends are
concerned. was the increasing number of college students in the over
35 age group. He indicated that their studies showed the number of
students in training 1n the 18-24 age group to be declining. those
in the 25-35 age group are expected to Increase then decline In the
1990°s, but thcse from 35-a5 are expected to continue to increase In
their rates of higher education earclliment. Dr. Cowan indicated
that this trend 1S expected to continue through the year 2000. and
the total enroliment in Ins.1tutions of htgher education 1s expected
to show not only an overall increase but also an increase in the
number of women students. 1he Center for Education Statistics also
sees 3 trend toward increasing education enrollments among those
pursuing part-time training as opposed to full-time. The number of
students. however, i1n both public as well as private institutions 1Is
expected 1o remain fairly constant through the 1990°s. -

Dr. Cowan and Ms. Gerald both explained the gradually increasing
costs or expenditures of institutions of higher education. citing
statistics from 1960 to 1985. For example, Dr. Cowan indicated that
in 1960 public and private colleges both averaged a [sttle over ten
million dollars each in expenditures: by 1985. however. private
college expenditures gradually increased only to approximately $25
miltion. while public college expenditures escalated much more
rapitdly to approximately $55 mitlion (figures in terms of constant
1584-85 dollars). These trend. of older persons go:ng back to
school. especially on a part-time basis. the declining enroflment
rates in bachelor”s programs, and the costs for public colleges
Increasing at greater 7ates than fur private colleges are expected
to continue into the 1990°s.

Measurement is a cause for concern. according to Mr. William G.
Susling. Education Advisor for Policy and Program Administration of
the Veterans Administration’s Vocational Rehabilitation and
Education Service. so that benefit payments are based on proper
course measurement. He pointed out that the law has always
regulated measurement stanczerds. Twenty years 3ago. however, the
measurement provisions of the law were fairly simple. Today. they
are far more complex. Involving not only separate standards for
accredited institutions and nonaccredited ones but 3lso differences
for various types of training. This includes different procedures
for resident training as opposéd to independent study. for example.
and for graduate and undergraduate types of training. Mr. Susling
also noted that within this complex framework are exceptions to the
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standards. such as for miniterms. .

Another area of measurement conzern Mr. Susling mentioned 1nvolves
credit-hour measurement of nencollege degree programs. This
incorporates different methou., of payment for credit-aour pursuit as
opposed to clock-hour pursuit. The VA has been preparing new
guidelines for its regional offices pursuant to changes brought
about by Public taw 39-576 for credit-hour measurement at
institutions offering nonccllege degree programs. The new circular
15 presently being reviewed by the VA°s General Counsel.

another major problem with measurement for VA payment purposes
involves independent study. Mr. Susling i1ndicated that independent
study is defined in the law. The problem. however. is In
identifysng what constitutes independent study. For example.
television courses. researcir activities., computer teaching programs.
etc. may all be forms of independent study.

The Commission next heard presentations on the approval process and
administrative criteria from Ms. Bernell Dickinson. the Director of
Veterans Education Programs for the North Carolina State Approving
Agency and from Mr. Robert H. Ketels. the Central Office Operations”
Chief for the vocational Rehabilitation and Education Service of the
Veterans Adminsstration. Both Ms. Dickinson and Mr. Keteis provided
the Commission members with handouts detailing the legal
requirements and processes for approval of programs of education for
veterans” training benefits. The accreditation issue and its rcle
in the approval process was also discussed. Mr. Ketels briefly
summari2ed the role of the VA in the approval process. i1ncluding the
VA Central Office's part insofar as national and foteign approvals
are concerned. He also discussed I1n general the reimbursement
contrazts for the State approving agencies and the statutory
provisions involved.

Chairman Steiger reiterated to the other Commission members that the
“G.l. Brll” 1s very unique, and that this should always be kept In
mind when examining 1t of comparing 1t to other education programs
and/or assistance irovided by other Government agencies. It is
worthwhile, however. she noi2d. to look at other structures for
comparison purposes. Mr. Dan Lau. the Director of Student Financ:al
Assistance Programs at the Department of Education was introduced.

Mr. Lau explained that the Department of Education operates what
essentially are student aid programs. These include grant programs,
such as the Pell Grants and the SEOG: the student loan programs.
such as the Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) and what 1s now called the
Perkins loan (formerly, (he Nationa) Defense Student Loan Program
-NDSL): and the workstudy programs. Mr. Lau indicated that the
Department of Education s programs are student focused. Insofar as
funding 1s concerned. he said that the Pell Grant program costs
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approximately $3.6 billion, the GSL about $3.2 b:llion. These
grants., however. wil! purchase approximately $8 btllion in student
loans. There are approximately another one b:llion dollars spent on
the campus-based programs.

The Department of Education programs are administered by the
institutions. Mr. Lau said there has been a problem with loan
defaults. In the GSL program nationwtde., this amounts to
approximately ten per ccnt: in the Perkins program. nine per cent.
The Department of Education has been pursuing an extensive

collection program incluo.ng offsets by the internal Revenue Service.

Some monitoring of schools 1s done by the Department of Education.
This includes audits by their staff and by their Office of the
Inspector General. Mr. Lau emphasized that they deal with 3ll
postsecondary programs of education and that their programs are all
need-based. As such. the Department of Education often finds -
inaccuracies between what students report and the actual
circumstances. Because of this, there 15 a3 verification process and
special edits In their system. The schools themselves do the
verification of information provided by the students.

The Department of Education has no check on the quality of education
being provided. There are certain standards of progress. however,
that must be monitored by the schools. There 1s virtually no school
liability per se except in cases of false reporting. A nominal
administrative allowance of $5 per applicant is paia to the

schools. Mr. Lau mentioned that the schools are audited based on a
factoring system. This does result in some schools being audited or
visited perhaps once each year. while others may only be visited
once in twelve to fifteen years. There is, however., 3 biannual
audit that ss required and conducted by independent auditors.

The Coordinator for Voluntary Education in the Office of the
Secretary of Defense, Dr. Lenore Taltman, then addressed the
Commission on the education programs operated by the Department of
Defense. She focused mainly on the military's Tuition Assistance
program under title 10, United States Code. section 2007. In Faiscal
Year 1987. the Defense Department estimates it will spend $108
miliion for the Tuition Assistance program in.provading of f-duty
training for approximately 700.000 enroliments worldwide. Dr.
Saltman mentioned that this program general'y provides 75 per cent
of the costs of tustion., but there are diffurences among the various
branches of the Armed Forces. For example. there is 3 payback
provision for officers whereby they must perform two years active
duty service at the completion of their course of study.

Insofar as controls =*re concerned. Dr. Saltman noted that there ar.
approximately 500 education centers wor ldwide that monitor the
Tuition Assistance program. It 1s at these education centers that
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the programs are initially approved. and each applicant 1s seen by a
counselor. She noted that there is a3 fairly new Department of
Defense Directive 1322.8 which requires that the courses of study

“ pursued lead to an identifiable objective or goal. The programs
of fered on military installations themselves have tighter controls.
especially on class attendance. student progress. etc. Naturally.
the off-base programs by virtue of tneir location have somewhat
fewer controls. 1f 3 servicemember drops out of a course of study,
there are certain payback provisions, even though there are some

» forgiveness allowances. There is payback for all failures, and no
Tuition Assistance is payable for repeating a course. Again, Dr.
Saltman noted that some prcvisions will vary from one branch of
service to another. She gave an example using the Air Force, which
paid out $47 million in Turtion Assistance last year. The payback
amounted to $700,000 and $358.000 was “forgiven” under the Air
Force's policy.

Dr. Saltman mentioned that there are other smaller programs operated
by the various branches of service. some of which will pay for the
full amount of tuition costs. The Department of Defense also has
provisions for granting education leaves of absence In cert3in
circumstances. Programs of education payable include various types~-
of training. such as correspondence, which is paid upon completion
of the course, and residence train.ng a3t schools that are either
regionally or nationally accredited. Independent study can also be
paid.

The biggest problems the Department of Defense has had in
administering its programs have .evolved around resources. Others
involved the controls on officer paybacks. Dr. Saitman noted that
the Defense Department's Office of the Inspector General has been
looking into this />tter problem. She reiterated that the Tuition
Assistance program reatly a service program and not a Defense
Department program. such. 1t can and does vary from one branch
to another.

Another area tn which the Commission expressed great interest 1s
“Where Does the Wheel Rub?”. For this portion of the meeting. brief
presentations were made by Mr. Herb Reinhard, President, Frostburg
State University: Mr. Stan Sinclair, Debt Management Staff Director.
Department of Veterans' Benefits: Mr. Michael Slachta, Jr., Deputy
Assistant Inspccotor General for Headquarters Audits: Mr. Ted A. Van
Hintum, Assistant Director for Education Operatiwons: and Mr. Alan R.
Zoeckler, Program Administration Staff Chief, VRSE Service.

Mr. Van Hintum began by outlining the program foundation i1tself as
being spread out among the law, specific regulations, and
complicated procedures. He then mentioned that the program
administration is dispersed among different agencies to include the
Veterans Administration. the State approving agencies, and the
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Department of Defense. Finally, program abuse is found both among
ihe schools as well as veterans themselves.

The program foundation itself 1s open to cha'lenges. Its structure
and the complexity of the law lend themselves to “whee! rubs.” This
Is most evident In the di:stinctions that are made between accred:ted
and nonaccredited schools and between public and private for profit
institutions. The statutory provisions regarding measurement,
especially standard class sessions. have caused a great deal of
confrontation among varying concerned elements. Mr. Van Hintum :1so
mentioned the probiem of nonpunitive grades. He stated that the
provisions concerning these and the “mitigating circumstances’
requirements of the law have been the biggest cause of overpayments
in the Veterans Administration, amounting to approximately 60 per
cent of the total education debt.

Mr. Van Hintum expressed his personal opinion to the Ccmmission that
one of the biggest challenges the VA has to overcome is in the
organization of the program administration structure itself for the
education programs. He said that 1t was his opinion that there is
mixed accountability in the organization for administration of the _
VA education programs. He mentioned that in the VA's Central
Office, there is one service. the Vocational Rehabilitation and
Education Service, that has direct responsibillty for the
administration of the education programs among the 58 regional
offices. However. at the field station level, there is no
“education division” that is accountable for the programs. Instead.
the functions for the education program administration are spread
out among the Veterans Services Division for the liaison and
compliance activities. the Adjudication Division for claims
processing, the Administration Division i1n some regional offices for
maintenance of the claims folders, and the Vocational Rehabilitation
and Counsefing Division for the chapter 31 programs, independent
living services. and counseling functions for all education
programs. Within this sphere, Mr. Van Hintum also mentioned the
centralization plans for chapter 30 processing at the St. Louis
regional office. This is part of testing a new optical disc system
for claims processing. This concept will also present
organizational and accountability challenges for the VA.

In other areas where “the wheel rubs.” Mr. Van Hintum noted the
on-going debate over State approving agencies and funding for them.
He alto noted areas of program abuse. but emphasized his opinion
that these are primarily historic in nature. These would include
what he called the “barbers of Sevilie,” a situation invoiving
barber schools with a tremendously inflated veteran enroliment but
only one barber chair: the “free color TV” problem that involved
some correspondence schools: ans the “frequent fliers” problems with
vocational flight schools. Mr. Van Hintum also mentioned past
abuses involving private profit schools. In view of these past
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abuses and the present operating situation. i1t may be that the VA is
operating I1n an excessively restrictive manner. Mr. Van Hintum
suggested that some of the present-day restraints or safeguards may
no longer be needed. and that this ts something the fommiss:on may
want to.examine more closely.

The Program Administration Chief for the Vocational Rehabilitation
and Education Service. Mr. Alan R. Zoeckler. briefly summarlized his
observations about problems or challenges the VA has to overcome in
administering the education programs in today's environment. He
noted that many of the statutory and regulatory provisions his
office is tasked with administering are based on the 1944
legislative programs and subsequent laws designed to prevent the
abuses of that system. In other words. the VA is operating in the
1980°s with a program still deeply rooted in the 1940°s.

This is especially evident. accordiné-fd Mr. Zoeckler. where the VA
must fit more nontradstional types of programs into the very limited
categories covered by the VA's regulations. For example. many large

.universities will use satellite communications to transmit classroom
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lectures live to remote sites, sometimes on campus but more -
frequently to other areas of the state or even to other states. In
some instances. someone may be sitting in his or her business
office. while pursuing some sort of course of study via satellite
communications or computer network. The VA does not have
regulations for which these nontraditional methods of instruction
may be covered. Therefore. the VA must try to force-fit them into
some greset format that is based on the modes of instruction
provided in the 1940°s and 1950°s. Mr. Zoeckler emphasized that
some sort of “legislative modernization™ or simplification may be
needed to bring the VA programs more into sync with the more modern.
innovative, and creative teaching methods employed by today's
education and academic communities.

Tae overpayment problem 1s another area in which the “wheel rubs,”
according to Mr. Stan Sinclair. Currently. there are 465,000
debtors to the VA. owing approximately $374 million. In Fiscal Year
1987 there will be 82,000 new debtor accounts established. Mr.
Sinclair stated that the VA 1s establishing approximately 9.000 new
accounts each month with an average overpayment of $434. He
believes the VA can reduce the debt by at least 15 per cent. even
though many debts are unavoidable and some are due to VA error
(about 7 per cent). Schools not timely reporting enroliment changes
cause roughly 13 per cent of the overpayments. Mr. Sinclair
emphasized that the Veterans Administration. the schools. and the
veterans themselves all have responsibilities for trying to avoid
overpayments. In this regard. he mentioned. also. that the
“mitigating circumstances™ provisions of the law are a big problem,
insofar as causing overpayments are concerned.
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From an academician’s point of view, the President of Frostburg
State University, Mr. Herb Reinhard. focused on five problem areas
he sees in dealing with the Veterans Adminisiration. The first of
these he called ~“fragnentation.” Mr. Reinhard noted a trend toward
VA departmentalization as causing many of the problems with the
schools and for creating confusion among students. Quite
frequently. he noted. a VA representative will visit the campus but
will be limited or knowledgeable in only one of the education
prograns, Luch as voc2tionai rehabilitation, and cannot help
students eligibl- under other programs.

The second problem area identified by Mr. Reinhard 1s
“inflexibility.” He noted that the higher education community has
changed over the last forty yeirs but that the VA's regulations and
procedures have not. There are a large number of restrictions still
on the books that cause schools and students great problems. These
inctude independent study. internships. laboratory and class time.
among others. In conjunction with this. the third major area of
concern is the “turnaround time~ it takes the VA to process a
ctaim. He said that his school estimates that an original claim
routinely takes six to eight weeks. This causes tremendous
problems, such as forcing students and schools to make deferred
payments of get personal loans.

The fourth problem area identified by Mr. Reinhard involves
“financial support.” He cited cutbacks in funding for schools but
at the same time they must sti1ll make all the same required reports.
veep statist:cs. etc. All of this with less personnel due to ths
financial problems schools are having. The fifth problem, and in
this same regard, is the inconsistency of the relationships between
the schools and the VA. He noted that the field representatives and
the relationships they have, not only with schools but also with the
students. varies greatly from one locale to another. This does
nothing to enhance the good will among the parties concerned.

The final presentation before breaking for lunch was given by Mr.
Michael Slachta. Jr.. Deputy Assistant Inspector General for
Headquarters Audits of the Veterans Administration. He outlined how
the Office of the Inspector General is organized as an independent
office in the VA and gave an overview of its duties. Their main
concerns revolve around control, accountability. stewardship. debt
collection and, most importantly. debt avaidance. He noted that one
of the biggest problems with the VA's education programs seems to be
reporting and timeliness by the schools as belng the number one
factor for overpayments. The second largest problem, according to
Mr. Slachta. involves students taking courses that are not counteu
toward graduation. In conjunction with this, he agreed with Mr.
Van Hintum and Mr. Sipclair that the i1ssue of "mitigating
circumstances™ is a major overpayment cause.
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Mr. Slachta aiso mentioned the 30-day reporting period as a factor
In causing overpaymenis. This 1s due, he said. matnly to the
turnaround time to work a case. |f delayed. overpayments will
result. VA error. espectally VA failure to take timely action, 1Is
an area of concern.

The Office of the Inspector General most recently has been involved
in looking at one-term awards. monthly certifications. and monthly
reports to schools. Mr. Siachta also emphasized the school
l1ability provisions of the law. He stated that even though they
may not be cost effective or cost efficicnt, they are. nevertheless.
a deterrent for abuses of the programs. He noted that there may be
less abuse today. but perhaps only be.ause the controls thet have
been put iwto place are working.

The Commission recessed at 1:00 for lunch and reconvened at 2:00.

Chairman Steiger divided the Commission Into the three informal
subgroups which had been established for discussion of specific
issues. She stated that each subgroup should focus on the materials
and information it would need to study the issues. identify the
problem areas. and suggest recommendations. She said the Commission
should be looking at a target date in November for collecting this
materlal. She also suggested that one of the Commission subgroups
should fook at VA automation efforts and. particularly. the
decentralized processing of Chapter 106 benefits for reservists in
all 58 regional offices as compared to the centralized processing in
St. Louis of Chapter 30 benefits. Chairman Steiger also expressed
concern about the potential organization problems the VA may be
facing in its regional offices and the accountability or lack
thereof in terms of adninistering education benefits.

The members then divided into the following subgroups for informal
discussions of the respective topics:

Subgroup A: Measurement: i{ssues to include how various types and
modes of training are measured and paild. need for distinctions
between clock and credit hours. degree and certificate courses.
Innovative and independent study.

Commission Members:
Mr. Ross L. Alloway
Mr. William A. Fowler
Ms. Bertie Rowland

Department of Education Ex Officio Representative: Mr. Leo
Paszkiewic2

Depar tment of Labor Ex Officio Representative: Mr. Donald E.
Shasteen

VA Resource Representative: Mr. William Susling

12.
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Subgroup B: Approval Process: ,ssues to include the mechanisms by

which schools and programs are approved for purposes of payment of
G.l. Bill benefits. including the State approving agencies’ role.
the VA*s role. paperwork issues. reduction of duplication, and
maximizing cooperation and coordination.

Commiss ion Members:
Dr. John C. Petersen
Mr. C. Donald Sweeney
Mr. John F. Wickes, Jr.

Congressional Ex Officio Representative: Ms. Jill Cochran
. VA Resource Representative: Mr. Robert H. Ketels

Department of Education Resource Representative: Mr. James B. o
Williams (representing Ken Whitehead. Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Higher Education Programs)

Other Participants: Ms. Bernell Dickinson -
Mr. Alan R, Zoeckler

Subgroup C: Administrative Criteria: Issues to include the
continuing need for various provisions of faw. rules, regulations,
policies and procedures for purposes of administering the G.l. Billg
and the prospective need for new and/or revised protections.

Commission Members:
Mr. Charles R, Jackson
Mr. Oljver Meadows
Mr. Allan W. Ostar

Adminlstrator of Veterans® Affairs Ex Officio Representative:
Mrs. Celia Dollarhide

VA Resource Representative: Mr. Girald R. Weeks
Other Participants: Mrs. Mary F. Leyland

Mr. A. Wayne Taylor
Dr. Dennis R. Wyant

The subgroups separateiy discussed their assigned areas. and at 4:30
the full Commission was reconvened.

Chatrman Steigess began by asking Subgroup C to presenc to the
Commission the issues they had identifiec in their muetings. Mr.

13.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

199

Allan Ostar. as the Chairman of this subgroup, beysn by explaining
that the subgroup was looking at administrative issues. and would
need the help of the Veterans Admintistration 1n gathering data and
other information for their studies. The first issue the subgroup
had identified involved some sort of r@imbursement of the military
pay reductions required of Chapter 30 participants. The subgroup
wants to study the circumstances under which some sort of “refund”
could possibly be maage.

The second major area of concern. and of more long range
significance, involves studying the organ:zation and administrative
structure of the VA's Vocational Rehabriitation and Education
Service to meet the future growth of new programs. The subgroup
sees the organization structure to be critical to improving the
overall effectiveness of the administration of the programs. This
Is to include examining the compliance and liaison areas. automation
procszdures, and achieving standardized administrative procedures.
The subgroup wants to achieve better coordinatlon of education
services. ptogram efficlency. and consolidated processing and
duties. There may be 3 need for some type of out-based veterans’
representative on campus program again as part of a consolidation
effort. This may be accomplished by vocational rehablilitation -
counselors acting in an expanded capacity to cover all education
programs. Chairman Steiger emphasized that in the event this 1is
found feasible. adequate ; .ition grade levels must be assigned so
that the best possible people can be found to do the work. Lower
grade levels will not support an effectlve workforce.

Subgroup C also would |ike to consider whether or not provisions
should be made for paylng benefits for less than half-time training
under Chapter 106. Also. there may be a need for making benefit
Improvements in the Chapter 34 program. Another area Subgroup C
would like to study is how to reduce VA processing time and release
of benefit payments to eligible persons. Along this same line would
be consideration of reporting fee increases tc schools as
reimbursement for administrative costs. Part of this same process
would be the goal of improving communications on an on-going basis
with veterans. schools. State approving agencles. service
organizations. Department of Defense. and Congress. The Subgroup
would llke to examine whether or not there is a continuing need for
certain protective restrictions and whether there may be a need for
any new or revised ones.

The Subgroup would |ike to examine the possibility of extended
Chapter 34 elligibiiity based on military service Involuntarily
terminated before July 1. 1988. Another issue on which the Subgroup
focused was the issue of individuals who were discharged from the
service just a few days short of the 24-month ealistment period
required for Chapter 30 eligibility, but who were considered by the
Department of Defense to have completed thelr enlistments rather

14.
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than having been discharged for the “convenlence of the
Government™. Chairman Steiger pointed out to the Commlssion that
certain issues. such as these. could be addressed “out of time” to
the Congress, {f the Commission belteved a specific recommendation
of lmmediate concern needed to be made.

Dr. John Petersen, as Chalrman of Subgroup B. stated his group wants
to examlne the approval process. He noted that there are over 70
State approving agencies and the Veterans Administration Involved in
the process. The need to ellminate duplication is an [ssue that
should be addrossed. More Informatlon, however. |s needed. The
subgroup had discussed the continulng need for State approving
agencles as compared to the merlts of Improving the present system.
The Subgroup Identifled considerable support for the latter approach.

The Subgroup wants to examine how to achleve better tralning between
the Veterans Administratlion and the State approving agencles as well
as Imarovement in the funding for the SAA's. There was dlscussion
on the development of a natlonal currlculum for SAA personnel. The
group noted that some State approving agencics are funded solely by
the Veterans Adminlstration while others also have additional state
funds avaiiable. |Improvemeni In cooperation and effectiveness is
another goal. The group noted that State approving agencies also
are respansible in many cases for administering State laws as well
as thelr federal responsibllities for veterans® programs.

Or. Petersen salic¢ that data and Informatlion will be needed on bow
all State approving agencles are funded and the number that also get
state ald. Information on the legal environment SAA's work under
will be needed. The subgroup |s concerned whether or not there are
any behavior differences vis a vis the supﬁort or funding recelved
by the various State approving agencles. He noted that some of the
Commission members plan to visit their local State approving agency
for more information.

Mr. Ketels remarked that the VA's Qffice of Program Analysis and
Evaluation wds just starting to maka a study of the role of State
approving agencles and the Veterans Administration In the approval
process. The primary focus of that study Is whether the current
system Is cost effective in view of the comparatively fewer numbers
of trainees in the system. They also are planning to examine the
State approving agency system along with the Department of
Education‘s approval system and the role of accrediting
assoclatlons. The Commission could utilize the efforts of this
study already In process. Chalrman Stelger added that the focus of
the Commisstion would be to Improve the process and to elimlinate
dupllcation of effort. Ms. Jill Cochran noted that any
recommandation that the Department of Education carry out the
approval function for the Veterans Administration would not be
likely to be acceptable to Representative Montgomery, Chalrman of
the House Veterans® Affalrs Committee.

15.
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Subgroup A. conce* ed with measurement tssues. will be looking into
how to simplify t': benefit rate determinations, according to Ms.
Bertie Rowland. Chalrman of this subgroup. They want to look at the
Department of Education‘s mathods and reports involviny thair
measurement processes snd standards. such as the more simplified
measurement criteria used for the Pell Grant program. In addition.
private industry often reimburses its employees {2r training or
schooling and makes its own determination as what constituces
“full-time training.” The subjroup. therefore. would like to
examine some industry models for comparison purposes. It was
suggested that a survey be prepared for various educational
institutions. groups, and organizations. In prder to examine
different systems and concerns. Subgroup A's main concern is in
standardizing the prciess with other agencies. 1Ine main idea is to
be more consistent.
As part of the mesasurement concerns, Independent study at
institutions of higher learning is to be examined. as well as
nontragitional programs. standard class sessions, and accrediting
associations” criterta and standards for measurement.
Also of concern, Ms. Rowland said. was why thosi participants in the
Chapter 32 (VEAP) program “jumped the boat.” Way hive there been so
many refunds of contributions? It may be tha: due to the complex
measurement provisions of the VA, many veterans weré not getting as
much monet as they thought they would. As a result, they decidec to
disenroll Trom the VEAP program and get thelr contributions
refunded. She noted that the earlier presentation to the Commission
-~ stated there had been 8 refund rate of over 43 per cent. In this
regard, Ms. Jill Cochran noted that the probiem could be with
dollars, but that they should check with the varicus service program
managers.

Chalrman Steiger asked whether a3 survey instrument could be prepared
by September 1 for distribution to the Commission mambers. Mr.
Ostar added that the American Association of State Colleges and
Universities. of which he Is President. would look into the
possibility of joining the survey. No decision on a timeframe was
made definite at this time. Chairman Steiger also noted that plans
are now being made for 8 VA Education Liaison Representative
Conference in January 1988 in Orlando. Flurida. The Commission ol
consicer sending a delegation to that conference to talk with t+
representatives there. The Chairman said that possibly at least one
member from each of the subgroups could attend. Ms. Row'and also
mentioned that thtre v uld be 3 NAVPA conference In Baltimore in
October, and members of the Commission may want to consider
attending that. Mrs. Steiger remarked that members need to come up
with an agenda of tssues and questions that they wili be exploring
before actuaily going.

16.
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400 MARYLAND AVE.SW. WASHINGTON.DC 20202

full mesting of the Commission would be
in the Veterans Administration Central
There being no other matters at this

g was adjourned at 5:15.

It was agreed that the next
held on l*»vember 16, 1987.
Office i1n Washington ©.C.
po'‘nt for discussion. the meetin

Attachments: Handouts presented before the Commission

Recorded by Mr. A. Wa'ne Taylor

Certified correct:

JANET D,
Chairman
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MINUTES OF THE COMMISSION TO ASSESS
VETERANS © EDUCATION POLICY
November 16, 1887

Veterans Administration Central Office - Room 1015

The meeting was convened by the Chairman at 9:15 a.m. Those In
atterndance were:

Members:

Mrs. Janet D. Steiger. Chairman
Mr. Willlam A, Fowler

Mr. Charles R. Jackson

Mr. Oliver E. Meadows

Mr. Allan W. Ostar

Dr. John C. Petersen

Mrs. Bartle Rowland

Mr. C. Donald Sweeney

Mr. John F. Wickes. Jr.

Ex Officio Members:

Ms. Jill Cochran, Representative of the Chairman. House Veterans*®
Affairs Committee

Mrs. Celia Dollarhide. Representative of the Administrator of
Veterans' Affairs

Mr. Darryl Kehrer., Representative of the Chairman. Senate
Veterans® Affairs Committee

Mr. James Parker, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Veterans® Employment and Training. Department
of Labor

Mr. Leo Paszklewicz, Representative of the Assistant Secretary
for Postsecondary Education. Department of
Education

Exec 2 Director: Ms. Babette Polzer

Reoresenting the Veterans Administration:

Mr. Chuck Fountain, Analyst. Office of Program *nalysis &
Evaluation
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Ms. Marcelle Hibibion. Veterans' Administration Study Leader.
Office of Program Analysis & Evaluation
Mr. Robert H. Ketels. Chief, Central Office Operations Staff.

VR&E

Ms. Jackie Kincald. Analyst. Office of Program Analysis &

' Evaluation

Mrs. Mary F. Leyland, Deputy Cirector. VR&E

Ms. Barbara Magnuson. Attorney. General Counsel

Mr. Thomas W. Ratchford. Legal Consultant. Program
Administration. VR&E

Ms. June Schaeffer., Assistant Director. Policy & Program
Administration, VREE

Mr. Stanley R. Sinclair. Debt Management Staff Director. DVB

Mr. William G. Susling. Education Advisor. Policy Staff. VR&E

Mr. Ted A. Van Hintum. Assistant Director. Field Operations.
VR&E

“TMr. ‘Gerald R.~Weeks:-Chief—Procedures Staff. VRRE

O

Mr. Alan R. Zoeckler, Chief. Program Administration, VR&E

Visitors:

Mr. Jerry Cerasale. Attorney. Postal Rate Commission

Ms. Maureen Drummy. Special Assistant to Chairman. Postal Rate
Commission

Ms. Alfreda Liebermann. Special Assistant to the Assistant
Secretary for Postsecondary Education,
Department of Education

The Chairman of the Commission. Mrs. Janet D. Steiger. presented
her opening remarks and expressed appreciation to the Veterans
Administration for providing the meeting place for the Commis-
sion. She stated that during the morning sassion there would be
presentations from two of the Commission members regarding the
Commission‘s participation at the NAVPA Convention in Baltimore.
new Department of Education guidelines for Iimproving the quality
in higher education. a report on a study concerning the State
Approving Agency by the VA Office of Program Analysis and Evaiua-
tion. and an update on the survey by the Commission. Mrs.
Stelger said that during the afternoon session the Commission
would break into subgroups to discuss separate issues. Mrs.
Bertie Rowland and Mr. Allan Ostar were asked to present their
information from the NAVPA convention to the Commission.

Mr. Ostar stated that he would defer to Mrs. Rowland to make the
formal presantation to the Commlssion concerning their participa-
tion at the NAVPA Convention on October 27. 1987. Mrs. Rowland
began her presentation by stating that she was impressed with the
convention. She then furnished information on several areas of
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concern that were addressed at the convention. The first was the
work study program provided by the Veterans Administratlon. The
participants at the convention suggested that the program needed
to be expanded to allow veterans to participate in areas related
to their major fields of study rather than only being allowed- to
work in VA-related jobs and to inciude Cliapter 35 and Chapter 106
trainees. She sald that. the number of work study. students seems
to be going down in numbers which may be. due to budgetary con-
straints.

Mrs. Steiger asked whether the law restricted the payment to VA
related jobs. Ms. June C. Schaeffer answered that It was in the
law and gave a brief overview of the program and what ‘1t paid.
Mrs. Row!land continued by saying that. based upon -the comments
made at the convention, it appeared that VA regional offices were
not implementing -the work study program in a uniform manner.
There were also concerns about the length of time it was takinhg
for payments to be made as in some instances it was taking months
to receive payments. There was discussion at the convention on
ways that these payments could be expedited. One of the alterna-
tives discussed was whether payments could be made directly to
the schools rather than the veterans. There was also concern
that many students were working without contracts while waiting
on the approval of their benefits. The question was asked: "Why
the delays?”. One answer was to guard against overpayments being
made against the students. ‘

Mrs. Rowland s impression was that the program was basically
“needs based” but did not have specific requirements. The pro-
gram is turning out to be for students who need financial assis-
tance, but do not qualify for other programs of aid for educa-
tion. She asked the amount that was In the budget for this pro-
gram. Mr. Robert H. Ketels stated that the program was adminis-
tered by the Veterans Assistance Service and that he did not have
exact figures. Ms. Schaeffer said that there was no maximum
amount in the budget for this program. Mrs. Steiger stated that
it appeared the program was self-limited, governed by job open-
ings.

Mrs. Rowland's second topic of discussion was measurement. She
informed the Commission that the individuais at the convention
felt that the rules were too restrictive and difficult to imple-
ment In regards to the “seat time” and “standard class ses-
sions”. Carnegie Units should be used as criteria for payments,
not these other devices.

The VA was criticized for not publishing regulations in a timeliy
manner. The Montgomery G.I. Bill - Active Duty, (Chapter 30)
reguiations were mentioned in particular. |t was also stated
that reglonal offices failed to provide IHL’s with circulars even

O
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after. the offlces had received them from other sources. The par-
ticipants at the convention said that they are constantly told
that the VA's printing budget does not allow for the printing of
the circulars to be sent to schools.

The next area of concern was the |Imitatlion on changes of veter-
ans” programs. It was felt that there should be no limitatlon on
the number of program changes that could be made.

There were also questions about Independent study courses having
to be approved for each student by thc State Approving Agency and
the VA. There was discusslon concerning the way that Independent
study is approved. Mr. Donald Sweeney, replied that it was his
impression that independent study is not approved on an individ-
ual basis. Mr. Ketels stated that the majority of independent
study courses are -approved If they are a part of the catalog and
meet approval requirements. MWrs. Steliger introduced a letter
from Mr. Ron Kimber ling of the Department of Education addressing
the Issue of independent study.

Another area of discussion at the convention was VA payment for
double majors. It was felt that determination of the llImits for
reasonable double majors was not the VA's job, but the school’s
responsibllity. Mr. Sweeney stated that if it was a structured
program, he did not see the problem. Ms. Schaeffer stated that
excessive credits for two programs may lead to a change of pro-
gram. Mr. Sweeney said that it appears the gray area is the
thing that needs to be looked at, rather than the entire aspect
of double majors. Dr. John Petersen, asked if we are sure there
is a problem.

The next area Mrs. Rowland mentioned was monthly certiflication
cards. The validity of "cert cards” was -questioned at the con-
vention. It was ¥elt that they were redundant and not useful. A
statement was made that monthly certification cards “"have
“killed” the NCD program and now they plague the Chapter 30 bene-
fits program.

The next topic of discusslon was the annual reporting fee. The
$7 fee was called obsolete.

There was also discussion at the convention as to why the VA

recommends contlnuance of the current school liabllity program
when the Cost Effectiveness Study shows that it is not cost
effective.

The conventlon participants suggested that each reglonal office
should have an advisory committee for communication between the
regional office and schools. The fseling was that the statlon
Directors would contend that a separate commission at each
regional office would be redundant.
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The cost-effectiveness of the collection of overpayments which
were more than 10 years old was questioned by the convention
participants. '

The current mitigating circumstances guidelines wert also an area
of concern. [t was felt that the VA should be more flexible in
its interpretation of the guidelines. The feeling was that stu-
dents today are different than in earlier times and that the
ag?ncy's interpretation of mitigating circumstances should be
relaxed.

The convention also discussed whether remedial course work was
payable urnder the Montgomery G.l. Bill-Active Duty {(Chapter 30).
It was explained by Ms. Schaeffer that individuals training under
the Chapter 30 program must have a high school diploma to be eli-
gible for benefits and that any tralning pursued must be post-

—Sseaconcasy_in.nature.

Chairman Steiger asked. how this affected the non-credlt courses
that many schools require students to take before they can get
their degrees.

Ms. Schaeffer explained that there is a difference between reme-
dial courses that are post-secondary in nature as opposed to high
school courses. Dr. John Petersen stated that he feels that
there will probably be more students needing remedial courses in
the future than there have been in the past. Mrs. Rowland was
under the impression that remedial courses were not allowed and
felt that clar.ification was needed concerning these courses.

Mrs. Rowland continued by saying that the convention participants
feit that the Commission was necessary. She then asked Ms.
Babette Polzer if there was anything else that should be mention-
ed that she may have omitted. Ms. Polzer gave a summary of sev-
erai ltems she felt needed to be brought to the attention of the
Commission. The major item was a discussion of the dlfferent al-
ternative ways to pay Chapter 30 benefits to individual partici-
pants. One suggestion was that participants should be given
their contribution of $1200 up front and that the $1200 not be
considered in any overpayment that might occur.

Mrs. Mary Leyland reminded the Commission that the $1200 deducted
from an Individual’s pay was not a contrlbution. but a reduction
in the Individual’s pay. Since there are no provislons for re-
fund under Chapter 20, iIn the talks concerning cases where an in-
dividual dies before rocelving his or her benefits. the money a
beneficlary would receive would be a death benefit not a refund
of the contribution.

Mr. Darryl Kehrer stated that in the discussions that are in pro-
gress. the chances are slim that the money deducted from an in-
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dividual’s pay would be changed from a reduction In pay to a con-
tribution. .

Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz discussed the new Department of Education "
Guide!lnes for improving Quality in Higher Education. He began

his presentation by discussing the Department of Education’s pub-

lication of September 8, 1987, dealing with new criteria for ac-

crediting agencies and other guidelines for Improving quality of

educatlon. The guldelines do not provide as much control of edu- -
cation as one would think. The Department of Education does not

have the same control there Is In some foreign countrles, where

there is a Minister of Education. The control Is distributed

throughout the country in each Individual state.

In 1953, the first assistance program only had a few miillon
dollars going into higher education. Now, through the Pell
Grants, student loan programs and other education programs., the
ann?al amount totals nearly $14 bitlion for postsecondary edu-
catlon.

The Secretary of Educatlon is putting more emphasis on accounta-
bility. The default rate on loans is over 10%. This amounts to
8 payments to lenders of over $1 bllllon annually, with the amount
of defaults Increasing each year. It is expected that there will
be $1.5 billion next year. The accountability of the Institu-
tions is being looked at more closely. The Secretary has pro-
posed looking at institutions with default rates in excess of 20%
and terminating student participation in the Guaranteed Student
Loan Program at those institutions. This is not proposed for
next year, but may be I[nitiated by the 1990-1991 school year.
The emphasis is being shifted toward placing some of the respon-
sibility on schools., to get them to counsel thelr students in re-
gards to the importance of the repayment of their student loans.

Some of the other areas of concern are student achievement (Are
students getting what they are paying for?): student and consumer
rights: administrative assistance where different accrediting
agencies: honor thc decisions of other agencies, preadmission
counseling to protect 'students’ weil-being: and the Department of
Education being no.ified of actions agalnst schools. The
Secretary iooks to accrediting agencles to make quallty judge-
ments concerning schools for the Department of Education.

The Department of Education depends upon the accrediting agencies
to assist It by not accrediting a school that another agency has
rejected or has removed its accreditation. It is looking for the
different accrediting agencies to work together. It Is also ask-
ing for information from accrediting agencies to know what they
are doing.
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In the area of students’ benefit criteria, the Department of
Education would like to see things such as preadmission tests.
etc.. to stop the practice of schools accepting students who are
not prepared for a particular program just to get the money with
no consideratior. as to whether the student will be successful in
his or her training. In many instances the student will not be
able to succeed In a particular program and this keeps the stu-
dent from wanting to pursue another program. On the other side
of the issue. the major concern of the accrediting agencies is
that they feei they are being overreguiated by the department.
Chairman Steiger asked Mr. Paszkiewicz which criteria he felt
would survive from of the proposal.

Mr. Paszkiewicz felt that the areas of more Information being
furnished by the accrediting agencies and better coordination
between the accrediting agencies and the Department of Education
{to keep Institutions from being able to shop around among the
different accredltlng agencies) stood a good chance of surviv-
ing. He also felt that some of the assessment Issues concerning
students would aiso survive. He stated that the Department of
Education programs are dealing with different dollars than the
VA. and there was more emphasis being put on accountability.

Mr. Meadows reminded the Commission that the mood over the past
40 years had changed and that things were different today. With
the budget trends of today. there is no loose money for any agen-
cy. For this and other reasons. we need to look at the budget
picture and then think about any recommendations that can be made
to Congress to improve the flow of the money.

During a discussion among the Commission members. it was brought
out that perhaps banks as well as the schools should be held more
acccuntgdble for the repayment of loans. Dr. Petersen felt that
the schools were being depended upon to reduce the number of de-
faults that were present.

Mr. Wickes asked what the percentage ofabuse is with respect to
VA beneflits In educaiion loans. Mr. Kehrer replied that student
abuses were not In the field of student loans with the VA pro-
grams.

Mrs. Leyland informed the Commission that 60% of VA education
overpayments are of the “shoot self in the foot” kind, which deal
with overpayments which occur as a result of mitlgating circum-
stances not being accepted by regional offices. Indlviduals are
paid for the course If they complete the entire course, even | f
they receive an “F”. However. if they drop a course without ac-
ceptable mitigating circumstances, the reduction Is effective
back to the beginning of the term.
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Chalrman Stelger asked If we could get the amount of VA education
program overpayments and the percentage of the different klinds of
overpayments. Ms. Polzer stated that she would ‘try to get Mr.
Stanley Sinclalc. the Director of Debt Management to provide some
Information after the break.

The Commission recessed at 10:50 and reconvened at 11:15.

Mr3. Steliger Introduced Mrs. Marcells Hibibion, Study Leader.
from VA°s Office of Program Analysis and Evaluation. Mrs.
Hibibion expressed her apprecliation to the Commission for allow-
ing her to tell them about the study of the State Approving
Agencies. She Introduced two members from her staff (Mr. Chuck
Fountain and Ms. Jackle Kincald). Mrs. Hibiblon gave a video
presentation on the study that they were conducting of State
Approving Agencles, She stated that the study had been requested
= —~by-Mr ~Vogel /~Chief-Beneflts-Director.

Mrs. Hiblblon provided background to the study and listed 3 sep-
arate aspects of the study:

1) Objective
2) Methodoliogy
3) Milestones

The peak period for reimbursement of SAA expenses was from 1982
to 1984 with $12.5 mlllion. In 1987 this figure was down to $9
million. The actual doliar amount expended was even less. When
the number of veterans In training peaked in 1976, $10 million
was expended for SAA’s. The Mont?omery G.l. Bill-Active Duty
will Increase the particlpation of veterans.

Mr. Meadows asked [f there were any alternatives to compare to
this study or will the results just be accepted. He aiso asked
what other agencies they had talked to concerning how the other
agenclies operated.

Ms. Kincaid sald that they had visited the Department of Edu-
catlion and the Department of Labor. They spoke with these agen-
cles to see what they are doing in the area of approvals.

Mrs. Hiblbion stated that she would be glad to share the results
of the study with the Commission.

Mrs. Stelger expressed her appreclation for the presentation and
stated that the Commission looked forward to hearlng the results
of the study.

Mr. Stanley Sinclair. Director of Debt Colliection, was introduced
to the Commission and sald that he would try to answer any ques-
tlons concerning the amounts of educatlon debts. He was asked,
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the percentagz of the debts which are student-related. what per~
ceTtagg are VA-rolated. :nd ths pZrcentage which are schocl-
related.

Mr. Sinclair stawed that nis major concarn was debt prevention
rather than having to revert to debt cdllection. He told the
Commlission that although he did not have the exact figures with
him, the amount of debts that were attrituted to the VA and to
schools was small, abou: 10%. while the remainder were debts
caused by veterans. The majorlty of the debts incurred by veter-
ans was the result of not repcrting changes in earoliment in a
timely manner (60%). His recollection was that about 15% to 20%
were unavoidable debts (of the nature that they could not be
helped). An example was not belng able to stop an award before
another check was released.

There were 506,000 education account recelvables amounting to
$315 million at the beginning uf the year. At the end of the
year. there were 323.000 account recelvables totallng over $220
milllon. He feels that the VA should liberalize the requlrements
regarding mitigating circumstances as a msjor debt prevention
Initiative.

Mr. Darryl Kehrer. Representative of the Chalrman, Senate Veter~
ans' Affalrs Committee, sald that there are ongoing meetings tak-
Ing place concerning the Issue of mitigating circumstances. He
feels that there is general agreement on this lIssue.

Chairman Steiger asked |f thez VA was considering accepting the
school's statement as one of the alternatives. Mr. Slinclair said
that would be one optlon. Other ways mentioned were to accept
the student's statement of mitigating circumstances and develop
afterwards. if the circumstances warrant. Another optlon s to
accept a certain number of credit hours of mitigating clrcum-
stances without question and then develop once the maximum had
been reached. Development action would be taken on all sub-
sequent situatlons.

Mrs. Rowland asked Mr. Slinclair |f he had the fligures on the num-
ber of advance payments that had resulted in overpayments In .
Chapter 30 cases. Mr. Sinclair dld not have any figures and sald
that his contact wilth Chapter 30 was small to date. This Is an
area that he Is now examlning. He said that he would be glad to
share any data he has with the Commlssion.

Mrs. Steiger asked why the records concerning debts are not all
in the same place. She was Interested in whether there was a
problem with computerization or the lack of computerization. Mr.
Sinclair responded that he was only Involved with debt collection
and could not answer the questlon, but that the VA was !ookKing
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for ways to get all collection data Into the same data system.
Chapter 3D was one of the top priorities at this time for the
agency's data managament people. :

Mrs. Steiger then asked Ms. Polzer for her presentation econ-
cerning the status of her survey. Ms. Pclzer informed the Com-
mission that she had sent out approximately 5000 surveys to
schools and SAA's. She did not send surveys to Education Liaison
Representatives (ELR’S), but would send them copies at a later
date. She has received only 467 responses to date. The respon-
ses she has recelved are from a wide range and it is too early to
have any real feel concerning the results.

Review of the small percentage returned Indicates that responses
are focusling on liaison and tralning activities. Of the surveys
that have been analyzed, 236 provided positive rather than nega-
tive replies. Some of the negatlve responses recelved:

1) Did not know of the training offered by the VA
2) Lack of money for training
3) New and experienced personnel should be in separate
training ciasses
"> 4) The national guard and reserve should be Included In
training
5) More active participation by the schools in the training

She also llsted some suggestions received for improvements on the
part of the VA:

Improve processing time

improve on the number of documents lost

Better reading of correspondence

Decrease Iin personne! at VA is a concern

Should establish an education unit at regional offlices
Should have a separate phone line for schools to call VA
Improve confusion over chapter 32 rates

Provide a list of veterans receiving beneflts to schools
Should provide schools with coplies of letters to veterans
concerning mitigating clrcumstances

Interest in communicating with the VA by computer

Target down-time Is a concern

Centralizing chapter 30 processing in St. Louls Is not good
Schools being abie to certify documents

Increase the reporting fees

WN=O OONOUIARWN=
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Most of the curveys reviewed to date Indicate that the measure-
ment system is fair. Only a few have problems with compliance
surveys, except that they would Ilke 10 know when the VA |s coi~
Ing to the school for a survey to assure that the proper person-
nel are present to provide the necessary Information.

10.
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Ms. Folzer was asked who was completing the surveys. She replied
that the surveys are being filled out by reglstrars, deans. per-

sonnel from Veterans Affalrs, administrative assistants, and cer-
tifylng officials.

Chalrman Stelger stated that tf thers was nothing else to report
on the survey, the Commlsston would break for lunch. The after-
noon session would be in different meetling areas.

After the lunch recess, the Commisslon reconvened In their sub-
groups, which had been established for the discussion of specific
issues. The subgroups met unti! 3:45 then reconvened Into one
group to share the results of thelr separate dlscussion.

-—Subgroup-C — “Administrative-Crlterla”

Mr. Jerry weeks reported that the Subgroup was looking Into sev-
eral ltems with an eye towards standardizing the rules appllicable
to the various VA programs. They wanted to recommend that. as
much as possible, all VA programs be standardized. In keeping
with this theme, they recommend that Chapter 30 and 106 be amend-
ed to permit pursult of remedial courses on the same basis as for
Chapter 32. That Is, students may pursus remedial ccurses. but
with a charge to entitiement.

The subgroup discussed the DOD tuition assistance program and the
manner in which the military services operated that program
throughout the country.

The Issue of providing for refund of the monies withheld from
indlviduals® military pay was reviewed. |In addition to the death
benefit proposal, the Subgroup thought that refunds may be In
order In other situations, such as when an Individual who has
paid $1200 and then becomes eliglble for Vocational Rehabl|fta-
tion and those who dle after being discharged.

Another matter discussed by the Subgroup was a proposal to expand
the work study program to all VA programs and to review the fea-
sibllity of extending the work which could be performed by work
study students to other than VA-related areas.

The Subgroup also discussed Issues which were Involved when eli-
gible students pursued double majors. Mr. Weeks Indicated that
there was concern as to whether this was really an Issue of any
significance. 1t was decided that double majors was a matter
which should be looked at further.

VA examlnation of the details of each ellglble student’s courses
and whether It Is proper for a government agency to be getting so

11.
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Involved In monitoring program changes by eliglble students was
discussed.

The Subgroup discussed the adequacy of reporting fees pald to
schools and whether alternatlives to the present system of deter—
mining the fee to be pald to schools should be examined. Mr .
Meadows asked Ms. Rowiand what NAVPA member Instltutlons wourd
think about belng paid 3 times for 3 quarters each school year

) rather than the present system of being pald once based on Octo-
ber's enroliments. She responded that It would depend on the
fee. but that It would Ilikely encourage term-by-~-term certlfica~
tlon by schools,

Mr. Weeks sald that the Subgroup had also consldered recommendlng
that deficlency, remedlal and refresher courses be permitted
under Chapters 30 and 1U6 when the tralning was otfered by an
institution of higher learning. He explained that he was
referring to secondary-level caurses which students were required
to take due to thelr lack of competency In the subject area.

Chairman Stelger suggested that the Subgroup may want to prepare
altarnative recommendations for conslderatlon by the entire Com-
mission. Mr. Ostar sald that he would be pleased to work with
Mr. Weeks on preparing the recommendations.

Subgroup B - “The Approval Process™

Dr. Petersen discussed Secretary KimberllIng*s letter about the
SAAs. He sald that the Subgroup was not prepared to adopt the
Secretary's recommendations. He noted that SAAs approve many
nonaccredlited programs and apprenticeship and other on~the-job
tralning programs which are not covered under the accreditation
of any recognized accrediting body.

Mr. Sweeney had provided the Subgroup with data compiled by NASAA
(National Association of State Approving Agencles) which shows
that SAAs provide much more of value than they recelve from the
VA. The study shows that trere Is an 18% gap between the work
performed by the SAAs and the funds they recelve from the agency.

Slnce the Commission’s last meeting, the VA has changed Its con-~

tract with the SAAs to elImlnate the requlrement that each school
which had even one ellglble student enrolied must be visited each
year. Under the new contract terms SAAs are glven discretion In

maklng thelr supervisory vislts.

The Subgroup had discussed the idea that nonaccredited schools be

assessed a fee by the SAA to cover the cost of approval. This
wlll 1lkely become a recommendation of the Subgroup.

12.
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The training of SAA personnel was discussed at le h by the Sub-
greup.  The members consider that it Is essentlal that the SAAs
be provided with the necessary tralninq to continue to provide
quality s4-rlces.

Dr. Petersen sald that he would put together a progress report
which he would provide to each of the members of the Suugroup and
to the Chalrman.

Subgroup A - "Measurement™

Ms. Bertle Rowland reported that the Subgroup had declded that
the best approach to measurement was to ellmlnata standard class
sesslons and rely solely on the number of unlits {(or clock hours)
pursued by students.

Shes asked why thare Is a difference In the law between the way
accredited and nonaccrudlted programs are measured. Mr. Meadows
said that he belleved that the distinction was tu account for the
dlfference In the control over schools® courses. He noted that
at onc polnt the law provided for apfroval of schools and that
thic had proved %o be a mistake since some courses could be of-
fered which were nct accredited. It was for that reason that the
Congress changed the law to provide for course approval.

Ms. Polzar asked Mr. Sweeney |t he could provide the names and
addresses of several nonaccredited schools. He Indicated that he
would do so.

The Subgroup favored eliminating the distinction In measurement
for VA payment purposes when students take courses which may be
used for completion of both degree and nondegree programs.

Ms. Rowiand :2id that the 85/15% requirement did not apgly to
Chapter 106 and that for uniformlity the Subgroup would be recom-
mending that the law be changed. The advisablilty of extending
thils provision to Include Chapter 106 was discussed. Some pro-

rams are specifically designed for reservists. To apply the 85~
?5% requirement mav not be the answer In all cases. Mr. Meadows
noted that some provision for walver could be Incorporated Into
the change.

The Subgroup had discussed how Independent study courses are
Identified and measured by the VA. Perhaps a system such 3z that
used by the Department of Education for Its Pell Grant Program
could be used whereby once a mlilestone Is reached. funds are
disbursed to ellgible students.

13.
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VA procedures fur handling mitigating circumstances was the last
issue discussed by the S bgroup. The consensus of the members
was that what the VA presently accepted as mitigating clrcum-
stances should t2 broadened.

Ms. Rowland said that she is prepared to put the Subgroup’s posi-
tions ontn paper for the Commisslon’s conslideration.

Mr. Sweeney. suggested- that the VA should be producing consoll- -
dated reports on all its varlous education programs. Ms. Mary

Leyland said that the VR&E Service had pushed reports consolida-

tion as high as possible on the list of data projects, but that

for 1988. no such consolidation would materialize.

The Chalrman sald that It appeared that VA needed the Commis-—
sion’s support to push reports consolidation. She then noted
*==—=that -if-anyune-had any-suggestions on Items on which the Commis-—._
g.o: may want to offer its immediate support, they should let it

e known.

Mr. Meadows .mentioned the pending death benefit proposal for

i Chapter 30 participants. and noted his.reservation 'to supporting a
change in the law which would allow for a death benefit only for
those who die on actlve duty. Ms. Jill Cochran said that the
current version.of the proposal included a death benefit for
those who die whlle on active duty and for those -who die within a
ten-year period fcllowing discharge with the death benefit being
pro-rated.

The Commission discussed kolding field hearings. Mr. Sweeney
sald that he thought that field hearings should be held prior to
the Issuance of the Commission’s initlal report.

Ms. Polzer said she thought that the trade associations, such as
AICS and NATTS should be given an opportunity to appear before
the Commission to.express thelr views.

The Commission declded to meet again before they hold field hear-
ings. The Commission will meet In January and at the same time
Ms. Polzar will begin organizing fleld hearings to take place in
February.

It was agreed to hold the next Commission meeting on Monday. Jan-
uary 25, 1988, In Washington, D.C.

Ms. Polzer said tha« she would contact the Comnmission members in-
dividually regarding holding field hearings on a geographic ba-
sis. She Indicated ‘that the members appeared to be split equally
on a geographic basls.

14.
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Mr. Ostar said that he would try and get a conference room at One
Dupont Circle for the Commission’s next meeting.

- The Chairman adjourned the meeting at 5:10 PM.

Recorded by: Mr. Thomas Ratchford
Mr. Alan R. Zoeckler

Certified Correct:
JAN

D. STE
Chairman
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR POSTSECOADARY EDUCATION

Mrs. Janet D. Steiger A
Chairman

Commission to Assess Veterans'

Education Policy

Postal Rate Commission

washington, DC 20268-0001

Dear Mrs. Steiger:

Unfortunately my schedule will not permit me to attend the next
Commission meeting on November 16. I regret this unavoidable
conflict very much, since I consider the Commission's work to be
of great importance. Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz will represent me at
the November meeting.

I wish to make three recommendations to the Commission relctive
to how Veterans Educational benefits can be delivered more
effectively.

Systems Improvement - I recommend that the Commission seriously
examine the manner in which benefits are being delivered to
Veterans and consider more cost effective methods. The
Department of Education manages a multi-billion dollar progran of
grant support to nearly three million students through the use of
private contractor support. The cost of processing per
applicant is less than one dollar (91 cents) per application.

The Vi chould be strongly encovraged to explore private
contracting for application processing, especially in light of
the President’s emphasis on privatization. Again, I jinvite you
and members of the Commission to visit our Pell Grant processor
in Iowa City and witness the manner in which this progran
functions.

Accreditation and measurement are two areas where existing
models exist and can be used by the VA to good advantage.
Postsecondary education personnel should not be forced to use a
totally different set of measurement procedures when dealing
with vVeterans programs. This is onerous to school officials and
must certainly contribute to error in the program. The state
approval agency process as we understand it, is an anachronism,
notwithstanding the sincerity and professionalism of state
approval agency personnel. The number of Veterans pursuing higher
education cannot justify maintaining and Federally funding these
entities. Recently, we published proposed rules which describe
how this Department’'s accreditation process works. A copy of
these rules as well as the accompanying press materials was
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provided to the Executive Director of the Commission. I believe
a system which recognizes basic accreditation and which places
enforcement of any VA specific rules on course limitation at the
institutional level will be less costly, more modern, and more
efficient than the present highly regulated structure.

Independent study. - Finally a simple problem., yet one which

I feel compelled to address, deals with the manner in which the
VA- provides-benefits—for—independent study. Most institutions of
higher education have a set limit on the number of credits an
individual may earn through independent study. The VA, however,
has a policy which provides for reduced benefits if independent
study courses exceed half the credit~hour load in a given
academic term, but without limit to the overall number of credits
earned. The limitation should not be calculated each academic
term of study, but rather should be limited to a percentage of
the work needed to complete a particular course of study. I
would recommend 25%, or 30 credit hours, as a limitation for
those seeking the bachelors degree.

Thank you for providing task-oriented leadership to the
Commission and for soliciting these ccmments. I will be happy
to discuss the above points at your convenience.

Sincerely.,
Q fogucll i

C. Ronald Kimberling \
Assistant Secretary ;
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THE COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS' EDUCATION POLICY

Minutes of the Fourth Meetling
Monday, January 25, 1988
Held at the Postal Rate Commission Hearing Room

1333 H Street. NW
washington, D.C.

The fourth meeting of the Commission To Assess Veterans’ Education
Policy was brought to order at 9:20 a.m. by the Chairman, Ms. Janet
D. Steiger. In attendance for this meeting were:

Commission Members:

Ms. Janet D, Steiger, Chalrman
Mr. Ross L. Ailoway

Mr. William A. Fowler
Mr. Charles R. Jackson
Mr. Oliver E. Meadows
Mr. Allan W. Ostar

Dr. John C, Petersen
Ms. Bertie Rowland

Dr. Ned J. Sifferlen
Mr. C. Donaid Sweeney
Mr. John F. Wickes., Jr.

Commission Ex Officio Members:

Ms. Jill Cochran, Representative of the Chatrman, House veterans'
Affairs Committee
Ms. Celia Doliarhide, Representative of the Adninistrator of
Veterans® Affalrs
Mr. Geoff Gleason, Representative of the Ranking Minority Member,
House Veterans® Affalrs Committee
Mr. Darryl Kehrer, Representative of the Chairman, Senate Veterans®
Affalrs Committee
Mr. James Parker, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Veterans® Employment and Training, Department of
Labor
Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education, Department of
Education

Commission Executive Director: Ms. Babette Polzer

ERIC 253




O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

221

Veterans Administration Representatives:

Mr. John L. Fox, Assistant Director, Procedures and Systems. VR&E

Mr. Robert H. Keteis., Chief. Central Office Operations Staff, VRGE

Ms. Mary F. Leyland. Deputy Director. VR&E

Mr. Donald Ramsey. Director. VA Reglonal Office. St. Loulis

Ms. Jine C. Schaeffer, Assistant Director, Policy and Program
Administration. VR&E

Mr. William G. Susling, Education Advisor. Policy Staff. VR&E

Mr. A. Wayne Taylor. Legal Consultant, Program Administration, VRSE

Mr. Ted A. Van Hintum, Assistant Director., Field Operations. VR&E

Mr. Gerald R. Weeks. Chief, Procedures Staff, VR&E

Dr. Dennis R. Wyant. Dlrector. VR&E

Visitors:

Ms. Vera Bagley. Director of Records and Admissions. Prlince George’s
County Community Colle?e
Mr. Wayne Becraft., Amer ican Association of Collegiate Reglist-ars and
Admissions Officers
Mr. Steven Blair. President. Nationai Association of Trade and
Technical Schools
Lt. Col. James L. Carney. Assistant Director for Accesslon Policy,
Off ice of the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Reserve Affairs
Mr. Jerry Cerasale. Attorney, Postal Rate Commission
Ms . Maureen Drummy, Special Assistant to Chairman. Postal Rate
Commission
Mr. Jim Foran, Vice-President for Educational Affairs. Association of
Independent Coileges and Schoots
Ms. Holly Hexter. Division of Policy Analysis and Research. American
Counci! on Education
Mr. Eugene Sullivan, Director of Military Evaluations, Center for
Aduit Learning and Educational Credentials
American Council on Education

Chalrman Stelgar convened the meeting at 9:20 a.m. by weicoming
everyone to tr: faciiities of the Postal Rate Commission, where
today's meetlng was being heid. Given the bad weather alert
warnings. the Chairman commented that attempts would be made to keep
the meeting on schedule and perhaps to adjourn early so that those
having departing flights that day wouid have ample time to get to
the airports before the worst of the expected snowstorm arrives.
After brlefly noting the agenda for the day. which Chairman Stelger
described as promising to be among the most profitable and exciting
to date. she introduced Ms. Holiy Hexter and Mr. Gene Sullivan from
the American Council on Educatlon.

R2
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Ms. Hexter began by explaining briefly some of the programs in which
the American Council on Education is involved. She. noted that ACE
has a longstanding involvement in addressing the needs of the adult
learner population. She provided the Commission with copies of
hightights from a forthcoming report of ACE. Ths first part of the
forthcoming report. Ms. Hexter sald. deals with recruitment issues
pertinent to the military and higher education. and the second part

with the scope of inservice and postservice involvement in
postsecondary educatlon, primarily at the college level.

She noted that demographics is the main reason recrultment issues
have received so much scrutiny lately. At a time when the number of
18-24 year-olds is dwindling, the military has succeeded in
recruiting an increasing share of young persons who have high school
credentials, up to 93 percent in 1987. Virtually all women
recruits. who now make up about twelve percent of all recruits, are
high school graduates. The military plans to malntaln the level of
high school graduates among new recruits at a time when the pool of
high school graduates is declining. The latest forecast. at least
for the public high school graduates. is that the number wlll
decline about twelve percent between 1987 and 2004. Therefore, the
military's continued successful recruiting of that group has been of
special Interest.

An additional interest Is that minority high school graduates are
entering higher education at a slower rate than ten years ago, Ms.
Hexter said. So the demographics cause a great deal of interest in
the military‘s successful recruiting.

It would be, however, according to Ms. Hexter. myopic to look only
at the youth pool and to lgnore what is a very substantial
involvement by military personnel and veterans in postsecondary
education. Many surveys have shown that attaining education and
training is a primary reason for enlistment. Many young people are
getting their first exposure to postsecondary education while i1n the
military. and many will go on to make use of their veterans’
benefits through postsecondary educatlon.

From figures compiied by DANTES. military personnel enrolled In more
than 775.000 undergraduate and graduate courses in 1987. (These are
numbers of courses and do not reflect numbers of people.) Ms.
Hexter noted that 12.000 milltary persons in 1986 earned an
associate degree. and that flgure Is wlthout the Navy reporting.

The numbers of degrees being earned are going up. particularly in
the Army and the Alr Force. In 1986. about 4.000 mllitary persons
earned bachelor’s degrees and 5.000 earned graduate degrees. A lot
of this education, approximately 80 percent. Is taking place at
publlc Institutlons.

Ms. Hexter mentioned that servicemember voluntary educatlon Is
supported today by tuitlon assistance policies that reimburse
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students for betweeen 75 and 90 percent of course costs: however,
that is changing. and may be more restrictive In the future.

Turning to postservice education, Ms. Hexter noted a high
participation rate among new recruits in the Montgomery G.l. Bill.
As of November 1987, the sign-up rate averaged more than 77 percent
throughout the services. ranging as high as 93 percent for the

Army. Since July of 1985, the inception of the program, 430.000 out
of 685,000 eligible personnel have enrolied. ACE has been
Interested in taking the projectlons for total numbers of tralnees
under the Montgomery G.l. Bill and selected other programs to see
what these numbers might mean in terms of Incoming enrollments for
postsecondary instltutions, by making certain assumptions.

Ms. Hexter has selected only particlpants under Chapters 34, 32, 30,
and 106. and is aware, therefore, that the size of the veteran -
populatlon is slightly understated. The assumptions are that 80
percent of Chapter 34, 90 percent of Chapter 32 and Chapter 30, and
ali of the Chapter 106 trainees would be using benefits for

colfege. By 1993 almost 486.000 veterans will be enrolled in
colleges under these grograms. more than 170,000 more than are
cerrently enrolled. o put these numbers into perspective. Ms.
Hexter noted that the prospective users represent agout four percent
of total enrollments In higher education, which is currently around
12.2 million. If history Is a guide, most of these veterans will be
attending publlc institutions. The pattern of Chapter 34
enrollments. for example, is consistent with the distribution of
higher educatlon enrollments generally. As of April 1987, 77
percent of veterans using the Vietnam Era G.l. Bill benefits had
enrolled In public institutions.

This data indicates that there may be some competltion between the
military and higher education. if colleges attempt to enroll the
same numbers of collega age youth and if, in fact, the military and
higher education are drawing from the same pool of high school
graduates. More significantly, colleges should be aware that the
mifitary will continue to generate enrollments in civilian
institutions. Many will have chosen the military as a vehicle for
obtaining financial assistance for college, unless they represent a
highly motivated adult student population. What the forthcoming ACE
publication is intended to say Is that it is in the colleges’
interest to learn more about this population as the next wave of
G.1. Bill benefits crests and to prepare to serve this popuiation or
to serve them better.

Mr. Gene Sulllvan foillowed by noting that ACE has been Involved with
the military since 1945. when they first started evaluating military
training in terms of equivalent academic credit. ACE believes that
learning, wherever it takes place, should be recognized. ACE now
evaluates formal training courses and military occupations for the
Navy. Army, Air Force. Coast Guard. and In recent years has started

Q .
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evaiuating courses offered by the Reserve and National Guard. The
credit recommendations are generally accepted by most institutions
across the country. in fact. Mr. Sulllvan sald that about 75
percent of all postsecondary instltutions In thls country recognize
the ACE credit recommendations. which are ?ubllshed every two years
in a three-volume book called., “The Guide To the Evaluation of
Milltary Experiences In the Armed Services.” and are sent out to
every accredited college. A suppiement is also published every six
months. Beginning in September 1988. the guide will be expanded to
four volumes.

Mr. Sullivan explained that ACE does not do the evaluatlons
themselves. but relles on faculty members and adminlstrators from
colleges to serve on evaluation teams. The teams visit military
installatlons and will generally spend two or three days reviewing
curricula, vislting laboratories and classrooms. and talking with
instructors and students before making a decislon as to whether or
not a glven course or military occupation is worthy of a credit
recommendation. it Is a simple process and reljes on p2er judgment
in a given field.

Insofar as the Servicemen's Opportunity College (SOC) Is concerned.
which is a program for the Army at the associate degree level. Mr.
Sutlivan sald that from Fiscal Year 1983 through Fiscal Year 1987. a
total of 537.854 credlits were awarded by approximately 70
institutions that makeup the SOC network. Taking a conservative
tultion cost estimate of $50 per credit. that represents $27.892.700
over a four-year perlod for the Army alone at the essociate degree
level. The milltary evaiuation program is funded by the Department
of Defense through DANTES in Pensacola, Fiorida.

in response to a question from Dr. Petersen. Mr. Sullivan explained
that the evaluations are generally performed on an invitational
basis. They also rely on the military services to send them formal
programs of instruction.

Mr. Ostar reminded the Commisston that the SOC program is for the
Army and that the Navy has a similar program. The Air Force.
however, has an entirely different approach through its Community
College of the Air Force (CCAF), which operates as its own
degree-granting Institution, whereas the Army and ths Navy use
existing community colleges.

Following Mr. Sulllvan’s presentation, Mr. Sweeney took the
opportunity to brlef the Commission on a recent conference report
from the Maine Department of Educatlon and gave the Commission
members coples of the Just published report. He noted that the
Maine meeting on December 9, 1987, was intended to address those
Issues which are critical to educational achievement within the
mllltary population, such as accessibility. especlally in terms of
geography. He mentioned that the Universlity of Malne has a plan to

o 2"7
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implement telecommunications Instruction. which Maine does not
already have.

The Commission discussed some of the points made by both Ms. Hexter
and Mr. Sulllivan, especially the idea of competition between the
military and hlgher education. Mr, Ostar admitted that there Is a
continuing decline In the number of 18 year-olds and that there had
been projectlons there would be a decline In college enrolliments:
- but. In fact, he sald. that has not happened, and there has been an
increase in the number of adult part-time students going to
college. Mr. Ostar rejected the idea that there Is competitlon.
saying that instead it is opening up opportunities for more people
to go to college. The competition that we do see Is for the better
students with hlgher SAT and ACT scores. He noted that the military
continues to put emphasis on education for men and women in the
service. They want every noncommissioned officer to have at “rast
—an-associate-or-equivelent-degree,—and -each commissloned officer to
have at least a bachelor’s degree or equlvalent, which puts a lot of
pressure on new recruits not only while In service but also
postservice.

, The Commission then heard from Lt. Colonel James L. Carney of the
Office of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Affairs
regarding the Chapter 106 program for reservists., which he considers
to be a success. He noted that the Chapter 105 program is a little
unusual {n that a person earns benefits at the same time they are
received. He explained how the Department of Defense essentlally
monitors the ellgibility. and the Veterans Administration performs
its traditional role supervising the receipt of beneflits and the
participation in agproved educatlonal pregrams. From DOD’s
perspective. the Chapter 106 program is a highly desirable program
which has had a tremendous impact on recrulting and retentlon. The
data available to date. according to Lt. Colone! Carney. shows that
for six-year enlistments during the two-year period both before and
after July 1, 1985. there has been approximately an increase of
9,000 enlistments.

The retentlion issue. however, is a little more problematic. because
the Chapter 106 program Is Iimited to pursuit of a baccalaureate
degree. Lt. Colonei Carney said. The Reserve Affalrs Offlce
supports expanding the Chapter “06 program to postgraduate.
vocational technical courses, and essentially aligning the benefits
to make them parallel Chapter 30. This, however. is not an official .

: positlon as yet. The Department of Defense officlally has been

! awalting the recommendations of the sixth quadrennial revlew of
military compensation. which has been meetling this whole past year
to look at reserve compensation and beneflt Issues to include the
deslrablltty and effect of educational programs, Including the
Montgomery G.l. Bili. Even though that commission’s report has not
as yet been Issued. It has informally supported expanding Cuapter
106 benefits.
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in terms of participation, Lt. Colone! Carney said that their
figures show about one-third of those eligible are.actualiy
participating In the Montgomery G.!. Bill - Selected Reserve. This
is based on data from their Defense Manpower Data Center (DMOC) in
Monterey, Callfornla. He noted that there were a lot of problems iIn
the beginning with getting the program implemented, but that
situation is rapidiy getting better all the time.

He then briefed the Commission on the basic eilgiblility requirements
for the program and the process this entails. He noted that the
Not lce of Basic Eligibility (NOBE) Is rapidly becoming irrelevant.
because the system Is an automated system and rellies upon automated
inputs and reports for the actions which ensue, i.e., for
determinatlons of eligibility or ineligibility. The reserve units
report the eilglbility data through the automated system up through
their service military personnel center, which in turn passes it on
_~—10.DMDC..whligh _js _the_central.data base for DOD.

Lt. Colonel Carney also mentioned how the automated system was
Improving. For example, during the per’od between March and
September 1987, they were able to reduce the number of “unknowns™
from 269,000 to approximately 150,000. “Unknowns“ were those
persons whose eligiblillity or ineligibility could not be determined.
The Reserve Affairs Office has also inftiated an expedited
corrections process to correct coding in the system.

He added that there is a high degree of particlipation among those
using the Chapter 106 benefits. By that, he means that about 85
percent of those who are attending school under the Chapter 106
program are doing so full-time or three-quarter time, mainly
futi~time. He noted also that the great distinction the Chapter 106
program has. as compared to other G.l. Bllls both past and present.
Is that it encourages individuals to remain in the military, whereas
Chapter 30 with Its provisions for kickers has a tendency to draw
peopie out of the service.

Mr. John Fox of the VA next covered now the VA handies the Chapter
106 claims and processing to get people Into a pay status. He noted
that when the reservist first becomes eligible for the benefits, two
things should happen at the local unit levei. First, ths reservist
should be given the Notice of Baslc Eligibility (NOBE)., a document
that signifies a person has met all tha gates, l.e., has a six-year
commitment, does not have a bachelor’s degree, does have a hlgh
school diploma, etc. It also indicates the date that person has met
all the baslc eligibility requirements. This document is not a
controlied document, so it is not the same as a discharge document,
for example. that a person ?ets when he or she gets out of the
service, which is a controlled document and highly accurate. The
NOBE, not being a controlied document and Iszued by units all across
the country, Is not very accurate. That is the reason, Mr. Fox
sald, the VA does not utilize It as the sole and primary area for
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determining eligibility.

What the VA does utilize. as was mentloned by Lt. Colonel Carney, Is
the official military personnel data from the Department cf Defense,
which Is coded In from the unit level. through the service up
through the varlous commands, and finally to the Defense Manpower

' Data Center (DMDC) in Monterey, California. DMOC. in turn. sends

the VA a copy of thils. as well as weekly updates of those who arw
eligible.

When a reservist decides to go to school. and he or she has the
NOBE. he or she would send the NOBE along with his or her
applicatlion to the local VA reglonal office. Mr. Fox noted that
Chapter 106 processing |s handled at each indlvidual regional offlce
and |s not centralized 8s Is the case wlith Chapter 30 at this time.
The local VA reglonal office reviews the application and the NOBE.
and has access to the DOD data from DMOC to see If the person has
been coded as ellglble. This can lead to problems, as Lt. Cclonel
Carney had mentloned. regarding the length of time It takes for that
datavto flow up through the service. to DMDC, and then eventually to
the VA.

Recently. as of last September. the VA decided along with DOD that
they would use a cutoff point of 120 days to allow sufficient time
for that data to flow through the services and to the VA. That s,
| f DOD shows a person as Ineliglble but he or she has not been

basically eligible for a perlod of 120 days. the VA will go ahead
and award benefits Initially, if everything else is in order. The
VA will tell the person. however, that he or she must still ensure

that the official DOD record Is updated. and that this is Inltiated
from the reserve unit level.

1f a person Is beyond 120 days. however. the VA will disallow the
claim and tell the person to go back to the unit to get the record
corrected, Mr, Fox said this i1s a departure from the way the VA had
been handling the Chapter 106 claims and feeis that it is a vast
improvement, because it puts emphasis upfront that the person must
get that record corrected before any payments are made.

He noted that the basic problem has been the length of time it takes
for the data to flow through the system. The corrective measure the
VA has emphasized ts the expedited correction process. so that there
Is an ombudsman that can act on behalf of the individual and get
problem cases resolved as soon as possible. One proposal the VA has
made to the services to facilitate this processing further Is some
type of automatlon of the NOBE, so that the information is correct
and system-generated and reaches DMDC as soon as possible.

Mr. Fox also noted additlon2l probtems that can arise for
reservists. He sald that often there Is a lot of movement once a
person is eligible. For example, thg person can change branches of
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service or they can arop out of the reserves. Each of those has a

signlficance that the person Is no longer elliglble for the beneflts.

and that information must flow up through the unlt to DMOC and to -
the VA, where some adjustment action must be taken. When a person
transfers units, the losing unlt wil! report that loss. and the VA
has to take terminatlon action based on that loss. Then, when the
person |s picked up by another unlt. then the VA has to go back and
restart the beneflts. So, the VA has a lot of “stops” and "starts™,
which Is inherent to the nature of the program. In other programs.
3 parson achleves eliglbllity and once established, they don’t ever
really lose that. Mr. Fox sald; whereas with the reserves, It Is a
constantly changing population, and the VA has to adjust to these
changes as they oscur.

Mr. Fox also mentloned how under Chapter 34, for example. there are
var lous administrative actions the VA must take such as when 3
person drops a course or drops out of school. The VA must do these
actlons similarly for Chapter 106. plus the additlonal actions when
8 person changes from eliglble status to Inellgible or when
transferring from one unit to another by moving to another clty, for
example. Thus, the Chapter 106 program presents the VA with many
additlonal challenges.

During a question and answer perlod following Lt. Colonel Carney's
and Mr. Fox’s presentation on Chapter 106, !t was noted that data Is
not yet avallable on the specific types of programs beling pursued,
although thls pnrogram Is Iimitad to courses at Institutlons of
higher learning. Also. since no payments are made for less than
half-time training, most are going to school full-tima. Lt. Colonel
Carney noted. for exdmple, In the Army Natlonal Guard less than one
half of the fleld grade ranks had a bachelor"s degree. and a lot of
pressure was belng put on them to get that degree. Thls represents,
then, a somewhat older population going to schoof. In response to a
questlon from Mr. Afloway. he noted that about 85 to 90 percent of
the reserves have a hligh school diploma or equlivalent. Lt. Colonel
Carney sald the Ineligtbllity for Chapter 106 of those without a
high school diploma is not seen as a defect In the program. because
the unlts are seeking high quallity recrults. There Is a long line
of data indicating that high school graduates perform better. stay
better, and honor their commliiments better. So. thls Is a
requiremant that Is a good one.

Lt. Colone! Carney further stated that one change they would like to
see. however., Is to allow a llttle more flexibllility In recognlzing
what Is the equlvalent of a high school diploma and to change the
time requirements for obtaining a high school diploma. Right now
under Chapter 106, he sald, an Indlvidual must have hls high school
credentlal by the time he flnishes his Inltlal active duty for
tralning (IADT). In some cases, thls poses 3 real hardship. For
example, an Indlvidual may be a late starter und then gets
motivated, but once he completes the IADT, the gate slams saut. and
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no matter how good hc becomes Iater. Chapter 106 will not open up
for him. This s different from Chaptar 30 for actlve duty. which
permits the obtaining of the high school! credential 3t any time
before the actlve duty period ends. Lt. Colonel Carney feels the
Chapter 106 program ought to be similar.

In response to a questio: from Chalrman Steiger zbout the efficacy
of payling benefits to reservists only upon completicn of the
SiX~y€ar commitmont. Lt. Colonel Carnay ramarked that this would
elIminate the recruiting and retentlion valuc the program has for the
Selected Reserve. The population the reserves are trying to attract
is the fresh high school graduate and are offsring to help pay for
hls college degree so that the reserves will get 38 motivated
indlvidual. someone who wants a hlgher education. I|f the 1eservists
had to serve a six-year commitment before belng abic to use the
benefits, many would not bea !nterested or probably would not be In a
position to pursue college at that time. and such a requlrement
would certainly impalr the recrulting value the program now has.

Mr. Fox also remarked that waiting until completion of a course
before payments are made would be easlier insofar as the
administration of the program is concerned. but that no on? wants to
walt untll the end of the term to got their money.

Mr. Ostar asked whether In view of the emphasis being placed on
reserve offlcers to get a college degree and the fact that under
Chapter 106 no benefits are payable for less than hatf-time
training. if thls Is an Inconsistency or Impedimont. He noted that
many work full-time and also have family responsibilities. Lt.
Colonel Carney responded that yes it is. and that he feels the
half-time restriction should be removed. DOD, howcver, has not
taken an offlcial position on this as yet, but the Reserve Affalrs
Offlco supports removing this restriction.

Mr. Fox added that the restriction presents difficulty with *he
administration of the program as well. It Is quite common for a
person to drop a coursc: if they drop below haif-time, the VA can t
pay them. This is an additional hardship. Ms. Rowland remarked
that for less than half-time training, the tuition costs paid wouid
probably be about $35 a month and wondered in this regard whether
the Chapter 106 raias should be examined. Lt. Coloncl Carnay said
the rates tie into the Tuitlon Assistance program 1f the person 1s
golng to 2 community college or public Instltution or la-state
residency rates. the rates might be alright: but. for higher tuition
schools. such as George Washington University. for example, the
rates paid are only a drop in the bucket and no major Incentive.

The Tultion Asslistance program In those cases where you have high
cost Institutions Is a much better deal. because It pays 75 percent
of the total costs. This Is essentially a service call, he said.
whereby the Tultion Assistance statute, section 2007 of titie 10,
leaves It up to the service Secretary to determine what degree of
tuition assistance they wish to offar based on the money Congress
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has appropriated.

Tne Reser.e Affairs Office. according to Lt. Colonel Carney. llkes

. to see the two programs available, noting that in 1983 the Army did
declde to offer tuition asslstance on a very large scale basis to
Army reservists and ran into a problem because of the wrinkle in the
law for offiuers being required to serve two years on active duty
upon complustion of the program. Most Selective Reserve officers
can’t mert that test, and Congress changed that, but it had created
s problems for the full-time Selected Reserve active guard reserve

s personnel. The maln problem now. he said. |s money, and Congress
has been roducing thelr money recently under the 1988 Defense
Authorization Act for tultion assistance. In any case. even if its
not that great an incentive, at least the Chapter 106 program should
be an Incentive for those who cun use it, and $35 per month is
probably better than nothing. |I|f no one uses It, it won "t cost
anything, so why not expand it. T

Mr. Darryl Kehrer, professional staff member on the Senate Veterans®
Affairs Committee, next addressed the Commission briefly on three
legistative Initiatives, some of which the SVAC is working together
l on with the HVAC. The first |s the "Montgomery G.l. Bill Amendments
.of 1988," Senate Bill 1997, sponsored by Chairman Cranston and
Senators Mitchell, Graham, Matsunaga, and Rockefeller. plus two
members of the Armed Services Committee, Sinators Kennedy and Cohen.

In essence, Senate Bill 1997 would authorize the “stretching out” of

the $1200 basic-pay reduction of Montgomery G.l. Bill participants

to allow them to have their pay reduced in an amount of $60 per

month for up to twenty months at the discretion of the Secretary of

Defense. The logic of this, Mr. Kehrer said, |s that if the pay N
reduction Is a little more reasonable. particularly married ’
individuals would have an opportunity to participate. This comes

from data obtained from the trip sponsored by Chairman sMontgome:y

and the House Congressional delegation to four different recruit

training bases last year. actually speaking with young people.

The second provision of Senate Bill 1997 would provide for the
payment to the survivors of a Montgomery G.l. Bill participant who
dles from cervice~connected reasons while on active duty the total
amount that the servicemember’s pay had been reduced by reason of
his or her participation in the program minus any amount the
participant had received in Chapter 30 benefits. Mr. Kehrer noted
that there are several different versi s of thils Bill at the
present time.

The second legislative initlative issue, according to Mr. Kehrer, is
a compromise agreement on "Veterans®' Employment and Education
Amendments of 1987" (H.R. 1504). "Veterans’ Employment and Training
Amsndments of 1987" (H.R. 3460), and "Veterans’ Employment.
Tralning. and Counseling Amendments of 1987" (S. 999). Mr. Kehrer
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sald it appears that a final version of the three merged bills may
contain language with respect to State approving agencies for
transferring the funding from the general operating expenses account
to readjustment benefits, and to put a cap on it of tweive million
dollars that would have to be paid by the VA for necessary and
reasonable expenses. There is also language proposed to add the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Force Management and Personnel to
the Commission on Veterans’ Education Policy.

*!r. Kehrer Identified the third legislative Initiative issue as one
of debt avoidance. dealing with amending section 1780(d}(4) of title
38 regarding mitigating circumstances. He noted that currently no
amount will be paid for a course for which the grade assigned is not
used to compute graduation requirements unless mitlgating
clrcumstances exist. The proposal,. which is a staff recommendation
from both the majority and minority staff members of the Senate

T VeYerans~Affalrs—Committee and-which s currently being reviewed by

the two counsels. would “waive” the mitlgating circumstances
requirement in the first instance of a nonpunitive grade not to
exceed six credits. The logic of this, Mr. Kehrer said. comes from
the cost-effectiveness study of school tiability that was done for
the VA Administrator s Educational Asslstance Advisory Committee.
which found that from the period September 1984 through September
1985 there were $34 million in overpayments or debts created under
Chapter 34. The study found that $20.1 million of that total was
due to beneflciary error. The conclusion was that the reason was
nonpunitive grades. and individuals may not be aware of VA‘s policy
with respect to 1780(d)(4) and that it may be different from the
school’s academic policy, insofar as when a student can drop a
course.

Mr. Kehrer stated the SVAC staff feeling s that a student shouid be
allowed one and one only instance of a nonpunitive grade. and then
the student would be made aware that in the next case they wouid
have to show mitigating circumstances: otherwise, they would have an
overpayment. The overall logic, he said. was rather than to create
a debt and have to manage 1t, the idea would be to avoid the debt in
the first place. Before anything is done on this recommendation,
however. Mr. Kehrer emphasized that hearings would be held and that
they would definitely seek the advice of the education community and
the VA.

Regarding the latter proposal. Chairman Steiger asked whether
consideration had been given to using the school’s definitlon of
what is or is not mitigating circumstances. Mr. Xehrer responded
that It had not but was a good point. Using the schooi‘s
definition, he said. probably has both an up and a down side to it.
The school on the one hand puts forth its academic rules. There iIs
a certain disadvantage to the VA in trying to manage each schoo!l, on
the other hand, and it would probably be difficult to administer for
the Agency.
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Ms. JIIt Cochran of the House Veterans® Affairs Committee followed
by introducing to the Commisslon, Mr. Geoff Gleason.of the minority
staff of the Ranking Minority Member on the HVAC, Representative
Gerald Soloman. She then informed the Commission that education
legislation in the second session of Congress would probably be
limited to a few Montgomery G.l. Bill amendments. She said that Mr.
Montgomery feels very strongiy that the program is working well
overall, and as a result, does not want to plow through makling
unnecessary changes. There are a few that certainly will be made,
however, in one form or another.

Ms. Cochren said the first amendment being considered !s a death
benefit provision for the survivors of a Montgomery G.1. Bili
participant who dies while on active duty and perhaps some time
after that, maybe up to flve years after discharge. She mentioned
the Committee may address the issue of Montgomery G.l. Bill
participants—who are& distharged—for nonservice-connected medical
problems before having completed the ellglbliity requirements. She
gave the example of a Navy mersun discharged after eight months
after exhibiting an atlergy o penicliiin. Through no fault of the
indlvidual or the Navy. he is nol entitled to education benefits.
So, there Is an equlty issue that u2eds to be addressed. and Mr.
Montgomery fs looking for a way to deal with that.

Insofar as the Chapter 106 program is concerned, Ms. Cochran said
she expects the HVAC to propose legislation to expand the approved
programs to parallel Chapter 30, and to allow less than half-time
training. She explained that all bilis that come out of the HVAC
are referred to the Armed Services Committee, of which Mr.
Montgomery is also a member. This has worked very well so far for
many of the HVAC's proposals.

Ms. Cochran mentioned there are several other recommendations still
pending from other members of the Committee. For example. some
members have recommended that benefits be transferred to a spouse or
children: that additional time be allowed for making a decision to
elect to participate in the Montgomery G.l. Bill; that refund of
the $1200 basic-pay reduction be ailowed In certain circumstances:
and that the $100 per month for twelve months reduction be spread
out more. Ms. Cochran does not expect action on these
recommendations right now.

After 2 brief recess, Ms. Babette Polzer Introduced Mr. Wayne
Becraft from the Anerican Association of Collegiate Registrars and
Admissions Officers (AACRAO). Mr. Steven Blair from the National
Association of Trade and Technical Schools {NATTS). and Mr. Jim
Toran)from the Association of Independent Colleges and Schools
AICS).

Mr. Blalr began the roundtable discussion by explaining briefly that
there are some 1200 institutions and facilitles in NATTS, training
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some 700.000 people a year in over 120 different trades and
technical fields. He said technical fields encompass everything
from avionics and actor through x-ray technician, running the full
range of all technlcal skllls training in the United States.

Mr. Blair noted that he previously worked with the Department of
Education. Durlng a three-year perlod as head of its pollcy
division in the Office of Student Financial Assistance. he worked
closely with Colonel Scott in the Department of Defense to try to
bring into alignment the Federal student aid programs as the
miiitary was trying to create an incentive for people to join the
all-volunteer service. thinking that perhaps this education program
with veterans® beneflits would be a draw in the recruiting process.
One of the things that came out of those discussions. Mr. Blair
said. was the determination that any veteran. having completed his
of ner service, would therefore automatically be declared as an
independent student.

Mr. Blair said he discovered very quickly in working with the
Department of Defense that there is really a breakdown in the
concept of serving the people you are there to serve. What was very
clear from Mr. Blair“s discussions with financial aid
administrators. both in the collegiate sector and in the private
career schools, and the admissions people. was that there is a great
deal of confusion regarding veterans’ programs. He said the
Department of Education instituted a system of quality control
designed to enable them to ascertain regularly during the process of
the Federal student aid, the accuracy of the documents and the
process. and to monitor the contractors and the personnel hand!ing
the paper.

If there is one recommendation he could suggest. Mr. Blair said it
would be that the Veterans Administration desperately needs a system
of quality control. Mr. Blair said the most single largest theme he
heard is that “they don°t give a damn about the people they're
serving.” He said there were repeated conversations about a
bureaucracy that was total' unresponsive. they continually lose
paper., they lose documents. °d they change the rules without
telling the individual, which leaves the veteran really as being
supported by the instlitution In handling this process and this
system that is theoretically there to serve. The ciassic example.
he said. is that documents would be lost and the school would always
be blamed. This results In the veteran doing a “walk-through”,
actually taking certifications to the VA office. if one Is nearby.
knowing that as soon as -it Is put in the mail, the VA wlll deny that
they ever recetved it. or the veteran is never told that they never
received it.

Mr. Blair said the VA acts under a system that is “done and created

and crafted with regulations in isolation of everything elfse.” He
added that there is no student to his knowledge. who is a veteran,
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attending 3ny institution in the United States that is not approved
by the U.S. Department of Educatlion and an accrediting body. They
are In the same universe as the Department of Education and others:
yet it seems that as the process is crafted. the fact that they are
fn ongoing institutions with ongoing regulations and processes is
one of God's true “so what's”. “We, the Veterans Administration,
will design a set of regulations and processes that we like.
regardless of the arena in which they are to be administered.” Mr.
Blair stated.

The clearest impression of all, Mr. Blair continued. is a need to
have a system of quality control. to know how fast documents are
processed. to know how accurately they are processed. what is the
turnaround time for the pieces the student, the school. and the
adminlstration are -responsible for. Mr. Blalr remarked that in
years past there used to be ombudsmen located at large institutions.
who would also support small institutlons, but that these were cut
about four or five ysars ago. He sait that the fact they existed in
the first place indicates there was a need locally for somebody to
act as an advocate for the veteran through their own Veterans

. Administration.

Finally, Mr. Blair said there needs to be an ongoing dialogue
between the universities and the prlvate career schools. such as
those NATTS represents. to make sure the process supports the
veteran in getting the educatlon for which these programs were
established. It is not an adversarial relatlonshlp as we are all
here to serve the veteran. he said. The process, he continued,
needs to be simple and understandable. |If there are changes or
additions that need to be made. the VA should make sure the student
and the school are clear on what these need to be.

Mr. Wayne Becraft spoke next on behalf of AACRAO, which represents
over 2200 schools of higher education. Most of AACRAO’s people are
the ones who process. or represent the one’s who process. veterans’
applications. Mr. Becraft agreed with Mr. Blair’s assessment that
the two issues of major concern are simplification and sarvice. He
cited the measurement issues as prime examplies. 'n particular., he
ment ioned measurement areas such as independent study being handled
differently, and the standard class session requirements. which he
said forces students in summer terms to receive haif-time benefits
when by instltutional definltions they are attending full-time.
This puts a burden on inctitutions to explain why those situations
exist.

The language of regulatlons. Mr. Becraft said, is "obtuse”., and it
would be helpful if they were written in English that people could
understand and deal with better. Mr. Becraft also echoed Mr.
Blalr’s critlcism about lost documents and suggested that
computerization be looked at as one means of deallng with the issue.
especially the institutional approval documents. The time lag in

15.
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paper processing could be alleviated through computer networking
with the institutions.

He mentioned quicker turnaround time in getting checks out as
another a .a to |ook at. noting that some institutions tell him ten
weeks Is not unusual. The major concern here is that if we are at a
low point now in terms of numbers of certifications. and as these

' are projected to increase rapidly in the next couple of years. he

et hopas the VA ls propared to gear up ¢o handia that volums 25 thot
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the situation doesn’t get worse.

Mr. Becraft also remarked that at least one institution had
expressed concern to him that reservists are abandoning courses.
that the millitary is overselling the program and promoting it as an
entitiement program. He said that AACRAO supports extending the
Chapter 106 program to less than half-time training: for Chapter 30,
AACRAO supports reducing the rate at which the $1200 baslc-pay
reduction is made.

In addressing the reporting fee Issue. he said AACRAO would
cartainly like to see it increased. He noted that the current fee
15 ., 3 (evel set many years ago when the numbers of programs and
the volume of regulations and procedures were somewhat smaliler. The
workload on institutions has increased, he emphasized. but the fee
has not.

The Vice President for Educational Affairs at AICS, which represents
approximately 1250 major branch campuses enrolling over 750.000
students a vear. Mr. Jim Foran. said he had found out about the
meeting only that morning and had no prepared remarks. He did
Indicate. however. that he agree¢d with the previous statements of
both Mr. Becraft and Mr. Blair. He opened the meeting up for
questions, answers, and a roundtable discussion of education issues.

In response to Chairman Steiger’s question regarding plans to
computerize the approval process and data exchanges between the VA
and educationai institutions, Ms. Leyland remarked that tuere is an
ongoing test right now in Florida involving data and information
exchange. The biggest problem in expanding this type of
computerization. she said. is that the types of data systems used at
schools varies greatiy from cne to ano*her. there are many different
systems at different schools, and matching up the schooi's computer
with the VA*s s a problem. She supports the Idsa. however. and
would [lke to see something worked out for link 7g up with VA's
mainframe. Insofar as online school approval llists are concerned.
she said the facilities file is currently on a "medium burner” but
that some automation In this regard is now being done for Chapter 30
processling in St. Louis.

Ms. Rowland expressed some coacern with data exchangus between the
VA and schools. citing & potential problem of errors being
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inadvertently transmitted. She noted that durlng the first month of

a term, a student's load may change dramaticaliy., and linking the

school‘s automated system directly with the VA could result in -
errors being transmitted without that person on campus to look over

the data first. She said the VA Is quick to terminate a student’s

benefits, but that it takes slx to eight weeks ‘to get them

reestablished. This is one of the fears that iInstitutions have

about the automation process.

Mr. Blair added that in looking at student aid loan programs, they
have found that timing is a real key. One possibility is simply to
hold the process until after that first month of the term, If the
checks can be cut more qulickly at a later date. He noted that on
his list of concerns. one part regards the numbers of veterans
dropping and as the numbers drop. the bureaucratization Increases.
He saw this in the Department of Education and feels this is perhaps
a very natural tendency. He sald one thing the Commlission may want —
to look at is how to create incentives for the people who are in the
VA to make the program simpler. Grades and status are tled to
complexity: the more numbers you can handle, the more complex the
program: the higher the grade. the more peopie you get. What this
does. Mr. Blalr said. Is builds in complexity.

Secondly, Mr. Blair voiced his opinion that someone |s needed to go
in and change the attitude with which the civil servants deal with
their people. The biggest paln now for the veteran., he said. is the
Veterans Administration staff that the veteran has to deal with. He
pointed out that it doesnt cost anything to go in and create an
attitude that the VA Is truly a sarvice organization, and that the
purpose they are serving Is to serve those people who have served
their country. That purpose. that reason for being. is not there,
Mr. Blair said, from everything he has seen.

Ms. Doliarhide. In responding to Mr. Blair's charges. said that
unlike the Department of Education. the VA's programs by legislation
are very complicated: and. this is largely because of the many
abuses of the programs found during the 1970°'s. As such. she said.
it 1s not an easy program to administer. and that the VA does have a
quality contro! program. Ms. Doilarhide emphasized that the VA is
open to suggestion, and the complexity of the syster. and the
programs is bullt in by legisiation and is not something dreamed up
overnight by the VA. She also briefly stated some of the problems
with programs becoming increasingly complex whiie staffing levCls
and budget monies appropriated decrease.

A discussion followed concerning how schoo's will be educating
cltizens In the next decade and what might be the predominant
methods of instruction in the future. Mr. Blair said “hands~-on
training” would still be the primary method with a focus on creating
a total personality in the shortest time possible. {In the 1990°s,
he said. BO percent of the jobs will require technical training and
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20 percent will require a college degree. Mr. Foran added that
corporate training is increasingly becoming a greater too: for
training people on site. NATTS is looking toward the year 2000. Mr.
Blalr added, aware that by even 1890 this nation wlll not have
enough skillec people to meet the demands for existing fobs.

Responding to a question from Dr. Sifferlen regarding toncerns abtout
people having or not having basic reading and writing skllls and the
nead for ietialning, Mr. Biair remarwed that the hign schooi dropout
and/or the ability to read and write is a natlonal crisis that the
schcols must deal with and must develop programs In basic language
skllls. He noted tnat there is a growing need for the training and
teaching of English as a second language to increasingly large
numbers of people. Trhe &duns.lon challenges of the future are being
created In these areas as well as toward older students. people
going back to school. and the multiple fallure students. Mr. Blair

—concluded that "they are—iooking~heavily Into persistence with the

returning student, to acsess what is the hook that keeps bringing
them back to school, and what makes them stay.

Mr. Foran added that the latest figures he had seen showed that in
this country 27 miillion are either marginally or functionally
illtterate. Just because there may be a high percentage having high
school diplomas is not an indication that they can read and write,
he said. AiICS has been testing in this area recently and should be
getting some data shortly on how well students with and without high
school diplomas fare in the basic skllls.

The Commission recessed for lunch at 12:00 and reconvened at 1:00
with the Chairman introducing Ms. Vera Bagley. Director of Records
and Admissions at Prince George’s Community College.

Ms. Bagley began by explaining her position at the coilege as both
Director of Records and Almissions as well as the certifying
official for veterans' benefits certifications. She commented that
students often think that she works for the VA, since she handles
their certifications; and, therefore, they blame her for any
problems they might have In getting their benefits.

She explained that when students register for ciasses, they complete
a certification form tor the college. Tne college in turn
computer-prints the VA Form 1999, Enrollment Certification. that
goes to the VA to tell them what the student 1s registered in. When
she signs the form. Ms. Baglay said she is telling the VA that the
student is enrolled in an approved program of study. i.e., that the
courses in which the student is enroiled do count in that program of
study and he hasn’t taken them efore, that thc courses meet an
approprlate timeframe. and that the courses are actually covered by
whatever VA chapter the veteran Is in.

Basically then. she said she has to first run a record of that
ctudent. making sure everything he has taken before. everything he
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has transferred in. and what ne needs to graduate. and that what's
on his registration form fits all of that. This Is. Something that
has to be done manually for each and every student. During the
term, Ms. Bagley sald that she has to certify any change in the
student‘s pursuit. such as if the veteran drops or adds a class or
changes to something that doesn’t count anymore. She said that the
certifying official at a college is really in somewhat of a strange
position. since thuy don’'t work for ¢he VA but on the other kand
they do, Insofar as the student Is concerned. Sometimes the
certifying officlal finds that to do what is best for the student Is
not always what is best for the VA and vice versa. based on the
Chapter.

One of the areas Ms. Bagley identified where VA regulations may
force veterans to act not in their own best Interest. if they want
to gat their money is the Issue of seat time. standard class

-sessions—versus'-credit-hours. —The -VA. she sald. tends to measure
things in terms of time in class per week while colleges measure In
credit hours per semester. Thls did not used to be a problem: but.
In the last flve years. at least at the community colleges. the
method of offering courses has changed dramatically. More and more
of trelr students are adult students and more of their veteran
students are older who have a lot of obllgations besides just going
to school, raising famllies., holding down full-time jobs. clvic
commitments. etc. To accommodate this. colleges have become more
innovative. such as weekend course offerings. courses condensed into
just a fow weeks. late starting classes. early ending classes. etc.
that allow students to flt classes Into their time schedules. The
veterans would like to do this. she said. but to do so may mess up
their VA benefits. For example, If a veteran signs up for a weekend
course over a six-week span, those credit hours are counted toward
thelr course load or benefits only for the time that class is
actually in session: whereas |f the same student were to take the
course In a normal format, the benefits would count for the full 16
weeks. So. the veteran has to make a decision, do what |s best for
his life or do what is best for his pocketbook.

Another problem area Ms. Bagley identified Is that VA will pay a
veteran to repeat a course that he or she has failed ad nauseam, but
if he withdraws from the course, an overpayment situatlon is
created. Some veterans whc are very grade conscious. wanting a good
grade point average. may be faced with a situation where they must
decide whether to withdraw from a class and be faced wlth an
overpayment situation or to remain in the class and jeopardize his
grade point average. Granted. he can repeat the course and get the
fallure removed. but some students don‘t want that “F*“ on their
records. Ms. Bagley added that if getting the “F“ means to the VA
that the veteran was there until the end trying and should not be
penallzed further. that is not always true: and, If a “W" Is taken
to mean a student just didn't try and balled out at the last minute.
that certainly is not aiways true. Ms. Bagley said this situation
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teads her often to advise students who may be in flnanctal
difficulty to stick It out. and if they fail the course. they at
least don°t have to worry about paying the »sney back.

Ms. Bagley mentioned some concerns with the Chapter 106 program for
reservists., which are exclusive of coop and remedial courses.
Depending on the program. her college requiras both, and to require
a student to take something for which they’ra not going to get
bencfits often puts them in somewhat of a binding situation, which
also contributes to the “F” problem. especlally If its on the
remedial end and the student refuses to take the tourse. She said
they can only mandate so many remedial courses before the student is
allowed to go on.

The other concern. Ms. Bagley noted. is that the school has chosen
not to have recognized. because of the fact of the standard class
session and counting clock hours. their certificate or one-year
programs., even though these might be the best choice for some
veterans. The school. then. has to put the veterans into associate
degree programs simply because those are the ones the VA will pay
on. which sometimes forces veterans to take courses they really
don‘t want to take. because that is required in the associate
program. Ms, Bagley sald she is put Into a position of advising
veterans about academic decislicns on monetary grounds.

Insofar as procedures are concerned, Ms. Bagley spoke about advance
pay. She satd her coliege has agreed not to hold the veteran llable
for tuition ahd fees until midterm in the assumption that the VA
check wilil get there by then. Some do and some don‘t, she said.

She sends all her certificatlons Into the VA in one package. so It
Isn‘t a question of some getting there and some not. What she has
discovered by trial and error, however., is that if the claim hasn’t
L.een processed by the tenth day of the semester, “or some such
cutoff as that.” as she put it, It Isn°t going to be. She said it
rever.s back to a regular VA payment, but nobody bothers to tel! the
veteran that. and at midterm he gets dropped by the school for
nonpayment even though he‘s been in class all along. If the VA
could let the school know that the advance pay isn’'t coming. the
school could act accordinaly and avoid a lot of pr.dlems for the
veteran later. .

Ms. Bagley then mentioned. and said It also was at the request of
other certifying otficisls she had talked to. the concern about
verification of pufsuit cards. Thcse cards are sent out toward the
end of the remester for each veteran the school has certified during
that term. Ms. Bagley said she tzkes the time 2t the beginning of
the semester to fili out the VA Furm 1959. and to make sura all the
courses count, and she go3s bac: .. th: end of late registration to
mak? sure 2ach vetcran Is stild Jistered in the same courses for
which she L,3d ceriified. }f the student changes cours2 load at any
o¢ nt in time. the school's tomputer automatically generates a VA
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Form 1999b (Notice of Change In Student Status), which Indicates the

veteran has changed his or her enrollment. The school. she said.

?ends that form the very next day to the VA, and everything seems =
Ine.

Then, the verlflicatior of pursuit cards show up at the school to be
fliled out within 30 days of the end of the semester verifying what
the veteran did for that semester. Ms. Bagley said, however. that
those changes she had certified during the semester are never
retfected on those cards: so, she has to go back and do It all over
again on 500 IBM cards. which has to be done right away while she is
in the middle of registration for the next term. There has to be a
better way. Ms. Bagley said. She added. that at least at her
schocl, the records are on a computer system, but those schools that
are not automated must do all of this work manually. Ancther
problem with the cards. she sald, is that some have file numbers
rather than soclal security numbers, and all her records are by the
social security number. In any event, the verification of pursuit
card procedures force the school to report everything twice.

Ms. Bagley relterated eariler presentations to the Commission that
noted paperwork processing is slow and that the average turnaround
time Is about elght weeks, which she thinks s a long time for a
veteran to wait for his money. For Chapter 106. the turnaround time
is even slower, about twelve weeks. She did remark., however. that
the problem Is less severe for continuing students,

An example of how all the bureaucratic processes can come down on
someone was cited by Ms. Bagley. She said she had a case last term
of a Chapter 106 feservist who wanted to get into Real Estate. He
signed up for one of the school’s noncredited one-week intensive
courses. Ms. Bagley said she had to call the veteran to tell him
that if he wantec to receive Chapter 106 benefits, he couldn't do
that and would have to register for a credit course. The reservist
can back in, applied to the school. registered for the same course
on the credit side and for another course in Real Estate Appraisal.
He signed up as a nondegree-seeking student, however, since a degree
was really not his goal. This time. Ms. Bagley said she wrote the
reservist a letter. and he came in and switched to a one-year
certificate program in Real Estate., which also Is not certifiabie to
the VA. So, the reservist went back to .he school again and upon
the advice of a counselor, who didn‘t know the student was eligible
for Chapter 106 benefits. switched to an associate degree program in
Business Manag2ment. Unfortunately, the Real Estate Appralsal
course the rsservist had signed up for iIs not part of that degree
program. So, the reservist agreed to drop that course. even though
that Is what he had wanted to take. and signed up for Business
English, which requires a placement test to take. The student took
the placement test. which showed he needed developmental English as
a prerequisite, which iIs not payabie under Chapter 106. Finally,
the reservist came back in and switched to a General Studies degree
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program, which would aliow the Real Estate courses he wanted to
take. However, the one-week intensive course made him half-time for
only one week. The veteran, Ms. Bagley said. -c. .o befuddied at
this point that he ended up dropping the whole thing.

Ms. Bagley continued by clting the whole area of prlor tralning as
beling in need of improved communications. Students often ron't tell
ithe school about their prior training. She would like to see the VA
let the schools know when they have evidence of a student's prlor
iraining. Someiimss a vetisran wlil airsady havs repsatsd & courss
be{oirs the school finds out that credit for prior training should
have been granted.

Another area that Is causing more and more problems. Ms. Bagley
pointed out, s that the paper tralls differ. i.e.. the
certificatlons go In many different directions. The local reglonal

VA offlce gets the certlflcations for 32, 34, and 35. With Chapter ™~

106. the schosl never knows when something Is wrong until months
later. Chzpter 30 goes stralght to St. touls. Ms. Bagley’s concern
about .hls 14 how to determine where the paperwork Is &nd the status
of a claim. For example, whenever veterans cail the regional office
to find out where thelr checks are, the computer screen will be
checked: ants |f there’s nothing there. 90 percent of the time the
veteran wilt b told that his school hasn‘t sent In the paperwork
yet. which isn t the case. The veteran In turn yells and screams at
tl.e school . Ms. Bagley ctaimed.

One thing that Is good brit doesn’t go far enough. Ms. Bagley sald.
Is the monthly pay cycie listing sent to the schools, but these only
Inciude Chapters 34 and 35. not 106 or 32. She would |like to see
the pay listings be more Ir ;lusive.

Chapter 31, Vocational Rehabiliitatlon. is a whole different matter
and Is aot working very well at the moment, Ms. Bagley said. The VA
tells the school who they are certifying before the school sees the
student, rather than the other way around. She sald that in the two
year? she's been dolng this job. the number of vocatlional
relabilitation counselors has changed at least four times, and the
p.ocedures have changed each time the counselors have changed. This
15 most evident In the lists of who the VA will sponsor. At one
time the school could register the students based cn this list, then
the lists stopped coming and handwritten notes were brought In by
the student from his counselor. then the lists reappeared, and now
the school Is told the student must kave an officlal authorizatlon
form first. but most students don't seem to have thls form. She
compareu some of the problems with the vocational rehabllitation
program to someone having a scholarship that won’t be honored, and
thils Is wlthout the school knowing about It.

Ms. Bagley expressed her concern about the 30-day reporting
requirement, where the school must let the VA know within 30 diys of
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wien 2 veteran stops attending class. She sald that assumes that
the school Fnows this. She pointed out that this goes back to the
seat time versus credit hours problem, and that it Is very difficult
to get a college professor to keep attendance on veterans when he
doesn’t take attendance on anybody else. “The professor wlli get
him In the end with the grade.” A vetaran. she contlnued, may fall
a course becsuse he never showed up for class. and that “F“ looks
the rame as the “F“ another student who was there in class to the
very ¢nd may get. Prince George's County Community College has a
aolicy thet seys up unt!! $hs tonth wssk of Ciass a siudsni oan
wlthdraw with no grade penalty: but during the last six weeks of
class. the student wll! get a “WP* If passing at the time of
withdrawal or a "WF“. The VA needs to know whether the grade
assigned |s punitive or nonpunltive, but the school can‘t know this
untll the end of the term when grades are turned In. Thls causes
the school to mlss the 30-day reporting deadline. She sald she
could go ashead and report It as a "W" and put the veteran In an
overpayment sltuation, which may be wrong because It may end up
belng a “WF” which Is punitive and will show up as a “F" on the
record: or she can walt and report it correctly and miss the 30-day
reporting time, which Is what she has opted to do.

Lastly. Ms. Bagley expressed her deslre for the VA to notify the
veteran and/or the school timely when something is wrong with the
paperwork. She sald Chapter 106 Is the worst offender in thls

area. It would make |i1fe so much easle’ for everyone concerned, she
emphasized, If the VA would keep people Informed about what Is
happening.

In summary. the areas of concern are paperwork. humaneness, tetting
the school and veteran know what is golng on, and giving the schooli
the opportunity to follow the rules and regulations without having
to break another rule or reguiation. She urged the Commission to
look at credit hours as a standard of measurement, stating that the
collieges need to be trusted that thc veteran Is spending the right
number of hours in class. which could be part of .iting the college
approvad for veterans® benefits In the first pl to ensure they
are not offering flv-by-night courses. She encourayed the VA to get
in contact with IHL s from the outset to test out procedures befose
they get written down as Jaw to see if they actually accomplish what
they are intended to accomplish. Computer connections with the VA
would greatly enhance communications, at least to find out the
status of clalms.

During a8 discussion that followed, Ms. Bagley sald that the
reporting fees and advance pay fees pald to schools need Yo be
looked at. The certifiiation process is not an easy one for the
schools to follow, and It Is very tin.-consuming. She also
mentioned that despite the bureaucratic process, most veterans stick
with it and keep trying to get their beneflits, which they view as an
entitiement. On campus, the veteran population is also the second
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largest attrition group. malnly because they tend to "bite off more
thar they can chew.” 'Ms. Bagley said she dldn’t know whether It is
3 monetary decision or not. but veterans seem to taeke more courses
than they can handle and get real dlscouraged.

Noxt on the agenda, Ms. Babette Polzer briefed the Comtission on the
preliminary survey results recelved to date. She sald responses
have come In from aboit one half of the 900 Surveys sent out. and
two preliminary reports were included In the members® packets. Some
of ths tronds she hes ldentléicd ¢o dote lIncluda gatting nay cycle
listings for all the Chapters. more communication with the VA,
elIminate attendance reporting. and support frou the Institutions
themselves for Increasing VA staffing. Schools recogrize that they
don't have right now the veteran enrollment they used to have. but
there Is a feeling that we are now sltting on a2 powder keg. and as
more and more veterans start to get Into the system and tge steffing

—for—the -VA-gets-continuai{y-cuts—and-the problems that we’'ve been

facing In the 70°s and 80°s are not resolved, It’s all going to be
agalin the early 70°s with late checke and problems. Just because we
haven’t been hearing about the problems lately doesn”t mean they‘ve
gone away. Ms. Polzer noted that among the suggestions for
improvement, there is already a heavy blas In terms of eliminating
standard class sesslons and going towards a credlt hour versus a
seat time approach.

Mr. Don Ramsey, Director c¢f the VA reglonal offlce In St. Louls.
spoke to the Commission next on the processing 2f Chapter 30 claims
to date. He said 2,988 app!lcations for Chap 30 had been
recelved as of the prevlious Thursday, and the, had approved 1.925
and disaliowad 717 cases. St. Louls now has 1,101 running awarcs In
thelr PC System. which are veing paid manually.

The payment system through the Hines DPC Is scheduled to be
operational on April 25, 1938, At that time. the system will he
“live”, and they will be processing all the data on one terminal,
l.e.. they wll! scan and record the informa. on on an optical disk.
route It to their adjudication division electronlcally. who will be
able to pull up payment screens and from that data enter the award
information. as well 3as the schoo! approval information, and then
the suthorlzation wlthout ever looking at the flle. Hopafully, he
sald, If final approval is given in a couple of years. they will be
able to scan and record the daca and then send the paper back to the
vetaran, shred it, or whatever.

St. Louls I|s averaging on thelr payment times, Mr. Ramsey sald,
since they have to go to Austin for a Treasury pavment schedule.
which Is then sent back to them, and then to Kan J. Tity for release
of checks. about seven to ten days from the date St. Louis receives
a certificatlion. Mr. Ramsey noted for the Chapter 30 program a
veteran must return a certification of hls continuing pursult, and
certify that he has not changed credit hours or training time, and
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at that time St. Louis will authorize a check to be issued.

The biggest problem to date, he contlnued. Is not getting a proper
discharge document with the application. In cases with insufficient
servize but discharged for a service-connected condition, the
processing time is about five to six months to do the development
snd get a rating decision from another regional office.

The disallowances St. Louis has processed to date bresk down to 63
percent for Insufflclent quallifying service. eightesn percent for
character of discha.,e bar. ten percent for fallure to prosecute a
claim, two percent for no reductions in basic military pay having
been made, and one gercent that elected Chapter 31 benefits

instead. Out of the 1321 enrollIments to date under Chapter 30.
elighteen were in graduate training, 1253 in undergraduate schoo!. 46
vocational and technical trainees, and four correspondence claims.
Disbursement~has been—about-$1,760:030 so far, according to Mr.
Ramsey.

During a question and answer period that followed, one of the thir-s
Mr. Ramsey noted was that in the program so far they have 42
accounts receivable; and, out of that number 37 wert due to the
mitigating circumstances provisions not being met. This number is
further broken down to 26 of the 37 being for reductions in training
time. and 11 for withdrawals from all courses without mitigating
circumstances.

If there are problems, or if the status of a claim is needed. Mr.
Ramsey said the veteran or school calis the local VA regional office
which relays it to St. Louis. He said they have been averaging
somewhere around twenty inquiries a day for the Chapter 30 program.
When the payment system is online, the local regional office will uve
able to answer these inquiries. Mr. Ramsey also mentioned that when
St. Louis receives an application for Chapter 30 benefits, they
write to the school advising them that the veteran is going under
the Montgomery G.l. Bill - Active Duty and that all corresponoence
In his or her case should be sent back to St. Louis to a special
post of fice box number provided.

In response to a question from Mr. Sweeney about the possibility of
future decentralization of the Chapter 30 processing, Ms. Celia
Dollarhi4e responded that the main idea right now of centralization
of Chapt.t 30 In St. Louis to begin with Is due to the relatively
small numhers. Ultimately., she said. It will depend upon the
traffic as to which way they go.

The members of the Commission then divided into their individual
working subgroups at 2:15., and the full Commission reconvened at

3:05, at which time Chairman Steiger began by asking Subgroup “C" to
report on their deliberations.
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] Mr. Ostar. as spokesperscn for Subgroup “C”, announced that they had

8 unanimity on eight recommendations they wished to consider.

» Recormendation number one. he said. follows a general policy of
trying to simplify the regulations and make them comparable to all
of the Chapters to the extent possible with a few minor exceptions.
With that genera! operating princlple in mind. they recommend that

- in the case of remedial and deficiency training to allow Chapter 30
and 106 for those remedlal courses that are taken at an institution
g of higher learning wlith no charge to entitiement. On

certifications, the Subgroup reccmmends providing comparable
discretionary authority to the VA in all programs as is now In
Chapter 30, On the 85-15 rule. the Subgroup fee!s that it is a good
ruie and ought to apply across the board to include Chapter 106. and
the same Is true of the workstudy program. The Subgroup also
mentioned the reports of trainees should be consolidated to list

H trainees under all programs.

{tem number two Mr. Ostar identlfied on tehalf of the Subgroup was
on the discretionary audits or compliance surveys. He said the
Subgroup felt that institutions that have been in compliance. where
there have been no prohlems identified. should be exempted from a
compiiance survey unless some event occurs that calls for It. |In
other words. audits should be reduced except in those cases where
there is evidence of some problems.

The other recommendations put forth by Subgroup “C” include
establishing an 800 number in St. Louis for Chapter 30 for the
initial pertod to help the St. Louis office identify particular
concerns veterans may have. The Subgroup supports the refunding of
Chapter 30 military basic pay reductions as a death benefit and
reconmended consideration be given to other situations for refund,
such as when a veteran becomes eligible for Vocational
Rehabilitation. In addition. it was felt that separate telephone
numbers should be set up at each regional office for schools to use
for inquiries. The workstudy benefits should be liberaiized to
allow work in non-vA related areas. such as in other Federal
agencies and at schools in the student’s area of study. The
Subgroup suggested loosening the requirements to allow more changes
of program., especially slnce the newer programs are limited to 36
months entltlement. Finally. the Subgroup suggested that
institutions be allowed to count enrolliments for reporting fee
purposes as the school certifies it rather than Just on the last day
of October.

On behalf of Subgraup "A” on n asurement issues. Ms. Bertie Rowland
said that they were looking at the possibility of measurement on the
same basis as the schocl defines its measurement policy. She said
the Subgroup had discussed shifting the burden of quallty and abuse
of the education programs to the approval process. The benefit
provided by tha Veterans Administration is not a subsistence
allowance. She noted that the role of the G.1. Bill has changed,
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and as such, the VA should use the industry standard for the
definitions of training time. This Subgroup also was consider ing
Proposing that Chapter 106 benefits be extended to those without a
high school diploma.

Another proposal, Ms. Rowland said, Is to abandon the cufrent
delivery process and have instead disbursement of the benefits from
the campuses. Another measurement issue, she mentioned, was
Independent study, which the Subgroup feels should be measured on a
pPer unit basis. Ms. Rowland emphasized that the Subgroup does not
wan; to abandon the idea that courses must be part of a orogram of
study.

Dr. Sifferlen added that the campuses need closer control of
programs of study, and that the problem is how to build in
aiternative mutnoos of instruction into the process. He said that
many schools have Iimitations on the amount of independent study a
student can take. Maintaining "programs of study” makes a lot of
sense, he said, but there needs to be aljowance for alternative
learning strategles. as well as avolding abuses.

In this regard, the |dea >f a set of guidelines and expectatlons for
the publlic was discussed. As Mr. Meadows noted. the original G.1I.
Bill started out void of any phitosophy, but this idea of restoring
lost educational opportunities has evolved over the years. As such,
the Commission needs to pull together a history bshind ecucation
benefits and the philosophy behind it. Ms. Polzer agreed to work on
getting that information together for the Commission.

Speaking on behalf of Subgroup "B” dealing with the approval
process, Mr. Sweeney spoke of professional and staff development as
a key area of concern for State approving agencies. He agreed that
both the states and the institutions shoulid develop a joint set of
guidelines. He said that the Subgroup had been discussing, also.
the possibility of institutions paying for approval!. This would be
somewhat controversial, and would have to be looked Into further
before any kind of recommendation could be made.

The Commission briefly discussed the feastbility of holding field
hearings and future meetings. It was agreed that the results of the
questionnaires should be examined prior to holding field hearings.
Also, it was noted that the Chapter 30 processing would not be fully
operational in St. Louls until April 25, 1988. Since this is one of
the sites the Commission would like to visit, that trlp should not
be made until after that date. Other possibilitles include trips to
Florida and California for field hearings. Since the questionnaires
will give the Commission a much better idea of possible problem
areas, a meeting without any presentations solely to examine and
discuss the questionnaires was thought to be the best |dea.
Therefore, the Commission wili meet again on March 29, 1988.
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There being no further business at this iime, the meeting adjourned
at 4:10 p.m. i

Recorded by: A. Wayne Taylor

Certified correct: W‘}"‘—\

JANET _D7/STEIGER
Chai
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THE COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS® EDUCATION POLICY

Minutes of the Fifth Meeting «

| Tuesday. March 29. 1988 ¥ o

Held at the Postal Rate Commission Hearing Room
1333 H Street. NW
Washington, D.C. -

The fifth meeting of the Commission To Assess Veterans™ Education
Policy was brought to order at 9:20 a.m. by the Chairman, Ms. Janet
D. Steiger. |In attendance for this meeting were: T

Commission Members:

iAs. Janet D. Steiger. Chairman
r. William A. Fowler

Mr. Charles R. Jackson

Mr. Oliver E. Meadows

Mr. Allan W. Ostar

Dr. John C. Petersen

Ms. Bertie Rowland

Dr. Ned J. Sifferlen

Mr. C. Donald Sweeney

Mr. John F. Wickes. Jr.

Commission Ex Officio Members:

Ms. Celia Dol'arhide. Representative of the Administrator of
Veterans® Affairs
Mr. Darryl Kehrer. Representative of the Chairman. Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee
Mr. James Parker. Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Veterans’ Employment and Training. Department of
Labor
Mr. Leo Paszkiewicz. Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Postsecondary Education. Department of
Education
Mr. Chris Yoder. Representative of the Ranking Minority Member. House
Veterans® Affalrs Committee

Commission Executive Director: Ms. Babette Polzer

Veterans Administration Reprasentatives:

Mr. Robert H. Ketels. Chief. Central Office Operations Staff. VRSE
Ms. June C. Schaeffer, Assistant Director, Policy and Program
Administration, VRSE
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Mr. Willlam G. Susling. Educatlon Advisor., Policy Staff. VRS&E

Mr. A. Weyne Taylor, Legal Consultant. Program Administration, VR&E
Mr. Ted A. Van Hintum, Asslstant Director. Field Opeératlons, VR&E
Mr. Gerald R. Weeks. Chief. Procedures Staff, VRGE

Dr. Depnis R. Wyant, Director. VR&E

Visitors:

Mr. Jorry Cerasale. Attorney. Postal Rate Commission
Ms. Maureen Drummy, Special Assistant to Chairman, Postal Rate
Commission

—Chajrman _Steiger_opened the meeting by noting that there was no set
agenda for today’'s meeting. It was felt after the last meeting in
January that the Commission had already heard frcm as many of the
experts out In the field as they could bring forward and had
Identified the major 1issues and areas. As such, it was the
consensus that the Commission should sit down and “hammer through”
some of the posi.iorn they wanted to take. The Chairman pointed out
that the Commission has come a long way toward their objectives and
in identifying problems since its first meeting in April of last
vear, but cautloned that they still had a long way to go and not a
iong time In which to do iIt. The Commission’s report is due in
Congress in August.

To begin, she suggested that they look at the survey results
tabulated to date. which she characterlzed as ~“rather astonishing”
in that the responses to the questionnaires were “surprisingly
positive™. Without taking anything away from the work people in the
field have done with the G.l. Bill, Ms. Steiger submitted that one
should take this wlth a graln of salt. because there are so faw
veterans at the moment in the system: and. therefore. some of the
negative comments should be weighed far more heavily than if there
were a full-blown G.l. 8ill out there.

Ms. Babet.e Polzer began by reviewing the survey responses from
educatlonal Institutions as they rated their relationship with the
State approving agencies and the Veterans Administration. which she
found to be varled and covering a wide range of responses. One area
she pointed out, regarding the "fill-in"s” or “others™, was that the
vocational rehabilitatlion specialists were rated very highly, either
a 9 or 10. However. the phone unit recelved ratings generally of
almost O, fndicating that there are a lot of problems with the “800"
number. Schools., she pointed out. generally would like to see more
training regarding the programs. On this particular questionnaire,
approximately 775 out of 882 institutions responded. Lists from the
American Council on Eduration were used as well as lists from NAVPA,
NATTS, and AICS in matling out the questionnaires. There were.
however, no nonaccredited schools iIn the survey nor any foreign
schools.
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Insofar as the questionnsire respenses from the State approving
agencies are concerned, Ms. Polzer noted that generally the
relationship with the Education Liaison Representatives was rated
very good. The survey for the Educatlon Liaison Representatives
should go out that week, Ms. Polzer said.

She continued that some of the positive changes cited in the
responses to the questionnaires included aliowing schools to certify
marrioge and birth certificates and the new G.l. Bill and Chapter
106. H'gh on everyone's llst was computerization and a desire to do
more =n this area. Ms. Polzer said, however, that there was a ten
perceat response rate that there had been no positive changes. which
she felt was signlficant as opposed to someone who just didnt fill
in the blank. She pointed out one of the responses that noted there
had been no positive changes in the last 15 years. the same att'tude
prevails, i.e., the VA is always right, the veteran and the school

—are—always. wrong.—the VA dictates. _the school bears the burden of
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the costs. She nuted that there were a signiticant number of
schools that indicated they needed more resources to deal with the
VA certifications, etc.

On the negative side, Ms. Polzer said that the responses
overwhelmingiy pointed to “Gramm-Rudman® and the reductior in
benefits that was made as a result thereof. Other responses
consistently cited lost paperwork and misplaced certifications. and
the inability to track a piece of paper. She indicated this was
most likely the tack of one responsible individual whom the school
can turn to when they have a questlen. particularly abcut a
veteran's case. Ms. Polzer reiterated the problem of when veterans
call the VA, they are very often told that the school simply has not
sent in the paperwork yet, when the school actualiy may have sent it
in. It was the gencral impression of the schools responding to the
questionnaire that the VA's phone unit was not able to heip very
much in resolving problems with a veteran‘s case. insofar as the
benefit delivery system is concerned, Ms. Polzer added that there
was a response rate of about 65 percent that indicated benefits are
not provided in a timely manner; although the impression was that
tong delays were getting fess severe.

In trying to rcconcile the positive ratings regarding their
relationship with the VA and the negative comments. Ms. Polzer noted
that even though the relationship may be good. problems still
exist. She indicated that the only relationship many schools have
with the VA or the only person they ever see or deal with Is the
compliance specialist. Many schoois indicated that when a
compilatce survey was done. they viewed this as an opportunity to
Inzin 7irom the compliance specialists. In other cases. however,
some schcols had the opposite feeling about the compliance
specialists.

Ms. Polzer also indicated that. regarding measurement and whether
the current methods were considered fair of not. the data received
to date was inconclusive, i.e.. 1t could be viewed as being either
positive or negative, depending on how one reads or intefprets the
responses. The greatest amount of difficulty with measurement seems
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to be with nursing programs and clinical training. Also. the more
innovative types of programs seem to pose problems. Generally. Ms.
Polzer said. the more traditional schools and four-year Institutions
seemed to have no problem wlth measurement. although standard class
sessions was often mentloned as a negatlve. The largest number of
problems with me2surement seened to come wlth the trade and
technical schools.

- Mr. Darry! Kehrer cautioned the Commission, if the survey results
are used In Its report. that It should consider noting that thils is
survey research. He said that questions wlll arise about |Its

internal and external valldity, i.e., internal validlty meaning are

you measuring what you are reporting to be measuring, cdd external

valldity meaning can you generalize these findings based ¢ the

sample size to the national population. He pointed out that this is

not a sclentifically valid study. but It does contain much useful

information. albelt guarded. Ms. Polzer agreed. noting that from
, the beginning this never started out to be a scientifically valld
study: nevertheless. the quantifiable responses can be useful. Mr.
Ostar concurred. saying that he viewed this more as a dlagnostic
analysls and as a way for the Commisslon to obtain some useful
information.

Mr. Paszklewlicz remarked, regarding the survoy. that It has done
very well In letting the Commisslon know that there is nothing out
there. that it’s not biased. or that there Is a heavy sentiment for
any particular Issue. Ms. S¢siger asked If. from the survey
responses. there were any k.ad of trend on the Issue¢ of
measurement. Ms. Polzer responded that the only identiflable trend
wouid be that traditional four-year institutions don’t seem to have
as much of a problem with measurement as do other types of schools.
The problems wlth measurement seem to be In the community colleges,
trade and technical schools. and with the less traditlona' programs
such as the evening and weekend college programs as w2ll as wursing
programs. and the health care and medical professions.

Mr. Sweeney pointed that conslderation must be given to who ihe
persons were that fllled out the questionnaires. i.e.. where that
person sits at the Institution could be a factor In the responses or
perceptions Jiven. Ms. Polzer agreed., noting that the certlfylng
official or clerk at the school who may have responded to the
questionnaire, from an educaticnal standpoint. may only have a
concept of the VA of fllling out forms and certlfying documents and
sending them back. They are not as involved in the educztional
dellvery end as much as policy making. Mr. Sweeney added that for
the education of the future. five or ten years away, thls may not be
the forte of the people normally asked to respond to these
questions. As such. It is like evaluating “what is“ wlthout having
the ability to look ahead and delve nto thelr analysis.

Insofar as the measurement itssue is concerned. Mr. Meadows remarked
that the concept of measurement itself should be looked at. This
whole issue started years ago with the concept that veterans would
be going to school full-time. and that full-time pursuit would
include getting through college in four years time. which considered
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the 36 nonths entitlement provislons. To do that, originally 15
hours were considered as belng necessary to reach that goal! within
the prescribed time of the institution. It certainly wasn't ten or
twelve hours, Mr. Meadows added. noting that a student cannot get
through a four-year college program by only taking ten or twelve
hours at a time In the standard semester or quarter system. Later,
tils was amended to make twelve hours as full-time. Today. Mr.
Meadows ccntinued., some people argue that even twelve Is not right
for full-time, slince a State legislature might deem ten as
sufficlent for full-time State beneflts. It should not be a
measurement Issue per se but should go back to a basic philosophy
that If Congress wants to have a yardstick that a student should be
able to get through four years of college in 36 months. xhan that
should be the yardstick. if not, then it gets to be an arbltrary
choice, ten or twelve hours as full-time even though that won’t get
a student through a standard course on a regular schedule. Mr,
Meadows sald that th.s Commission should have as jts obligatlion
either to remind Congress what its phllosophy is on this subject or
call on Congress to state Its phlilosophy on this subject. |f you
don”t have something to work against. Mr. Meadows stated. there’s no
way you can measure anything.

Before dlscussing these lIssues further, Ms. Polzer continued her
presentation of the survey results by addressing the area of
improvements as suggested in the responses received to date. She
said that if there is 3 consistency here. it ls more. more. more:
e.g., the responses suggested a need to get to know r -¢ about the
VA, to be able to visit the VA office to walk through a piece of
paper. for example, and more training on new programs. The
responses suggested a need for better communicatlions on changes in
procedures and a need for more lead time before Implementing the
changes. The responses also suggest more one-~on-one, l.e.. a more
physical presence of the VA on campus as was the case with the
vet-rep program.

Ms. Polzer also mentioned that the responses showed an awareness on
the part of the Institutions that the VA has, especially In the
education area, a real problem with staffing and cutbazcks. The
Institutions suggest beefing up the VA's staffing to get the Job
done of get It out of the business. It is clear, Ms. Polzer sal ,
that the institutions do not see the VA as a big bad thing sitting
up on a hill, but it is simply a matter that the VA does not have
the resources in the Individual regional offices that are needed to
get the Job done. The responses also showed a concern about the
lack of consistency even within the same reglional office. Ms.
Pol .er concluded that uniformity. staffing. communications. standard
class sessions issue. and consistency of VA processing were the
major concerns. Aiso, pay cycle lists were mentioned frequently as
needing to be expanded to inciude all programs, and many responses
noted that the regulations s“ould be In English that everyone can
understand.

After a brief recess. Ms. Polzer continued by noting Iinsofar as
computers and electronic transmission of data to the VA are
concerned, the survey showed between 75 and 80 percent responded
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that they would like to see this: however, about fifty percent said
they do not as yet have the capacity to do this. Inr response to a
question from Mr. Ketels regarding the survey's frequent mention or
complaint about slow processing times, Ms. Polzer sald the typical
response indicated that allowing a month to process a claim would be
regarded as being a sufficlent amount of time. Since schools are
required to report changes within 30 days. they feel that this same
amount of time should be allotted the VA to compliete its actions.
In this regard. Ms. Stelger remarked that there seems to be a grave
concern that It's not Just the payment of beneflts but that
;(I:’metglng happens to the veteran's status. and the school is being
amed.

Mr. Ostar noted that It seems as If only the tip of the lceberg is
being touched here with the relatively small number of veterans on
the rolis right now, and if the VA continues to de things the-way -it:
dors now, and that the only answer s to Increase dramatically the
number of VA personnel, the number of ~hone lines, etc.. the VA is
going to be hit by a tidal wave. There is no way that the VA is
going to be able to expand. Mr. Ostar said, If this is going to
continue. He suggested to the Commission that more “radical” ways
of administering the program should be considered rather than simply
more of the same. Mr. Ostar offered no solutions. but suggested
that the Commission’s attention should be focused on alternative
ways in terms of delivery of services to veterans rather than trying
to put bandaids on the existing systam.

Mr. Weeks of the A spoke of the Initiatives being taken to improve
computerization, such as the optical disk system in St. Louis. He
sald that once a document Is put into this system. It won't get
lost., and the veteran will be pald faster. This Is a one-year
prototype study and will be evaluated after the end of that first
year before it can be expanded. Mr. Weeks also mentioned the test
project ongoing In Florida using computer transfer of documents for
certifylng énroiiments. There have Deen som2 initial probiems. but
there are Indications of successes in this area, aiso.

Despite VA's inltiatives toward computerization. concefn was
expressed by Mr. Ostar that this Is still modernizing an existing
system. The questlion was ralsed whether the system fundamentally is
suffictent to deal with the large volume that the VA is going to
have to deal with. Under the Pell Grant program, for example, Mr.
Paszkiewicz mentioned that DOE uses the schools most effectively as
the disbursing agents and that there are some contractors used for
processing the forms. This system has worked very well for DOE, and
he suggested that the Commission look at this type of delivery
system as a posslbility for veterans’ benefits.

Ms. Rowland next reported to the Commission on a paper she had
prepared based on discussions at the last meeting as well as a
position paper she received from Ohio. To summarize the paper, she
sald the main theme is to decide whether to continue on the rcad
that has already been chosen and to try to make a regulation to meet
every measufement issue that comes up or should. the Commission
retreat to that intersection and take the road to simplification and
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try to put some of the burdan of determining what the rate of
progress is back on the institu*ions. -

In the Interest of trylng to reduc~ the costs of certifications frnd
the costs to the Federal Government of implementing this program,
Ms. Rowland suggested simplification as the best choice. Going back
to the “unit” as a measurement of pursult is what thls means. she
saild. Looking back through old documents, she sald that she found
that ~full-time™ measurement was based on the fact that a student
would have to spend 48 hours elther in class or studying. Today,
however. the nature of the “student has changed so much that many
have full-time or part-time employment while pursuing classes
full-time. Schools are accommodating these students® needs by
providing alternative types of programs.

Payment for full-time pursuit, she sald. should not be bhased on

whether a person sits at a computer terminai. takes It ~from —a~--

satellite, or gets It out In the cow pasture reading a book. but
should be based on how much progress Is being made toward completion
of an objective.. Ms. Rowland asked whether or not that isn*t truly
the philosophy they should have with the G.l. Bill, trying to get
people to objectives or trylng fo put people In a chalr full-time.
That has to be deflned first. ¢the added that the question should be
what are they going to do with the program, are <hey golng to
mandate each and every program, are they going to have a panel of
experts determining what full-time pursult 1Is for whatever the
technology of tomorrow Is. or are they going to simply it and put It
back on the industry.

Mr. Sweeney told the Commisslon that he sees the whole issue of
measurement In a broad perspective consisting on tha one hand of how
to determine whether a person Is going full-time, half-time, or
whatever based on the type of Instruction or program the person Is
enrolled In as well as consideration to the delivery system itself,
f.e., whether nontraditional, rasidance. ciasstoom, laboratory,
etc. The other slde of the issue has to do with the payment of
beneflts, possiole payment dlisbursement through the institutions.
Th ~estlons to be examined, he said, are whether payments should
co.tinue to go directly to the veteran. and whether payments should
stlll be pald upfront, which is a controversial issue.

In thls regard. Ms. Steiger voliced her oplnion that the concept of
payments through the lustitutions could be ripe for scandal. and
that there could also be a problem of lack of accountabillty. Mr.
Meadows added that the change to makling just a single payment to the
veteran as opposed to paylng a subsistence allowance to 2 veteran
and paylng the educational costs to the Instltutlon. which found
high-cost Institutions getting more money than lower-cost ones. came
abcut as the result of lots of problems in making payments to
Institutlons. A discussion followed with Mr. Paszklewlicz explaining
how the Department of Education administers the Pell Grant program
through payments directly to the institutions.

The Commission recessed for lunch at 12:10 and reconvened at 1:25
with Mr. Ostar explaining that during the morning session he was
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simply suggesting that the Commisslon might want to look at some of
the delivery systems that the Department of Education has developed
for possible application for the administration of the G.i. Bill.
He expressed hls concern that with the projected growth and
utifization of the G.lI. Bill, he questions whether the present
structure can accomnodate a very large increase in the numbers that
will be taking advantage of the program. He sald that he does not
mean to suggest that the ldentity of the G.l. Bill be lost. but
supports maintalning the integrity of the G.l. 8ill. Mr. Ostar
relterated that he does not suggest a merger of the two systems. uvut
perhaps to look at the VA as a "wholesalcr” and the Institutions as
the "retailer” rither than the VA trying to maintain a one-to-one
relationship with Individual veterans. The system. however. might
not be able to accommodate this, given the budget constraints.

—Mss--Rowlund -then-—summariyzed—the- -recommendations of the subgroup
lookIlng at measurement. The first Is to eliminate standard class
sesslons as the determinant of rate of pursult, which Is seen as too
restrictlve. Miss Schaeffer explained that some schools have
varylng lengths as their standard. e.g.. 40 or 45 minutes as a
standard class .session. She polnted out that the VA will accept the
lower figures. If that is the published standard of the school’s
accrediting associdtion. The only accrediting body that has such a
publilshed standard to her knowledge Is AICS.

The reason for looking at standard class sessions. etc.. exp'alned
Mr. Swecney. Is that an increasing number of programs In the future
will be offered through nontraditional defivery methods such as
telecommunications. |f the whole thrust of postsecondary education
today s golng in the directlon of looklng at the flnal product,
then the movement will be away from such things d4s standard class
sessions. which is limited to residence tralning. Mr. Ostar agreed.
noting that cven now many institutions are “wiring up” so that
students can sit In their dormitory rooms and access {nformation;
thus, the whole delivery system !s undergoing chenge ss clectronics
over takes us.

One of the key things In the measurcment concept. Dr. Sifferlen
pointed out. Is that assessment In higher education is probably the
most leading topic of discussion In higher education, even to the
point where colleges and universities have been challenged by trying
to outline what students are learning. and they are asked to develop
learning outcomes. Dr. Sifferlen noted that Secretary of Education
Bennctt last year sent letters to governors In every state
ndlcating that (f higher education is not golng to deal with
provisions of assessment and learning outcomes. then the governors
should discuss this with thelr respective leglslatures. Colorado,
for example. Is now withholding two percent of the subsidy for
colleges that do not have appropriate learning outcomes identified
and appropriate assessment measures matched with that. By the end
of the year. six or seven states will probably have assessment
measures put in place. This Is important. Dr. Sifferlen continued.
because the G.l. Bill of the past and how learning was measurcd in
terms only of seat time iIs outmoded. outdated. and completely
unrealistic. To have a proposal that Is consistent with past
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traditlon In terms only of seat time., but not allowing for
telecommunications, vldeocassette programs, cable television, and
others wlth such a wide varlety of Instructional modes, is something
of the past. What Is critical to postsecondary institutlons Is the
development of learning outcomes fo- every one of thelr programs and
establishing measures of assessment as to whether students are
achleving those of not. The thing to be worrying about., Dr.
Sifferien sald. is the outcomes that the student should get at the
end of the experlunce, rather than how much time he or she actually
sits In class,

In response to a questlon from Ms. Steiger about any possible
consequences of dolng away with the concept of standard class
sesslons as the determinant of rate of pursuit, Ms. Schaeffer
related how the law has always seemed to go toward protecting the
veteran from the schools that are not of the highest quallty In

T tralning.~"Therefore,;all’ the- schools that this Commission's

representatives are deallng wlth are good schools that have high
qualifications and high requirements. If the requirements are
reduced for everybody, Ms. Schaeffer Indicated the problem is that a
Iot of schools may be brought In that may be questionable as to the
amount of education being provided. Dr. Petersen remarked that
there Is no way that an agency outside the institution Itself can
determine what Isn”t appropriate In the absence of standards. In
moving away from a standardized class session, then this means
fetting the Institution Itself determine shat 1Is appropriate
practice there.

Following further discussion on this Issue, the Chairman called for
the questlen as to whether the Commisslon would recommend
elimination of standard class sesslons. By volice vote, those in
favor of making such a proposa! indicated such by saying “aya”. The
voting members all Indicated “aye”. and there being no dissenting

votes. the motlon was accepted,

The Chalrman posed the question next on retention of the 85:15
rule. Following a brief discusslon. the theory of the 85.15 rule be
retained was placed before the voting members of the Commission, and
by volce vote, and without any opposing votes, the “ayes™ moved that
the Commisslon recommend that this provisicn be kept In the law.

Discussion followed on the topic of iIndependent study and attempts
were made to come up wlth an acceptable definition of this type
training. Ms. Rowland noted that frequently It seems as 1f the VA
fooks at Independent study as being “everything else”. Whenevar the
VA doesn°t know where to put something Ilike television courses,
etc., It will put them under independent study. In this regard, Mr.
Susling polnted out that in the law, If a student doesn't want to
pursue a college degree but wants to pursue something else, the VA
will not pay for independert study at all. Someone who Is trylng to
gain a degree and enrolls In tweive credits of independent study is
paid a tot less than somebody go0ing to the same school, taking the
same courses but s taking them by resident training. The law, by
paying them less, remarked Mr. Susling, is discouraging the student
from taking independent study.
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Foltowing further roundtable discussion, It was the general
consensus among those in attendance that the Commisslion was at this
polint in time at somewhat of an Impasse regarding independent study,
to the point of not being able to come up with a baslc definition of
what Is Independent study as oppose to alternative learning
systems. It was agreed, however, that the Commisslion does want to
do something about the present system of Independent study.
Chalrman Steliger suggested that the Commisslon would probably be
best served by starting from scratch on indeoendent study and by
coming up with its own definitics. She Indicated that thls topic is
a very critical charge for the Commisslon, and that It should be
examined very carefully. Dr. Slfferlen along with Mr. Susling
agreed to draft a propusal regarding Independent study for
covsideration by the Commission.

A brief discussion foliowed regarding further aspects of seat time
and credit hour vaersus clock hour measurement. Ms. Rowland
reiterated the posltion of the subgroup on measurement that units
should be used as the measurement tool wherever possible. Mr. Yoder
mentioned that It had been the hope of those in Congress In
establishing this Commission that assessments would be made
regarding the distinctions that are made In the types of programs
and whether these dlstinctions are useful or not.

Ms. Rowland added that one of their suggestions is to shift from the
focus of concern about the mode of .slivery to the concern about
progress to an objective, and she sald they would add to that to put
the determination of quallty into the approval process. Mr. Ostar
noted that the accredlting c-™munity Is now trylng to work on tn!s
matter of the relaticnship ot accreditation to quallty and quality
assurance. Mr. Fuwler, however, added that rlight now things were
being held In abeyance pending Department of Education action In
this regard.

Foliowing c brlef recess, Mr. Ostar and Mr. Weeks presented thelr
subgroup’'s recommendations to the Commission. The first of these
was on stardardizing the different features. such as to allow
remedial and deflcienuy traitning for Chapter 30 and Chapter 106 at
an Institution of higher learning at no charge > entitiement, which
would be comparable to Chapter 24. On certific..lons, the subgroup
would i{ike to have the 85:15 rule applied to Chapter 106 as well,
and to apply workstudy benefits to incluce Chapter 106. The
subgroup also feels that monltoring by exception Is a more
cost-effective way of auditing finstitutions to ensure compliance.
Rather than having regulations to cover every concelvable
contingency, the VA should operate more jike the IRS or the Customs
Service. Random samgles should also be done, Third, an *800%
numter should be established so that if an iInstitutlon has a
problem. they can call In and get Jt resolved, Regarding the refund
of monies under Chapter 30, Mr. Ostar and Mr. Weeks Indicated the
suhgroup may have to meet further on the Iuvsue of charge to
entitiement, since the proposed legisiation In the House and the
Senate are a little different In this rega.d. Other technical
matters are also being proposed by the subgroup as were presented to
the Conmission at the last meeting. Mr. Weeks noted that on the
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handout, items 7 and 9 were deleted and should .be replaced by a
proposal to support leglislation to extend the pay reduction in the
Chapter 30 program to $60 a month for a 20 month period.

Some discusslon foljowed regarding the subgroup’s proposal regarding
changing how the reporting fee to institutions is counted. The goal
is to boost the amount of money paid to institutions without
actually increasing the reporting fee. At the suggestlon of Mr.
Meadows, Item 8 on Subgroup C's list of recommendations was changed
to delete “or 3” so that the recommendation now reads to allow
schools to be relmbursed for two certlfications per year. It was
also pointed out by Ms. Rowland that the school enroflment count
does not include those under Chapter 31, which requires the same or
sometimes much more work than the other chapters. Schools presently
are not allowed a reporting fee on those students. She suggested
they be iIncluded in the count. Mr. Ketels noted there were 24,599
Chapter 31 trainees In 1987. After further discusslon, Mr. Ostar
sald the subgroup would recommend Including Chapter 31 in the
enroliment count and would also refine some of the other
recommendations.

The Commission next discussed the 30-day reporting rule as presented
in the Ohio position ‘paper introduced by Ms. Rowland. The concern
here centerad on the 30 days from the ’"date of the event”
requirement to report changes in enroliment. This Is 2 timeframe
that Is set for school liability determination purposes. Ms.
Rowland said this short timeframe Is very unrealistic. since most
professors do not give a grade until the end of the term. while at
the same time colleges are not required to take attendance. She
said the Ohlo group is asking that the 30-day reporting period be
changed from “date of event” to “"date of discovery” by the
institution. Juring the discussion on this Issue. Ms. Schaeffer
menioned that the VA would soon be looking at the test being run on
monthly certifications in St. Louls and comparing those with what
the school reported. Ms. Steiger Indicated the Commission would
wait on VA's assessment before delving further into this issue.

Insofar as the subgroup on the approval process is concerned. Mr.
Sweeney reiterated what had been discussed at the last Commission
meeting. especially the Importance that should be placed on
professional development. The main two activities that had been
discussed were the developrer. of a national curriculum for State
approving agency personnel n¢ assistance for the development of a
peer review process. Dr. Petersen added that it Is clear that the
State appioving agency pecple provide an important service for which
they are Insufficlently reimbursed, and also that they could provide
their service better with some training for their staff. Mr.
Paszkiewicz suggested another possibility regarding the issue of
payment for approval. that being for nonaccredited schools to be
placed uncder the approval jurisdiction of tha State approving
agencies and a charge be made to those Institutions for obtaining
approval.

Mr. Sweeney. in this regard. reminded those 1n attendance of the
differences between the accreditation process and the State approval
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process. which is program oriented. He stressed State involvement
in assuring quality ard integrity of postsecondary educatlon
programs. Discussion followed on the role of accrediting agencies
and the G.l. Bill with its purpose of helping veterans complete an
educational objective. Despite abuses of the past. most seemed to
agree that institutions today. as well as the students, are much
more serious about what they are doing.

Returning to a basic premise, Ms. Stelger asked whether the
Commission still wanted to accept as a given that the G.i. Bill
expects progress toward a defined goal. i.e.. a degree o. a
certificate. |[If that is agreed upon., then the issue becomes how
much latitude is to be given within that basic premise. Mr. Meadows
added that tf Congress still expects that as the type of program the
G.1. Bill Is to be, i.e., a program of defining obiaectives. of
achieving objectives. and tkere 1Is nothing in the history to
indicate otherwise. then the Commission should remind them of ‘that
in its report, and that (hat type of program inevitably brings along
with it a certain amount of these problems. such as measuremant and
paper transactions be2tween the VA and the schools. Mr. Paszkiewicz
remarked that it was interesting how the gcals and objectives of the
G.1. Bill are similar or the same, i.e.. measurable progress toward
a degree. satisfactory progress, etc.. as those of the Cepartment of
Education, yet twc separate approaches have been developed in terns
of giving out the funds.

In response to concerns expressed by Mr. Yoder regarding quality in
education and acceptable standards of quality, Mr. Ostar responded
that the accreditation process sets minimum standards that an
institution has to meet, and that this doesn°t assure quality. This
is why there are more and more cails at the state level for some
kind of procedures for assessment. i.e.. evzluating ouiputs. How do
you [now when someone has received a quality education other than
having received a certificate or other piece of paper? The State
aporuving agencies, Mr. Os r said. are not so much to ensure
quality as to take care of the problems of fraud and buse.

Ms. Steiger summarized the discussions. to which everyone agreed.
that the Commission would accept as a given that Congress should
know that as long as they have pursuit of goais and objectives. then
there's going to be some system of measurement with varying
complexities. As such, changes must be worked out in that system.
Bold and innovative approaches or propocals can be medp within the
fram-work that the G.l. Bill has as its basic premise the pursuit
and attainment of c<pecified goals and objectives. This does not
preclude the Commission from reviewing the VA’'s payment delivery
system and the claim~ processing system and comparing them to the
Department of Education s systems. These are matters the Commission
will continue to examine in future meetings and at field hearings.

Before concluding the meeting. Ms. Polzer irJdicated that field
hearings would be held at threr locations dur..g the month of May.
She would contac. the members individuali, to coordinate an agenda.
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There being no further business at hand at this time. the meeting
was adjourned at 5:00. -

Recorded by: A. Wayne Taylor
-
Certified Correct: I 0T
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THE COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS® EDUCATION POLICY

Minutes >f the Sixth Meeting
Monday. August 8. 1988
Held at the Postal Rate Commission Hearing Room

1333 H Street. N.W.
washington, D.C.

The sixth_meeting of the Commission to Assess Vetarans' Education

Policy was convened “at 9:15” a.m. by the Chairman, Ms. Janet D.
Stelger. In attendance for this meeting were:

Commission Members:

Ms.
Mr.
Mr .
Mr .
Dr.
Ms.
Dr.
Mr .
Mr.

Janet D. Steiger. Chairman
william A. Fowler

Charles R. Jackson

Oliver E. Meadows

John C. Petersen

Bertie Rowland

Ned . Sifferlen

C. Donald Sweeney

John F. Wickes, Jr.

Commission Ex Officio Members:

Ms.
Ms.

Mr.

Mr.

Mr .

Ji1l1 Cochran. Representative of the Chairman, House Veterans’
Affairs Conmittee
Celia Dollarhide. Representative of the Administrator of
Veterans® Affairs
Darryi Kehrer. Representative of the Chairman, Senate Veterans'
Affairs Committee
James Farker, Representative of the Assistant Secretary for
Veterans” Employment and Training. Department of
Labor
Chris Yoder. Representative of the Ranking Minority Membar.
Senate Veterans® Affairs Committee

Commission Executive Director: Ms. Babette Polzer
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Veterans Administration Representatives:

Mr. Robert H. Ketaels. Chief, Central Office Operations Staff, VRSE

Ms. Mary F. Leyland, Deputy Director. VR&E

Ms. June C. Schaeffer. Assistant Directar. Policy and Program
Administration. VR&E

Mr. William G. Susling., Education Advisor. Policy Staff. VR&E

Mr. A. wayne Taylor, Legal Consultant, Program Administration. VR&E

Mr. Ted A. Van Hintum, Assistant Director, Field Operations. VR&E

Mr. Gerald R. Weeks, Chief, Procedures Staff, “R&E

Dr. Dennis R. Wyant. Director, VR&E

Visitors:

. Mr. Jerry Cerasale, Attorney, Postal R.te Commission

Ms."Maureen Drimmy. Special Assistant to Chairman. Postal Rate
Commission
Mr. Lee Myers. Califarnia Community Colleges

Chairman Steiger welcomed 2!l in attendance tn the Commission's
sIxth meeting. She noted the loss to thz Commission of Mr. Leo
Paszkiewicz. who had been in a vehicular accident in April and would
be physically unable to return.

Today’s meeting. tne last formal session prior to submission of the
Commisslon®s report. would be devoted solely to reviewing the
proposed draft version that had been sent to each of the members
earlier. Ms. Steiczr zald the purpose of this meeting was to reach
a consensus on ths repa’t and its recommendations, so that the final
version could oe prepared by the Executive Director. Ms. Polzer, for
submission to the Congressional Committees and to the Administrator
of veterans® Affairs by the September 1 deadline. It was decided
that the best method of reviewing the draft report would be section
by section. similar to legislative “mark uo” procedures.

in the history section, it was noted that this was essentially a
statement of fact. The Commission had no general consensus for
making radical changes to the present system and phllosophy of
veterans® educationai 3ssistance benefits. The Commission did,
however, see 2 need to emphasize increased responsibilities or the
part of the participants themselves In the programs.

In its Statement of Principles and Assumptions, the Commission
recognized at veterans® educational assistance benefit programs
can no longer be viewed solely in the traditional sense of
educational or instructional delivery modes of the past. The
emphasis now must take into consideration an emerging world that is
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more diverse and less tradltional than before. A second basic
premise put forth by the Commission was to emphasize, as noted. the
importance of placing Increased responsibility on the G.i. him or
herself for reasonable and efficient use of the beneflts. Within
this framework, the Commisslon wished to emphasize its bellef that
there must be changes made toward simplification and streenlining,
rnot only of the beneflts themselves but also of the administration
of the programs.

Since there was 3 consensus on the first three sections of the draft
report discussed. it was moved and accepted that these sections
would be included in the final report with only a few technical and
editorlal changes.

The next section on centralization of processing could potentially
be the most controversial issue ralsed by the Commission., noted Ms.
Polzer. In response to questioning about the VA's position on this,
Ms. Dollarhide noted that with technological changes, etc.. funding
would have to be assessed and would be a major consideration before
any position could be taken.

In order for any consolidated or centralized processing of education
benefit delivery systems to be effective and cost efficient, thz
Commission noted that it must emphasize and impress on the Congress
the need for jincreased funding for the Veterans Adminls.ration. It
was pointed out that the VA cannot effectively administer
educational assistz.ce programs without adequate funding from the
Congress. With adequate fun-~ing and resource planning as the basic
foundation for administering educatlonal assistance programs
effectlvsly. the centralization recommendatlon was passed on voice
vote witicout dissension and without further comment.

Discussl'n followed on the topic of changes of program. Mr. Meadows
related to those ?resent how the concept of limiting changes of
program had nriginally been developed because many trade schools had
historically been evploiting the educational assistance programs.
However, removing restrictions on changes of program would be in
accordance with the Commisslion’s philosophy that a greater
responsibility should be placed on the student. Insofar as
counseling in conjunction with changes of program are concerned.
discussion followed regarding whether carser or VA benefits
counseling should be requlred. It was the general consensus that
counsaling should be independent of the educational institutions in
these types of sltuations. although the VA could contract out the
services, if appropriate. It was agreed that the Commisslon’s
position wouid be that benefits would be denied based on counsel ing
results only In cases of unsatisfactory progress where the reason or
reasons for the unsatisfactory progress had not been removed. By
voice vote. the recommendation on this section of the draft report
was accepted without dissenting votes.
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In discussing the next section of the drafi report concerning
compliance surveys and supervisory visits. Ms. Rowland gointed out
that schools with problems should be the ones targeted. She also
noted that most compliance survey teams tended only to report
negative findlngs. She wouid like for jobs being done weil to be
recognized whenev-r appropriate. The recommendation in the draft
report was accep 3d unanimously on voice vote with editorial
changes, such as those suggested by Ms. Rowland.

In reviewing cther sections of the draft proposal general consensus
was reached in wrost 8fl areas with only minor editorir| or technical
changes. The Commisslon wanted to add. for example. consideration
of using videotape counseling whenever agrroprlate, to emphasize
Department of Defense responsibility for advising individuals about
“kicker” entitlement. support of VA's efforts to add a block to the
veterans® application for beneflts regarding counseling
opportunities. and to increase efforts to advise veterans upon
Inltlal application of their Individual responsibilities for
repor ting changes in enroliment and/or status tu the VA and to their
school. and of the consequences and responsibilities the veterans
have for any overpayments.

In the discussion regarding the dr.ft report’s recommendation
regarding mitigating circumstances. the Commission voiced its
ceneral support for pending legislation for some sort of
“forgiveness™ rule in certain circumstances. Ms. Rowland asked that
an amendment be made to the report recommending that the VA make a
policy directive to include chlld care as an acceptable reason for
withdrawing from a course. It w.. agreed that this would be added
to the report’s recommendations in this area.

The Commissiow voiced its approval, after some discussion. of the
draft report’s recommendations regarding information flow and
publications. The members emphasized that funding again was a major
concern. a..3 that they support necessary resources being given to
the VA to accomplish this goal of improving communicacions with the
pubtic.

Insofar as remedial and deficiency courses &ore concerned. the
Commission wanted to add to the draft report a statement of its
suppnrt for retaining the current regulations limiting such courses
to those reguired for entrance into a particular |nstitution.
Concern had been voiced about past avJses regarding the PREP
programs. it was feared those types of abuses could resurface
urless some restrictions were Included.

in other matters regarding the draft report. Mr. Jackson expressed
his concern about the return of Chapter 30 pay reductions In certain
cases after release from active duty and that the current pending
legislation In this regard did not go far enough. The Conmission
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agreed to add an sziendment recommending that Congress look at
certain situations when death occurs after the individual s
released from active duty with consideration buing given to
restoring the Chapter 30 pay reduction in certain circumstances.

After breaking for lunch, the Commission continued its deliberations
of the draft report and focused on the complex and controversial
issue of measurement. After discussing this intricate and overly
technical issue. the draft recommendation was accepted with some
modificatlons. The Commission emphasized that it wanted to take a
moderate approach to this Issue with an emphasis toward
simplification and stardardization.

On the Issue o* reporting fees. the Commission by voice vote
accepted the draft recommendations with their propesed reporting fee
increase for educational institutions. Mr. Wickes dissented on this
issue. however., notlng that the Commission's recommendation in
another section of the draft report calling for self-certification
by veterans underscored the basic philosophy of placing the burden
of responsibility on the veterans for accurate reporting. #ith the
reduced reporting responsibility for schools inherent in that

emise, he did not see a need for using taxpayers’ money to
1scease the present reporting fee. Reducing the amount of reports
institutions are required to make would be the same as an increase.
Mr. Wi~kes asserted.

The « ’t recommendation regarding the 85:15 ryle was agreed upon
with an amendment that Chapter 106 should be added to the exemptions
for that computation. The Commission also unanimously voiced its
support of the draft report’s recommendations regarding standurds of
progress and the work-study program.

Regarding the draft report’s section on the value of houme-study
courses. which the Commission was unable to evaluate. Mr. Fowier
expressed his concern that the text, as written, tended to be a
little too negative in its tone regarding these types of programs.
He felt that the text should be more positive. This section was
accepted on voice vote with the editorial changes Mr. Fowler
suggested.

The Commission discussed the section of the draft r~port on the need
for training and agreed unanimously to its inclusion in their final
report. Mr. Meadows wanted it emphasized that the Commission’s
position is that it Is imperative adequate money. resources, and
computer systems bLe made available to the VA for this purpose.

The two-year rule was also discussed, and it was determined on voice
vote that the Commission would unanimously reaffirm this statutory
requirement without making any recommendations for amending it.
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Having examined and discussed the draft proposal. fn its entirety.
and havinqg accepted the contents therein with amendments and/or
editorial changes. the final version would be prepared, substantive
changes clrculated to the Commission., anrd the report submitted to
the Congressional Committees and the «dministrator of Veterans®
Affairs.

Chairman Steliger expressed her appreciation to all Commission
members. ex officio members. the Executive Rirector. and for the
support received from the Veterans Adminis.ration in helping the
Commission achieve its statutory purpose This was now reatized in
the final version of the report that nad been accepted during the
course of this meeting. With those concluding remarks. the meeting
vas adjourned at 3:15.

Recorded by: A. Wayne Taylor

! Certified Correct:

JANET D. STEI
Chairman
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"APPENDIX B
SURVEY OVERVIEW

Beginning in the fall of 1987, the Commission uidertook
efforts to obtain the broadest possible participation of
individuals involved in the administration of GI Bill educational
assistance benefits, to identify problems, and seek suggested
solutions from those with first-hand experience in the field. over
3,000 “*“questionnaires" were distributed to State Approving
Agencies, VA Educational Liaison Representatives, and educational
institutions, and more than 950 responses were received by the
Commis:ion. (Copies of the questionnaires appear at the end of
this section.)

At the outset. the Commission understood that this effort was
not intended to yield scientifically precise statistical
analysis. Rather, it was hopeZ that massive anecdotal information
would provide us a sense of the scope of problems and ideas for
improvements.

Respondents were not required to identify themselves other
than by position, and there was no obliga ion to answer all
questions. Several respondents took the time ! enclose additional
comments and material for the Commission's c...sideration.

Responses from Educatjional Institutions

To reach the education community, mailing lists were obtained
from the American Council on Education, the National Association :
of Trade and Technical Schools, the Association of Independent
Colleges and schools, and the National Association of vVeteran
Programs Administrators. of the nearly 3,000 questionnaires
distributed to this sector, responses were received from 877
institutions, The following represents an overview of those
responses in a narrative form.

The cCommission did not attempt to diaw any statistical
conclusions from the data generated by these responses, A number
of factors preclude any such analysis, including the wide diversity
of individuals who completed the survey. The positions of those
who graciously took the time to respond ianged from the presidents
of the institutions tc¢ the veterans-certifying official to the
part-time veteran work-study student to the secretary in the
financial affairs office. Obviously, the expertise of each of
these individuals is quite different, The work-study student is
unlikely to have an educator's perspective on whether the VA's
reasurement of the rate of pursuit of a program of education is
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faif. Likewise, the president oy an institution is unlikely to
know what the VA considers to be "mitigating circumstances" for
failing to complete a course.

The diversity of the institutions which responded also
pracludes drawing statistically valid conclusions. Responses came
from large public institucions having hundreds of GIs enrolled, as
well as from small, private institutions gsuch as the one which
noted Fhat Ywe simply haven't had any veterans enrolled here in
years,"

It also appears that there may exist on campus a great deal
of confusion and unfamiliarity with the terminelugy used so easily
by those involved in the administration of VA benefits. For
exanple, there was evidence some institutions did not distinguish
betwecn annual visits of the State Approving Agency and the visits
of VA compliance survey specialist. similarly, the number of
individuals who indicated that they understood the VA's method of
c.aculating "standard class sessiong," even at institutions with
no or very few veterans enrolled, seemed inordinately high.

The commission believes, however, a great deal of important
information was gained from these responses and expresses its
appreciation to those who took the time to help in this
undertaking.

Overview of Respondents:

Of the 877 responses received from educational insctitutions,
total student enrollment zanged from 40 to 40,000, with the
percentage of full-time enrollment ranging from 4 percent to 100
percent. The total veterans and other eligibles enrollment ranged
from zero to 1,993 with the lowest and highest percentage of GI
Bill recipients in terms of total enrollment being 0.04 and 28.15
percent, respectively, in the case of institutions having GI Bill
recipients enrolled. The average veteran/eligible person
enrollment at responding institutions was 144. The number of
veterans/eligible persons enrolled in ingtitutions responding with
veteran enrollment data is as follows:

Chapters 30, 32 ox 34 75,613
Chapter 31 5,644
Chapter 35 11,580
Chapter 106 ' A6,.748
Total low,58%

(Not included in these totals are less than 25 section
901 and 903 veteran students.)
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Responses were received from institutions offering certificate
courses, diplora courses, farm cooparative\courses, 2-year, 4-year,
and advanced degree programs, home study programs, and trade and
technical studies All respondents were either accredited by an
accrediting association or were candidates for accreditation.

The number of full-time equivalent employees involved in
administering VA benefits at the responding institutions ranged
from a low of 0.1 to a high of 7. The clear majority (more than
60 percent) of institutions responded that cne full-time employee
was assigned this responsibility, on average, based on data
provided by the institutions, the reporting fee received by the
schools represented slightly more than 16 percent of the costs
incurred by the schools. only about 5 percent of the institutions
reported :hat the reporting fee covered 100 percent of their costs;
less than 14 percent sald it covered 50 percent or more. A
significant number of institutions did not supply responses to
questions relating to the reporting fee, and a number noted that
the amount of these fees were unkncwn as they were deposited
directly into the school's genazral fund.

With respect to the VA's advance payment of educational
assistance, 562 of the institutions said they participate in the
program and 214 said they do not. A full-time office of veterans'®
affairs is maintained at 424 institutions, and no such office is
maintained at 348, of the 877 responding institutions, 217
indicated that they receive grants under the Department of
Education's Veterans' Educational opportunity Program {formerly
known as the Veterans' Cost-of-Instruction Program).

Finally, 277 institutions have 812 individuals participating
in the VA's veteran work-study program, with two institutions alone
having 28 work-study participante.

Measurement Issues

The majoirity of institutions responding to the Comnission's
survey indicated tha® full-time pursuit of a program of education
is the pursuit of 12 credit hours -~ the same standard applied to
GI Bill benefits. However, many 4-year schools indicated that
pursuit of a program at this rate wovld not result in a degree
being earned within a 4-year period and that t'e majority of
students carried more credit hours.

In the case of non-degree granting institutions, the
consistent response was that full-time training was equivaleat to
22 clock hours a week -~ again, the same standard as applied to GI
Bill benefits.




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In response to the question as to whether there are programs
which the institution confriders full-time but which are not
considered full-time for GI Bill benefit purposes, 125 institutions

-~ or about 20 percent of those providing a responss to the s
question -- responded "yes,"

Examples of these programs varied widely and categorizing them
all into a small number of groups is difficult. However, progranms
most often mentionzd included:

Diploma and certificate programs offered at
degree-granting institutions where the programs
are me.usured on a credit hour basis and 12
credit hours is full-time but do not meet the
22 clock hours standard.

Nursing and allied health programs where less
than 12 credit hours is considered full-time
because s0 much time is devoted to clinical
training.

Accelerated and compressed-schedule courses.

Programs consisting solely of independent study
or individualized study.

Programs offered duri..g "intersessions" and
sumrmer semesters.

Programs involving remedial or deficiency
courses for individuals trainirg under chapter
10”,

Student teaching.

Programs consisting of off-campus internships.

Graduate practicums and programs with
internships, thesis or dissertation.

Cooperative progranms.
Programs offered as a combination cf resident

study and self-paced television or laboratory
study.

Computer-based prograns.

In a number of cases, institutions noted that all programs
that are considered full-time by the institution are considered
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less than that for VA purposes. For v Zne case of one
State college, the State hag establ: to ke full=-tine

for tuition purposes. In another, . ~corielation of
credit hours and standard class m it undurgraduates
considered by the school to : full-%Z.s /<@ less +than fuil-time

for VA benefit purposes.

Whn ask%ed on a scals =f 1 to 4 (& pring very fair) to rate
the current mnasurement system ased ‘for thz puxpeses of Lne GCX Bill
as representing a fair peasvrement of the rate ¢7 pursuit of a
program of education, the raesponses \zrée as f£ollows:

Scale Rating Bumbar Respongilig Value

1 38 ( 4.4%) 34

2 97 (14.2%) 194

3 235 (34.5%) 705

4 315 (45.3%) 1260

Total 681 2193
Average 3.1

There are at least two possible interpretations of these data.
First, they could _uggest a high degree of gatisfaction with the
eurrent neasurement system given the relatively high overall
average and the number of instititions responding with a 4w
rating. on the other hand, the mnajority of respondents (54
percent) xated the current system as being less than "very fair."

Interpretation of these dat.a is further complicated hv the
fact that a significant number (108) of the 1 who responded - “ary
fair" to the question were also respondents that either noted in
response to other questions in the survey that 1) there was a
program that the institution considered full-time but that the VA
did not; 2) the VA should abandon the 'ntandard class session"
approach to course measurement, adopt a standard of "what the
school says is full=-time" is full-time, and/or otherwise naXe
specific improvements in the nmeasurement system; or 3) they were
unfanmiliar with the VA's measurement system.

when as¥ed for specific improvements that might be made in
the neasurement system, responses were again widely varied.
overall, the suggestions tended to fall into one of the following
categories:

274
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Elimination of standard class session
computations.

Adoption of an approach based solely on credit
hours (versus clock hours) particularly for
non-degree study.

Need for flexibility in the cases of
independent study and other non-traaztional
pursuit.

Need for consistency between and among types
of study.

Reliance upor school's determination of “full-
time" pursuie.

Inclusion of remedial/deficiency courses in
determining pursuit.

following is a sample of problems ar’

T e
institutions cite:

Courses requiring an arranged 1lab corporient
should be certified as regular courses, not
considered independent study.

Rulas for all programs should be the same.

Courses should be defined according to
institutional requirements.

Contact hours for summer guarter courses and
independent study should be elinminated
Measure by credit hours.

A simplified system to replace standard class
sessions should be developed.

Classes should be neasured by credit hours
earned. Payment should not be determined but
seat time and standard class sessions,

Classes that include lab involve more class
time than is neasured for standard class
sessi_ns. There could be some changes made in
regard to pay rate.

It's unfair that NcD students are required to
attend more hours than IHL students.

concerns




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Measure by length of “amm and credit hours
only.

VA's method does not take into account
contemporary delivery courses with non-standard
start/end dates. Redtced standard contact hours
should be allowed for unique course delivery.

Where educational programs are offered in a
college setting and based upon credit hour
system, the IHL guidelines for certifications
and measurement siould be used.

Independent study courses when necessary to
maintain a students systematic course of study
should be considered equal to full credit.

Any course approved as part of a degree progran
should be allowed as long as credits are
earned.

Eiiminate standard class sessions for college
courses. Veterans zhould not be penalized f£or
short-term courses or ability to complete
sooner.

Measure pursuit by credit/quarter hour only.
For NCD programs which are all undergrad lcvel
courses, measure by credit hour.

Full time status should ke measured on credit
hours rather than cloc.t hours.

NCD courses should be measured on credit hours
or at least on a more equ.table basis with
degree prograns.

It is unfair that TV courses and independent
study courses do not receive full benefit
recognition.

The reporting system for vocational schoel is
unnecessarily demanding. Each hour of
attendance must be documented and the cierical
burden is overwhelming.

Voca :onal courses should be counted the same
as acadenlc courses, by credit hour and not by
contact hour.
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Health -celated programs with extended hospital
hours should be examined as well as fire tech
degrees.

Greater awi.eness 1is needed that programs
“oward degree are often reworked around
students. Degree programs are flexible.

More flexibility is needed with regard to
developmental courses.

Some methiod is needed to reflect time
comnitment required for field experiences
(internships, practica) over and above the
number of credit hours.

More flexibility in independent study courses
from 4-year accredited colleges is needed. If
credited toward a degree, nothing further
(beyond catalog) should be needed for approval.

Assessed and prescribed remedial math and
writing courses should be considered as part
of full-time credit load.

Responcas to the question "Do you understand the va's method
for calculating ctandard class sessions?" indicate that either
there is a great degree of understanding among institutions on this
very complicated and involved facat of the law or that there are
a great many who "don't know what they don't knot.. Fully 90
percent ~-- or 659 of the 727 institutions who responded to this
question -~ said they understood the calculation of standard class
sessions. oOnly 68 responses were negative.

In many cases, however, subsequent answers tended to indicate
that those who responded affirmatively did not fully comprehend the
question or the issue. Also in many cases, after an affirmative
response, it was noted that the VA's method of calculation did not
apply at the institution.

At least two respo :-s were remarkable for their candor:
"Finally but it took ae jears!" and “No, and neither does the VA."

Independent and Non-traditional Studwy

At the mejority of institutions offering independent study,
respondents characterized it as e.ther: 1} cotrsework developed by
a student and a member of the faculty, based on a contract for
independent pursuit of an objective not usually offered in the
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institution's currizulum, or 2) pursuit of a course outside of the
classroom consistent with classroom standards through directed
readings, independent lab work, or television related (both open-
circuit and video-taped) study, generally accumpanied by regularly
scheduled examinations.

Independent study is offered or available at nearly three-
quarters of the institutions that responded to the survey. In more
than half of those institutions, a linit is placad on the amount
of credit earned through independent study that may be applied to
a degree. 1In sche cases, the limit may be a set number of credit
hours or proportinn of the total program (for exanple, not nore
than 12 credit hours or more than 25 percent of the required
coursewoxk; . Ooften the 1limit varies depending on degree
objectives. Sometimes independent study requires approval of the
dean or other administrative official, or attainment of a specified
grade point. Some institutions 21imit independent study to
students in their final year of study or, in a few cases, only when
a course is required for graduation but is not currently offered.

When asked to rate the fairness of the VA's method tor
measuring the rata of pursuit of ¢ program of independent study on
a scale of 1 to 4, the responses were as follows:

Scale Rating Number Responding Yalue
1 4y (11.3%) 49
2 79 (18.2%) 158
3 143 (33.1%) 429
4 161 (37.3%) 644
Total 432 1280
Average 2.96

s was noted above in connectsion with the discussion of th2
ratings of the nmeasurement system overall, these data must be used
with extreme care, and the same point should be made in attempting
to analyze the responses. Nonetheless, a comparison of the two
cutrtt may be useful in viewing the perceived fairness of the
~easurement of independent study as it relates to the overall
measurement system.

It must bhe noted that in many cases where an institution

offers independent study such courses are hot approved for GI Bill
benefits, and no veterans or other eligible persons are enrolled.
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In addition to courses offered through independent study, ==
institutions offer courses an? programs through ron=traditional
~odes. The offerings described in the responses ranged from single
sourses of study through open-circuit television and radio to
cooperative internship-type ventures with local industry to entire
programs of study such ass the "University without 21ls." on the
whole, the=e non-traditional offerings tend to be. more
individualized, self-paced courses that accommodate the adult
learner and are more dependent on tec*nological advances such as
computer-based or satellite-linked communications.

Approximately ° out cf 10 of the courses and programs
described by the inscitutions were approved for Gi Bill benefits.
In most cases, however, they were generally approved in the context
of independent study or cooperative training and, therefore,
measured differently than for other purposes.

The reasons cited by the institutions for the non-approval of
non-traditional courses and programs tended to fall into three
categories:

1) The program or course was so new that the school had not
yet sought approval of it.

2) The paperwork and associated redtape invclved in getting
approval of the program, particularly in the case of internships,
practica, honors programs, and "to be scheduled" courses requiring
case-by-case approvals, led the school to opt not to zeek approval
of the course.

3) The course was offered entirely off-campus with no
classroom component and no faculty contact (for example,
internships and cooperatives).

Courses other than those offered through independent study
and non-traditional moges which the institutions citel as not being
appreved fer Gi Bill purposes tended to fall into two groups:

1) Certificate and Jdiploma coursses offered by degree granting
institutions for which the schovl chooses 7ot to seek approval in
light of the daily attendancs and record-keeping requirements
assoclated with these courses.

2) community-service enhancement and continuing education
courses which do not lead to a vocational objectiva or goal.

Other reaions cited most freguently by institutions included
lack nf sufficlent graduates and records to meet the so-called "50-
percent rule," l-ck of veterans interest in and demznd for the
program/course, and courses in English-as~a-second-language.
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Mitigating Circumstances

Responses to the question as to what the VA Regional Office
accepted as "mitigating circumstances" for purposes of withdrawing
fros a2 course fall most often in four categories:

1) A nearly verbatin restatement of VA policy and regulation
on the issue, that is, "circumstances above and beyond the ceatrol
of the student tbat prevent the completion of a course."

2) A listing of circumstances, fraguently personal illness,
illness or death in the family, change in employment location or
conditions, and financial hardship. Less frequently, this listing
included military obligations, inability to handle the coursework,
and counseling errors. only once was Jjury duty cited as an
acceptable cause. One response stated simply: “"Two broken legs and
death."

3) A statement indicating that this issue was between the VA \I
and the veteran student and that the institution was not involved
in the decision.

4) "Unknown," sometimes accompanied by a notation that the
institution had had no experience with this issue, or the VA and
the veteran did not share the result of any decisions with the
institution.

Most responded that their own institutional policies with
respect to “mitigatine circumstances™ were more lenient.
Specifically, some schools have an "add or drop" period dv-ing
which students may drop courses without question or penalt and
with full or partial refund ¢f tuition.

A number of other schools indicated that their policies were
"similar" or “compatible" but provided no additional information.
Others simply noted that they were in full compliance" with VA
requirements.

only a few schools responded that their policies were more
stringent than the VA's.

Among trade and technical schools, responses f ‘used most
often on failure to attend and make satisfactary progress in the
course.

Overall, there uppeared to be few, if any, patterns or trends
in response to this question. Answers tended to reflect the
institutions's and the respond nt's experience with the issue and
the degree to which the institution was involved in the process as
somewhat of an advocate on behalf of the student veteran.
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Com) ance Suyrvevs and Supe sC Visits

Over 92 percent of the institutions (708 of 769) reported that
a VA compliance survey had been completed at the instictution in the
past five years. When asked to characterize the outcome of the
survey, the majority of respondents (about 55 percent) typically
replie *satisfactory," fvery good," “favorable," or "no rroblens
found. A significant number (about 20 purcent) reported that
"Minor clerical errors" were identified or they found problems
associated most often with granting of prior credit. changes in
grades, and ending dates. Few (less than 10 percen*) characterized
the findings of the survey as "serious;"slightly more than 10
percent said they had never received any resul<s,

Several respondents noted that they welcomed compliance
surveys ar opportunities for personal contact with the VA and
learned frum then. It was noted that the survey provided an
opportunity for thr school to correct minor errors and understand
confusing issues and instructions.

Other respondents complained that the compliance survey ‘ras
nitpicking and that the survey specialist insisted that every I
be dotted and every T crossed.® More often complaints focused on
the timing of surveys, particularly when scheduled during
registration and the first weeks of classes. fThe unannounced "SWAT
Tean" nature of the surveys was also cited as a roblem, with one
respondent noting that "even VA certifying officgals are entitled
to go on vacaticn" and another asking, "Why does the VA employ this
surpcise attack operation. We are not the eneny!"

About one-third of the institutions (217 of 751) reported that
problems had been identified by the state approving agen~y during
an annual supervisory visit. fThese problems generally concerned
attendance reporting, zalculatior. of standard class sessions,
articulation agreements, granting of priur credit, and
recordkeeping genexall,. often the problems noted were similar or
identical to those found by the VA.

(In this connection, it should be stressed thut it is net
entirely clear that in euch case, the institution made a
distinction between the VA and the Saa. In some ci~es, it is clear
that they diq not; for example, one institution recponded that the
SAA "goes over all our veteran files arnually.")

When asked to rate the seriousness of the problems that had
heen identified on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being very serious), the
institutions that responded averzged a rating of 2,35,
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All institutions were asked to rate their relationships with
the VA gener.lly, the VA's education liaison representative (ELR),
and the State approving agency on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being
axcellent). The following is a tawulation of those responses:

Responses Totxl Points Average

VA Generally 772 6559 8.5
VA ELR 690 6257 9.07
SAA 757 6831 9.02

k spondents were also jiven an opportunity to rate othexr
relationships. Those included more than o..ce were:

VA Vocational Rehabilitation specialist (18 times;
averadge 9.8)

Telephone Contacts (12 times; average 5.9)

VA Compliar:e Survey Speclalists (4 times: average 8)
VA Regional Office Employees (3 times: average 10)
VA Workstudy coordinator (3 times; average 5.3)

VA Adjudication (2 times- average 3.5)

VA Computers (2 times; average 3)

Veterzns & Students (2 times; average 10)

More than 84 percent (or 607 institutions) of *hose responding
to the gquestion, "Are you satisfied with VA and State Approving
Agency liaison activities and/or training?" indicated that they
were satisfled; 16 percent (115 institutions) rerlied that they
were rot.. When asked on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being excellen%)
to rate the quality of these activities, those indicatiag
satisfaction averaged a 1rating of 8.13; those not satisfied
averaged 5.02. Overall, the rating averager 7.67 on the 10 point
scale.

Most institutions indicated that they participate in VA and/or
State aoproving agency liaison and/or training activities annually
or 2 t. 3 times a2 year. The most frequent complaints about the
scheduling of these activities were the infrequcacy of events and
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their scheduling too close to the institutions' "peak activity
periods,.®

+ majority of respondents (56 percent or 322 institutions)
felt that these activities should be carri :d out more frequently.
Another third of the respondents (37 percent or 214 institutions)
said that there should be no change. only 6 percant (37
institutions) felt that these activities should be carried out less
frequently.

Suggestions for improvements in 1iaison and training
activities were positive ana feflective of the institutions® desire
to become better informed ang more accurate. The following is a
sample of the comments and requests received.

More familiarity with va application processing
and payments.

More prompt information on changes and new’
prograns.

Complete -training for institutional personnel
on  statutes, regulations, duties, forms,
benefits.

Standard training sessions specifically with
regard to determining independent study.

Hore workshops for new certifying officials
are a must, with annual meetings at prescribed
terms == August or October, for example,

When there are a lot of changes in the 1law,
the VA should conduct workshops or seminars
for schools.

Offer a beginners class to explain all the
basics. Develop a set of trainlng guides for
use in training new workers primarily devoted
to completing applications and status
changes/certs.

Explanations of different chapters, what they
mean, ané how to deal with them.

Training seems t¢ be specific problem solving
for unigue situations instead of step by step
procedures for typical vets.
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More attention and training are needed when
new programs are introduced.

Newsletter from V>R0 addressing most common
questions with remi lers of "common knowledge"
would be belpful. We may only see problem one
tine a year.

Teaching or training session at visitation
would be useful.

Need more negotiation and less confrontation.

Ml low nore time for schoouls to compare problens
and solutions.

Initial training of new college VA reps is a
nust.

Resune the practice of regional torkshops.

Specific training is needed for NCD only,
separate from IHL.

Relationship used to be much better when you
could get help from specific personnel instead
of a toll free number. We often can't get
through.

A procedural manual for new certifying
officials would be extremely beneficial.

visits to reglional office.

National cuard and Reserve units need to be
included in activities as they should know
procedures to assist them in advising troops.
Establish a contact time with adjudicators,
finance officers, and direct phone contact with
adjudication.

Send new school VA clerks to another college
vet office to observe and learn.

e need greater input during the formative
stages of new regulations.

Updates on overpayment problems are needed.
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Would like to attend workshop on Jifferent
Federal/non-Federal publications for vets or
how to find specific info on VA benefits.

Establish a notebook on forms used by school.
Include examples of each and the procedares to
follows.

S hool certification officials need more
updated information on processing paperwork.
It seems ‘.0 vary depending on who you talk to
at the VARO.

Increase frequency of training sessions.

The circulars are ronctimes confusing and
nisleading.

More contact with adjudication departnrat,

VA school coordinators should be trained by VA
reps.

Training should be more like a classroom than
Q&A session and cover very specific toplcs.
The SAA should be more involved in the
training.

VA offices need to have data base from which
they can produce date upon request from an
institution. My one request was never answered
in 12 months.

When I entered the position, I was visited by
SAA, VA ELR, and VRS. All were very helpful.
This should be continued.

Suggestions as a whole were constructive and positive. There
is a high degree of interest in learning more about VA operations
and actually observing reglonal office procedures. Likewise, many
suggest tnat training oe offered at various levels -- new versus
experienced certifying officials, non-college degree versus degree
institutions, community colleges versus universities.

other suggestions propose <that institutions themselvrs
participate more in the training, inviting experienced school
~fficials to share their expertise -~ especially in discussion-type
formats, as opposed to lectures

£ by
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Interest was expressed in up-to-date instructional materials,
such as the handbook publishad in 1984 by the American Association
of College Registrars and Admissions Officials. Manuals and
instructions in plain English would also be helpful.

More frequent visitations by VA officials are high on the iist
of suggestions, and a number of respondents expressed a desire to
see reinstitution of the veterans' representative on campus
program. Similarly, holding training sessions in places of closer
proximity to the institutions was 2 repeated request.

A significant number of institutions were unaware of training
and liaison activities offered by the YVa. Others expressed
frustration that VA training sessions had been cut back or
cancelled because of budget cuts. In this connection, several
institutions noted that the VA ELR is excellant but is not given
the resources necessary to carry out his resporisibilities.

Benefit Delivery and 2

Nearly 65 percent of the institutions responding to the
question of whetlier VA benefits are received in a timely fashion
(469 of 726 institutions) said that they were not. Twenty-eight
percent (202 institutions) responded that benefits are timely, and
eight purcent (55 institutions) gave a mixed responsa.

Frequently, two themes emerge from comments in thig area.
First, many vespondents, kocth those who said benefits were timely
and those saying they ware not, noted that delays ussociated with
first checks were especially long. Second, many institutions cited
particular problams with benefits under chapter 106.

On the correct amount of benefits, the record was consicderably
better. Over 92 percent of the institutions (646 of 701
institutions) reported that benefits come in the correct amount.
only 8 percent said they do not. A small handful of institutions
not..« that they had no vay of determining whether the benefits were
correct or not, or said the benefit structure under the various GI
Bills was confusing. A few noted that "kickers" and "bonuses" make
deternmining correct benefits difficult.

survey responses indicate there is significant interest in
being able to communicate with the VA through electronic mail.
Over 68 percent of the respondents (554 of 818 institutions) said
they would be interested. About a third of these institutions
noted, however, that they were not certain of their electronic-
communicating capacity at t+his time. O0f the 32 percent (264
institutions) who said that they would not be interested, most
explained that the small number of veterans enrolled would hot make
it cost-effective.
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Among the affirmative responses, a number concede that
budgetary considerations could work against electronic mail. And
it is not surprising that several institutions noted they are
interested in this type of communication if the VA can provide the
necessary funding.

Responses from State Approving Agencies

Surveys were sent to all state approving agencles (SAA's) with
responsidilities for approving programs of education for purposes
of the <I Bill; surveys were not sent to SAA's with responsibility
solely ior approving programs of apprenticeship or other on-job
training. Desponses were received from 44 SAA's —- a response rate
of about 80 percent.

As previously discussed, tha information generated from these
responses does not readily lend itself to statistical analysis.
However, a recertly published report of the VA's office of Progran

Analysis and Evaluation entitled, o

v ocess: u : provides an excelient
source of additional data in this area.
Querview of Respondents: <

The number of professional full-time staff involved in
activities related to the administraticn of ¢T Bill benefits at
the responding SAA's ranged from 1 to 13. Among those responding
to the survey, the average number of full-time professional staff
wits 2.6. The number of full-tima clerical staff averaged 1.5.
The number of part-time professional and clerical staff averaged
“.8 and 2.5, respectively.

The number of active educational institut.ons within the scope
of the responding SAA's totaled 5,542 and the numbcr of active
training establishment, 1,270. -The number of institutions within
any one state ranged from a low of 14 to a high of 543. The number
of training establishments ranged from 10 to 183.

More than 70 percent of the SAA'S ~~ or 29 of 40 =~ were
located at the level of the sState Department of Education or
comparable level. Three were within state Departments of Veterans!
Affairs and two were independent commissions.

The amount of funding received annually from the VA for SAA
functions ranged from a low of $38,200 to a high of $869,000, among
tha 40 SAA's who responded to the question. The <verage amount
received was $154,870. with respect to the amount of funding
received from other sources, resyondents indicated anounts ranging
from nothing to $131,500. A nunber of SaA's noted, however, that
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in-kind support was received -- suchk as payroll, clerical : upport,
administrative asgistunce, travel, and office space -- rather than
direct funding.

In terms of the proportion of time expended on approval of
various types of training, the 23 responding SAA's with
responsibilities in the three areas of Institutions >f Higher
Learning, Non~College Degree Programs,/Tnstitutions, and
Apprenticeship/0JT average estimated time expenditures of 45
percent, 32 percent, and 14 percent, respectively. Administrative
responsibilities was the "other" activity on which tlLa highest
proportion of time was reported.

Proarvap Administration:

In response to the question as to what provisions of law,
rules, regula.ions, or procedures cause the most confusion and
which might be either eliminated or rodified to reflect the state
of education today, responding SAx r focused <~ measurement, the
two-year period of operation requi..ament, the "85-15 rule," and
attendance and recerdkeeping requirements (particulurly for non-
college degree programs). Speciftically, with respect to
mevsurenent, the problems of standar{ class sessions, clock vs.
credit bours, laboratory and accelerated classes, and non-
traditivnal study were cited as areas needina attention.

Additional concerns frequently noted were the requirement to
obtain separate approvals for various types of sgtudy ‘ruch as
independent study courses), enrollment certifications, . . c.cdit
for prior training. The requirement for an institution to report
changes in status within 30 days of the event was also .dentified
as a problem area, as were various problems with branches ard
extensions.

It was nolad that institutions receive ruams o ..ws, rules,
and regulations -- most of which have little pestinence and
virtually “one of which is in readily understood English. The need
for a cl.ar manual of instructions was emphasized.

In terms of specific suggestions for improvements, responding
SAA's generally noted that the law or regulation at issue -- such
as the "85-15 Rule" or thu two-year period of operation requirement
=-- should be modified or eliminated. (Subsequent disci'ssions with
SAA representatives resulted in no consensus on the two-year period
of operation requirement, and strong sentiment exists for ics
retention us an abuse~prevention measure.)

Other progran-specific concerns mentioned by the SAA's
included remedial and refresher training, other-than-college
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training under the chapter 106 program, and on-job training
progressive-wage cale requirements.

Specific suggestions for areas that could be nodified to
inmprove the administration of the program and avoid abuses included
the adoption of a "payment upon successful completion approach® to
benefits, elimination of advance pay, and improved funding
arrangements for SAA's generally. Other general comments urged
nore flexibility in the system and greater reliance on the approval
process,

Non-Traditional courses:

Exampies o0f courses offered through non-traditional or
innovative modes by SAA's most frequently included competency=-based
and self-paced 1learning, independent study, credit for 1life
experience programs, practicums, cooperative-study and work-
experience programs, and open-circuit TV courses. Other exanples
of courses included home-linked computer-based programs, "long-
distance learning” using VCR and computer modems, programs
involving no issuance of grades, and adult-degree programs, with
individually designed degrees.

Non-traditional scheduling through weekend colleges, month-
long semester, and compressed class sessions were also frequently
nentioned by the SaA's.

One SAA responded that nearly all institutions of higher
learning offer certain students c asses in a non-traditional
manner. Another stated that most practicums and internships on an
IHL level cannot be approved under the current regulitions.
Finally, one SAA noted that all institutions have been '"'forced or
coerced" to conform to a traditional structure.

The vast majority of the courses identified by the SAA's as
being non-traditional or innovative were approved for GI Bill
purposes, however, as many noted, not on the basis of full-time
institutional training. Reasons most freguently cited for courses
not being approved included failure to meet standard class session
requirements, failure to meet the two-year period of operation
requirement, and lack of legislative authoucity for specific types
of study.

Very few {16) of the responding SAA's knew of a course or
program offered by an institution which is not approved for G¢I Bill
purposes but which the SAA personally believe should be approved.
Examples of these were courses not meeting the two-vear period of
operation requirement, courses offered by schools refusing to seek
approval, short courses, bartending, and flight training courses.
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Even fewer (six) knew of &« .ourse or program that was approved
but which the SAA personally believed should no% be., These included
truck-driving courses, programs offered at religious institutions
which preclude wome..,, farm-cooperative programs, off-campus

independent study, and programs with objectives at the mininum-wage
level.

On the whole, the response was mixed as to whether the current
course measurement sy'stem is adequate to nmeet the need of non-
traditional study. About 45 percent -- of 19 of 42 SAA'S --
responded that it was not. Specific suggestions for improvement
included elimination of standard class sessions and reliance on
the approval process.

Supervisory Visjts:

In the five years prior to the Commission's survey, responding
SAA's reported identifying problems at an average of 62 of their
annual supervisory visits. 1In no case, however, were more than 20
percent of these problems characterized as serious. On average,
the percentage of serious problems found was 5 percent.

The nature of problems identified 1largely corncerned
recordkeeping and reporting problems. Failure to give credit for
prior training, enforcement of progress standards, and 30-day
reporting requirements were frequently cited problems encountsred
at institutions. As a general rule, SAA's reported that they
worked with the institutions to resolve the situation and that few,
if any, suspensions of approval were made. Fewer still withdrawals
of appreoval »esulted because of these problems, and most were
resolved to the satisfaction of all involved.

SaA Relationships:

When asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 10 (10 kreing very good)
the relationship with various entities involved in the
administration of VA education programs, the zresponses were
consistent and positive. Very few responding SAA's gave rating of
less than 9. Only a handful of rating of 5 or less were given.
Most frequently, such as in the case of VA adjudicators, no
selacionship existed.

On average on the ten point scale, among those SAA's
responding, relationships were rated as follows:
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Educational Institutions 9.8
Training Establishments 9.7
State Government 9.5
VA Education Liaison Representatives 9.4
VA Central office 9.3
VA Adjudication 9.1
VA Regional Office Director 8.9
Veterans*' Benefits Counselors 8.8

When asked to rate on a scale of 1 to 4, with 4 being very
duplicative, how many of the responsibilities of the SAA were
duplicative of VA activities, no rating of over 2 was given. The
majority (27) of SAA's responding said "none." A number noted
that, by law, the responsibilities are not duplicative.

Outreach Activities:

With respect to outreach activities and information
dissemination, the majority of SAA's who responded to the survey
noted that they carry out activities not performed by the Va.
Examples included seminars and training sessions, courtesy calls
on institutions when in the neighborhood, visits to schools where
new personnel had been hired, outreach to the civilian and military
conmunities, and developnent and dissemination of materials related
to the administration of VA education progranms.

Anong SAA's reporting that they carry out activities also
performed by the VA, the majority cited participation in joint
workshops for institutions and some joint compliance/annual survey
visits. A number of SAA's reported visits to institutions that
were not reirbursed under the terms of the contract with the VA.
Reasons fregquently cited for the non-reimbursement were
insufficient funding and no eligible enroliment. Some SAA's noted
that they make "promotional® visits to institutions when in a
specific area, and these are often not included in VA contracts.

Interest in electronic communications with the VA ran high
among the responding SaA's. Fully 64 percent of the SAA's ~- r
25 of 39 -~ indicated an interest in this means of communication:a
nunber, however, indicated concerns about having the capacity to
do so.

With respect to VA training, 32 of 35 SAA's indicated that
they participate; three said that they do not. Two SAA's stated
that Vi training was not available, ard one commeated that, while
the training was good, it was oriented too much to VA paperwork.
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Overall, the SAA's rated the quality of the VA training 7.5, on
a scale of 1 to 10 (10 being excellent).

Positive and Neqative chandes:

» Regarding positive changes that have been made in the
administration of GI Bill Benefits, SAA responses touched on a wide
range of areas. Frequent responses included the chapters 30 and
106 programs, adding on-job training to the chapters 30 and 32
programs, and elimination of the graduate employment report,
advance payment, and monthly certifications for non-college degree
training. oOne SAA noted the decrease in the number Of new or
revised VA regulations issued. Others notsd improved VA and SAA
cooperation, professional approaches, and timeliness. Requiring
schools to report non-punitive grades and changes in the standards
of progress criteria were also mentioned as positive actions.

The most frequently cited negative change in the
administration of GI Bill benefit programs reported by the SAA's
was overwhelmingly insufficient and untimely funding of SAA's which
inpairs the ability to perform responsibilities. oOther responses
included the restrictions on tenefits under the chapter 106
program. inflexibility, measurement (particularly with respect to

NCD programs), and SAA approvals under the Veterans' Job Training
] Act.

one SAA cited . ccurate data supplied by VA on active
institutions and anoth the requirement to send class schedules
for NCD courses to the 1\ every term, noting that the VA had no
use for them. The non-refundable nature of the chapter 30 program
was also noted by an SAA, as was the lack of a term-by-term
certification requirement.

Specific suggestions for improvements in the administration
of education benefits included:

Improving timeliness of benefits delivery
(especially with respect to the chapter 106
program) .,

Electroaic communications, deregulation,
flexibility, and more autonomy.

More consideration of State licensing
requirements,

Improve VA and SAA staffing considerations to
reduce number of personnel changes.

Emphasize professional training of SaA's and
, enhance training of VA Education Liaison
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Representatives.

Reduce requirements for non-college degree
programs.

Consolidate VA reports.

Issue regular, up-to-date publications and
eliminate delays in new regulations and
circulars,

Training for school officials.

Separate the approval process from the benefit
payment process.

Change to payment of benefits based on
successful completion of a program,

Hold regular VA/SAA seminars for institutions
with workshops addressing major problem areas.

Provide computer printouts on all eligible
enrollments,

Inprove SAA funding mechanisms.
sponses m catio o) epres ves

Surveys were sent to education 1iaison representatives (ELR's)
at all of the VA's regional offices. Eighteen responses were
received representing a response rate of 32 percent. Although the
number of responses received was low, the overall thoughtfulness
of the replies was high.

ve ew cf Respdpdents:

The number of individuals enrolled in the prior month in
education or training in the areas covered by the 18 regional
offices responding to the survey was 85,300, These trainees were
divided among the various authorities as follows:

Chapter 30 660 1%
Chapter 31 5,619 7%
Chapter 32 13,497 16%
Chapter 34 42,577 50%
Chapter 35 8,579 10%
Chapter 106 14,454 17%

RIC
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The largest reglonal office responding had a totzl of 15,900
individuals enrolled in educational assistance programs, and the
smallest had 1,205,

The number of active educational institutions covered by these
regional offices was 2,167, and the number of training
establishments, 946.

The estimated number of full-time equivalent employees in the
regional office directly involved in activities related to the
administration of GI Bill benefits averaged 24.6, including some
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling and adjudication staff.

Program Adm stration:

In response to the guestion as to what causes the most
confusion for =educational institutions, most EIR's focused on
aspects of measurement. They cited standard class sessions and
non-standard terms, measurement of non-college degree programs at
institutions of  Thigher 1learning, and absence reporting
requirements.

The following response from one ELR Su.s up the responses in
this area:

To officials of higher learning the distinctions in
course approval and measurenent are nonsense. The value
of courses is measured in credits in their view. (I share
that view). These courses help comprise programs of
education resulting in degrees, yet the VA seems to make
value judgments in terms of payments which guide students
away from valuable and important non-traditional coursecs.
The regulations specify that courses with more or less
than 50 minutes in a chair, in a class, per week, per
credit are less than adeguate !/ r full payment and a
separate distinction is require: or these courses even
though such courses fully meet r¢ irements for degrees.

Other responses included credit for prior training, permissive
exceptions, and differences between the various programs. One
respondent noted the proliferation of paper and forms and another
that all regulations are "poorly written and indexed, making it
almost impossible to keep current and/or find, reference, and
understand rules."

With respect to provisions of law, rules, regulations, and
procedures that might be eliminated or modified to reflect the
state of education today, answers again emphasized measurement and
attendance reporting for non-college degree prograns. One ELR
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noted that either attendance reports should be required for ail
programs or not at all. Two respondents suggestad elininating the

State approving agency system in favor of reliance on an
accreditation process.

In one case, particular reference was made to the measurement
of independent study courses:

it is intipmated in the VA's measurement of {independent
study courses at the college level] that they do not

- - require as .much .effort. as do courses pursued in
residence. This is clearly not s0, aud with the current
trend towaxd greater flexibility in offerings by schools,
we will in all 1ikelihood be seeing more of these
courses. They should be measured on the same basis as
courses pursued in residence.

Other responses to the question inscluded the 30~-day reporting
requirements, non-standard grading systems, compliance surveys,
changes of program limitations, and credit zor prior training.

The one aspect of law, rules, or regulation that five of the
responding EIR's saw as npost unwieldy or administratively
cumbersome was the Stats approving agency system. oOther responses
included nixed measurement, standard class sossions, the two-vaar
rule, absence reporting, mitigating circumstances, and the 85-15
rule.

Areas in which improvements could be pade to strengthen the
prograns included flexibiiity in compliance survey scheduling,
adoption of a pay-upon-completion approach, increased emphasis on
school liability, and the elimination of exceptions. other ELR's
noted IKL attendance requirements, starting dates for awards at
IHL's (date of first class vs. date of registration) and approvals
of branch campuses. More than annual enrollment certifications and
approvals of independent study were also ci’ed.

Two ELR's suggested increased emphasis on the individual
veteran's responsibility. In this reward, one noted the reed for:

A regulation making veterans themselves more responsible
for overpayments. We need to notify veterans as to what
the rules wre and make them responsible for correct
payments. I know of no regulation that covers this and
VA's notice to students is woefully inadequate.

The number of advisory opinions requested in the last five
years by the regional offices raryed from zero (4 responses) to 75.
The average number requested was eight.
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Measurement and Non-Traditcjonal Study:

Thirteen of the 18 responses described courses offered in a
non-traditional or innovative manner. The majority cited non=-
standard or flexible class schedules. Other examples included
self-paced or competency-based learning, closed-circuit television
and teleconferencing instruction, programs consisting solely of
independent study, and computer moden-based interactive software.

The majority (11 of the 13 respcnses) indicated that these
courses were approved for GI Bill purposes. In most caetes,
however, the VA's measurement differed from that of the schools,
and calculations of standard class sessions and clock-and credit-
hour conversions were involved. For example, in the case of a
weekend college program, the course was considered independent
stud{ for puayment purposes as there were insufficient class
sesslions to support it as a course in residence.

In the case of the two non-approved programs, the reasons for
disapproval were the fact that 1) the program was not offered by
an accredited schocl and 2) no school would acczpt responsibility
for certifications.

One example of the problems in this area was illustrated as
follows:

In our area several excellent schools offer self-paced
computer technology courses, which operate on an open
door policy. 1In other words, the student can come and
go, scheduling time around his work and parsonal life,
without maintaining a fixed schedule. The courses are
ideally suited to a person who is upgrading his/her
skills in a very competitive area of industry/business.
VA's strict requirements for establishing a fixed
schedule so timeliness/absences can be monitored forces
the student to lose the flexibility that these schools
feature. [iIn order to be approved for GI Bill purposes,}
special rules had to be established for veteran students,
forcing them to set and adhere to a fixed schedule, thus
losing the flexibility that makes these schools so
popular.

Three respondents cited examples of courses that were not
approved for GI Bill purposes but which the ELR believed should be
approved. These included non-college degree courses offered by
institutions of higher learning which had declined to seek approval
because of attendance and recordkeeping requirements, competency=-
based trade and technical programs, and innovative courses in
general. In this latter regard, it was suggested thzt a move be

N
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made “"toward courses that serve the student rather than those that
serve the bureaucracy."

.

A greater number of respondents (nine) gave examples of
courses that were approved but which the ELR believed should not
be. These included non-degree courses of relatively short duration
leading to minimal employment, bar and CPA review courses, flight
trzining, correspondence courses, and farm cooperative programs.

one replied:

All degree programs offered Primarily or solely through
independent study (should not be approved). Students {do
not) learn as much or gain the sape subject or research
understanding as students do through more traditional,
in-resident programs. Associates or Bachelors in General
studies fare also in this category). These degrees are

meaningless and do not serve the original purpose of the
GI Bill.

2nother not.d:

Many independent study, reading and conference, tutorial,
and similar coursges have virtually no structure, and
essentially are coxpetency-based courses. They should
not be approved at IHL's when they are not at NcD's.

Finally, one ELR cited:

The influx of associate degree programs now offered by
"former" pusiness schools. Believe these degrees are

asham but (I) realize they give schools more freedonm in
relation to education loans, etc.

On the question of the adegquacy of ths current course
measurement system in terms of non-traditional study, the responses
were almost evenlY split. Nine responded that the current systen
was adequate; eight said that it was not.

Suggestions for improvements in this area includad reliance
on institutional standards, payment on the basis of credits
earned/pursued, and the development of a system in conjunction with
the accrediting agency and the schools involved.

Specific comment was made on the rigid nature of the current
system and particularly the fact that it cannot accommodate gelf-
passed instruction and "assumes all students progress at the same
pace." Another noted:

ERIC 247
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VA makes too many distinctions which cause administrative
burdens, burdens or students and schools, and which in
the final analysis make no difference. Students who are
granted degreec using non-traditional courses compete in
the job market on an equal basis with VA beneficiaries
who take traditional courses to get their degree.

Finally, one respondent suggested:

Let, the educational community (colleges and universities)
de.ermine the credits acceptable for graduatizn and
certify as such. The VA is too tradition bound and too
slow to react to a changing educational climate.

Program Abuse:

The estimated number of compliance surveys conducted by the
responding regional offices during the past five years totaled
9,468 and ranged from a low £ 160 to a high of 1,140. The average
number oZ surveys coapleted per regional office was 526. The
nunber of expanded surveys totaled 283 and ranged from none to 100
with an average of 21. A total of 128 and an average of 7 one-
hundred percent surveys were completed within a rangz of none to

Five regional offices indicated that they had been unable in
at least one of the preceding five years to complete scheduled
compliance surveys. 2In each case, the reasons for not completiny
these surveys were personnel shortages or other budgetary
limitations, such as lack of travel funds.

ELR responses reported identifying problems in an average of
about 63 percent of the compliance surveys, with responses ranging
from 10 percent to 95 percent. 1In only about nine percent of the
cases, the problems identified were characterized as "serious."

The nature of the problems found tended overwhelmingly to be
clerical errors or related to recordkeeping generally. Several
ELR's noted that frequent staff turnovers and the complexity of the
programs contributed to the difficulties in tl.is area.

Virtually all of the ELR's reported that the precolems were
resolved throuyh cooperative efforts on behalf of those involved,
including such steps as meetings with school officials, training,
and follow up. 1In some ca#ses, legal actions and school liability
procedures were initiated. oOne ELR pointed to an institution of
higher learning that had withdrawn its non-college degree programs
for veterans rather than comply with recordkeeping requirements.

Anc ther stated quite simply that the steps taken to remedy problems
were 'threats."
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With respect to referral of cases to the State approving
agency for action, ELR's reported that an average of 1,3 percent
had resulted in suspunsion of approval and 1.1 percent in
withdrawal of approval. In most cases, the SAA worked with the va
and the institution to ensure corrective steps were taken. Several
ELR's noted that the time involved in the resolution process was
longer than necessary.

One noted that "apparently, the SAA believes its role is to
protect the schools from the VA, Any action requiring a decision -
- unfavorable -- is referred back to the VA. SAA does not want to
accept responsibility.v conversely, another ELR noted, "There have
been cases where the SAA was able to take action where it would
have been extremely difficult for tha regional office to act."

All bhut one response noted that a compliance survey at an
institution with a history of compliance had identified problens.,
on the whele, these problems tended not to Le serious in nature.
It was again noted that program complexity and staff turnover
within the institution was a principal factor.

Relationships:

When asked to describe on a scale of 1 to 10 (with 10 being
excellent) relationships with others involved in the administration
of GI Bill programs, responses showed a wide range. Only three
respondents gave straight ratings across the board, although no
respondent gave any rating of less than "s."

On average, relationships were rates as follows:

Veterans' Benefit Counselors 9,39
Educational Institutions 9,06
VA Adjudication 9,00
State Approving Agencies 8.72
VA central office 8.44

On the whole, the responses dealing with relationships with
the SAA evidenced a wide range reflecting different perspectives
of the individuals involved. In terms of duplication of
responsibilities between the VA and the SAA, on a scale of 1 to 10,
with 10 being verv duplicative, ELR's gave an average 4.2 rating,
One respondent said that "sisce the SAA never takes the initiative
in solving or dealing with difficult problems, we never duplicate
but carry their responsibilities for them." Another said "None of
our responsibilities are duplicative. SAA does excellent job."

More than half of the ELR's indicated that the SAA conducted
outreach and trouble avoidance activities on its own, as well as
participated in joint va/saa workshops and conferences. A number

ERIC




>

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- 31 -

cited contacts with military organizations and others within tha
education community. Another example was given of an SAA sendira
malilings in problem areas. One resmonse characturized the SAA ts
a "buffer between the VA and tue educational community." Finally,
one ELR noted:

Extensive outreach in military programs, including active
duty and the selicted reserves. SAA is highly involved
in all areas concerned with veterans, mnilitary and
dependent education.

wWith respect to the SAA system generally, one ELR noted that
"in truth, they make my job more difficult because they add a thirad
party to the approval/communications process." Another said, "with
additional staffing, the VA could do a much he*cer job." oOn the
other hand, one ELR noted that the SAA was c_itical in insuring
that schools initially meet and continue to reet all VA, State, and
local approval criteria and rules.

Lialson apg Training Activitiaa:

Each of the ELR responses described training and liaison
activities carried out for educational institutions and training
establishments. virtuslly &ll undertake some sort of annual
training workshop ur conference, although several noted that budget
cutbacks limit the frequency of these events. A numtor noted that
they try to pay a speclal visit to institutions when new certifying
officials are hired but <¢hat, again, efforts in this area
arefrustrated by the frequency of the turnovers and budgetary
limitations.

Combining compliance surveys with liaison visits to nearby
institutions was a conmon practice. Other ELk's Yeported that iy
published bulletins and newsletters for institutions and atter .ed
to maintain frequent phone contact. In specific reference to pnone
contact, one respondent expressed concern over the VA's work-
measurement criteria rid the lack of an %end-product credit" fox
phone work completed.

Throughout the surveys, %he effect of the Veterans: Job
Training Act on the resources of the regional offica was evident.
A number of responses noted that tho approval of slots under this
progran had consumed significant time, leaving little time for
other uctivities.

In response to the question as to what training had been
provided to the FLR to assist in tha fulfillment of Jjob
responsibilities, swveral ELR'. noted Jjoint VA/SAA annual
conferences. Many nf these noted that the training was sporadic
and limited by budget considerations.

300
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Most ELR's indicated that they had received most, if not all,
of their training on the job, from a predecessor, or as an
assistant ELR.

One respondert indicated that no training was provided anad
that it was "simply learn ac you go" 2nother said the training
was "a manual.™

When asked to rate on a 1 to 10 scale (10 being excellent) the
quality and freqency of training, the xegponses indicated a high
level of dissatisfaction. Although two EIR's gave both quality and
frequency ratings of 10, one gave both a 1 ratiny, and two gave
ratings of zero. oOverall, quality received an average 6.6 rating
and frequency an.average 4.3,

The ELR's who responded to the survey had been employed by the
Federal Government for an average of 19,8 years, by the VA for 15.2
years, and in the ELR position for 5.5 years. A number noted that,
prior to becoming the ELR, they had served as an assistant ELR.

Other Suquestions:

Specific suggestions for improvements in the adninistration
of the educational assistance programs were varied and often
extensive. At iaast nalf of the respondents mentioned enhanced
computer capabilities. Severas cited the need for a mester listing
of veterans enrolled in training. An on-line, up-to-date and
indexed file of law, regulations, and procedures, as well as an on-
lins facilities file, was suggested.

The need for adecuate staffing resources within the VA was
also stressed. Three respondents suggested abandoning the state
approving agency system and two suggested giving the SaA's pore
authority.

Two recurrent themes were the need for simplification ang
standardization of the various programs and the placing of pore
responsibility on the individual veteran. More cooperation at all
levels would also contribute to administrative efforts as would
more autonomy in determining compliance survey schedules and
selecting institutions to be surveyed.

The following two responses, cited in their entirety,
denmonstrate the responses received:

Rely LESS on accrediting agencies for approval criteria,
give SAA's MORE authority to determine the QUALITY of
training offered by schools, limit school liability more
than it is now, but streamline and quicken the school
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liability procei, place more responsibility on veterans
and beneficiaries for overpayments, broaden the VA
compliance survey program and 2llow more local latitude
in determining which schools and facilities are to be
surveyed, provide for specializatisn in Adjudication
Divisions so that certain adjudicators handle all of the
(many times complex) education cases for consistency in
award actions.

1. At least annual conferences for education staff =
ELR's & Compliance staff.

2. Regular training or information training through
videotape/workbooks, etc.

3. A computerized-on line reference data base containing
all active directives, opinions and regulations and
subject/keyword index to allow easy and quick access to
rules and procedures.

4. Greater local authority to determine which schools
fare) surveyed each year and how extensive surveys
should be.

5. Regular training and reference material from Central
Office to give school officials to keep them updated.

6. Easler access to master record data base and simpler
format for getting information on school enrollments by
category of trainee.

7. An effort to rewrite and simplify VA regulations so
schools and veterans could more easily reference, better
undertstand, and use the rules we administer.

8., Stay in closer communication with the education
communit+ tc respond quickly and appropriately to changes
in e .ional philosophy, and conduct of educational
progx. at schools.

9, Closely monitor delivery of VA services to students
to fully understand the impact of policy decisions on the
client we serve. Example -- monthly certification
requirements delay payments to students, cause additional
administrative time, create 111 will, and in the
cggregate do not significantly prevent overpayments in
my views. Yet, the new Chapter 30 program requires
monthly certifications by all students. .

v
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COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS' EDUCATION PoOLICY
© QUESTIONS FOR INSTITUTIONS e

E

TYPE OF INSTITUTION/OFFERINGS - Plesse check all that apply

Accredited by (Accrediting Body):
Now-accredited

Public ——  Private non-profit . Private-for-profit

Certificale courses ——— DiplomaCourses
Collegiate ( 4 Year Undergreduste) Collegiate {2 Year Uncergraduste)

Colleglate (Greduete) ——  College courses not leading to & standord degree
Cooperative —— Elementery

Farm Cooperative ——— High School

Home Study ————  Non-college degree courses

Professional = Trode/technical

Trefnfngestablishment (Apprenticeship/0JT)

Other (specify) -

Averege Cost of Tultion and Fees: _—
Averag Total Enroliment (full ond port tirne): -
Percentage of full-time student envolImznt: J—

Number of individuals certifiod:
Yeterens (Chapter 30,32 0r 34)
Service-Connected Yoo Rehab (Chapler 31)
Dependents (Chepter 35)
Reservists (Chapter 106)

Number of full-time squivalent institutional staff directly involved in YA certification sctivities:
Estimated annual cost of VA cortification activities: —_—
Annual emount recaived {rom YA in reporting fees:

Are odvance payrents of 0! Bill benefits made ot your fnstitution? YES N
Is & full-time Offics of Veterans® Affairs maintained? YES | NO
Does institution recetve YEOP (formerly YCiP) funding? YES NO
Current number of YA Work-Study Staff:

MEASUREMENT:

Briefly describe what the institution considers fuii-time pursuit of a program of education,

i3 there a progrem of educetlon offered which the institution consider’s full=time but which s not consider=d
full-time for purposes of 61 Bi11 benefits? YES NO

(If YES, pleese describe)

Onascaleof 1 to4(4 being YERY FAIR), how doyou fes! the current measurement systems used for purposss of 6
Bill benefits represent a fair measurement of the rats of pursuit of a program of education? —_—

-~
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Yihat improvements would you suggest be made 10 the manner 1n which courses are measured for 61 Ball purposes?

Doy 4 understand the method used for calculating “Standerd Class Sessions™?  TES N
When epplying “Standshd Class Sessions™ 10 800~ .. wicu» 1633e3 8t your institttion, are the cesalts of the
calcuistions consistent? YES NO

1f not, why not?

Yihen applying the “Standerd Class Sessicns™ formula, aredifferant sections of the same course similer or

dissimiler? SIMILAR DISSIMILAR

1n the case of courses which meet for peciods more than S0 minutes 1n length, are class bresks “scheduled™?
YES NO

If not scheduled, how are brecks determined?.

Does this affect the calculation of “Standerd Class Session™? YES NO

TRADITH

Briefly cefine “Independent Study™, if eppliceble, es presented by your institution:

May a student pursue both independent study end traditionat clessroom courses ot the same time? YES NO
Do you limit the number of “fndepencent study” units which epply loen undergraduste degres?  YES NO
If Himited, what fs the maximum number of units of indspendent study which may epply loadegree?

Are there ey programs offered by the institution which reauire the completion of oourse of “independent study™?
1T YES, please describe: ® 0

Onascaleor 1194 (4 being YERY ACCURATELY), how doyou feel that the present method of measurement of
{ndependent study for G Bill purposes reflects the rete of pursuit by the student?

Briefly describe sy course(s) which is offered through non-traditionat or innovetive modes.

Is this course/s) approved for G Bill purposes? YES NO
I NO, wity not?

I YES, how {s it measured?
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Does the measurement of the course(s) for purposes of B Bill benefits differ from the messurement of the
course(s) for other purposes? YES NO

Are there courses/programs (other than Independent study) offered by your fnstitution wn.len ore NOT epproved
for B! BAll purposes? YES NO

IfYES, plesse describe these courses/program briefly and indicste why they are not approved.
- 3

PROGRESS STANDARDS;
What circumstances does the YA consider “mitigating™ for the withdrewal of a student from 8 course?

Whet documentation does the YA require to establish mtigating circumstances?

Haow does your institutional policy compare with the YA's™

Yhat does your fnstitution consider to be “satisfectory progress™?

AUDITS:
In tha past five yeers, has & YA compliance survey been conducted at your fnstitution? YES NO
If YES, please describe the results:

In the past 5 yeers, has the State Approving Agency icentified any problems al your institution?  YES NO
Explain:

On e scaieof 1to 10 (10 being YERY SERIOUS), how would you characterize the seriousness of the problems
{dentified?

HISCELLANE
Onascaleof 1 to 10 10 being YERY GO0D) please describe your relationship with:

The YA generally — YA Educational Lisison Representative —_—
State Approving Agency —  Other (specify):
Areyou satisfied with YA and State Approving Agency liaison activities and/or training? YES NO

How frequently doesyour Institution perticipate In such ectivities?
Onescaleof 1 to 10 ( 10 belng EXCELLENT), how doyou rete the quality of these ectivities?
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Should these ectivities be corriedout moreor less frequently? MORE NOCHANGE  LESS
What types of tramning end/or hsison activities, {f sny, would you like 1o see offered or expanded?

In your persona! opinion, what is the most positive change that has been made in the admimistration of Gl 6111
benefits from Lhe beginning of your associetion with the program?

The most negative?
Aro benefits delivered on 8 timely basis o veterans/eligible persons? (3] NO
Are benefits in the correct amount? YES NO

Whet suggestions for improvements wouldyou propoce in the administration of 61 8ill benefits?

If 1t were possible to sen to and receive from the YA reports, certificates, and other materials vis electronic .,
would your institution be interestod and have the capacity to participats tn this means of communication?
YES NO

TITLE OF INDIVIDUAL COMPLETING SURVEY:
OPTIONAL:
Institution and Address:

THE COMMISSION 1S DEEPLY GRATEFUL FOR YOUR HELP AND YOUR TIMF.
PLEASE RETURH THIS SURVEY T0:

Commission to Assess Yeterans® Education Policy (226D)
Babette V. Polzer, Executive Director
Y c/oYeterens” Administration
810 Yermont Avenue, Room 427
Washington, D.C. 20420
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COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS' EDUCATION pOLICY
QUESTIONS FOR STATE APPROVING AGENCIES

SIATISTICAL

Estimated staff directly involved (o activities related to the administration of Gi Bill benefits at the SAA
Full time: Professionat: _______ Clerical:
Port time: . Professional: _______ _  Clerical:

Total Professional FTE (FY 1987)

Number of active educationat institutions: —e
Number of ective training establishments:
Aversge number of veterans/other eligibles per institution:

Level at which SAA is jurisdictionally located within State government.
Area of SM responsibilities (fHL, NCD, OJT, ete ):

Amount received ennually from the YA for SAA functions:
Amount received from other scurces (Including support services):

Proportion of time expended (out of totsl time allocated to SAA responsibilities) on epprovalsof --

Institutions of Higher Learning —  NCOPrograms/Institutions
Apprenticeship/0JT — Other (specify)-
PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION:

In your opinion, what provisions of 1w, rules, regulations, or procedures cause the most confusion for
fnstitutions ond establishments andwhat improvements would you suggest?

What, if say, provisions of law, rules, regulations, and procedures do you believe could be efther eliminated or
modified to reflect the ststa of education today? What modifications would you suggest?

Whet one provision of law, rules, or reguletions do you peraonally find most unwieldy or administratively
cumbersome?.

Onascalaof 1 to 10 {10 being very effective), how effective do you belfeve this one provision is in doing whet
it was designed to do?

Vhat provisions of lew, rules, or regulations do you betieve could be strengthened in order to avoid sbuses?

NON-TRADITIONAL COURSES:

Brefly describe eay course of which you sre eware offered through non-traditional or {nnovative modes,

’y

!s this course epproved for 61 Bill purposes? YES NO
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If NO, why not?

Are there courses/programs offered by an institution which are NOT epproved for G Bill purposes but which
you personally believe should be? YES NO

If YES, please descrribe these courses/programs briefty and indicate why they are not approved.

Are there courses/progroms of fered by an institution which ARE eppraved for G1 Bill purposes but which you
personally believe should NOT be? YES NO

1 YES, please describe these courses/programs briefly and indicate why they should not be sppraved

Do you believe the current course measurement systein is adequate to meet the needs of non-raditional study?
YES NO

1f NO, whot specific chenges would you recommend?

COMPLIANCE SURVEYS:

1n the past 5 yeors, in what pertentags of annual supecvisory visists were problems identified at educstional
fnstitutions and/or training establishments? —_

What percentage of the problems would you charecterize 8s “serious™?
Briefly describe the nature of tese problems.

Plesse describe any steps taken to remedy tham,

What hes been the disposition of cases referred to your State Approving Agency?

Whet percentarz of referrals has resulled in the withdrowal of epproval?
in the suspension of epproval?

In the past S yeors, {0 your knowledge, has a YA complisnce survey or 8 supervisory visit fdentified problems
st en institution or establishinent which previously had  “clean bill of health” for at least & 3-yseer period?
YES NO

Onoscaleof 1104 (4 belng VERY SERIOUS), how would you charecterize these problems?
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MISCELLANEOUS

Onoscaleof 1 1o 10 10 being YERY 000D), describe your re” stionship with,
Educational institutions

Training Esteblistiments

YA Adyudication —_— YA Education Lisison Representative ——
Yeterons Benefit Counselors — YA Regiona! Office Director —_—
YA Central Office —_— State Government

Onascaleof | o4 (4'being VERY DurLICATIVE), how much of your resconsinlities ere duplicetive of YA
ectivities?

Do you carry out any outreach, Information dissemination, snd/or trouble avoidance functions ot performed
by the vA? YES NO

If YES, plesse describe:

Do you corry out any outresch, information dissemination, and/or trouble evoidance functions giso performed
by the YA? YES NO

If YES, pleass describe:

How meny times in the pest year did your SAA meke site visits thet were not reimburssble by the YA?

What weie the nature of these visits?

Vhy were they not reimbursed?
What percentage of your site visits do you estimate were 10 educational institutions/training establishments
wherg --

Noeligible recipients were enrolled ( for example, veteran had completed {raining in March end visit

wes mads in August)? —
Tolal number of eligibles enrolled wes less than §2 —_—
Total percentage of eligible enrolled was less than 10 of tols] enroliment? —_—

Inyour opinion, what {3 the most positive change thet has been mads in the administretion of Gf Benefits?

The most negative?

11 it were possible to send to and recsive from the YA metarials via electronic mail, would you would fnterested
inend have the copecity to participste in this means of communication? YES NO

Hovs long have you been employed by the SAA?
Do you participate in training offered by the YA? YES NO
I YES, onascoleof 1 10 10 (10 being EXCELLENT), how doyou rate this trefning?
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‘What suggestions for improvement would y~¢ nropase in the edministretion of 6! Bill benefits?

—~

Yihat other State or national issues of on epprovel nature are you aware of that should be considered In efforts
to impt-ove upon the current State Approving Agency process for 61 Bill purposes?

THE COMMISSION 1S DEEPLY GRATEFUL FOR YOUR MELP AND YOUR TIME.
PLEASE RETURN THIS SURVEY YO:

Commission to Assess Yeterans® Educetion Palicy . 2269)
Babetts V. Polzer, Executive Director
z/e Veterans™ Administration
310 Yermont Avenue, Room 427
Washington, D. C. 20420
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COMMISSION TO ASSESS VETERANS EDUCATION POLICY
QUESTIONS FOR EDUCATION LIAISON REPRESENTATIVES

SIAUSTICAL:

Estimsted number of individusls enrolled in training durfng pricr month:
| Yelerans: Chapler30 Chapler 32 Chapter 34—
| Service-Connected Yoo Rehab (Chepler 31) Dependents ( Chapter 35) —_—
| Reservists (Chaptar 106)

Estimated number of steff directly fnvolved in ectivities relsted to the ecministration of Gt 8111 benefits at the RO:
| FTEE: Full time: Part time:

Present number of active educational {nstitutions:
Present number of active training establisiments:

BROGRAM ADMINISTRATION:

16 your opinfon, what provisions of Tew, rules, regulistions, or procedures couse the most confusion for educstional
{nstitutions end/or training establishments end what improvements would you suggest?

What, if eny, provisions of law, rules, regulstions, end procedures ¢ you believe could be sither eliminated or
modified to reflect the state of educetion todey? What modifications would you suggest?

What one proviston of law, rules, or reguialions do you personally find most unwisldy or sdministrotively
cumbersome?.

On ascslecf 1 1010 (10 being very effective), how effective doyou believe this ons provision is in dofngwhat it
was designed to do? [ —

What provisions of lew, rules, or regulotions do you belfeve could be strengthened in order to avoid sbuses in the
future?

Hove many times during the past § years hes sn edvisory opinion been requested from COby your RO?
MEASURFMENT/NONSTRADITIONAL INSTRUCTION:
Briefly describe any course of which you are eware which i3 offered through non-treditionsl or innovative mndes,

I3 this course spproved for G Bill purposes? YES NO
1 NO, why not?

If YES, how fs it measured?

o 3ii
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Are there courses/programs offered by an {nstitution which are NOT approved for Gl Bill purposes but which you
peranpally believe shosld be? YES

If YES, please describe these courses/programs briefty and indicale why they are not approved.

Are there courses/programs offered by an institutfon which ARE spproved for 1 Blll purposes but which you |
ecsmally believe should NOT be? YES |

If YES, pleass describa theae courses/programs briefly and indicate whry you believe thevsmnd not be approved.

Doyou believs the current cout-ss measurement system 13 adequate to meet the needs of nun-traditional study?
YES NO

11 NO, what specific changes would you recommend?

BROGAAM ABUSE:

In the pest five years, how meny YA complisnce surveys have been conducied try your RO?
How many exprded surveys? — How meny 1008 surveys?

inthe past S yeors, has your RO been abls to complets scheduled complionce surveys?  YES NO
{1 NO, why not?

Inthe cese of the annusl complian £ surveys, in whet percentage do you estimeta problems were idsntified et
oducational institutions/treining ssiablishmonts? —_

YWhet percentags of institutions festoblishments hed what you would characterize &3 “serlous™ problems? —
Briefly descride the nsture of these problems.

Plesse describe any steps taken to remedy them.

In the past S years, during ennusl supervisory visists, has the State Approving Agency fdentified any problems et
institutions of which you are eware end/or which have been reported to the YA? YES N

IfYES, belefly describe these problems end eny steps taken to remedy them,

!
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What has been the disposition penerally of cases referred to the State Approving Agency?

Whot percentage of referrals has resulted in the withdeews! of spprovel? S ion?

D

In the past S yeer's, 16 your knowledge, hes 8 compliance survey o 8 supervisory visit seentified problems &t on
institution/establishment which previously had 8 “clean bill of health:” for at Jeast 8 3-yeor perfod? YES  NO

Onascaleof 110 10 (10 being YERY SERIOUS), how would you charecterize these problems?
EHSCEL 1 ANFOUS:
Onascaleof 1010 (10 being EXCELLENT ), describe your relationship with:

Educstions] nstitutions YA Adudicstion —_—
Stats Approving Agency/ies Yeterons Benefit Counselors

YA Centrel Office —
Onascalaof 1to 10 (10 being YERY DUPLICATIVE), bow much of yeur responsibilities doyou believe ore
duplicative of those of the State Approving Agency/fes? ——
Does tha Stats Approving Agency /les cerry out any outreech, Information dissemination, end/or trouble svoidonce
funclions of which you ere owore? YES NO
I1 YES, plesse dexcribe

Please describe what you view g2 the most important function of the Stata Approving Agency in teems of assisting
you in fulfilling your responsibilities.

Does your RO offer trafning and/or other 1iafsion activities for educational {nstitutions/training esteblishments?
YES NO

I YES, pleaas deacrbo the ectivities (including, if pawihls, the fraquency, costs, and natre of them):

Have you to ony extent been shle to sutomate your activities either through -2 WANO system, individuel PC's o~
other meons? (Please be es specific as possible.)

How long heve you boon employed in Lhe Feders] Government? —_—
How Tong by the YA? ———
How long in your present position? —_—

Yhat training hes the YA provided to essist you In your responsibilities?
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Onasceleof | o 1010 being EXCELLENT), pleoserate -
Qusiftyoftreining .. Frequency of training e

Yhat suggestions for improveraent would you propess in the saminist,  on of 61 Bill benefits?

THE COMMISSION IS DEEPLY GRATEFUL FOR YOUR HELP AND YOUR TIME.
PLEASE RETURM THIS SURVEY To:

Commission to Assess Yetecona® Education Policy (226D)
Batictte ¥, Polzer, Executive Director
c/o Veterans' Administr tion
810 Yecmont Avenue, Room 427
Weshingtoa, D.C. 20420
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