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EFFECTIVENESS AND STRATEGIC PLANNING
OF VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAIN-
ING SERVICE PROGRAM

THURSDAY, JULY 29, 1999

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC

The subcommittee met, fursuant to call, at 10 a.m., in room 334
Cannon House Office Bui ding, Hon. Terry Everett (chalrman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Everett, Buyer, Brown, and Udall.

Also Present: Representatives Evans and Peterson.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN EVERETT

Mr. EVERETT. The hearing will come to order. Good mornin
Oversight Investigation Subcommittee hearing will examine e ef
fectiveness and strategll_c planning of the Veterans’ Employment
and Training Service Program, This is not the first time a Veter-
ans’ Affairs subcommittee has expressed concern about the effec-
tiveness of the Veterans’ Employment and Training Service.

In May 1995, Mr. Buyer, then Chairman of the Subcommittee on
Education, Training and Employment stated during a similar hear-
ing: “Let me again emphasize that it is not enough just to say that
these programs are in place. There must be a constant oversight
and improvement of this program to be in the best interest of the
veterans.”

Well, here we are again, more than 4 years after expressing
those same sentiments. VETS has long been on notice about the
committee’s expectations. As Mr. Buyer said in 1995: “I have no in-
terest in protecting present systems if they do not work effectively.”
The blue ribbon Congressional Committee on Servicemembers and
Veterans Transition Assistance Commission—we are calling it the
Transition Commission—conclude that based upon data provided
by VETS, only 2 percent of veterans go to State employment serv-
ices looking for jobs. The Commission also concluded that only 12
percent of those veterans who register with State employment serv-
ices obtain permanent employment. If I calculate it right, that is
one quarter of 1 percent of registered veterans who obtain perma-
nent employment. That is just an awful placement rate.

ermore, nine States were able to meet VETS’ performance
standards while placing fewer than 10 percent of registered veter-
ans. The Commission found this overall performance to be an inad-

(1)
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equate return on annual costs of the program of $183 million, and
bluntly called this employment and training program “a failed and
expensive system with exorbitant overhead.

This subcommittee wants to hear the response of the Assistant
Secretary of Veterans Employment and Training to the Commis-
sion’s report. We review his performance plans under the Results
Act to improve this veterans employment program so it gets veter-
ans a lot more jobs and the taxpayers their money’s worth.

Our witnesses today will be representatives from the General Ac-
counting Office, Veterans Employment Training Service, Chairman
of the Employment Panel of the Transition Commission, and rep-
resentatives from the veteran service organizations.

Mr. EVERETT. I now recognize our Ranking Democrat, my col-
league Ms. Brown, for any opening remarks she may have.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. CORRINE BROWN

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for this
opportunity to examine the possibilities of the Veterans’ Employ-
ment and Training Service. Employment is one of the keys to meet-
ing veterans’ needs. Having a job at the end is a real incentive for
veterans to go through programs for mental illness, substance
abuse and homelessness, to keep their eyes on the prize.

Our greatest concern in Congress is that VETS will concentrate
on doing what it is doing now but better. VETS must provide us
a vision. VETS must suggest to Congress how we on the Hill can
reconstruct the agency and the laws binding it.

I believe veterans will always deserve help from the Federal Gov-
ernment to give them a chance to recover what they have sacrificed
by going to the end of the employment line while serving their Na-
tion. Injuries and disability vets must be given serious help
through vocational rehab and special employment programs. We
need results, not mere progress.

I look forward to your testimony this morning. And thank you
again, Mr. Chairman, for holding this hearing.

[']I‘he prepared statement of Congresswoman Brown appears on p.
31.
Mr. EVERETT. Thank you. I would like to welcome all the wit-
nesses testifying today. I would ask each of them to limit their oral
testimony to 5 minutes. We will strictly adhere to that rule. The
complete written statements will be made part of the hearing
record. I would like to welcome and recognize Ms. Carlotta Joyner,
Director of Operations, Health, Education, and Human Services Di-
vision, General Accounting Office; accompanied by: Dr. Nilsen, As-
sistant Director, Education and Employment, Health, Education
and Human Services Division; and Mr. Appel, Senior Evaluator,
Education and Employment, Health, Education, and Human Serv-
ices Division. We will get an acronym for that.
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STATEMENT OF CARLOTTA C. JOYNER, DIRECTOR OF OPER-
ATIONS, HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND HUMAN SERVICES DIVI-
SION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE; ACCOMPANIED BY:
SIGURD R. NILSEN, PH.D., ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, EDU-
CATION AND EMPLOYMENT, HEALTH, EDUCATION AND
HUMAN SERVICES DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OF-
FICE; AND C. JEFF APPEL, SENIOR EVALUATOR, EDUCATION
AND EMPLOYMENT, HEALTH, EDUCATION AND HUMAN
SERVICES DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Ms. JOYNER. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
I am very pleased to be here today with my colleagues to discuss
the Department of Labor’s Veterans’ Employment and Training
Service and its planning under the Government Performance and
Results Act. As you know, although the Department of Veterans
Affairs is responsible for most of the Nation’s service for veterans,
VETS has the very important responsibility of programs and activi-
ties to help them gain employment and training. The Results Act
promotes a focus on program results at Labor as well as at other
agencies by requiring them first to identify in strategic plans their

oals and approaches to achieve them; second, to identify in per-
gormance plans how they will measure achievement of those goals;
and, third, to report on the degree to which those goals were met.

I will focus today on our observations on VETS’ strategic plan for
fiscal years 1999 through 2004 and our observations on its fiscal
year 2000 performance plan. In summary, while including each of
the basic components req}l;ired by the Results Act, these two plans
lack vision and clarity. They do not provide the needed road map
clearly identifying where VETS is trying to go and how it is plan-
ning to get there. First, VETS’ strategic plan needs to convey more
clearly what VETS’ mission is and how it will be achieved. It has
a statement to help veterans, Reservists, and National Guard
members in securing employment training and the rights and bene-
fits associated with their military service.

That does state their statutory responsibility, but it does not
focus on the outcomes, such as the economic security of veterans
that might result, we would hope, from veterans being employed.

Similarly, the three strategic goals in its plan are not clearly ar-
ticulated or expressed in a way that would allow for future assess-
ment and they are not explained well enough for those who read
the plan to understand the rationale for developing and pursuing
those particular goals.

Second, the plan’s discussion of its strategies to reach its mis-
sions is too vague. It needs to better distinguish between goals and
strategies. For example, the plan describes four strategies to
achieve its goal in providing services that enable veterans to better
employment. One of these is to help 276,000 to 350,000 veterans
who have been in specific programs find jobs each year. A good
goal, but in fact a goal, not a strategy.

Third, the strategic plan’s discussion of external factors that can
affect achievement of its goals can be improved. It does not clearly
explain for the external factors how they would affect their goals
and it describes as external some factors that are really internal,
such as changes in the States’ employment service delivery. They
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are actually a part of that service delivery and, in fact, do have
some control over that service delivery system.

Let me talk about three weaknesses we saw in their performance
plan. First, it provides only a limited picture of intended perform-
ance across the agencies. For example, its second strategic goal is
to protect veterans’ private pension rights, but the plan has no an-
nual performance goals to track progress toward that goal.

Second, the plan provides an incomplete discussion of strategies
and resources the agency will use to achieve its goals. For example,
it includes no discussion of a strategy for dealing with the move to
one-stop career centers that is required by the Workforce Invest-
ment Act.

A third weakness in the performance plan is that it provides lim-
ited evidence and limited confidence that agency performance infor-
mation will be credible. According to the plan, VETS will largely
rely on its State directors for verifying and validating the perform-
ance data and what it describes as “internal control procedures.”
The plan does not provide enough information, however, for readers
to judge whether these procedures are sufficient to ensure that the
data will accurately and reliably measure progress toward achiev-
ing performance goals.

In conclusion, while VETS’ strategic and performance plans ad-
dress many of the technical elements required by the Results Act,
the plans fail to address most of the requirements in a clear, com-
prehensive, and meaningful manner. Thus, instead of presenting a
clear road map of where the agency is headed and how it expects
to get there, the plans present a mottled picture of that future. In
essence, they miss the main point of the Results Act which is to
produce clearly identifiable programmatic results via clearly articu-
lated strategies.

In our view, much more work is needed to demonstrate that the
programs are being managed for results, thereby enabling the Con-
gress to assess progress and identify areas needing improvement.

That concludes my prepared statement. We would be glad to an-
swer any questions you might have.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Joyner appears on p. 34.]

Mr. EVERETT. Thank you very much. VETS has stated that their
inability to gather performance data is due to budgetary con-
straints. How would you respond to that statement?

Ms. JOYNER. I think it is incumbent on any agency that as point-
ed out, receives $183 million to allocate those resources in a way
so they can obtain the data they need to justify what they have
done. And I also believe and GAO believes when people ask for
more money, they need to be able to describe clearly how that addi-
tional amount of funds would improve their data collection efforts.

Mr. EVERETT. You would think that would be self-evident, would
you not, if the calculations show that one quarter of 1 percent of
registered veterans obtain permanent employment from $183 mil-
lion spent? It seems to me that would be self-evident that they
would allocate those funds. Would you agree?

Ms. JOYNER. I think they need to work on their data collection
system. They believe they need better measures and we believe

ey need better measures as well.
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Mr. EVERETT. You pointed out several problems with the VETS
performance plans. Is it particularly disturbing that these plans
fail to communicate any level where VETS is headed, or how it will
get there?

Ms. JOYNER. Yes, that is very disturbing to us. I think you have
a chart that illustrates this in a much better way than I could. I
understand this is an enlargement of a briefing chart that was
used in a process that they are encouraged and reguired to go
through, which is to communicate with their stakeholders, such as
people on the Hill, where they are going.

And I think this chart illustrates very well the lack of vision and
clarity that we saw as well in the narrative. As you can see—I
think you have a copy—there are lots of colors and squares and
lines, but if I look at that to see where they are actually going, I
only find one emblem on there that indicates an outcome, and that
is to have no homeless vets. That is a very worthy outcome, but
I think that is an incomplete outcome that one would hope to ob-
tain from the entire agency’s activities, and certainly it shows a
lack of clarity on how they would reach that goal. .

Mr. EVERETT. I understand this chart has been withdrawn but
it was used in at least two staff briefings, I believe. I have to tell
you, of all the things I have seen since I have been up here, this
is probably the most ridiculous abuse of—it is absolutely—let me
use the word, stupid. I have never in my life seen anything so com-
plex and convoluted as this particular chart, and to t]mf i{ that a
government employee would be paid money to produce it is just ab-
solutely asinine.

GAO has reviewed many other strategic plans. How does VETS
ooxﬁgare to the other plans GAO has reviewed?

. JOYNER. At an agency level, we focused our comparative
analysis primarily at the departmental level. For example, we will
in the next few weeks be issuing a report con;ﬁaring the Labor De-
partment with other agencies. We don’t typically do that with com-
ponent agencies such as VETS. The one important point of com-
parison would be that all the agencies now have had more than one
attempt at developing strategic plans and performance plans and
we have seen improvement in many, if not most agencies. Our con-
cern is that we do not see the kmt{ of improvement in VETS’ stra-
tegic plan or in its performance plan, the second of these, that we
have seen in many other agencies. There is very little if any im-
provement, in our judgment, from the first to the revised strategic

lan and the first to the second performance plan that they have

evelo%ed.
Mr. EVERETT. Does it appear to GAO that VETS has taken the
Results Act requirements seriously?

Ms. JOYNER. Well, we are concerned about the lack of improve-
ment, and again, to go back to your point about the chart, the chart
and the narrative as well, when one reads that, you are left to won-
der which of two possible explanations there might be. One would
be that the leadership simply doesn’t know how to do strategic
planning, how to identify where one wants to go and the resources
needed and the strategies. And another possibility is that there
simply hasn’t been enough priority given to it, so that staff are en-
couraged, in fact required, to produce written documents that can
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be used effectively to convey a strateii: vision. So that is one possi-
bility: that a lack of priority and emphasis is being given to it.

Mr. EVERETT. Would you have any suﬁesﬁons about how VETS
might improve these plans? Should we be requiring them to take
a management objective course or something like that? They call
that a road map. That is the most ridiculous road map I have ever
seen.

Ms. JOYNER. There are training courses and consultants. GAO,
in its supgort to the Congress and the agencies, has provided a
large number of documents that I think would be very useful. We
have produced really almost “how-to” documents for agencies on
how to develop strategic plans, how to develop performance plans.
We have documents that tell the Congress how to help review
them, and certainly if we say Congress should look for these spe-
cific elements, I think it would not be too hard for an agency to
conclude that they should put those elements in their plan and de-
velop them in that way. So I think that is a very valuable resource
that any agency, including VETS, could use.

Mr. RETT. Thank you. Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Let me tell you something. I am concerned about the
harsh nature of the tone of this reﬁort and the comparison between
what you say in GAO and what the veterans groups are saying as
far as the benefits of the program.

Now, this is one program that I know and maybe it is different
in different areas, Eut I work very closely with VETS in my dis-
trict, and the 5:)31 to get the homeless vets is one of the most im-
portant goals that they could have. Now, they may not be familiar
with the in-runs on how to do things on Capitol Hill or how to do
an adequate planning program. We are going to discuss that later.
But $188 million, to tackle the problems that they have fm";jetting
veterans trained and retrained and rehabilitated with mental prob-
lems and abuse problems, is no money. That is the first thing. It
is no money for the insurmountable amount of the program and the
problems tﬁat they have, and so I want to know about the human
issue when we evaluate this. I don’t want to—what is it?—not see
the forest for the trees. The key is to get to these veterans and
work with them and I don’t want them swamped with paperwork.
Can you respond to that?

Ms. JOYNER. Yes. Let me clarify that. We did not review the ef-
fectiveness of VETS' activities. What we were asked to do here was
to look at the effectiveness of their planning effort, how well they
seem to have identified how best to use what resources they have
to reach the goals that they and you would like them to reach. And
I think that is an imgortant distinction.

Ms. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I think a very important point we
need to make is how effective the program is working, dealing with
the problems they have, given the meager amount of money that
they have to do it. It really disturbs me that one-third of the
honeless on the streets are veterans, that bothers me a great deal
and I feel that we are not doing our job.

Tell me more about your conclusion that the plans do not suggest
with any degree of confidence that the VETS officials have a coher-
ent end in mind? I think we are having problems with the planning
and the strategy. How do you recommend correcting it?
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Ms. JOYNER. What we have focused on here is that they need to
lay out clearly what their mission is and what they are hoping to
achieve and that it would be valuable for them to go beyond a
statement such as “providing training.” What you want to see and
what we want to see for the veterans is not that they are just put
into a job that they might stay in for a short time or that might
be low paying with no future advancement potential, but that they
really focus on something like the economic security long term.
There is a value of focusing further out toward the ultimate pur-
gose of their activities. That would better shape what they are

oing and how they choose one strategy over another.

Ms. BROWN. I am thinking more about the effectiveness of the
program in the sense, in some cases, for veterans to just have an
entry-level job until they can work through some of the other prob-
lems they are having is success in itself. I guess when we look at
this, \_v.rtilal need to look at the status of the people that we are work-
ing with.

s. JOYNER. Yes. In fact, they have in some ways in their plan
acknowledged that, because they focused on those with greater
needs. They have acknowledged that some of the veterans have
particular needs; that, overall, whereas veterans are not employed
at a lower rate than the population as a whole; there are certain
groups of veterans who really need help for example they have
drug abuse problems or they are homeless already.

In other ways they have not identified how they are going to
focus speciﬁcaﬁvy on those groups, so one is left with a one-size-fits-
all approach without specifically focusing on particular needs.

Mr. Nilsen might want to address that a little bit further, too.

Mr. NILSEN. Yes, if I can just add. There is another issue about
planning and strategic planning. We are aware that the environ-
ment in which the veterans’ programs are being carried out is a
changing environment at the State and local level with the passage
in 1998 of the Workforce Investment Act and the requirement that
one-stop career centers be the a}inmary employment training service
delivery mechanism at the local level. _

We were looking in the plan for VETS to address how they were
going to be working in this new environment, how they were going
to meet this new challenge to better provide assistance to veterans.
That is a challenge that we saw in the future that they didn’t ad-
dress in their plan: that they had a strategy for how they were
going to work toward adapting to this new environment.

Ms. BROWN. Thani;niou. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EVEReTT. Th you, Now let me recognize the chairman of
the full—the Ranking Member of the full Veterans’ Committee,
Lane Evans.

Mr. Evans. Thank you for the promotion there for a moment.

Mr. EVERETT. We think of you as Chairman.

Mr. Evans. Thank you. I have an opening statement which I
would ask that it be included in the record.
33[']I‘he prepared statement of Congressman Evans appears on p.

Mr. EVERETT, Without objection.
Mr. EvaNs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Peterson?



Mr. PETERSON. No questions.

Mr. EVERETT. you. Let me just add, we want the same re-
sults and it is obvious that the funding has not been up to the stat-
utory level required by Congress, but also we want results and we
want proof of those results. And I think it is this committee’s re-
sponsibility to require some proof and a road map of where we are
g%ing that can be understood by everybody. It is pretty obvious

m the transition committee’s re&(:rt that we will get into later,
they couldn’t find the proof that this program has been workinﬁ.

Let me thank this‘sanel, and we will now go to the next panel.

Mr. EVERETT. I would like to recognize and welcome Mr. Borrego,
Assistant Secretary for Veterans’ Employment and Training, De-
partment of Labor. Mr. Borrego, anytime you are ready, please pro-
ceed. I will ask you to hold your comments to 5 minutes and we
will strictly enforce that.

STATEMENT OF ESPIRIDION A. BORREGO, ASSISTANT SEC-
RETARY FOR VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, DE-
PARTMENT OF LABOR

Mr. BORREGO. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
thank you for allowing me to present testimony on two important
topics. On the subject of the report of the Transition Commission,

S submitted a detailed response to each issue raised. The re-
sponse was submitted on time. The responses were on target, re-
ecting the best data available and including all our activities.

Our Secretary stated our case clearly and succinctly in a letter
to Chairman Stump. VETS is an integral part of the Department
of Labor’s team that is creating the employment and training sys-
tem of the 21st century. To create a separate system for veterans
housed in another agency wastes taxpayers’ dollars and denies vet-
erans access to the best employment services available.

These statements are indicative of the level of support and con-
fidence VETS has within DOL. I believe it is shared within the vet-
erans’ community as well. In an employment and training environ-
ment, VETS is keeping pace. In many areas we are even a step
ahead. I will be glad to respond to specific questions at the conclu-
sion of my statement.

The changing environment and changing legislation makes keep-
ing performance standards up to par a challenging task. Title 38
is our bible, It is a brilliant piece of legislation that has done much
for veterans’ employment. It gives veterans priority of service in
the employment service which is funded by the Labor-HHS Appro-
Briations Subcommittee and also creates and funds LVERs and

VOPs to provide services to veterans. Title 38 clearly places deliv-
ery of veterans’ employment services in the public or State employ-
ment service agencies.

Furthermore, section 4107 requires our Secretary to report on
those veterans who register for assistance and to provide a com-
parison of job placement rate of veterans versus non-veterans as
well as other measures. The employment service has put systems
in place to provide this data. Clearly when the legislation was writ-
ten, these were good measures. With the passage of the Govern-
ment Performance and Results Act, GPRA, and rise of the elec-
tronic job market where one does not have to register to use the
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employment service, these measures are not as useful as they once
were and now do not reflect our agency’s total performance.

The law requires that our Secretary provide these reports even
though they are not the full measure of what we do. Over the
years, all our supporting data and reports have been collected to
fulfill this mandate. That mandate has never changed, but the en-
vironment has, and new laws have been enacted that often have
potentially contradlctory mandates.

If you measure VETS only by the reports required under Title
38, you are measuring only. the traditional f\art of the agency’s ac-
hvmes and if you measure VETS only by what you see in the stra-

lan you only see the a egenu:y in relation to the Department’s
over lgoa]s which is requir

Again, this is only a part of What the agency does. Title 38 re-
quires VETS to report using comparative percentages. GPRA wants
clearly measurable performance outcomes. How many veterans got
jobs through our efforts? The honest answer is it is hard to know.
It will be even harder to know as we move further into techno-
logically sophisticated sivstems of self-service job seeking, auto-
mated resume writing, Internet assessment tests, and e ectronic
interviewing. This is a reality in which we work.

VETS is working d]lxgently to comply with its responsibilities
through our strategic plan, annual $rformance plan, and linking
both to our annual budget request. We have consulted with stake-
holders and work closely with the staff of this committee. Our per-
formance measures are driven by Title 38. It is a law enacted be-
fore GPRA and WIA, the Workforce Investment Act, and frankly
the reporting requirements of Title 38 are not in sync with many
of the mandates of GPRA and WIA, but the anomalies have not
Eeen worked out. With our partners, we are trying to do that step

y step.

Most of our data comes from the State’s employment system
through OMB-approved information collection reports. To get what
we need requires negotiations with our State partners and other
stakeholders. The negotiations usually revolve around resources.
Our requests for new work requires new resources to do that work.
Some of the data we need is already contained in these reports.
Some of it is not. We also rely heavily on data already pu%hcly
available, often collected for other purposes.

I won’t put my agency in a Catch-22 position of having to divert
resources to measurement at the expense of providing important
employment services to veterans. If I do that, I will have an accu-
rate measure of a disintegrating program. I cannot in good con-
science go there. We have chosen, therefore, to use indicators which
are much more cost effective. We cannot be diverted from our pri-
mary mission, which is to provide quality employment and training
opportunities to America’s veterans. Also, much of the data we use
precedes GPRA so it measures in terms of activities and outputs
and not outcomes. At the moment there is no data available to
show how many veterans get jobs through America’s job bank, the
Department’s electronic data network containing more than a mil-
lion jobs nationwide. That is because, thanks to the Internet and
increased computer literacy, some veterans can complete the entire
job search from the comfort of their own home computer.
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There are many other places in our data network that can be im-
proved and I discuss them in my prepared testimony. We recognize
these deficiencies and are working to remedy them while continu-
ing to meet our requirements under Title 38 for comparative per-
centages. Examples for better data: using reports filed by Federal
contractors, using DOD reports to fund employment compensation,
working with Social Security to track wage records, to designing
longitudinal studies. These initiatives take detailed planning, co-
ordinated implementation, time to evaluate, and resources.

We are also improving our own internal management controls.
Two years ago, I instituted a program management report to en-
sure that we are managing our programs to meet our outcome
goals, and instituted management reviews for our regional offices.
Clearly, we at VETS stand ready to work with the committee, with
our stakeholders, and anyone else who can help us provide better
services in a cost-effective manner. I always appreciate good help.
Thank you for the opportunity to give you a progress report.

Mr. EVERETT. Does VETS have one national standard for meas-
uring job placement performance for each of the 50 States?

Mr. BORREGO. Title 38 in section 4107 requires the Secretary
to——

Mr. EVERETT. Yes or no; do you have it or not?

Mr. BORREGO. A national standard?

Mr. EVERETT. Yes, sir.

Mr. BORREGO. In terms—yes.

Mr. EVERETT. You do?

Mr. BORREGO. Yes.

Mr. EVERETT. How is VETS planning for changes in the delivery
of employment services in light of the Workforce Investment Act?

Mr. BORREGO. Title 38 defines the duties of the DVOPs and
LVERs. That will continue in the new Workforce Investment Act.
It also gives priority in the Wagner-Peyser programs. That will
continue in the Workforce Investment Act.

Mr. EVERETT. Describe WIA briefly for us.

Mr. BORREGO. WIA was legislation that was passed that redoes
the entire Employment and Training Service. Congress gave to the
States and to the local Workforce investment boards the power and
flexibility to design the systems to reflect local needs. It includes
something like 14 required partners and some optional partners.
VETS, and the Employment Service are among those required
partners. We know what DVOPs and LVERs are going to be doing,
but because Congress gave flexibility to the States, we have to wait
until the States design the system. We know what DVOPs and
LVERs will be doing. What we need to work out is how do they
interact with the other partners, how do we do——

Mr. EVERETT. That would be enough. I just wanted a brief de-
scription of what the program was. I didn’t need all that.

Let me refer back to the standard. How are States with superior
performance recognized and rewarded, and those States that per-
form poorly sanctioned?

Mr. BORREGO. Clearly, we have in our legislation no way to re-
ward States that are doing well. When States are doing poorly, our
State directors go in and find out what the problem is, put them
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under a corrective action plan so they monitor that corrective ac-
tion plan to make sure that they are meeting the goals.

Mr. EVERETT. Have you ever pulled a grant?

Mr. BORREGO. Not a total grant, but when we started our month-
ly management report, among the first ones that I sent out had in-
structions on what our agency and what our people needed to do
to pull money from a State.

. EVERETT. Does that improve the situation or are those States
still performing poorly?

Mr. BORREGO. We use how many people get placed (“entered
employment”) and we have a percentage factor for that (there was
an entered employment rate of about 25 percent}—and some
States, for example, the border regions in Texas, have double-digit
unemployment.

Mr. EVERETT. Let me get straight to the question I asked. If you
monitor States that are doing poorly and you go back a year later
£a1111d ;;hey are doing poorly, what do you do? Do you have States like

at?

Mr. BORREGO. We had—I think our biggest problem was in the
State of Michigan, which privatized the employment service. That
went to court. This took time. The court told them they could not
privatize it because the Wagner-Peyser l?}:hart, which is also respon-
sible for veterans employment. We had problems. They are now
back on line. The DVOPs and LVERSs continue to work.

Clearly, States that are doing better get more resources, because
frequently States ask for more resources.

Mr. EVERETT. I asked you what do you do—have you pulled a
grant on a State that you have gone back a year later and they are
still performing poorly? What have you done?

Mr. BORREGO. We have not funded many of the parts that States
have requested because of performance problems. We have never
pulled a whole State’s funding, no.

Mr. EVERETT. How does VETS justify nine States’ placement of
fewer than 10 percent in meeting performance standards?

Mr. BORREGO. Clearly, when you take a look at that, you need
to take a look at the local economic conditions, and clearly if they
weren’t doing——

Mr. EVERETT. In a period of record employment.

Mr. BORREGO. There is, as I said, in South Dakota 2.8 percent
unemployment. In the border regions of Texas it is double digit. It
will vary by region or locality.

Mr. EVERETT. Are those States directly affected by those employ-
ment figures?

Mr. BORREGO. I don’t know what States you are talking about.

Mr. EVERETT. I am looking at 9 States that have a performance
record of fewer than 10 percent.

Mr. BORREGO. I can go back and take a look at those States and
provide a report. I would be delighted to do that, sir.

Mr. EVERETT. I appreciate it.

(See 85.)

Mr. EVERETT. You keep referring to Title 38. Have you any legis-
lation fixes that need to be made to Title 387

Mr. BORREGO. We have talked to committee staff about areas—
for example, one of the measures that you mentioned, permanent



12

job liplacement. When an employer listed a job, one of the categories
is if it is expected to last more than 150 days, it is considered a

rmanent job. Most employers don’t mark that. It is a meaning-
ess measure. We don’t need that. WIA doesn’t use that. We can
get rid of that. There are some we can get rid of.

We talked about incentive plans to committee staff. We talked
about giving LVERs the ability to help people be recruited into the
military, so we have had quite a few Eiscussions with committee
staff—in the subcommittee, I should say.

Mr. EVERETT. I see that my time has run out.

Mr. Evans?

Mr. EvaNns. Mr. Secretary, we have been told that grou don’t have
any vision. Do you have a vision and, if so, what is it?

Mr. BORREGO. Yes, sir. Clearly I start from the point that the
best way to get veterans into jobs is to make sure that a qualified
veteran who has the skills is one of the first persons that that em-
ployer sees. Clearly, in the short term, getting VETS-funded staff
integrated into the new Workforce Investment Act, making them a
critical part of the one-stops, is part of what we are dealing with
in our next 5-year program. Also, taking a look at the future of the
digital world which will fully be here in 10 to 15, 20 years. That,
clearly, when you currently have a digital economy that is a $300
billion economy, that jobs pay 78 percent better than others, start-
ing to put in place structures to make sure that people who have
been in the military get credit for the skills and training they
learned; that they get certified, and that they become first in line
for employment in this new digital economy.

And we are putting those pieces in place by working with tele-
communication companies—IT companies, Cisco, Microsoft. We
were supposed to have a hearing on that yesterday. Unfortunately,
it was postponed.

Mr. Evans. Congress is a resource. How can we in Congress help
you accomplish VETS’ mission?

Mr. BORREGO. Clearly, I think that Title 38 is a wonderful piece
of legislation, one of the best that I have seen. The reporting re-
quirements are outdated. Our Secretary reports comparative meas-
ures. It requires data that is no longer meaningful because it is the
law and we are mandated to do it. It does not cover the entire
range of services, and thus all veterans that we serve.

Title 38 asks us to report only on those veterans who register at
the Employment Service. As we move toward self-service, as we
move to the America’s Job Bank, the Workforce Investment Act
will only register people who require training and case manage-
ment. The number of people that register is getting smaller and
smaller; yet that is what we are required to report on. It does not
reflect our agency’s entire performance.

And people look at those reports and say that we are not doing
our work. That is not true. We are reporting what Title 38 asks us
to do. It is not a complete picture. That needs to be reworked.

Mr. EVANS. There is going to be legislation before the committee
this year incorporating recommendations of the Commission. We
can write it with or without the input from VETS. Do you have
anything serious to tell us about the recommendations? Anything
positive?
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Mr. BORREGO. In terms of serious reservations that I have, one
of them is that services to veterans not be limited to 4 years. Clear-
ly that hurts veterans. It hurts Vietnam veterans, Persian Gulf
veterans, anyone that leaves the military and goes to college, if it
takes longer than 4 years, so we clearly oppose this. I think the
move to move VETS to.the VA was ill-conceived and it was based,
as I said, on incomplete data. I think that Title 38 correctly places
DVOPs and LVERs as part of a public employment system. To
move to contract DVOPS and LVERs I think is an ill-conceived and
bad move.

Mr. Evans. Thank you, Mr. Secretary. I appreciate your time.

Mr. EVERETT. You have anything good to say about it?

Mr. BORREGO. Yes, sir. We agreed with a lot of recommendations
and I think—and let me say—they looked at us. The GAO looked
at us. Anytime anyone from the outside takes a look at us and
raises questions, it gives us an opportunity to rethink. I have incor-
porated many of the GAO’s responses. Much of what they talked
about is already being put into our strategic plan. Having people
look at us from the outside is a good thing, sir, and I welcome it.
It makes us perform better and it improves our performance.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Borrego, thank you for your appearance here
today. We will tell you that we will have questions for you that we
would ask you to submit for the record in a timely manner. We will
get those questions to you and we would ask you to respond in the
next 45 days.

Mr. BORREGO. Yes, sir. Would be delighted to. Thank you for the
opportunity.

See p. 85.)

Mr. EVERETT. I would like to now recognize Mr. Drach, former
Commissioner, Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Tran-
sition Assistance. Mr. Drach, you can, whenever you would like to
begin, please do so.

STATEMENT OF RONALD W. DRACH, FORMER COMMISSIONER,
COMMISSION ON SERVICEMEMBERS AND VETERANS TRAN-
SITION ASSISTANCE

Mr. DRACH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Good morn-
ing. It is an honor and pleasure to be invited to testify before this
committee this morning to discuss the Department of Labor’s re-
sponse to the Commission’s report. By quick way of background, 1
was one of 12 commissioners appointed to serve on the Commission
and once the Commission got started, we broke down into three dif-
ferent panels.

Chairman Principi asked me if I would chair the panel on Em-
ployment and Servicemembers Transition. The reason for that,
prior to being appointed a commissioner, or actually when I was
appointed, I was the current director of employment for Disabled
American Veterans and had a 23-year career as their employment
director prior to my retirement last summer. After I retired, I con-
tinued on as one of the commissioners.

In Secretary Herman’s transmittal letter to Congress, she indi-
cates the Commission, quote, “failed to take into account recent im-
Provements in program performance, ignored the impact of new
egislation such as the Workforce Investment Act, and %aaed many
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of its conclusions on old data,” end quote. If I am not mistaken, I

think I just heard Assistant Secretary Borrego indicate that they

do need better data, and I would like to point out that all the data

that the Commission used and had before us was data provided by

};_.h(i) agencies that we were looking at, including the Department of
abor.

As for the impact of the Workforce Investment Act, it has not
been put into effect yet, so how can we measure an impact of some-
thing that has not been put into effect? We are still operating
under the Job Training Partnership Act, so it is kind of difficult to
project what impact WIA may or may not have.

Mr. Borrego was an ex-officio member of the Commission and
had every opportunity at every point in time to correct any mis-
interpretation that we had or provide us with the correct data.
Every document that we provided, we provided in draft form, we
sent out to the commissioners, we sent out to the ex-officio mem-
bers, and they all had an opportunity to review those documents
and make comments. So we certainly had the door open to make
corrections of any misinterpretations that the Commission may
have had.

Apparently one of their (VETS) biggest concerns is who can we
provide priority of service to, and they take exception to the Com-
mission’s recommendation that we suggested that priority of serv-
ice be limited to disabled veterans, veterans with barriers to em-
ployment, and recently separated veterans, meaning those that had
been separated within the previous 4 years. We did this based pri-
marily, Mr. Chairman, on the basis that we concluded that the cur-
rent system is unable to provide priority of services to all veterans
in today’s economy. And this is not something new. This is some-
thing that has been under discussion with the veterans’ service or-
ganizations for a number of years.

The Department of Labor is also opposed to transferring VETS
to the Department of Veterans Affairs. This is an issue that, when
I was the national employment director of the DAV, I and DAV
supported since 1978. It should be clarified here that the Commis-
sion stopped short of suggesting that it be transferred to the VA.
We suggested that it be looked at and that some standards be es-
tablished and some goals be established and that Congress after 2
years, if those goals and the measurements aren’t met, then Con-
gress consider transferring it over to the VA. We in no way sug-
gested that it be transferred to the VA at this present time.

Mr. Borrego also mentioned that they enjoy a great respect with-
in the Department of Labor with the Secretary of Labor, and that
indeed is true. But I have been working on employment issues for
the better part of 27 years, and for the most part VETS has not
enjoyed that relationship with the Secretary of Labor, and there is
no guarantee that they are going to enjoy that respect with any
succeeding Secretaries of Labor and new administrations.

I should also point out I think there is some misinterpretation
of what the Commission was recommending. First of all, we have
to clarify that VETS itself is not a delivery system. The delivery
system is through the mechanism of the States’ employment serv-
ices, the DVOPs and LVERs. VETS is the monitoring service, the
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enforcement mechanism, the funding mechanism. It is not the di-
rect deliverer of services.

And there is a lot of confusion out there on the part of employers.
We did a short survey of employers, the Commission did, and we
asked employers, quote, “If you wanted to hire a veteran, do you
know who to contact?” unquote. Of the employers who responded,
57 percent did not know who to contact. en asked who would
you contact, only 25 percent of the employers who knew who to
contact would contact job service offices, while 49 percent said they
would contact the VA. Their natural thinking is that VA takes care
of veterans so that is where they would go to look for veterans.

On a positive side, I think VETS should be commended for a cou-
ple of things. Their Web site is very good. Their relationship with
companies like Cisco, Microsoft, and some of the things that they
are doing with them are very good.

But I do have to ask a question. Since January 1991, 201 sepa-
rating servicemembers were referred to jobs through the agreement
with the Communication Workers of America, but their report does
not indicate of that 201 referrals how many were actually placed.
So if you refer 10 and place 4, I am very happy. If you refer 201
and place 2, I am not too happy.

This gets back to the data. Let’s clarify the data. Let’s get the
data up front where it belon% There is also some concern about
contracting out DVOPs and LVERs. Right now there is no competi-
tion amongst States. It is an automatic thing. As you pointed out,
if a State is in non-compliance, some of the money may be taken
back, and the Department of Labor is concerned that there would
be 53 separate different private systems. There already are. Each
State basically runs its own private system even though they are
operating under the auspices of Title 38. If this were to be con-
tracted out, they would still be obligated to operate under Title 38,
and I should point out that current law in Title 38 says that the
employment or the DVOPs and LVERs will be funded by grant or
contract. Current law already allows for a contract.

I have much more in my prepared statement for the record, Mr.
Chairman, and I would be happy to answer any questions. Thank
you.

[The Erepared statement of Mr. Drach appears on p. 61.]

Mr. EvERETT. Well, thank you very much and, sir, and let me
first say thank you for the service you have given this country——

Mr. DrACH. Thank you.

Mr. EVERETT (continuing). As a war veteran, and also the many
years you spent handling employment issues at DAV. I want you
to know that this subcommittee appreciates that very much.

Mr. DrRACH. Thank you, sir.

Mr. EvERETT. If you will, please summarize the Transmission
Commission’s recommendations regarding VETS and give the ra-
tionale behind each recommendation of the Commission.

Mr. DRACH. One of the recommendations was to establish an em-
ployment and training service priority for veterans who, as I said,
of three categories: the disabled, those who face employment bar-
riers, and the recently separated. One of the interesting ar ents
about those who face employment barriers is that we, Ehe (%ommis-
sion, did not try to define who faces employment barriers. So that
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would be left up either to Congress or to the administration to de-
velop guidelines, regulations, and policies as to what constitutes an
employment barrier.

In the Secretary’s response, I believe there is a very high per-
centage of veterans in upper ages, I think 50 to 54, who were un-
employed and needing help. Certainly that would indicate to me a
barrier to employment. They have an age issue. They may have a
technological issue. They were employed and they are now laid off.
So there is a lot of flexibility in determining that. And it is also
interesting that that age %}‘oup is primarily Vietnam-era veterans;
that unemployment for Vietnam-era veterans is relatively low
today, yet thez make up a very high percentage of those who are
going to the job service.

Again, the numbers. You know, whose numbers do we believe?
Do we believe BLS, or can we believe the reporting system. This
needs clarification! And again our rationale basically was because
we believe that there are too many veterans out there and there
are not enough resources to provide the services to every category
of veteran on a priority basis for the rest of his or her life.

We also suggest replacing the current DVOP and LVER program
with a veterans’ case manager program and a veterans’ employ-
ment facilitator who would again work very, very closely with the
veterans most in need and needing most of the services.

And I should point out, too, Mr. Chairman, that there was some
discussion about the Commission’s recommendation along those
lines of abolishing the number of positions mostly held by DVOPs
and LVERs, and a lot of them are disabled veterans. As long as I
can remember—I am going to go back to probably about 1984 or
1985—1I can’t remember any administration requesting adequate
funding or the mandated funding for LVERs and DVOPs.

I know there is some criticism that Congress doesn’t appropriate
enough money. If the administration doesn’t request enough
money, you know, it is a two-way street. If I ask you for $100,000
and it is $200,000 the legislation says I need, and you give me
$99,000, who is to blame, you or me? We have to ask for it. If you
don’t ask for it, you are certainly not going to get it.

Given the fact that so few employers know where to go lookin
for veterans, as evidenced by the study that the Commission did,
we recommended that a separate independent organization be set
up to do marketing to employers of this country. And the analogy
that we used in our discussion, although it is not really in the re-
port, is that this type of a body would be modeled after the Com-
mittee on EmJ)loyer Support for the Guard and Reserve, and their
mission would be to go out and promote employment opportunities
and to market the availability of veterans and the benefits that
veterans bring to the marketplace. We wanted to target electronic
employment assistance.

Now, again, I think the Department of Labor is to be commended
for what they have been doing with some of the electronic assist-
ance, but we are not sure that that goes far enough. Again, if an
employer doesn’t know where to go, and you go into somewhere like
the America’s Job Bank and you don’t really know what you are
looking for and you don’t really know how to access the veterans’
component of it, even though there are supposed to be priority of
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service in those programs how will veterans benefit? Mr. Chair-
man, I am not sure that the DVOPs and LVERs even have access
to computers.

Several years ago, myself and another individual representing
another of the VSOs was promised by the Department of Labor
that within a year or two, every DVOP and LVER would have ac-
cess to a computer. And what I heard in the Commission’s round-
table discussions last year with DVOPs and LVERs, they don’t
have access to computers and sometimes when they do have access
to computers, they don’t have access to the Internet. So how is that
an effective tool if you can’t access the information that is there?

Another thing to the Department of Labor’s credit is the
credentialing barriers and opportunities. That was started by the
Degartment of Labor, and the Commission picked up on that issue
and did a supplemental study. The Department of Labor’s initial
study focused in on very specific job areas under FAA and health
care issues. The Commission thought that was a little too narrow—
and that is not a criticism— it is just the way it was done. We
thought it needed to be a little bit broader, so we contracted with
the same group and asked for more information on the
credentialing issues, and they are moving ahead on that.

We wanted to see more access to all Federal training programs
so that veterans would receive priority in every training program,
not just those designed for veterans. We wanted to provide incen-
tives for Federal contractors to hire veterans. Federal contractors
don’t hire veterans. If they do, it is by accident for the most part.
I discuss that in my prepared statement in more detail.

I used the Department of Labor’s data. I didn’t make these up.
I didn’t pull them out of the sky. They are very defensive of their
data. It is their data. What else can I say?

And we also recommended, as I recall, they agreed to our rec-
ommendation that GAO immediately conduct an organizational
and programmatic audit of DOL VETS to establish a basis for fu-
ture measurement of the agency’s effectiveness in supporting em-
ployment services for veterans through DOL programs, and I would
encourage you to do that, sir. ’

you.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Udall, our colleague has joined us.

Mr. UpALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Drach, the Transition Commission gave us a great oppor-
tunity to take a fresh look at programs and services for newly
transitioning veterans. However, the same programs serve other
veterans as well. I wonder why the Commission wanted to deny
services to Vietnam-era veterans and veterans with a lesser degree
of disabilities and give them to veterans who left service within the
past 4 years?

Mr. DRACH. Basically, sir, the charge of the Commission was to
look at transitioning services for those separating from milit
service now, not those who separated 15, 20, 25 years ago. We czllx?:
as I stated, talk about provi services to those with significant
employment barriers. Certainly I would state that the Commission
agreed that within that Vietnam veteran population, there are
many, many Vietnam veterans that continue to have significant
employment barriers.
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The high percentage of homeless veterans, more than a third—
I am sorry, more than half of homeless veterans are Vietnam-era
veterans, Certainly they have significant employment barriers and
certainly under the rationale of the Commission, they would have
significant employment barriers and would be eligible to receive
services.

Mr. UpALL. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. EVERETT. The chair will recess the hearing. We apparently
have a vote underway, and we would ask you to remain in the
room and we will convene probably in about 15 minutes.

Mr. DRACH. Thank you, sir. I will be here.

Mr. EVERETT. The hearing is recessed.

[Recess.]

Mr. EVERETT. The hearing will resume.

Should VETS try to be all things to all veterans in providing em-
ployment services to them?

Mr. DRACH. Mr. Chairman, I wish I could say yes. I think you
have to look at not only what VETS does and is supposed to do,
but what the mandate is for the entire employment service. You
heard the comment on the Wagner-Peyser positions. The DVOPs
and LVERs are only one component of a very major network of a
delivery system to provide services to veterans. I remember several
years ago, a relatively high-ranking Department of Labor official
told me that he was very proud of the fact that 82 percent of all
veterans placed in his State were placed by DVOPs and LVERs,
That is great, I said, but only 18 percent were placed by the rest
of the employment service. The law says that the emplognent serv-
}.(.:%E % to give priority of services to veterans, not just DVOPs and

So if &u focus your existing limited resources, your DVOPs and
your LVERs or your VCMs or VEFs, whatever they may be called
sometime in the future, and you focus them on the ones that need
the services most, that need intensive case management, and allow
the rest of the veterans to be served by the rest of the Wagner-
Peyser Act people, and make sure that they are held accountable
for their delivery of those services, I think they can provide serv-
ices to all veterans. But again, given the top priority to those most
in need and as defined by the Commission, we believe it is disabled
vets, those with barriers to employment, and recently separated.

Mr. EVERETT. If VETS were moved to the VA, do you agree that
a separate duplicate system of employment services would be cre-
ated by veterans? Isn’t VETS basically a grant program and not ac-
tually a service delivery program?

Mr. DRACH. Th%r‘ certainly are not a delivery system. They do a
couple of things. They provide the grants to the States for DVOPs
and LVERs. They do the unemployment act—I am so%, the Reem-
ployment Rights Act invesﬁgations and complaints. They are cur-
rently getting geared up to do the investigations on veterans pref-
erence discrimination complaints and they do—the USERRA, to my
knowledge, they have never been criticized on reemployment
rights. They have always done a good job on that. But that is not
part of a delivery system that we are talking about here. That is
part of a complaint system that can be done from anywhere—
whether they are housed at 810 Vermont Avenue or 200 Constitu-
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tion Avenue makes no difference. They could do it just as well.
They would not be a separate delivery system because the delivery
system would still be at the State level.

Whether it is by grant or by contract, whether it is by DVOPs
and LVERs or by veterans’ case managers and veterans’ employ-
ment facilitators, it would still be done at the local level through
that network.

Mr. EvERETT. Do you have any idea what the overhead is to
serve this limited number of veterans?

Mr. DrRACH. Well, I can’t break it down for you. I know that in
some States it is as high as 26 percent, so 26 percent of their grant
goes for administrative overhead. Other States, it is much lower.

Mr. EVERETT. Does that include the overhead at DOL?

Mr. DRACH. I don’t believe so, sir. I am not really sure. I think
that is only for the States. I am not sure what the overhead at
DOL, whether that is incorporated in there or not. I don’t believe
it is.

Mr. EVERETT. Is there any way we can get that figure to see how
many dollars actul;ﬂi get down to help the vets?

Mr. DRACH. I think the Bl?ﬂefartment of Labor would have to pro-
vide that to you, sir. I certainly don’t have it.

Mr. EVERETT. Lots of luck.

Mr. DRACH. Make sure it is accurate data.

Mr. EVERETT. As I say, lots of luck.

Mr. DRACH. It has no room for interpretation.

Mr. EVERETT. Would you like to see a Eroactive outreach to em-
ployers by VETS as a part of the program?

Mr. DRACH. Absolutely. I think, you know, again, one of the jobs
of the DVOPs and LVERSs is job development. Job development to
me means going out and developing jobs with employers, contacting
employers. That certainly should be done at the local level. On a
larger scale the Commission recommended a national body to do
this marketing plan and go out and try to recruit employers. VETS
has a relatively limited staff. Whether or not they would be the
exact component that could or should do that, I am not sure. But
I think they could be and should be much more proactive and it
shouldn’t be restricted just to the high-tech companies, even though
high-tech companies are offering a lot of good opportunities. I think
it goes much Eeyond that. Not all veterans coming out of the serv-
ice today have high-tech skills and high-tech backgrounds.

Mr. EVERETT. Thank you very much. Let me again—I don’t want
to embarrass you, but this member—and I know this subcommit-
tee—we at]jf)reciate the service you have rendered to this country
and also the service of many, many years specializing in emgloy—
ment for the DAV. We appreciate that very much. You have been
of gretl:-a.; service not only to your country but to the veterans of this
country.

Mr. DRACH. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I am very

hal\pgy to do it.

. EVERETT. I would now like to welcome and recognize Mr.
Hubbard, Director, National Economic Commission, the American
Legion; Mr. Baskerville, Deputy National Service Director for Em-
ployment, DAV; Mr. Magill, Director of National Employment Pol-
icy, Veterans of Foreign Wars; Calvin Gross, Chairman of the Em-
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ployment Training and Business Opportunities Committee, Direc-
tor of Government Relations, Vietnam Veterans of America.

I have been advised that the bells were a mistake. Thank good-
ness. Mr. Hubbard, if you would begin, please.

STATEMENTS OF JAMES B. HUBBARD, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL
ECONOMICS COMMISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION; AN-
THONY L. BASKERVILLE, DEPUTY NATIONAL SERVICE DI-
RECTOR FOR EMPLOYMENT, DISABLED AMERICAN VETER-
ANS; JAMES N. MAGILL, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL EMPLOY-
MENT POLICY, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS; AND CALVIN
GROSS, CHAIR OF EMPLOYMENT TRAINING AND BUSINESS
OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE, DIRECTOR OF GOVERNMENT
RELATIONS, VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA

STATEMENT OF JAMES B. HUBBARD

Mr. HUBBARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate some-
body’s mistake.

It is an honor for us to be here this morning and particularly for
me to comment on the program effectiveness and strategic plan of
DOL VETS.

In the past 6 years, VETS has endeavored to reinvent itself with-
in the confines of severe funding constraints while faced with major
changes to the Employment Training Service made under the
Workforce Investment Act. VETS makes up about 15 percent of the
system operated in the States by the Employment and Training
Administration. Their strategic plan is part of a Department plan
and it must fit within the constraints of that Department plan.

At the same time this reinvention has been taking place, appro-
priations for the agency declined by 11 percent in real terms, and
the money made available does not support the statutory levels of
DVOPs and LVERs provided for in Title 38. Given these cir-
cumstances, the American Legion believes VETS continues to per-
form reasonably well.

The development of the current plan began in 1994. The plan fol-
lows the requirements of the Government Performance and Results
Act passed by the Congress, which is intended to make Federal de-
Eartments and agencies more accountable for results and, as I said

gif;% it fits within the plan, the overall plan of the Department
0 or.

Since VETS-funded LVERs and DVOPs operate within this
larier ﬂ]l)ublic employment and training system, its plan must mesh
wit e overall strategic plan of DgL. To that end, VETS con-
centrates on several items: transition assistance, insuring applica-
ble military training is relevant to civilian life in order to provide
economic security, credentialing of people trained in the military by
civilian licensing and certification agencies, providing needs-based
services to veterans requiring special assistance, and working with
employers to convince them that veterans make excellent
employees.

It has three key goals: Help 300,000 veterans obtain career
employment; ensure that of those 300,000, at least 10,000 are spe-
cial disabled veterans; ensure that of the 300,000, at least 1,850
are homeless veterans. These goals are relatively ambitious. We
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also think they are realistic, they are measurable, and they are
achievable.

These goals are linked with the funding request for VETS
through the appropriations process. Earlier we mentioned that
funding for this agency has declined in real terms by 11 percent
over a past decade. As a result, the number of people providing di-
rect services to veterans continues to decrease. Training has suf-
fqredl. Future funding must be linked towards achieving the strate-

¢ plan.
glPmper measurement of some veterans who use the system but
don’t register is difficult and expensive. Out-of-State-placement vet-
erans are not counted. Many veterans are underemployed and still
actively seeking meaningful employment. A veteran who finds a job
90 days or more after receiving services is not counted. Veterans
who find jobs through America’s job bank are not counted. Veter-
ans hired by Federal contractors or through the veterans pref-
erence statutes are not counted. It is not that these people can’t be
counted. They can, but it is very expensive.

Funding for these measurements must come from the same place
as funding for DVOPs and LVERs. Given a choice between measur-
ing achievements and hiring people to assist veterans, VETS has
chosen to do the hiring. This is a proper choice in the view of the
American Legion.

Resources for this agency are at an all-time low point. The only
bright spot in this environment is the ongoing improvement and co-
operation with the Vocation Rehabilitation Counseling Service at

e Department of Veterans Affairs. Measurements here are accu-
rate, since all these veterans receive intensive case management
from the time they apply for training until they finally find a job.

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to put our stamp of approval on
the strategic plan for VETS. Now we believe that Congress must
step up and provide the proper funding for VETS to succeed. They
have been trying to s%ueeze blood out of the proverbial turnip for
far too long. You fund them properly, cut them loose, they will
succeed.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear this morning.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hub%ard appears on p. 68.]

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Baskerville.

STATEMENT OF ANTHONY L. BASKERVILLE

Mr. BASKERVILLE. Thank you, sir. Mr. Chairman, on behalf of the
Disabled American Veterans and its Women’s Auxiliary, I am privi-
leged to gppear before you today to present the organization’s views
on the effectiveness of the strategic planning of the Department of
Labor’s Veteran Employment and Training Service.

The overall mission of VETS is to help veterans, Reservists and
National Guard members in securing employment, training, and
employment rights and benefits associated with their military serv-
ice. As an organization of more than 1 million men and women dis-
abled in our Nation’s defense, the DAV is dedicated to one single
purpose: building better lives for all our Nation’s disabled veterans
and their families.

DAYV is interested in the transition of our separating veterans
into the civilian workforce and the availability of meaningful em-
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ployment opportunities for service-connected disabled veterans and
veterans with critical barriers to employment.

We are pleased with the advocacy of VETS and its approach in
helping veterans. This mission has been accomplished through
their development of oversight and training programs through
grants to States and nonprofit organizations. VETS further serve
the employment and retraining needs of veterans by establishing
and enforcing job referral control mechanisms imposed on State
em}]loyment service agencies as well as investigating complaints of
violations of reemployment rights against employers.

Mr. Chairman, separating servicemembers face many barriers to
employment and reemployment in the civilian job market. This is
because civilian credentialing requirements do not recognize their
military training and experience, although many of the qualifica-
tions and skills are the same or similar.

This inability to meet Federal, State, and private sector civilian
job requirements or standards have precluded separating
servicemembers from realizing the full benefit of their military
training and experience.

Mr. Chairman, in its report, the Congressional Commission on
Servicemembers and Veterans Transitional Assistance assert that
Congress must provide transitioning servicemembers with the
means and the opportunity to succeed in their civilian lives and to
invest their talents and ability in the American economy. In April
1998, the Department of Labor and the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs formedp a Task Force on Certification and Licensing of
Transitioning Military Personnel. This task force is representative
of departments and agencies of the Federal Government, including
the Department of Defense and all military branches. The task
force has helped members learn about the licensing activities of
these agencies and has created initiatives between agencies to as-
sist active duty personnel and veterans to more easily acquire li-
censes needed in the civilian employment.

The task force has established State pilot programs on certifi-
cation and licensing in Ohio, Georgia, Colorado, Maryland, and
South Carolina for occupations such as health care, law enforce-
ment, commercial drivers, metalworking, power plant operators,
emergency medical technicians, and building trades.

Mr. Chairman, we believe VETS should be commended for its
participation in this area and we would hope this committee would
Join us in applauding its efforts. DAV also supports VETS’ efforts
with the Microskills 2000 Military Information Technology Career
Initiative introduced in February of 1999, This program leads in-
terested servicemembers with knowledge of and aptitude for com-
puters through a special program designed for transitioning
servicemembers which, include classes which lead to Skill 2000 cer-
tificates in several different information technology fields. This ap-
pears to be an excellent program which will only strengthen VETS’
strategic goals.

Mr. Chairman, Congress has determined our Nation has a re-
sponsibility to meet the employment and training needs of veter-
ans. To accomplish these goals, the Assistant Secretary of Labor for
Veterans Employment and Training is authorized to implement
training and employment programs for veterans. The ASVET is
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also responsible for ensuring the availability of sufficient funds for
use in &e support of appropriate programs such as the Disabled
Veterans Outreach Program, local veteran employment representa-
tives, the Joint Training Partnership Act, the National Veterans
Training Institute, the Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program
and others. However, VETS’ budget provides funds to sugport
1,431 DVOP positions, 688 below the congressionally mandated lev-
els, and 1,306 LVERSs positions, 294 below mandated levels.

Several years ago, someone coined the term “voodoo economics.”
when reading the budget information provided by the Department
of Labor for VETS for fiscal year 2000 in the category of LVERs
and DVOPs and upon funding additional information, the term
“voodoo economics” comes to mind.

Mr. Chairman, although we support VETS’ mission and its stra-
55}0 plan, we question whether under its proposed budget VETS

.al have the resources necessary to fulfill its existing and future
goals.

Mr. Chairman, I again thank you for the opportunity on behalf
of DAV to present our views.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Baskerville appears on p. 71.]

Mr. EVERETT. Please continue.

STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MAGILL

Mr. MAgILL. Thank you for the op%ortunjty to present the views
of the Veterans of Foreign Wars on the strategic plan of the Veter-
ans’ Employment and Training Service. :

The mission of VETS, as we have heard, is in securinﬁ employ-
ment, training, and the rights and benefits associated with military
service. The key elements of VETS’ mission are enforcement, veter-
ans preference, employment, and training assistance, public infor-
mation, interagency liaison and tramn‘l/%

In reviewing the strategic plan of VETS, we see a commitment
that reflects the Department’s strategic goals, a prepared work-
force, a secure workforce, and a quality workforce. at may very
well be the cornerstone of the strategic plan is ensuring that veter-
ans get the maximum employment and training opportunities with-
in the workforce.

We do not believe the system is perfect at this time and there
are areas that can be improved upon. One of the areas that the
Congress addressed and we think is a step in the right direction
was the repeal of the requirement that DVOPs be Vietnam veter-
ans. We believe that the wisdom in enacting this legislation gave
VETS the flexibility in that area.

We look forward to working with VETS to improve the work that
they do and we would encourage the Congress to do the same.

The VFW commends VETS %or a strategic plan that will improve
veterans’ employment opportunities to the level that they have
earned and certainly deserve. However, as the name implies, this
is a plan. We expect VETS to implement this plan to the fullest ex-
tent and recognize that VETS must be held accountable for its suc-
cess. We also hold accountable the Congress to provide VETS with
the necessary funds to ensure their success. Past administrations
have not proposed adequate budgets to support the DVOP and
LVERs and at the same time, the Congress has not appropriated
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the necessary funds to support these crucial programs. Without the
support of the administration and Congress, veterans will be the
ultimate ones that will come out on the bottom,

Mr. Chairman, again, I thank you and I will be happy to respond
to any questions you may have,

[The prepared statement of Mr. Magill appears on p. 74.]

Mr. EVERETT. Thank you. Please continue.

STATEMENT OF CALVIN GROSS

Mr. Gross. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,
Vietnam Veterans of America appreciates the opportunity to ex-
press their views and concerns regarding the Veterans Employ-
ment and Training Service strategic plan for fiscal—for the future
fiscal years. VVA believes that VETS has a most crucial role in
helping veterans transition from military to the civilian job market,
and it is hel;»ing disabled veterans to be part of a strong economy.

In light of this important mission and in light of this rapidly
changing economy and marketplace, we believe that it is impera-
tive for VETS to have a cognitive, defined, and cogent plan for the
future. Unfortunately, upon reviewing this strategic plan, we can-
not conclude that VETS has clearly stated nor does it appear that
VETS truly knows where it is heading.

The mission statement contained in section 1 of the plan is re-
dundant. Furthermore, it says nothing about placing veterans into
high-quality jobs, which should be the primary mission of VETS.

oday’s problems come from yesterday’s solutions. The DVOPs
and LVERs within VETS are still using outdated methods to assist
veterans in their job searches. DVOPs and LVERs need the flexibil-
ity to implement reform at the local level. The way the current
VETS system is designed, when a DVOP or LVERs pushes for re-
form, he or she is only pushed back further. They need to be able
to fully engage the local business community and sell their veteran
clients. The strategic plan does not go any further or in any depth
regarding the individual DVOP or LVERS’ role in the future. It
simply talks of need for more DVOPs and LVERs.

e VETS performance goals contained in the report are all
goals that we certainly support. Again, however, these goals are
part of VETS’ mandated job. Of course, resolving the USERRA
compliant cases expeditiously while maintaining high-quality case
handling procedures should be a goal. Of course, better enforce-
ment of Federal contracting and regulations regarding veterans
a.n:ai1 a better enforcement of veterans preference law should be a
goal.

At this point, these problems that these goals address have been
largely created by an ineffective VETS, and this strategy plan says
nothing about how VETS is going to rule out deficiencies within its
own structure. The VETS’ strategic plan is not precise, not to the
point, and not attainable, is not a living document but merely a list
of goals without any clarification how these goals will be met.

I say all that because I think we haven’t done a separation. We
have thrown the baby out with the bath water. I have worked with
the people in VETS for 6 years. They are people of integrity. They
are people who want to do well but the requirement to make a
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?trategic plan is too long a time period. The world changes way too
ast.

I will give you an example. I live in New Jersey. In the town next
to mine, Motorola is opening up a technical center. They are adver-
tising on all the New York and New Jersey radio stations during
drive time. The requirement is to register on the Internet for the
job, then show up—if they respond to you—with a resume. The
critical path is asked on the Internet of what your skills are.

So how I see things are going, happening, is that we haven’t kept
up. There is not a system th.il.-‘;ﬁing within the Department of Labor
that concerns VETS. It doesn’t do any good to move VETS from De-
partment of Labor to the VA. They both are in disarray. There
should be a coalition. There should be some cooperation. But when
it comes to the employment of my brethren and my comrades, the
measure of success is sabotaged before you start. So when a vet,
no matter what the skill level is, they can have a degree in elec-
trical engineering, they could be referred to Arby’s to make ham-
burgers and that counts in a system.

So I am suggesting something more than just slashing and burn-
ing. I have had people up here who really have hammered VETS
and not looked at the methodology and procedures that they must
operate within, the framework. The rules of the game have to
change. If they don’t change, then we are just in a death spiral. It
doesn’t matter where VETS resides, the Department of Labor, the
VA, or an autonomous group. As far as States go, each State has
their own way of trying to bully our people, the LVERs and
DVOPs, and the performance measurements are cooked before you
start.

So m; sugtgestion is that after a year of noncompliance—you
were asking for an answer to your tglestion—and the question is
have they ever stopped money to a State that was noncompliant
more than once? Well, then you should take control of that particu-
lar State, take the money out and if it calls for maybe a VSO or
a privatized organization to take it over, that measure should be
a consideration. For whatever reason, veterans have been not ap-
preciated and it continues in this system not to be appreciated.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Gross appears on p. 76.]

Mr. RETT. Thank you very much for that testimony. Let me
start with a general comment and then I have questions for each
member of the panel.

I think it is a little ridiculous for someone at DOL to come over
here and say they need more money when they never requested
more money. This committee, which is the authorizing committee,
is on record for the last few years under the Republican adminis-
tration and Democratic administration, criticizing on the record
those administrations for not asking for money to the statutory
level. When the administration doesn’t—and I am including Repub-
lican and Democrat. When those administrations don’t request
those levels, then it cuts us off at the knees in trying to deal with
the aplpropriatcrs.

So I think there may be a chicken and egg thing here and I
didn’t hear much criticism at the level of the administration that
they ought to step up to the plate and Congress ought to step up
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to the plate, It is difficult for Congress to step up to the plate if
the administration doesn’t go along and step up to the plate either.

Again, let me point out that this committee and this veterans’
committee, the authorizing committee, on a bipartisan level, criti-
cized both Republican and Democrat administrations. Of course
they haven’t done that.

Let me ask, beginning with Mr. Hubbard, would you please com-
ment on the Transition Commission’s recommendations with re-
gards to VETS? We don’t need a point-by-point, but just overall
general impressions.

Mr. HUBBARD. In general, Mr. Chairman, we don’t disagree with
the comments made by the Assistant Secretary with respect to the
Transition Commission recommendations. I will be pleased to make
the American Legion response to chapter 2, which is the employ-
ment and training chapter, available to the subcommittee if the
subcommittee would like to see our response. In general, they par-
allel what the Assistant Secretary ancf DOL VETS has said with
respect to the Transition Commission. We don’t have any major dif-
ferences with them.

Mr. EVERETT. Thank you. Mr. Baskerville.

Mr. BASKERVILLE. DAV has not publicized its comments as of yet
with regards to the Transition Commission’s report. However, in
reviewing it and the recommendations contained therein, one
comes to mind that we have received a number of calls from our
constituents concerning it, and that is to transfer the VETS pro-
gram over to the Department of Veterans Affairs. That has been
a critical tplar. or thought and supported by my predecessor for a
number of years, and we believe that programs that involve veter-
ans sl#)Aﬂd be a part of the Department of Veterans Affairs. How-
ever, VA——

Mr. EVERETT. Who is your predecessor?

Mr. BASKERVILLE. Mr. Drach.

Mr. EVERETT. I wanted to get it on the record.

Mr. BASKERVILLE. Mr. Chairman, although we can support that
thought, we must realize that the VA is not taking care of its own
programs right now. Their funding level is far below that needed
to support the hospital system that they have. VETS, I can say it
is not a Cadillac but it is not a Yugo either. They are trying to do
for veterans with what they have, and I am afraid that if you were
to move that program to the Department of Veterans Affairs, it
would be lost. They wouldn’t know what to do with it. They would
probably put funding somewhere, and the unfortunate part, they
can’t put funding someplace else if they don’t have the funding to
run the programs that they have. And I am quite sure that if VETS
was to move to the Department of Veterans Affairs, the funds uti-
lized now to support that program are not going to be transferred
to the Department of Veterans Affairs.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Magill.

Mr. MacGiLL. What I would like to do is just add a comment to
what Mr. Baskerville commented about moving. The recommenda-
tion was in the report that after a 2-year period if VETS does not
show marked il%provement, that the recommendation would be to
move it over to VA, and specifically, I believe, the Vocational Reha-
bilitation Department. What has not been mentioned is that in that
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same report, the Transition Commission was equally critical of the
voc rehab program. They also were given a 2-year period to show
improvement, so I question what is the rationale for taking one
program at DOL and moving it to another program that they were
equally critical of.

Mr. EVERETT. Mr. Baskerville, the comments between my col-
league and I were the fact that we disagree a little bit on where
this program were to end up. We were making points with each
other on each other’s suggestion about it, and we both have open
gﬁlds about it, but it is well taken. Your comments have been well

en.

w}]:lr. Gross, your testimony is different from the other VSOs,

. GROsS. I can’t—I am friends with all these gentlemen and
my approach—I work for Lucent Technologies and I am a volun-
teer. I spent most of my life since 9 years old advocating for human
beings. So when I take a look at a plan, I see human beings. And
I didn’t see where the strategic plan was taking care of my com-
rades. It was just answering a requirement.

Mr. EVERETT. My time is 11\?‘:: I will yield to Ms. Brown.

Ms. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to say again this
is a real bipartisan subcommittee and we agree on everything. The
key is that we agree that we want to make the ]irogram better, and
I am open to however we can make it better. I really don’t think
transferring it from one aiency to the other is going to make it any
better, because basically the prriliram operates at the program level
and then they have to request the money from DOL or from OMB
and if OMB says no, nothing happens. This plan doesn’t evaluate
how well the program is working; and that, to me, is very
i rtant,

gﬁe they don’t understand, whoever is in charge, the jargon,
the Hill jargon or the plan jargon, and we need to get that correct.
But the key for me is how is the program working for the veterans,
and the veterans o;ganizationa’ input is just always so valuable to
me. You represent the ears of our customers when we evaluate the
veterans’ programs. Most of you feel well supported by what VETS
has been doing. All of you, however, are concerned about the level
of jobs availability. Please say more about that and what you would
recommend and what is your vision for the VETS program. Anyone
can answer.

Mr. HUBBARD. I believe this plan was written in response to a
requirement from the Secretary of Labor to do something which fits
into the overall strategic plan for the Department of Labor. I have
yet to see a DOL critique of the entire DOL plan, and so I'm not
sure it is quite fair to single out this particular agency, although
I understand it is within the purview of this subcommittee to do
s0. Nevertheless, the subcommittee should recognize that this plan
is part of a much larger plan.

far as vision is concerned, it is pretty tough to have vision if
you don’t have money to fund the vision. Now, I am aware that
every administration since I took over this job 10 years ago and
every administration prior to that has underfunded this agency
throu%h its budget request. I am also aware that Congress has con-
trol of the purse strings, and I am also aware that through the ap-
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propriations process, if they so choose, based on information pro-
vided by people like me and the others at this table, Congress can
fund that program at whatever level it wants.

So to say it wasn’t requested and therefore wasn’t appropriated
is circular reasoning in my view, with all due respect, because this
Congress can do with the money what it chooses to do. So it is pret-
ty tough to see a vision when you don’t have the money to fund
it. Thank you.

Mr. Gross. I have two parts to a vision. A vision to me is you
have to have a mental vision of where you want to be. You have
to talk with other people. You have to get some collaborative infor-
mation and you get a mental image of what you want to do. And
then there is a shared vision, and that shared vision would be with
folks like us sitting at your table here and that is how you know
you would be done. It is not a vision statement. It is not statement
platitudes. It is how do you make it done.

If you didn’t have a mental image and a mental image of we are
Eoing to employ x amount of vets, that is not forward-looking. You

ave to say that our mission may be to employ vets but what does
it look like and how do we know when we are done, and that is
short-term and long-term goals. So that is how I see it.

Mr. MAGILL. I would like to see VETS, and I think it is possible,
to be the agency of choice for veterans when they seek employment
and training. I think that VETS, given the mandated staffing levels
and the funding—and I have to agree with you, sir, that it is a
combination of things. You do have to request the money and then
Congress has the responsibility to appropriate it. I believe that
VETS, given those two things will and can be the choice for
veterans.

Ms. BROWN. I have a follow-up question for you, sir. You said
something about Vietnam. What do you think of the Commission’s
recommendation to drop the Vietnam veterans from eligibility? I
didn’t quite get your comment on that.

Mr. MAGILL. If you are referring to the 4-year entitlement, is
that the recommendation? That the benefits are only for—will be
available for 4 years? My comment on the DVOPs—and that has
already been enacted into law, previous law—stated that they had
to be Vietnam veterans. I am a Vietnam veteran and I am certainly
not looking for a new career. After I retire, I may want to come into
a part-time job, but certainly not start a whole new 20-year career.
So it was suggested and it was put into bill form that that require-
ment be repealed and that has occurred, I believe, last year. And
I believe that this is an important step because it gives a lot more
latitude in who they can hire.

Ms. BROWN. Last question. What do you think of the Commis-
sion’s recommendation to cut the number of field personnel?

Mr. HUBBARD. That is a non-starter, Ms. Brown. That doesn’t do
veterans out there in the field who are searching for work any good
whatsoever. It degrades the ability of the agency to provide coun-
seling, heavy-duty counseling, case management type counseling, to
those people who need the agency’s help the most.

Ms. BROWN. One comment. Someone passed me a note. Former
Congressman Natcher routinely added additional monies to the
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DOL a riation subcommittee for VETS’ programs. So Congress
can adg additional monies if it is not requested.

Mr. BASKERVILLE. I agree with that, but my argument with
VETS—and I have had a number of conversations with Mr.
Borrego about it—if you want something, you need to ask for it. If
you know the level of funding necessary to stt?)port your program,
you need to ask for. To straight-line your budget request for 3 to
5 years is ludicrous, and I can assure you that DAV will continue
to press the Department of Labor and VETS to ask for adequate
funding in the future.

Ms. BROWN. Just in closing, you are absolutely right, but one of
the problems is that if the ecretary or OMB doesn’t recommend
it, then that recommendation doesn’t get to us; and that is why
your positions are so important, because you can go over their
recommendations and come directly to Congress and let us know
how you feel about the funding levels. I thin E you all do a good job,
and especially when you talk to us back in the district. We hear
you. Thank you for the role that you play. And thank you, Mr.
Chairman.

Mr. EVERETT. Thank you. I would just simply say to my col-
league, they can also go to the administration.

8. BROWN. That is right.

Mr. EVERETT. I want to thank all our witnesses today for giving
the subcommittee the benefit of their testimony. From what I have
heard today and from the record of the hearing 4 years ago, I can
onl(ir conclude little has chan%ed with the Veterans’ Employment
and Training Service at the Department of Labor. This program
spends a lot of money to help only a few veterans. It seems to have
no vision, no real plan for the future, even though there is a revolu-
tion going on in employment services in the 50 States.

Let me state my vision for the future. I am going to recommend
Chairman Quinn of the Subcommittee on Benefits who has legisla-
tive jurisdiction over these matters, that he consider giving VETS
a time certain along the lines of the Transmission Commission’s
suggestions, and that is 2 years, plenty of time, to greatly improve
its performance and planning. :

If it does not show improvement and produce a satisfactory road
map to the future after this period, the program should be dras-
tically overhauled. Veterans deserve much better service than this
Bvrotiram has been delivering. Business as usual should be over.

ithout objection, members will have 5 legislative days to submit
statements and questions for the record.

This hearing is adjourned. Thank you all.

[Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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APPENDIX

REMARKS of HON. CORRINE BROWN
V.E.T.S. Hearing
Thursday, July 29, 1999

Mr. Chairman and Mr. Evans, I want to thank you for this opportunity to
examine the possibilities for the Veterans Employment and Training Service
(VETS). Employment is one of the keys to meeting veterans needs. Having a job
at the end is a real incentive for disabled veterans to go through VA’s Vocational
Rehabilitation programs, as it is for veterans who have problems with mental
illness, substance abuse and homelessness to keep their eyes on the prize during
the challenging work they must undertake to turn their lives around.

In the past few years, the Department of Labor (DOL) has begun to get
serious about addressing the specific employment needs of veterans, as it is
required to do by Title 38 U.S.C., which mandates priority of service for veterans
in federal employment programs. Yet the job service upon which VETS reliesis a
jerry-built structure, paid for by federal funds through grants but operated by state
governments. The opportunities for inefficiency and ineffectiveness are
considerable.

Today we are here to examine VETS’ program effectiveness and strategic
planning. The Veterans Benefits Subcommittee envisions writing significant
legislation yet this year that would take advantage of the testimony of this hearing
to help develop a picture of needed changes. This committee’s staff has been
working for several months with VETS staff to develop topics most worth
reviewing at this hearing.

Strategic planning — as envisioned by the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) — calls for a ruthless look at where an agency is, and a clear-
eyed vision of where it needs to go, with an understanding of what steps are
necessary in between. Employment services have changed drastically in the past
several years. The old model of the job service is giving way to more federal-state
grant programs as power devolves to the states. This is a mixed blessing at best.
Privatization is part of the mix, as are the rapidly expanding uses of high-tech
cyberspace information highway opportunities.
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Our greatest concern in Congress is that VETS will concentrate on doing
what it does now, but better. VETS must provide us a vision. VETS must suggest
to Congress how we on the Hill can restructure the agency and the laws binding it.
To do this, it must give us the light of a coherent visualization of what VETS
needs to do differently five years from now, and what the path of its
transformation needs to be. If it cannot — or will not -- then I am concerned for its
future. We are operating in an atmosphere I believe to be less and less interested
in the needs of veterans, Without showing us the whys and the hows and the
useful results to our Nation, those of us who believe there is a real need for
veterans employment programs will be fighting unarmed.

I believe veterans will always deserve help from the federal government to
give them a chance to recover the position they have relinquished by going to the
end of the employment line while serving their Nation. Even more, those injured
and disabled in that service must be given genuine, serious help through both
vocational rehabilitation efforts and special employment programs. The priority
of service promised in Title 38 is not a give-away, nor was it meant to be. What
the Results Act envisions throughout the federal government is especially
important in veterans employment. We need results, not mere process.

We have asked the General Accounting Office (GAO) to evaluate VETS’
strategic and performance plans. Their testimony is highly critical. Assistant
Secretary Al Borrego, no stranger to the House Committee on Veterans' Affairs,
will speak for VETS. In addition, we will hear this morning from Ron Drach, a
former member of the recent Congressional Commission on Servicemembers and
Veterans Transition Assistance and a well-respected authority on veterans
employment issues. Finally, I look forward to hearing from the spokespersons for
the veterans service organizations, also knowledgeable on these topics from a
consumer point of view.

I look forward to your testimony this moming. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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The G.I. Bill of Rights at the end of World War II recognized the importance of having a
decent job for veterans returning from service to their Nation. That goal was later codified in
Title 38, United States Code, which says in the current version of Chapter 41: “As long as
unemployment and underemployment continue as serious problems among disabled and
Vietnam-era veterans, alleviating unemployment and underemployment among such veterans is a
national responsibility.”

The Veterans Employment and Training Service (VETS) has long been our arm against
unemployment and underemployment among veterans. Former Assistant Secretary Preston
Taylor and current Assistant Secretary Al Borrego have significantly advanced VETS’ position
within the Department of Labor (DOL), and have introduced innovations and stakeholder input
as regular features of the agency’s operations.

Today we are concerned with results — what “bang for the buck” is America getting from
VETS? Two years ago, I said before a hearing on VETS and the Government Performance and
Results Act (GPRA) that the GPRA requires consultation with Congress. “Meaningful
consultation on veteran employment and training issues is critically important,” I said.

I am concerned with the level of consultation the House Committee on Veterans' Affairs
has had with VETS. [ believe that preparing for hearings is not sufficient. GPRA envisions a
real working relationship. I am concerned about the extent to which VETS has been a closed
shop, solving its own problems and telling Congress it has done so, without asking us to be a
resource.

I share the concern of other Members here today that much may be inadequate and off-
the-mark in VETS’ strategic and performance planning. It is disturbing to read an analysis that
says VETS is either in disarray with neither a sense of direction nor much idea how to deal with
future challenges, or simply incapable of conveying to Congress its vision and the steps we must
help them take into the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank our witnesses for coming this morning. As
always, I look forward to hearing from both Al Borrego and the veterans service organizations.
It is good to see Ron Drach here, to comment on the recommendations of the Congressional
Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance. I respect, as always, the
work of the General Accounting Office, and I welcome Carlotta Joyner back before a Veterans
Affairs Committee hearing. I appreciate your testimony, and I look forward to your
presentations.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

Thank you for inviting me here today to discuss the Veterans' Employment
and Training Service (VETS) and its planning activities under the
Government Performance and Results Act of 1993.

The Congress has made it clear that alleviating unemployment and
underemployment among veterans is a national responsibility. Although
the Department of Veterans Affairs is responsible for most of the nation's
services for veterans, the Department of Labor administers VETS and other
programs and activities designed to help veterans obtain employment and
training. Recently, policymakers have focused increased attention on VETS
and its programs. For example, in January 1999, the Congressional
Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance issued
a report that raised serious concerns about the performance and
effectiveness of VETS' programs." The Commission’s report made a number
of recommendations, including that the Congress establish effective
operational outcome measures for VETS. The Congress has also been
interested in addressing the employment needs of the entire American
workforce, including veterans. For example, to streamline the delivery of
services of the nation’s workforce development systems, the Congress passed
the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 (WIA). By establishing one-stop
career centers, among other actions, WIA will affect how VETS will serve
veterans in the future.

My comments today will focus on (1) our observations on VETS' strategic
plan for fiscal years 1999 through 2004 and (2) our observations on VETS'
fiscal year 2000 performance plan. My testimony is based on our review of
VETS' most current strategic plan (revised as of May 1999) and VETS’ fiscal
year 2000 annual performance plan, discussions with agency officials about
those plans, our review of VETS' fiscal year 1999 performance plan,® and
our comprehensive 1997 report on VETS’ grant programs.’

In summary, while including each of the basic components required by the
Results Act, VETS' May 1999 revised strategic plan and its fiscal year 2000
performance plan lack vision and clarity and do not clearly identify what
the program is to achieve and the direction the agency intends to take, For
example, the strategic plan includes a mission statement and associated
strategic goals; yet neither are clearly conveyed, making it difficult to
understand where VETS is trying to go and how it is planning to get there.
Similarly, we found that VETS' annual performance plan provides only a
limited picture of the agency's intended performance for fiscal year 2000.
The planning and communication framework established by the Results Act
gives VETS an opportunity to discuss its responsibilities and how it intends
to fulfill them, describe areas for improvement, and discuss steps it will
take to improve its performance. But VETS has not taken full advantage of
this opportunity. Its strategic and performance plans fail to address how it
will help shape the way employment services are delivered to veterans and,

The Commission, established as part of the Veterans' Benefits
Improvement Act of 1996, was directed by the Congress to review programs
that provide benefits and services to veterans and service members making
the transition to civilian life. Report of the Congressional Commission on
Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance (Arlington, Va.: Jan.
14, 1999).

?Veterans' Employment and Training Service: Assessment of the Fiscal Year
1999 Performance Plan (GAO/HEHS-98-240R, Sept. 30, 1998).

*Veterans' Employment and Training: Services Provided by Labor
Department Programs (GAO/HEHS-98-7, Oct. 17, 1997).
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in particular, how it will adapt to the new employment training
environment being created by technological changes and WIA.

BACKGROUND

VETS administers national programs intended to ensure that veterans
receive priority in employment and training opportunities. VETS assists
veterans, reservists, and National Guard members in securing employment
and protecting their employment rights and benefits. Services provided are
to be consistent with the changing needs of employers and the eligible
veteran population, with priority given to disabled veterans and other
veterans with significant disadvantages in the labor market. The key
elements of VETS' services include enforcement of veterans’ preference and
reemployment rights, employment and training assistance, public
information services, interagency liaison, and training for those assisting
veterans. VETS' programs are included among those affected by the recent
passage of WIA. In addition, the agency has prepared plans in accordance
with the requirements of the Results Act.

VETS Programs

VETS carries out its responsibilities through a nationwide network that
includes representation in each of Labor's 10 regions and staff in each state.
The VETS staff at the state level monitor the operation of VETS' two
primary programs providing employment and training assistance to
veterans: the Disabled Veteran's Outreach Program (DVOP) and the Local
Veterans' Employment Representative (LVER). DVOP and LVER staff,
whose positions are federally funded, are part of states’ employment service
systems and provide direct employment services to eligible veterans. States’
employment service systems were eatablished by the Wagner-Peyser Act of
1933. Under the act, funds are allocated to each state to plan and
administer a labor exchange program that meets the needs of the states’
employers and job seekers. Labor's Employment and Training
Administration (ETA) provides general direction, funding, and overmght of
states’ employment service systems. The total fiscal year 1999
appropriation for VETS was about $183 million, including $80 million for
DVOP specialists and $77 million for LVER staff. These funds are expected
to pay for about 1,300 LVER positions and 1,400 DVOP positions. The
appropriation also included about $24 million for administrative costs and
$2 million for the National Veterans’ Training Institute, which trains
DVOPs, LVERs, and others.

LVERs were first authorized under the original GI Bill-the Servicemen's
Readjustment Act of 1944; DVOP specialists were established by executive
order in 1977 and later authorized by the Veterans’ Rehabilitation and

Education Amendments of 1980. The duties of DVOP and LVER staff for
serving veterans, as specified by law, include

-- developing jobs for veterans,

- networking in the community for employment and training programs,
-- providing labor exchange services to veterans,

-- making referrals to support services, and

-- providing case management.
The DVOP and LVER programs provide employment and training
opportunities specifically for veterans, giving priority to the needs of

disabled veterans and veterans who served during the Vietnam era
(generally August 5, 1964, to May 7, 1975). States are expected to give
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priority to veterans over nonveterans for services in their state employment
service systems. In the simplest terms, this means that local employment
offices are to offer or provide all services to veterans before offering or
providing those services to nonveterans. To monitor the programs, VETS
has established and used for several years internal performance standards
to determine state compliance with requirements to give employment
services to veterans. These standards of performance evaluate states in five
service categories: (1) veterans placed in or obtaining employment,* (2)
Vietnam-era veterans and special disabled veterans® placed in jobs on the
Federal Contractor Job Listing, (3) veterans counseled, (4) veterans placed
in training, and (5) veterans who received some reportable service, such as
job referrals. To ensure priority service to veterans, VETS expects veteran
applicants to be served at a rate exceeding the service to nonveteran
applicants. According to VETS’ internal performance standards, veterans
and other eligible people® should be served at a rate 15-percent higher than
nonveterans, Vietnam-era veterans at a rate 20-percent higher, and
disabled veterans at a rate 26-percent higher; and the placement rates for
special disabled veterans in jobs listed by federal contractors should also be
25-percent higher than the rate for nonveterans. Thus, if a state's
placement rate for nonveterans is 10 percent, the placement rate for
veterans should be 11.5, or 15-percent higher than the nonveteran
placement rate.

In our past reviews of VETS' programs, we have pointed out that the use of
such standards results in states with poor levels of service to nonveterans
being held to lower standards for service to veterans than states with better
overall performance. In addition, while the first two of the five performance
standards are results-oriented, they do not require information about the
quality of job placements, such as wages and benefits, or whether jobs are
permanent--that is, employment expected to last longer than 150 days. The
remaining three standards are activity- and volume-driven and provide
states little incentive to focus services on those veterans who are marginally
job-ready or are most in need of intensive employability development
services.

Workforce Investment Act

VETS' will be affected by WIA, which streamlines the delivery of workforce
preparation and employment services. Under the act, each local area will
be required to establish, by July 1, 2000, a one-stop career center that
includes access to services provided under multiple programs. These one-
stop career centers are intended to provide customers convenient access to
employment, education, training, and information services that, in the past,
have often been provided at separate locations and were based on customer
characteristics such as i or employment status. Because DVOP and
LVER staff are a part of the employment services, VETS’ current service
delivery methods will be affected. In establishing these one-stop centers,

‘Labor defines “placed in employment” as the hiring by the employer of
veterans referred by a state employment office, and “obtained employment”
is defined as individuals who secure employment within 90 days of receiving
services from the state employment offices.

5A special disabled veteran is (1) a veteran who is entitled to compensation
(or who, but for the receipt of military retired pay, would be entitled to
compensation) under laws administered by the Department of Veterans
Affairs for a disability rated at 30 percent or more or (2) a person who was
discharged or released from active duty because of a service-connected
disability, as defined in title 38 of the United States Code.

SCertain nonveterans who are dependents of veterans are also eligible for
priority service, as provided for in title 38 of the United States Code.
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some states are adopting universal service delivery approaches that involve
assigning a single center staff member to provide services offered under
multiple programs to center customers. Because DVOP and LVER staff
can only provide assistance to veterans, and because their roles in one-stop
centers were not specifically addressed in WIA, it is unclear how they will
function with regard to new one-stop career centers.

Managing for Results

The Results Act seeks to improve the efficiency, effectiveness, and public
accountability of federal agencies as well as to improve congressional
decisionmaking. It aims to do so by promoting a focus on program results
and providing the Congress with more objective information on the
achievement of statutory goals than was previously available. The act
outlines a series of steps whereby agencies are required to identify their
goals, measure performance, and report on the degree to which those goals
were met. Accordingly, executive branch agencies were required to submit
the first of their strategic plans to the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB) and the Congress in September 1997 and their first annual
performance plans in the spring of 1998. Agencies have recently submitted
their second annual performance plans. Starting in March 2000, each
agency is to submit a report comparing its performance for the previous
fiscal year with the goals in its annual performance plan. Although not
required by the Results Act, Labor’s component agencies, such as VETS,
also have prepared strategic and performance plans at the direction of the
Secretary of Labor.

The Results Act required agencies to submit the first of their strategic plans
to the Congress in September 1997. The strategic plans are to provide a
long-term view (5 years) of the direction an agency is planning to take. To
help delineate this direction, the strategic plans are expected to contain six
key elements: (1) a comprehensive agency mission statement, (2) strategic
goals and objectives for all major functions and operations, (3) approaches or
strategies and the resources needed to achieve the goals and objectives, (4) a
description of the relationship between the long-term goals and objectives
and the annual performance goals, (5) an identification of key factors
external to the agency and beyond its control that could significantly affect
the achievement of the strategic goals, and (6) a description of how program
evaluations were used to establish or revise strategic goals and a schedule
for future program evaluations.

The Results Act also required that agencies, building upon the decisions
made as part of the strategic planning process, develop annual performance
plana covering each program activity set forth in their budgets. The
objective of this requirement was to establish a connection between the
long-term strategic goals outlined in the strategic plans and the day-to-day
activities of managers and staff. Performance plans are to include annual
performance goals linked to the activities displayed in budget presentations
as well as the indicators the agency will use to measure performance
against the results-oriented goals. Agencies are then to report each year on
the extent to which they met these goals, provide an explanation if they did
not meet these goals, and present the actions needed to meet any unmet
goals.

VETS' REVISED STRATEGIC PLAN ADDRESSES
Al RY ME BUT COULD BETTER

CONVEY ITS MISSION AND HOW IT WILL BE ACHIEVED

VETS' May 1999 revised strategic plan included the basic components
required by the Results Act, but it is not well organized, and important
information included in the plan is not clearly articulated. Such drawbacks
make it difficult to understand what the agency hopes to achieve over the 5-
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year period. For example, while the revised plan includes strategies
intended to achieve goals, many of the strategies presented do not describe
the steps VETS will take and the needed resources and technology.

Comprehensive Mission Statement and Strategic Goals Need Improvement

In its revised plan, VETS includes a mission statement that reflects its
major statutory responsibilities and presents related strategic goals, which
are aligned with Labor's departmentwide strategic goals.” However, both its
mission statement and its strategic goals could be improved in important
ways. While VETS' mission statement, “to help veterans, reservists, and
National Guard members in securing employment, training, and the rights
and benefits associated with their military service,” describes its significant
statutory responsibilities, the statement itself does not convey the specific
outcomes or results associated with accomplishing VETS’ mission. For
example, VETS officials recently briefed congressional staff on their revised
plan and noted that, among other things, the agency intends to promote the
economic security of veterans. Such an outcome--once economic security is
further defined--is more results-oriented, and the agency's mission
statement could be improved by incorporating this and other such outcomes.
By broadening its mission statement in this way, VETS would better
communicate what it hopes to accomplish. VETS could also improve its
mission statement by including information that would describe how its
mission is different from other agencies with similar missions or activities--
that is, what makes VETS' employment, enforcement, and other activities
unique.

To help guide the agency toward accomplishing its mission, VETS presents
three strategic goals in its plan:

1. Give veterans maximum employment and training opportunities
within the workforce.

2. Assist veterans, reservists, and National Guard members so that they
do not lose private (non-VA) pension rights or benefits because of
military service or required training.

3. Reduce discrimination toward veterans in the workplace arising from
military service, service-connected disability, or National Guard and
reserve training.

In general, VETS' three strategic goals (1) are not clearly articulated or
expressed in a manner that allows for future assessment and (2) are not
sufficiently explained so that plan readers can understand VETS' rationale
for developing and pursuing them. For example, with respect to the first
strategic goal, the plan does not elaborate on how VETS would measure and
quantify maximum opportunities in the workforce.

VETS' second strategic goal-protecting veterans’ private pension rights--
appears to be addressing an underlying problem or issue, but it is unclear
what the problem is and how prevalent it may be. VETS' plan does not
discuss why the agency has developed this goal, nor does it clearly convey
the general course of action VETS is taking to ameliorate the problem.
Moreover, this goal does not reflect the importance of the employer
population and its role and needed support. If the goal was broadened and
stated more positively, for example, “to increase veterans' awareness and

"Labor’s three strategic goals are (1) A Prepared Workforce: Enhance
opportunities for America’s workforce, (2) A Secure Workforce: Promote the
economic security of workers and families, and (3) Quality Workplaces:
Foster quality workplaces that are safe, healthy, and fair.
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understanding of their nonmilitary pension rights and to increase
employers' understanding and support of these rights,” then the reader
might more easily understand what VETS is trying to achieve.

Similarly, VETS' third strategic goal-relating to reducing discrimination
toward veterans--while being results-oriented and measurable in some form,
is not accompanied by any additional information needed to understand the
extent of the problem. An accompanying discussion would help the reader
link the strategic goal to VETS' mission statement as well as understand
the extent of the problem.

Discussion on Strategies to Achieve Goals Is Vague

For each strategic goal, VETS lists related performance goals and strategies
describing how the agency will accomplish its goals. In many cases,
however, VETS appears to confuse goals with strategies--that is, it confuses
where it wants to go with how it will get there. For example, under its first
strategic goal, VETS has a performance goal to “implement a Life Long
Learning system to ensure individuals entering military service acquire or
develop the knowledge, skills and abilities necessary to achieve economic
security that eliminates new homelessness or economically disadvantaged
veterans.” First, it is not clear whether this responsibility even falls within
VETS' purview; it is also not clear whether this is actually a goal or a
means to achieve a goal.

In addition, a discussion of VETS' relationships with other Department of
Labor agencies is largely missing from the plan, even though, in some cases,
VETS relies on them or could work with them in achieving its goals. For
example, ETA provides much of the data VETS needs to measure program
performance, but the plan includes little information on how VETS plans to
work with ETA to obtain these data. Another Labor agency, the Pension
and Welfare Benefits Administration (PWBA), should be a stakeholder and
included in VETS' strategic plan, especially in light of VETS' strategic goal
to ensure veterans' pension rights. PWBA has oversight responsibilities for
the nation's private pension plans, and we believe that recognition of
PWBA's responsibilities and potential for collaboration should be discussed
in the plan. Developing an effective working relationship with PWBA would
likely further VETS' goal of protecting veterans’ private pension rights.

E Factors That ect
Perform. e Not Clear lained

Agencies are required to state in their plans external factors that are
beyond their control, in this way identifying, in advance, possible reasons it
may be difficult to achieve some strategic goals and helping agencies devise
approaches for overcoming them. However, the plan does not clearly
explain for many of the factors how they could affect VETS’ ability to meet
its goals. In addition, VETS lists as external some factors that are internal
and over which the agency has some control. For example, "continuing
changes at the state level of the employment delivery system will make it
difficult for VETS to effectively predict or plan for specific outcomes for
veterans" is described as an external factor beyond the agency’s control. It
would be helpful, however, to acknowledge that these changes are to some
extent within the agency’s control, to detail the kinds of changes expected,
and to explain what the effects of these changes might be. Because VETS'
own programs are a part of this very delivery system, it is surprising to see
such a statement cited in a list of factors beyond agency control. In fact,
planning for outcomes while changes continue to occur in the state
employment delivery system is critical, we believe this is an area that
should be addressed more fully in the plan’s goals and strategies.
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ti s Unclear

VETS' section on program evaluations--which include assessments of the
implementation and results of programs, operating policies, and practi is
not clearly presented and does not include a schedule outlining future
evaluations. It is difficult to discern from the discussion what VETS is
trying to achieve with its evaluations and what it plans to do in the future.
For example, VETS states that “to address the issue of job stability or
advancement over time, VETS will investigate more efficient ways of
collecting baseline data and measuring results over time. By fiscal year
2000, the means to obtain this information, whether through survey or
other approach, should be in place to provide the longitudinal information
sought.” It would be helpful if the description more clearly addressed what
the issue is, what the purpose of the data would be, who would conduct the
evaluation, and when it would actually occur.

VETS' ANNUAL PERFORMANCE PLAN
(8{0] SIGNIFIC Y ROVED

VETS' fiscal year 2000 performance plan is the agency's second such plan
prepared under the Results Act. While the plan shows improvement in
some ways over VETS' first such plan, the fiscal year 2000 plan could still
be improved significantly. Among the plan's strengths are that its annual
performance goals are aligned with the agency's mission and with Labor's
departmentwide strategic goals. For example, its annual performance goal
of assisting 300,000 veterans to find jobs is aligned with its mission, which
includes providing veterans with employment and training assistance. But
like VETS’ first performance plan, the fiscal year 2000 plan provides (1)
only a limited picture of intended performance across the agency, (2) an
incomplete discussion of strategies and resources VETS will use to achieve
its goals, and (3) limited confidence that agency performance information
will be credible. For example, although the plan indirectly states that
VETS' strategic goals include helping young, minority, and women veterans
to get jobs, the plan does not include any annual performance goals related
to this effort. The plan's major strengths and key weaknesses are the
following.

Major Strengths:

* Agency's goals are aligned with Labor's departmentwide goals.

* Performance goals are aligned with agency's mission.

Key Weaknesses:

*» Performance goals are inadequate to ensure progress toward achieving
strategic goals.

* Performance indicators will not adequately measure progress toward
some goals.

* Plan provides no or few details concerning strategies for achieving
performance goals.

« Plan provides limited confidence that performance information will be
credible.

VETS' Performance Plan Provides a Limited Picture
of Intended Performance Across the Agency

While VETS’ performance plan includes goals designed to address critical
program areas, overall the plan does not give a clear picture of intended
performance across the agency or its programs. VETS' plan includes seven
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performance goals that are mission-related and linked to two of VETS' three
strategic goals; in turn, these performance goals are linked to a
departmentwide strategic goal. Four of the seven performance goals are
intended to track progress toward VETS' first strategic goal of helping
veterans to find jobs. One goal, for example, is to “assist 300,000 veterans
to find jobs; 9,000 will be service-connected disabled veterans, and 3,500 will
be veterans who are homeless.” The goal, which is linked to VETS' first
strategic goal, is also linked to Labor's departmentwide strategic goal of
enhancing opportunities for America's workforce. But despite an
explanation in the plan that this strategic goal includes helping those
veterans with disproportionately high unemployment rates—young, minority,
and women veterans in particular--none of the four performance goals
aligned with this strategic goal focuses on these veterans. As a result,
VETS' plan does not encourage program performance that leads to achieving
this aspect of its strategic goal. Of the plan's seven goals, the three
remaining performance goals are all linked to VETS' third strategic goal
and are, in turn, similarly linked to a departmentwide strategic goal.
However, a major plan deficiency is that it does not contain any annual
performance goals to track progress toward VETS' second strategic goal,
thus there is no indication of how VETS will assess its performance of
ensuring that private pension rights are protected.

While VETS has identified performance measures for each of its
performance goals--an improvement from its fiscal year 1999 plan--some of
the performance measures will not adequately indicate progress toward
achieving VETS' goals. For example, one performance goal linked to VETS'
third strategic goal is to “increase veteran and federal agency awareness of
federal veterans' preference rights.” VETS plans to measure progress
toward meeting this goal by the number of contacts made with federal
agencies. While the number of contacts made with federal agencies may be
a reasonable measure for indicating the extent of agencies' awareness, it
may not adequately measure any progress toward increasing employees'
own awareness of their rights. In addition, unlike its first plan, VETS'
fiscal year 2000 performance plan does not discuss any of the performance
m ement challenges it faces as a result of states' increasing use of
technology. VETS prior plan noted that many job-ready applicants are
increasingly able to conduct electronic job searches at state employment
service agencies, or remotely via the Internet, without first registering.
Without registering users, states and VETS are unable to easily determine
the number of veterans who are assisted in finding jobs. While VETS
stated in its first plan that it may need to explore alternative performance
measures in light of this change, the fiscal year 2000 performance plan does
not, nor does the plan include any revised or new performance goals or
measures that recognize such challenges.

VETS'’ Performance Plan Provides a Limited Discussion of Strategies
and Resources the Agency Will Use to Achieve Its Performance Goals

Similar to our observations about its first plan, VETS’ fiscal year 2000 plan
(1) gives few or no details on its strategies for achieving VETS’ goals and (2)
does not explain how Results Act goals will be integrated with the
performance standards VETS has traditionally set for states. As a result,
the plan does not clearly convey how VETS will achieve its goals. For
example, throughout its plan, VETS labels several stat ts as strategies
that are not strategies—that is, the operational processes, skills, technology,
and resources that it will use to achieve its goals. One such statement is:
"The Disabled Veterans' Outreach Program is a grants-to-State program
authorized by Section 4103A of Title 38, United States Code." Obviously,
this is not a strategy. In other cases, VETS’ plan contains no discussion of
strategies for dealing with significant changes to its operating environment,
such as those now under way as a result of WIA. While VETS’ plan
acknowledges that one-stop career centers will become much more prevalent
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during fiscal year 2000, it provides no strategies for dealing with the
potential consequences. One such consequence includes increasing
constraints on state agencies’ staffing resources. For example, because one-
stop career centers consolidate multiple workforce development programs,
including unemployment insurance and employment services, some state
agencies are cross-training their staffs to administer multiple programs.
However, the statutory provisions do not allow VETS-funded DVOP and
LVER staff from performing other than specified duties and serving people
other than veterans. VETS' plan does not discuss such constraints or
present any strategies for dealing with them, such as working with the
Congress to determine whether legislative or regulatory changes are needed
to better serve veterans.

In addition, VETS' fiscal year 2000 plan does not discuss any strategies for
integrating or reconciling VETS’ Results Act performance goals with the
performance standards it sets for states. The current activity- and volume-
driven nature of its state performance standards, in addition to becoming
increasingly difficult to measure, may serve as a disincentive for states to
assist those veterans who require more intensive services. At the same
time, some of VETS' Results Act performance goals consist of outcomes for
hard-to-serve veterans, such as the goal to help 3,500 veterans each year
who are homeless find jobs that lead to careers. Without a detailed strategy
for addressing how it plans to hold states accountable for meeting multiple
and potentially conflicting performance standards and goals, VETS may be
unable to realize its own intended outcomes.

In some cases, VETS' fiscal year 2000 plan provides more detailed
discussions of strategies VETS plans to pursue to achieve its goals than did
its fiscal year 1999 plan. For example, in discussing its fiscal year 2000
budget priorities, VETS describes a strategy of developing a database
containing the names of federal contractors and other employers along with
other information such as the employers’ standard industrial classification
codes, recent hiring activity, and human resource personnel. This strategy,
according to the plan, will allow DVOP and LVER staff to better identify
potential employers for veterans by, among other things, making it easier to
match veterans' skills to those required by local employers. VETS could
improve its performance plan by presenting its other strategies in a similar
manner--that is, by providing enough information for readers to understand
what the agency plans to do, how it will do it, and how this will help
achieve VETS' goals.

VETS' Performance Plan Does Not Promote Confidence
That Agency Performance Information Will Be Credible

Overall, VETS'’ fiscal year 2000 performance plan offers little confidence
that the agency’s performance information will be credible, a problem we
also noted in assessing its fiscal year 1999 plan. According to the
performance plan, VETS will largely rely on its state directors for verifying
and validating performance data. The plan also states that "VETS will
utilize internal control procedures to verify and validate data." The plan
gives no further information, however, that would allow readers to judge
whether such procedures are sufficient to ensure that VETS' data will
accurately or reliably measure progress toward achieving performance goals.
Additional information, such as a description of the information systems
from which VETS will obtain its performance data, as well as clarifying
what VETS’ internal control procedures are, would assist plan readers in
rendering a judgment.

CONCLUSION

While VETS’ strategic and performance plans address many of the technical
elements required by the Results Act, the plans fail to address most of the

9 GAO/T-HEHS-99-177
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requirements in a clear, comprehensive, and meaningful manner. Thus,
instead of presenting a road map of where the agency is headed and how it
expects to get there, the plans present a muddled picture of its future
direction. In essence, the plans miss the main point of the Results Act,
which is to produce clearly identified programmatic results via detailed
strategies. As written, the plans do not suggest with any degree of
confidence that VETS officials have a coherent end result in mind. In our
view, much more work is needed to demonstrate that the programs are
being managed for results, thereby enabling the Congress to assess progress
and identify areas needing improvement.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I will be happy to
answer any questions that you or other Members of the Subcommittee may
have.

10 GAO/T-HEHS-99-177
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Espiridion ‘Al’ Borrego
Assistant Secretary for Veterans’ Employment and Training
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Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee of
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July 29, 1999

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

1 appreciate the opp ity to address the subcommittee on two important issues, the Report

of the Congressional Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance
(Transition Commission) and the Veterans’ Employment and Training Service’s (VETS)

strategic plan, its goals and strategies.

Transition C e

The Congressional Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance
performed a long overdue service -- a review of the Federally-funded benefits provided to our
Nation’s veterans. The Veterans’' Employment and Training Service (VETS) of the United

States Department of Labor (DOL) appreciates Congress® i in recognizing and

h

" and veterans’ programs. I ask that our full response to the report

P g serv

be made a part of the record of this hearing.

In our response, you will find that we support many of the objectives of the Commission’s
recommendations. We believe that America’s veterans deserve the best benefits this Nation
can provide and VETS’ services need to be effective and delivered efficiently to make the best
use of available resources. Where we disagree with specific recommendations, it is largely
because we have better ways of meeting the same objective. We believe that the breadth of
the Commission’s mandate and the short period of time it had to carry it out has led to
recommendations that 1) in many cases fail to take into account recent improvements in
programs, 2) ignore the impact of new legislation such as the Workforce Investment Act of
1998 (W-IA), or 3) lack the research necessary to fully evaluate the problems inherent in the
proposed solutions. As a result, we believe that the Commission failed to acknowledge
VETS' integral role in the Department of Labor’s employment and training programs, and

how veterans need VETS to continue being an active DOL component in order to effectively
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develop programs and policies which will govern the nation’s employment and training

system of the 21st century.

One of the most troubling recommendations of the Commission, contained among the
recommendations contained in the report under ISSUE I1.B, changes the priorities among
veterans for job search and placement services in the Employment Service system. We cannot
support this proposal because it has the effect of excluding most veterans from priority for
services. Under current law, more than 15 million men and women who served honorably in
the armed forces of the United States are entitled to priority in Wagner-Peyser funded
employment services. The Commission recommends reducing I.be population of eligible
veterans to those who are disabled or who have barriers to employment, but limits all other
veterans to those separated within four years. A generous estimate would result in a reduced
eligible group of about 2 million veterans. The Commission argues that this group includes
those most in need “because of the high unemployment rate among recently separated

personnel.”

But this argument ignores the BLS average 1998 unemployment numbers showing that 46.6%
of all unemployed veterans are aged 45-64, and that this large group of veterans will feel the
brunt of any such service restrictions. If veterans aged 35 and over are added to this affected
group the percentage grows to 69.6% of unemployed veterans bearing the brunt of this
Commission recommendation. This recommendation also raises concerns about the millions
of veterans who have been out for more than four years: Vietnam-era and Persian Gulf
veterans, and those who are getting out of college. It would deny priority to older working
veterans who face corporate downsizing, plant closings, or technological displacement. In
this era of incredible technological change, when the average worker will change jobs many
times in a lifetime, when millions work in jobs not even thought of ten years ago, the denial of

priority for reemployment services would be harmful and unfair.

A second troubling point is the long-term recommendation of the Commission to move VETS
into the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). While we share the Commission’s goal of

improving performance and providing effective services across the Nation, we believe that

e
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moving VETS into the VA will not serve the job-seeking veterans. The Commission makes
these recommendations at a time when VETS’ position within DOL has never been stronger
and its working partnerships with other agencies never more productive. It also does so a year
after Congress passed historic employment and training legislation — the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA) - which streamlined access to many programs under the umbrella of
One-Stop Centers, the implementation of which will be overseen by DOL -- VETS’ “home.”
VETS Wmﬁm,wmmm veterans’ rights are recognized and protected in the
new system, actively participated with staff from the Employment and Training
Administration (ETA) of DOL in promulgating interim final regulations published in April
1999 and developing planning guides and training to help States and localities implement
WIA. While delivering veteran's employment services in the traditional venue of the state
employment office is dramatically changing under the WIA, we believe that being part of
DOL and the WIA program will further assist veterans and is crucial for such an effective

role.

Furthermore, creating a separate, smaller, duplicate system with limited services to serve only
veterans would jeopardize veterans’ ability to access more than a dozen customer-friendly
services provided under this one-stop system umbrella, and endanger their well-earned right to
priority of service in the Wagner-Peyser funded employment service. Setting up a separate
employment system for veterans does neither veterans nor the taxpayers any favors.
Employers have told the Department of Labor that they want to deal with one employment
entity. The new WIA system is desigried to be business-led, and we expect that employer use
of One-Stop Center services will exceed the current use of Employment Service offices. This
represents a great opportunity for veteran “customers” of One-Stops - an opportunity that
would be lost if VETS’ programs were removed from the workforce system and placed at a
separate location. Also, in such a duplicate system, priority of service would be difficult, if
not impossible, to enforce. All the benefits of the One-Stop center would be lost to veterans,
while available to the balance of the workforce. Veterans’ employment and training needs are
better served in an organization whose primary function is to develop and provide

employment and training programs.
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At the same time, the Commission recommends that over 2,700 veterans, many of whom are
disabled, and who serve as Disabled Veterans Outreach Program specialists (DVOPs) and
Local Veterans Employment Representatives (LVER), be replaced by other entities.
Specifically, the Commission proposes to eliminate of 1,400 DVOPs and 1,500 LVERs — all
of whom are veterans — and replace them with 1,610 Veterans Case Managers (VCM) and
552 Veterans Employment Facilitators (VEF) — potentially non-veterans hired by private
contractors. Our concem is both over the privatization of these employment services now
provided to veterans in light of the Department’s long-standing position that employment
services must be provided by merit-system staff and over the reduced availability of services
from the smaller number of dedicated staff. Furthermore, if the new staffing configuration is
operated by a non-DOL program, we believe that veterans will not benefit from less dedicated
staff, operating a duplicative system, separated from the growing number of One-Stop offices
around the country, with fewer services to offer. To benefit from all employment services
available, veterans would have to make ‘two stops’ to be assisted, rather than the ‘one-stop’
available to others. While the Commission’s recommendation could result in a lower initial
cost for VEFs and VCMs, VETS maintains that savings alone should not outweigh the quality

of services for veterans.

Employment and training services for veterans are undergoing revolutionary changes. VETS
is responding to the challenges of change and positioning itself to address the employment and
training issues veterans will encounter in the 21st century. Thus, our last main issue is that the
Commission did not address these developments. Since this information is key to
understanding the valuable contributions of VETS independently and as a component of DOL,
we present more details in our response to Issue ILE (Identify Credentialing Barriers and

Opportunities) recommendations and summarize that information here.

First, VETS has developed a Military Resume Writer which will become an important part of
America’s Career Network. This is an on-line tool for DVOPs and LVERS to use when
helping veterans translate their military experiences into civilian skills, and ensures some
degree of universality and quality control. VETS is working with the Employment and

Training Administration to test 2 pilot programs in 6 states to ensure veterans are receiving
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priority of service. These include early access to jobs listed by Federal contractors and the

automatic referrals of veteran resumes to posted jobs for which they are qualified.

Second, VETS has made great strides in the area of certification and licensing through its
Interagency Task Force on Centification and Licensing of Transitioning Military Personne!
(Task Force) and through pilot programs and other projects. The certification and licensing
effort has been a departmental effort for over a year. In fact, the Task Force published an

interim report two months before the Transition Commission’s own report.

Third, in addition to the Task Force, VETS is working with leading companies and unions to
help veterans use the skills they acquired in the military to move quickly into career building
jobs in growth industries like information technology (IT) and telecommunications.
Companies like Cisco, Microsoft, Lucent Technologies, U.S. West, Pacific Bell and
PowerComm, and unions like the Communications Workers of America and the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers are coming to VETS seeking assistance in filling their

employment needs.

Fourth, as part of its work on certification and licensing, VETS is developing an Internet-
accessible database of all Federal, state, and private licensing, certification, and accreditation
requirements which will become part of the Department of Labor’s extensive job and training
Internet sites. This website will provide service members and others with a one-stop center

for learning how military skills relate to the requirements of the civilian economy.

The process VETS and these organizations have developed to help qualified veterans obtain
quality jobs is one that, once tested and perfected, could be employed to help other groups in
society — dislocated workers, disadvantaged youth, older workers, young people disaffected
with traditional education, welfare recipients, and others, thus supplying the skilled workers
needed to continue the growth of American business. Again, VETS not only serves veterans

in innovative ways but also contributes to the overall aims of DOL.
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Finally, an area of VETS’ work not adequately reflected in the Commission’s report is current
data of the Vocational Rehabilitation & Counseling program. The Commission reporied
outdated figures, which fail to include the significant improvements in the program

accomplished by the Departments of Veterans Affairs and Labor through increased

cooperation and coordination. For example, the d employ rate for Chapter 31
veterans increased from 33% in FY 1996 to 64% in FY 1998. In the first quarter of FY 1999,
VETS and VA have further refined the data representation of this joint effort by excluding
from the base of Vocational Rehabilitation Graduates those that have been terminated from
the program either by voluntarily withdrawing or by the VA for other reasons. When these
individuals are deducted from the ready for employment group, the VETS entered
employment rate increased to 92%. Section ILI of our response to the Commission gives

many more examples of the excellent improvement in this program.

This is the true picture of the Veterans’ Employment and Training Service on the eve of the
21st century. We acknowledge and salute Congress’ desire to ensure that the employment and
training services for veterans provided by the Federal government keep pace with the
exploding changes occurring in the economic environment at the turn of the century. We
believe our response shows that VETS, as an integral part of the Department of Labor, is

keeping pace, and perhaps is even a step ahead of these changes.

Performance standards are part of the way VETS makes sure that we are maintaining our
obligations to veterans. VETS has been held accountable since 1972 under Title 38, Section
4107 — Administrative Controls and Annual Report (a)}(3): “The Secretary of Labor shall
establish definitive performance standards for determining compliance by the State public
employment service agencies with the provisions of this chapter.” Also within Title 38
Section 4101 (7) defines "the term ‘local employment service office’ means a service delivery
point which has an intrinsic management structure and at which employment services are
offered in accordance with the Wagner-Peyser Act". The task given to VETS under Title 38
is contained in Section 4102:

“The Congress declares as its intent and purpose that there shall be an effective (1) job
and job training counseling service program, (2) employment placement service

-6-
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program, and (3) job training placement service program for eligible veterans and
eligible persons and that, to this end policies and regulations shall be promulgated and
administered by an Assistant Secretary of Labor for Veterans' Employment and
Training, established by section 4102A of this title, through a Veterans' Employment
and Training Service within the Department of Labor, so as to provide such veterans
and persons the maximum of employment and training opportunities, with priority
given to the needs of disabled veterans and veterans of the Vietnam era through
existing programs, coordination and merger of programs and implementation of new
programs".
The terms to provide such veterans and persons the maximum of employment opportunities
provide the basis for giving priority of service to veterans through the Wagner-Peyser Act.
The primary goal is set by "Section 4107 (2) a comparison of the job placement rate for each
of the categories of veterans and persons described in clause (1) of this subsection with the job
placement rate for nonveterans of the same age groups registered for assistance with the
public employment system in each State”. The primary delivery system for meeting this goal
by providing priority is the Disabled Veterans Outreach Program specialists (DVOPs) and

Local Veterans Employment Representatives (LVER) addressed earlier.

This obligation of VETS and the supporting data preceded the Government Performance and

Results Act of 1993 (GPRA or the Act).

GPRA added other elements to Section 4107 which include Strategic Planning and Annual
Performance Plans and GPRA was applied government wide. To paraphrase, the Act noted as
its purposes: to improve the confidence of the American people in the capability of the
Federal Government, by systematically holding Federal agencies accountable for achieving
program results; to initiate program performance reform with a series of pilot projects in
setting program goals, measuring program performance against those goals, and reporting
publicly on their progress; improve Federal program effectiveness and public accountability
by promoting a new focus on results, service quality, and customer satisfaction; to help
Federal managers improve service delivery, by requiring that they plan for meeting program
objectives and by providing them with information about program results and service quality;
to improve congressional decision-making by providing more objective information on
achieving statutory objectives, and on the relative effectiveness and efficiency of Federal

programs and spending; and to improve the internal management of the Federal Government.

-
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The Act required agencies to engage in strategic planning, and by September 30, 1997 to
submit a strategic plan for program activities, which would include a mission statement,
general goals and objectives, including outcome-related goals and objectives, a description of
how the goals and objectives would be met, a description of how the performance goals were
related to the overall goals, identification of key factors affecting the achievement of goals, the
use of program evaluations used in revising general goals and objectives, and a schedule of
future program evaluations. The Act also required the preparation of an annual performance
plan that would identify and define the level of performance to be achieved by program
activities; express goals in a quantifiable and measurable form; establish performance
indicators and provide a basis for comparison of performance with established performance
goals. The Act also addressed resources, human capital, and improved management of

program activity and means of addressing these.

VETS has taken its GPRA responsibilities seriously, and has involved its management staff at
all levels in the development and implementation of its strategic plan. VETS started working
on a strategic plan as early as 1994. Program evaluations were conducted by VETS staff
formed into work groups and by contractors. Their recommendations became a base for
further planning and decisions on how to improve our programs. By 1997, building on what
had been done, VETS developed a five-year strategic plan. Each year, an Annual
Performance Plan (APP) outlined the goals, strategies, outcomes and the measures for
outcomes and outputs that reflected annual progress toward or achievement of goals. The
APPs are based on resources and are tied to the Agency’s budget request. Changes in the
environment, including the enactment of the Workforce Investment Act, have recently led to
the preparation of a new version of the strategic plan to address the rapid change in the labor

market and the Departmental systems that deliver employment and training services.

VETS has been involved in updating our strategic plan since last year. VETS held a
conference in Washington, D.C. last March to look at new strategies, impact and outcomes
related to our strategic plan. VETS invited stakeholders, employees, resource individuals and
speakers to the conference for comment, which resulted in recommendations from four work

groups that addressed TAP; DVOP, LVER and the One Stop System; Workforce Investment

8
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Act; and USERRA issues. The workgroups’ recommendations were then folded into an
outline from which our FY 1999 - 2004 proposed Strategic Plan was developed. VETS went
back to its stakeholders with the proposed plan — veteran service organizations, congressional
staff, employer groups, State Employment Security Agency (SESA) representatives, and staff
from other agencies. Their combined input is helping us to redraft a new strategic plan that
will guide us through the next five years. In addition, VETS also incorporated new concepts
into the Strategic Plan. Some of these surfaced as a result of General Accounting Office’s

surveys and reviews, such as the study done during the summer of 1998.

We have faced delays in implementing some of our performance measures. We further
anticipate data collection problems to occur in the implementation of the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA). WIA's different data collection and performance measures’
requiremnents will affect VETS performance measures. The WIA merges the state
employment system we have traditionally used with the Job Training and Partnership Act
(JTPA) programs and other programs from the Department of Education. Most of our data,
and the data upon which our measurement of priority of services is based, comes from the
State’s employment system through a quarterly OMB-approved information collection (ETA

9002, VETS-200 and VETS-300 reports).

Full i.mple_mmmtion of the strategic plan requires the use of the data currently collected by the
States, and the collection of additional data necessary to implement planned strategies and
ensure that we can manage progress so as to achieve the outcomes intended. With this in
mind, and realizing that getting the outcomes we want depends on efforts by the States, VETS
has been exploring what can be done to have more effective State and local level performance
standards. A preliminary discussion summary was placed in our Internet home page for
comments and suggestions, and once we have a final product, we will share it with you and
pursue implementation of better tools to measure local and State performance, measures that
include accountability and take into consideration the many factors that influence the labor

market locally.
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VETS is also concerned that resources devoted to developing outcome measurements can only
come from VETS’ normal funding. This creates a problem, in that resources devoted to
measurement come from the same funding available to serve veterans. Thus, the more VETS
measures how well we do, the fewer services to veterans we can render, and thus there are
fewer outcomes to measure. Because of this, VETS believes the most cost-effective way is
using as many measurements as possible that do not require taking away resources from
serving our clients, and rely on these existing measurements as indicators of how well we are
doing. Our key concern is to make sure we have goals that we can measure, and that we have

appropriate baselines from which we can measure progress and achievements.

VETS relies heavily on public data to do its planning, such as the decennial Census of
Population and the Current Population Survey. VA, SESA and grantee data are regularly
reviewed looking both for trends and the actual status of veterans. VETS plans relate to
funding streams and resources, and our annual performance targets reflect this. Our annual
performance target for FY 1999 is to help 300,000 veterans get jobs (this goal does not
include the direct veteran support provided by the Wagner-Peyser Act but which is overseen
by VETS state staff and the VETS grant funded DVOP/LVER staff which results in
approximately 200,000 more veteran placements), and this number includes 10,000 special
disabled veterans and 2,100 homeless veterans. VETS monitors these targets each quarter and
compares reported numbers to the performance goals. Many of the strategies in our plan are
designed to address how veterans fare in the civilian labor force, and because of that, our plan
includes the overall baseline — the unemployment rates and number of unemployed veterans
from the subgroups that are targeted in our plan. Our strategies and planned measures will
address the income and earning potential of veterans that we help into jobs, as well as our
statutory purpose within the public employment and training system, making sure that

veterans get maximum employment and training opportunities.

VETS tracks these, and other goals, from reports obtained from our partners and grantees.
VETS gets the ETA 9002 report each quarter, which reports on the number of veterans and
non veterans that register for services with the public employment service system, the services

they receive, and the number that enter employment (get jobs), in each State. This report
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measures how well priority of services to veterans is being provided by the States. VETS also
gets quarterly reports on the services provided by DVOP and LVER staff, i.e., how many
veterans entered employment as a result of their efforts. The 300,000 noted above relates only
to the DVOP and LVER staff’s direct efforts, including those served under the HVRP and
JTPA IV-C grantees. But VETS also measures the relative rates at which registered veterans
and non-veterans enter employment through the public employment service system, each
SESA, and as many local employment offices as we can, to determine whether veterans get

priority of services, because that is our charter in title 38.

VETS also gets data from federal contractors. Each year, they are required to submit a report
noting how many Vietnam era and service-connected disabled veterans they employ, and how
many they brought in as new hires during a year. VETS also tracks the Bureau of Labor
Statistics’ Current Population Survey for the labor force, which provides monthly trend
information on the number of veterans that are employed, seeking work (unemployed) and not

in the labor force.

Many of the data we use precede GPRA, these requi were established under Title 38,

Section 4107, and thus have a different thrust than outcome measures, often related to outputs
and inputs, although they do include some outcome information. The data we collect from
States also preceded the WIA, and its mandates for performance measurements. There is no
definitive, comprehensive data collection system that counts all the veterans that we -- the
Department, VETS and our grantees -- help to get jobs, or that get jobs because of VETS’
activities only. Again citing Section 4107, in this case "(c) Not later than February 1 of each
year, the Secretary shall report to the Committees on Veterans' Affairs of the Senate and the
House of Representatives on the success during the preceding program year of the Department
of Labor and its affiliated State employment service agencies in carrying out the provisions of
this chapter and programs for the provision of employment and training services to meet the
needs of eligible veterans and eligible persons”. Our reporting system, representing much of

VETS performance data, is based on the State employment service.

Al
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There are many veterans that get jobs because of our efforts on behalf of federal agency
compliance with veterans’ preference laws or employers’ compliance with USERRA, and
there is no cost effective way to count them. Our VETS-100 reports show that 14,161 special
disabled veterans and 109,715 Vietnam Era Veterans are hired by federal contractors each
year, but our ETA 9002 reports only show 2,609 special disabled veterans and 16,281
Vietnam Era Veterans hired through referral to employment service Federal Contractor Job
Listings each year. This appears inconsistent, but it is not. Although federal contractors list
their vacancies with the Employment Service, it does not mean that their affirmative action
efforts to hire veterans are restricted to listing their jobs with the Employment Service.
Similarly, our marketing efforts and other special efforts to promote veterans may result in
employers hiring veterans, but there is no way VETS can count these veteran hires. Further,
veterans may be referred to an existing job opening, but hired several months later afier the

job order is closed at the employment office.

Also, and particularly now and in the years to come, an increasing number of veterans will get
jobs through the electronic tools provided through the Internet. A veteran can go to America’s
Job Bank to apply for jobs, get help preparing a resume because of the Military Resume
Writer, or place their resume into America’s Talent Bank or learn enough about job searches
through our Transition Assistance Program (TAP) to get jobs without coming to the job
service. This applies to about 130,000 men and women who attend TAP prior to separation
from the military each year. At this moment, there is no data available to show how many

veterans get jobs through the AJB/ATB.

Similarly, although VETS" State Directors work with SESAs to have DVOP staff stationed at
VA, HUD, JTPA and other providers serving homeless veterans, and ensure they get
employment assistance, we do not currently have a means of counting how many homeless
veterans we help or get jobs for with the exception of our Homeless Veterans Reintegration

Project reports.

Finally, our own reports are not able to count some of the veterans that get jobs through the

public employment service system. If a veteran gets a job across State lines, the local office
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cannot take credit. If the help a veteran received preparing a job search plan, resume, and
employer contact effort pays off 91 days after the last contact with the DVOP or LVER that
helped him, the local office does not get credit for the veteran getting a job. Additionally,
many veterans are referred to federal job openings but may not be hired until well after the job
order has been closed. Indeed, these data limitations apply to the larger non-veteran

population as well.

We recognize these weaknesses in securing data but we are able to use other reliable
indicators to evaluate how well we are doing our job. For example, the VETS-100 from
federal contractors and its new hire data are an indicator; the year to year amounts that
Department of Defense pays for unemployment compensation for ex-service members is an
indicator of how effective TAP is; and the Annual Calendar Year data on veterans from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics is an indicator of how effective certain targeted efforts have been
(for example, for two years we targeted young recently separated veterans and their
unemployment rate dropped below two digits). Because we monitor changes in the
unemployment of veterans and implement strategies accordingly, the number and rate of

unemployment of the different veteran subgroups are effective indi of our perfi

VETS intends to rely on this information more and more as a means of determining whether

strategies implemented are indeed working as intended.

Some of the other mechanisms that we are looking at to evaluate whether we are meeting our
performance goals include: 1) working with the Social S_t_x:urity Administration to track and
compare the wage records of veterans who have received certain services versus control
groups that did not. This mechanism may be particularly helpful in gaining an indication on
wage increases and retention in employment. 2) We expect to collaborate with ETA in the
design of longitudinal studies on WIA participants and press for the inclusion of statistically

valid groups of veterans. Such surveys would also give us wage and retention information.

Each year, using the strategic plan as a launching point, VETS prepares an Annual
Performance Plan that in its initial draft stages is tied to the budget process and assumes

sufficient resources to meet the annual targets or milestones in the strategic plan. The Annual
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Performance Plan is modified based on appropriations received, and then made part of the
agency’s management plan for the year, which drives managers’ performance standards,
operational processes, grant awards, and other activities that relate to the plan’s

impl .

VETS has developed a management control process that ensures that strategies and outcomes
are communicated to our staff and stakeholders, our partners and others. Two years ago
VETS instituted a VETS’ Operations and Programs Activity Report (VOPAR) that ensures
that Regional Administrators and State Directors report on progress toward outcomes and
strategies and identify issues or problems related to the plan’s implementation on a monthly
basis. Managers’ performance standards and appraisals take into consideration their
contribution to the outcomes and strategies in the VETS Strategic and Annual Performance
Plans. Regional budgets are developed and submitted based on the workloads necessary to
reach the Plan’s desired outcomes, and they are approved taking contribution to overall plan
achievement into consideration. We conduct Management Control Reviews of the Regions
and the processes they have in place to reach the outcomes desired and overall management of
the staff and activities. We do quality assurance reviews of USERRA claims to ensure that
there are both timely and quality investigations. We further have a “Red Flag” system to

identify problems while they are still small.

Finally, our own internal management controls and systems have value relative to
performance measurement. Having a problem either identified in conjunction with a drop in
the numbers or preceding a drop in the numbers validates the existence of a problem, enables
the establishment of a corrective action plan, and its implementation can be identified from
quarterly improvements in the data submitted. This process was stressed at a recent VETS
managers’ working group session and process review where performance data was analyzed in

detail and expectations for comective action planning and implementation clearly laid out.

It is important to realize that ideas and concepts have to be tested, and must be doable. Many

ideas and concepts surface, but it is best to pilot test these to make sure they actually work or



show promise before full implementation of what might turn out to be a better idea in concept

only or have unintended consequences.

As we do our work and with the authorities you have vested in VETS, we will continue to
work for America’s veterans who deserve the best benefits this Nation can provide. They
have eamed each and every one of these benefits through their service. Veterans are a Federal
responsibility and, as such, VETS is determined to continue its efforts to ensure each veteran

has a fair chance to reap the full measure of opportunity that our democratic society offers.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to address the Transition Commission report and

our strategic and performance plans. [ will be glad to answer any questions you may have.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Subcommittee:

1t is an honor and pleasure to be invited before you today to discuss the
Department of Labor’s (DOL) Veterans Employment and Training Service’s (VETS)
response to the report of the Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition
Assistance (Commission).

By way of background, I was one of twelve Commissioners appointed by
Congress to review and report on the adequacy and efficiency of current veterans benefits
and programs as they affect today’s separating servicemembers. The Commission
established three “Panels” and I was asked to chair the Panel on Employment and
Servicemembers Transition Services. Additionally, I retired from the Disabled American
Veterans (DAV) in June, 1998 following almost twenty-eight years of service. The last
twenty-three years with the DAV, I was their National Employment Director involved in
all aspects of veterans’ employment and training issues.

I have reviewed the Department of Labor’s response to the Commission’s report
and offer the following comments.

In Secretary Herman’s transmittal letter she indicates the Commission “...failed to
take into account recent improvements in program performance, ignored the impact of
new legislation such as the Workforce Investment Act, and based many of its conclusions
on old data™.

The Commission based its recommendations on information and data
provided by the Department of Labor. The Assistant Secretary for Veterans
Employment and Training was an ex-officio member and had every opportunity to bring
to our attention that we weren’t using current information and data. We had to base our
findings on what they gave us. As for the “impact of ... the Workforce Investment Act” —
the impact has yet to be learned as the legislation is currently in its early implementation
stages.

One of DOL/VETS’ biggest concerns appears in their EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
and deals with the Commission’s recommendation on changing the categories of veterans
to receive “priority of service”. The Commission recommends that “priority of service™
be limited to disabled veterans, veterans with barriers to employment, and recently
separated veterans (within four years following discharge). The Commission had
considerable discussion on this issue. We concluded the current system is unable to
provide priority to all veterans and often those most in need don’t get served at all. The
“creaming affect” kicks in and all too often those who really don’t need help or need a
minimum of assistance get help at the expense of those most in need.

DOL/VETS cites that 48.1% of all unemployed veterans are aged 45-64. Since
the Commission did not attempt to define “barriers to employment” DOL/VETS would
retain that authority to develop such a definition unless Congress would legislate such a
definition. If DOL/VETS has this major concern for this group of deserving veterans, the
question must be asked what is being done to work with these individuals now?

61-244 99-3
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DOL is opposed to transferring VETS to the Department of Veterans Affairs. |
should point out that the Commission stopped short of such a recommendation and this
issue created quite a lengthy discussion. I discuss this in greater detail later in this
testimony.

VETS has not always enjoyed high visibility or respect within DOL. They
certainly enjoy a new found respect and status in the current administration -- a respect
they did not have in prior administrations dating back at least to 1973. There is no
guarantee this respect will continue in future administrations. There is nothing that
VETS currently does in DOL that they couldn’t do in the Department of Veterans
Affairs. The role of VETS is not one of service delivery as DOL would have you believe.

The Commission’s recommendation regarding VETS would not create a separate,
duplicate system to serve veterans as alleged by DOL because VETS is not a delivery
system. DOL also alleges that such a “separate, duplicate” system would “...endanger
their [veterans] well-earned right to priority of service in the Wagner-Peyser funded
employment service”. WHY????

DOL/VETS states “Employers have told the Department of Labor that they want
to deal with one employment entity”. How did employers convey this message -- through
focus groups, a survey, interviews with employers or what mechanism? The Commission
did a survey of employers. One of the questions asked was, “If you wanted to hire a
veteran, do you know who to contact™ Of the employers who responded 57% did not
know who to contact. When asked, “Who would you contact™?, only 25% of thje
employers who “knew who to contact” would contact job service offices, while 49% said
they would contact the VA,

On page 4 of the EXECUTIVE SUMMARY DOL/VETS states “. . VETS is
working with leading companies and unions to help veterans use the skills they acquired
in the military to move quickly into career building jobs in growth industries like
information technology (IT) and telecommunications. Companies like Cisco, Microsoft,
Lucent Technologies, U.S. West, Pacific Bell and PowerComm, and unions like the
Communications Workers of America [CWA] and the International Brotherhood of
Electrical Workers are coming to VETS seeking assistance in filling their employment
needs”. (VETS has been so pleased with the work of the CWA that they were honored
with the Sonny Montgomery Award at last year's Salute to America’s Veterans). As of
January 1999, 201 separating servicemembers were referred to jobs through the CWA
project but it is not reported how many were placed into career employment,

VETS is to be applauded for their ability to include such prestigious companies.
However, their statement begs the question — how many veterans have been placed in
these companies and not just referred and how many disabled veterans through
vocational rehabilitation have been placed by these companies?

Overall, DOL/VETS’ response raises more questions as to its own performance as
it defends against the recommendations of the Commission. On page 5, DOL/VETS
cautions that if Congress removes VETS from DOL and turns the DVOP/LVER system
into a separate, private system run by 53 different organizations it will have dire
consequences. Remember again that VETS does not deliver services, it matters little
where it is housed. The DVOP/LVER system is already run by 53 different
organizations. Ina competitive system as the Commission recommends, the states will
be able to compete. They may not win the competition based on past performance, but
they can compete.

Also on page 5 the DOL/VETS states that certain labor-exchange related services
include *...vocational guidance, job counseling, job seeking skills, and intensive services
generally using a case manager approach...” This statement leads one to infer these
services are available on request. This subcommittee should ask DOL/VETS to provide
data on how many veterans by category received each of these services.
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Current law states and DOL/VETS admits “Implicit throughout Chapter 41 of
Title 38 is the requirement that SESAs provide the maximum opportunity for jobs and
Jjob training to the job-seeking veterans in their respective States”. Yet the DOL/VETS
performance standards say that a State only have to provide services to veterans at a rate
higher than non veterans. Therefore, if a State places 12% of its non veterans in jobs, it
need only place 12.1% veterans in jobs to meet the compliance indicators for that
category. Not very stringent standards and certainly falls short of the Congressicnal
intent of “maximum”. The Commission offered the following comment “The
Commission is outraged by the fact that, according to DOL’s 1997 Annual Report,
nine states meet DOL performance standards while placing fewer than 10 per cent
of veteran registrants”.

The DOL/VETS disputes data reported by the Commission as being misleading.
If, in fact the data are misleading then the Commission was misled by the data
provided by DOL/VETS. At no time did the Assistant Secretary, an ex officio member
of the Commission offer to provide us clarifying data that were not misleading,
Additionally, DOL/VETS’ exception to their own data begs for a new system of data
collection that all users can understand and leaves no room for interpretation.

Further evidence of data defense by DOL/VETS is contained on page 8 of their
response. The section dealing with federal contractor job listing for Program Year 1997
reveals that federal contractors reported hiring 123,876 targeted veterans. The local
employment offices referred 121,949 targeted veterans to these federal contractor but
only 18,901 of these referred veterans were hired by these contractors. This means that
only 15% of the referred veterans obtained jobs with federal contractors. Why were so
few hired? DOL/VETS’ explanation is “It appears that due to timing and interstate
problems in hiring verification, many of those veterans referred were hired by Federal
contractors but not reported by the SESA reporting system™ (emphasis mine). Perhaps
another explanation is that federal contractors don’t use the employment service very
much.

DOL/VETS opposes the idea of providing a competitive process for funding
either the Commission recommended positions of Veterans Case Manager (VCM) and
Veterans Employment Facilitator (VEF) or DVOP/LVER. They say competing the
process “raises a host of equity issues”. Equity issues already exist. First, states are
going to be funded regardless of their performance. Second, some states charge as much
as 26% of their grant to administrative overhead and other states are much lower. That
should be an “equity issue™ of paramount concern to DOL/VETS.

They also express concern that “...private vendors who would have profit motives
to work primarily with the more employable veterans, potentially ignoring the hardest to
serve clients that need more intensive services”. That problem currently exits in many
states and DOL as much as admits it when they mention on page 12 that they want to
provide financial incentives by “...establishing an incentive fund...to be used to reward
exceptional local offices, ms.nagcrs and DVOP</LVERs and poorly performing states
that make dramatic imp " (emphasis mine). This potential pmblcm among
private vendors can be avoided by nghtlng placements and other services provided to
those most in need.

DOL/VETS agrees that the performance measures need updating, They state
“Nothing in the statute precludes VETS from establishing new prototype outcome and
process measures for DVOP and LVER. Therefore, we believe that the Commission's
recommendation for legislation is unnecessary.” When can we expect DOL/VETS to
develop such outcome and process measures?

1 would like to commend VETS on the development of their web page on the
Internet. I have reviewed it and found it to be very informative. What is VETS doing to
assure that job seeking veterans know about the web site?
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VETS is also to be commended for its progress on electronic employment
assistance. The question still must be asked, however, how does VETS get the web site
information to the veteran. [ am also concerned that many DVOPS/LVERs do not have
dedicated computer support and some have no access to the Internet. All the electronic
assistance is no good unless it reaches the intended audience — job seeking veterans.

DOL/VETS? response indicates that “...Federal contractor jobs currently are
flagged for initial exclusive viewing by DVOPs and LVERs”. How many
DVOPS/LVERs have access to these jobs?

In responding to the Commission’s recommendations on the Job Training
Partnership Act (JTPA), DOL/VETS states the Commission “misinterpreted” the data,
Again, this was data provided by them, and as an ex officio member, the Assistant
Secretary had every opportunity to correct any of our “misinterpretations”. Every one of
our documents was prepared in draft format, circulated among all the Commissioners and
ex officio members for comment (some of these drafis even reached the hands of VETS
field staff) and yet VETS never offered insight into our “misinterpretations™ until they
responded to Congress.

During my 23 years as National Employment Director for the Disabled American
Veterans (DAV) I monitored data for federal contractors. The federal contractor
affirmative action program was never effective and never enforced. The contractors are
required to file annual reports (VETS-100) on their accomplishments. While the reports
may not have required all the necessary data for assessing contractor’s compliance, they
do contain sufficient data to track employer and industry trends. To my knowledge the
VETS-100 report was never used to trigger a compliance review of a federal contractor’s
compliance. DCL/VETS reports that for Program Year (PY) 1997 “local employment
offices reported that 51, 895 veterans were placed [by federal contractors]. Of this
number, 16,259 were Vietnam era and 2,642 were special disabled veterans”. This
means that of all veterans placed only a little more than one-third were veterans targeted
for affirmative action. (see my earlier comments on this subject on page 3).

DOL/VETS reports to Congress that 10,930 Federal contractors did not file the
required VETS-100 report”, and that information was passed on to the DOL’s Office of
Federal Contractor Compliance. By not filing this report, these s have violated
federal law. What has been done to enforce this law?

DOL/VETS opposes the Commission’s recommendation to amend the current
affirmative action requirements to delete Vietnam veterans, change special disablec
veteran to disabled veteran, and add recently separated veterans. They do not provide
any rationale for their opposition to changing special disabled to all disabled. Congress
should ask them why they oppose that. I believe Congress should also ask for
clarification of their position on recently separated veterans to avoid any
“misinterpretations” by Congress or the readers of their response to the Commission’s
report. Specifically, DOL states “...amending section 4212 of Title 38 to extend
coverage to ‘recently separated veterans’ would assist these transitioning service
personnel into the civilian workforce™ (emphasis mine). They go on to say “...it is
unclear what is meant by ‘recently separated veterans’” (emphasis mine). Why then
would they support the change if they don’t know what they’re supporting.
Additionally, for as long as [ can remember “recently separated veterans” means
someone who was discharged or released from military service within the last four years.

On page 35 of DOL/VETS’ response they state “It appears that the Commission
has concluded that an entire agency (VETS) ... should be moved ... because it believes
that the one program jointly served by VETS and VA, ... is unsuccessful”. Perhaps
DOL/VETS has “misinterpreted” the Commission’s imendation. We did not
recommend that VETS be immediately transferred.
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The Commission’s dations start on page 85 of the Commission’s
report. The reason for suggesting that VETS maybe should be transferred at a later date
is found in the “Analysis” section on page 84 of the Commission’s report — “The
Commission is especially concerned with the low percentage of vocational rehabilitation
program participants being placed in suitable employment and the low percentage of
veterans registering for jobs at state employment service offices who are placed through
the assistance of DOL-funded employment specialists. The Commission also has serious
concerns about the effectiveness and efficiency of program administration and oversight
at DOL/VETS. DOL/VETS’ leadership, however, says that improvements will occur and
has prepared a Strategic Plan for Fiscal Year 1997-2002. The Commission has
reservations about whether DOL/VETS, through its plan, will be able to effect significant
changes in the employment services it administers and oversees. The plan does not
address the precipitous drop in state-grant program performance from PY 1996 to 1997".
Further, if this transfer were to take place, the Commission envisions a new system of
employment and vocational rehabilitation consolidating existing programs and
responsibilities into one program under the jurisdiction of the Undersecretary for
Benefits,

Thank you again for allowing me to participate in these hearings today. That
concludes my statement and I would be happy to answer any questions.
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President

R.W. Drach Consulting

P.0. Box 60209

Phone: (301)765-1943
Fax  (301)765-1944

Potomac, MD 20859-0209 email consultrwd@aol.com

June 1998-Present

Feb. 1975-July 1998

Qet. 1972-Feb 1975

Aug. 1970-0ct. 1972

Feb. 1968-July, 1970

Dec. 1996-Feb. 1999

March 1996-July 1997

EMPLOYMENT

President, R W. Drach Consulting, Potomac MD, a consulting business specializing in
disability, veterans, vocational rehabilitation, employment and training issues and Social
Security. Clients include Brown and Associates, MAXIMUS, and the Office of Personnel
Management (OPM).

National Employment Director, Disabled American Veterans, Washington DC.
Responsible for all of DAV's employment, training, vocational rehabilitation, disability,
accessibility, homeless and other socio-economic issues. Served as principal
representative on these issues before the White House, Congress, Department of Labor,
Office of Personnel Managemem US Postal Service, Small Business Administration,
President’s C on Employ of People with Disabilities, and other private and
not for profit organizations Worked closely with the Department of Veterans Affairs on
several issues with special emphasis on Vocational Rehabilitation. Appeared on behalf of
the DAV before various Congressional committees eight to ten times a year. Established a

program and provided technical support to a nationwide network of DAV National
Service Officers who pruwded p ion to disabled secking Social Security
disability benefits. Designed and impl d a nationwide outreach treatment program
for Vietnam veterans suffering from Post Traumatic Stress Disorder. The VA's current
Readjustment Ce ling Service is modeled after this highly successful effort.

Administrative Assistant to the National Director of Employment, Disabled

American Veterans, Washington, DC. Provided support to the Employment Director,
responded to letters and phone calls from disabled veterans seeking information on their
employment rights and Social Security benefits. Provided individual representation to
disabled veterans for Social Security benefits before Administrative Law Judges and the
Appeals Council.

National Service Officer, Disabled American Veterans, Pittsburgh, PA and
Washington, DC.  Assisted disabled and their depend in the preparation of
their benefit claims before the VA and Social Security Administration.

Receptionist, Department of Veterans Affairs, Pittsburgh, PA: Met disabled veterans and
other members of the public and directed them to the correct individual or office best
suited to assist them. Answered the main phone line and directed the calls as appropriate.

ORGANIZATIONS AND AFFILIATIONS

ﬁppomed by Senator John “Jay" Rockefeller (D-W.Va.) as one of twelve people to the
Ce on Servi bers and V Transition. The Commission is charged by
(‘nngm:.s to review pmsrams services and benefits being prowd.ed to separating military

ser s 10 d ine their adequacy, effecti ss, and ti The
Commission is required to report its findings and dations to C

B

Member, VA's Steering C ittee on the Redesign of Vocational Rehabili

Was part of a group of experts brought together to oversee efforts of the VA's
Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling Service to refocus on how it does business with
its clients - America's disabled veterans. This effort was in direct response to criticism
from Congress, GAO, and service organi.
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May 1995-Present Appointed by President Clinton as Vice-chair, President’s Committee on
Employment of People with Disabilities as one of six Vice-chairs. Serve at the pleasure of
the President on a committee established by executive order and act as co-chair of the
Task Group on the Budget. Advise the Chairman on employment issues as they
relate to people with disabilities and disabled veterans.

May, 1994-Dec. 1997 Appointed by Secretary of Labor Robert Reich as first Chairman, Secretary of Labor’s
Advisory Committee on Veterans Employment and Training. Committee was established

by law to make dations 1o the S y of Labor on employment and training
issues for veterans.

Aug 1986-Aug. 1989 Appointed by Social Security Commissioner 1o the Disability Advisory Council, Social
Security Administration, The Council was charged with g Social Security

disability law, regulation and policy as they related to work d:mwmvee
experienced by Social Security disability beneficiaries (SSDI and SSI). This involved a
series of meetings in Washington, Baltimore and around the country to obtain first hand
knowledge of these disincentives and recommendations to remove or mitigate them in
order for beneficiaries to return to work. The Council heard from beneficiaries, their

ives and adw , private attorneys, Social Security officials, and other
meﬂsmﬂnﬁeldsofsoqnlmmmdvmmmlrchnbdnmon

Aug 1985-May 1999 Chairman, Veterans Advisory Committee on Rehabilitation. Committee was established
by law to advise the Secretary of Veterans Affairs on rehabilitation issues affecting
disabled veterans around the country. The committee reviews laws, regulations and
policies of the VA and makes dations to the § Y.

Military Service US Army, August, 1965 - N ber, 1967. Sergeant E-5. Retired for disability resulting
from wounds received while serving in combat in the Republic of South Vietnam.

In complying with Committee requi I offer the following information. I do not and have not for the two
Msﬁmmmmemmmwmwmmmmmdm
testimony. While 2 member of the Commission on Servi bers and V Transition [ recei pnyﬁ'nmthe
Department of Defense as an employee. That pay started after my retirement from the Disabled A Vi

At no time during my tenure that I was employed by the DAV did I receive money from DOD for pay, travel or per
diem,
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COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS
U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
ON
VETERANS' EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICE (VETS)

July 29, 1999

Thank you Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, for the opportunity to comment on
the program effectiveness and the strategic plan of the Department of Labor’s Veterans'
Employment and Training Service (VETS).

Program Effectiveness
In the past six years, the VETS has endeavored to reinvent itself within the confines of funding
constraints, while faced with major changes to the Employment and Training Service (ETS)

made under the Workforce Investment Act. VETS makes up about 15 percent of the system
operated in the states by the Employment Training Administration (ETA).

At the same time, several of the states were in the process of reinventing the public labor
exchange using funds made available by the Department of Labor (DOL). Even though DOL
retained approval authority of any changes made, veterans were suppose to be protected under
provisions of Title 38 United States Code. Now it seemed that services for veterans, which are
supposed to be provided on a priority basis, were left behind. In one case, the Secretary of Labor
even withheld a major portion of the ETA grant until the state complied with department
regulations. When told that veterans’ funds might also be withheld, the govemor’s
representative said “So what!”

At the same time, appropriations for the agency declined 11 percent in real terms and the money
made available does not support the statutory levels of the Disabled Veterans Qutreach Program
Specialists (DVOPs) and Local Veterans' Employment Representatives (LVERS) provided for in
Title 38.

Given these circumstances, The American Legion believes VETS continues to perform
reasonably well.  When VETS implemented performance measures for the states, they
discovered some anomalies and immediately revised the performance standards. VETS prepared
a strategic plan, which fits inio the strategic plan adopted by the DOL.

§ ic Planni

The development of the current strategic plan for VETS began in 1994. The plan follows the
requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act passed by Congress and is
intended to make Federal agencies more accountable for results.

VETS declares its mission to be one of helping veterans and members of the National Guard and
Reserve in finding employment; training for employment (when necessary); and ensuring the
rights and benefits associated with military service. VETS aims to provide consistent service,
which is flexible enough to meet the changing needs of employers and veterans eligible for the
SErvice.

The plan is more specific when it comes to declaring goals, with economic security being the
overall objective. Other goals are to ensure the unemployment rate for veterans is less than that
of non-veterans with veterans also maintaining higher income levels. VETS concentrates on
those veterans with employment barriers and sub-populations of veterans with higher



unemployment rates. The American Legion believes that all of these goals and objectives are
worthy, able, and achievable.

Since VETS-funded LVERs and DVOPs operate within the larger public employment and
training system, its plan must mesh with the overall strategic plan of the DOL. To that end,
VETS plan concentrates on several items:

* Transition Assistance (teaching veterans how to find meaningful employment)

* Ensuring applicable military training is relevant to civilian life in order to provide
economic security for veterans and their families

*  Credentialing of people trained in the military by civilian licensing and certifying
agencies

*  Providing needs-based services to veterans requiring special assistance

* Working with employers to convince them that veterans make excellent employees

The strategic planning process is affected by major changes during its course. Congress passed
the Workforce Investment Act in 1998, an act which brings major changes and consolidation to
ETS. VETS has had to integrate its mission and the mandates in Title 38 USC into this new
environment. Throughout the process, VETS has sought the advice of its stakeholders including
employers, the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies (ICESA), the veterans
service organizations and ETA through face-to-face interaction in meetings and conferences.

Briefly the current strategic plan has three key goals:

¢ Help 300,000 veterans obtain career employment.
e Ensure that of those 300,000, at least 10,000 are special disabled veterans.
* Ensure that ~7:" ¢ 200,000, at least 1,850 are homeless veterans.

These goals are ambitious, but realistic, measurable and clearly, achievable. The American
Legion accepts them and applauds VETS for its initiative and “Putting Veterans First” attitude.

These goals are linked with the funding request for VETS through the appropriations process.
Earlier we mentioned that funding for VETS has declined in real terms by 11 percent over the
past decade. As a result, the number of people providing direct services to veterans continues to
decrease and training has suffered. Future funding must be linked towards achieving their
strategic plan.

There are several issues associated with this plan as VETS looks to its implementation. The
Workforce Investment Act will have a major impact. With the advent of automated systems in
one-stop career centers, registrations will invariably decrease. There is an old adage: Give a man
a fish and he will eat today; teach a man to fish and he will eat for the rest of his life. Since its
inception VETS has tried to teach proven job finding skills and techniques. Over the years, the
effectiveness of this effort has paid big dividends in that many veterans are able to successfully
find employment without the close supervision of VETS. But in periods of low unemployment,
finding a job is not as challenging as during prolonged periods of high unemployment when job
vacancies are at a premium. Where does a veteran tumn in those desperate moments?

Proper measurement of some veterans who use the system, but don’t register, is difficult and
expensive. For example, out-of-state placements of veterans are not counted. Many veterans are
underemployed and still actively seeking meaningful employment. A veteran who finds a job 90
days or more after receiving services is not counted. Veterans who find jobs through America’s
Job Bank are not counted. Veterans hired by Federal contractors or through the veterans’
preference statutes are not counted. It is not that these people can’t be counted. They can, but it
is very expensive. Funding for these measurements must come from the same place as funding
for DVOPs and LVERs. Given a choice between measuring achievements and hiring people to
assist veterans, VETS has chosen to do the hiring. This is a proper choice in the view of The
American Legion.
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Resources for this agency are at an all time low point. VETS' budget remained essentially flat-
lined for the past several years. Such inadequate funding allows no growth in the numbers of
those veterans employment specialists providing actual services. Inadequate funding means no
growth in the Federal staff overseeing the grants and the operations of the agency. When federal
employees get an annual payraise, it really equates to termination of employees and reduction in
services. The only bright spot in this dismal enviornment is the ongoing improvement in
cooperation with the Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling Service at the Department of
Veterans Affairs (VA). The measurements here are accurate since all these veterans receive
intensive case management from the time they apply for training until they finally find a job.

The American Legion believes this plan allows for enough flexibility for VETS to attempt new
approaches. The Workforce Investment Act will result in each state implementing its own
system of running the public labor exchange. VETS will continue to pilot new ideas in each of
the 2,500 planned one-stop career centers. Needs-based services will be the norm with those
who are job-ready, while having facilitated services available, reserving case management, and
time-intensive services for those veterans with significant employment barriers. Some veterans
will only be shown how to use the automated services. As these pilots are implemented and best
practices are developed, strategies which work will be replicated across the system.

According to the plan, VETS will continue to work with large employers and employee
organizations to meet the special needs of this group. This is important since employers as a
group are just coming to understand the excellent skills and attitude veterans bring to the
workplace.

Mr. Chairman, The American Legion is pleased 1o put our stamp of approval on this strategic
plan for VETS. Now, we believe that Congress must step up to the plate and provide the proper
funding for VETS to succeed. They have been trying to squeeze blood out of the proverbial
turnip for far too long. Fund them properly, cut them loose, and they will succeed.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear this moming.
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MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE:

On behalf of the Disabled American Veterans (DAV) and its women’s auxiliary, I am
privileged to appear before you today to present the organization's views on the effectiveness
and strategic planning of the Department of Labor’s (DoL’s) Veterans Employment and
Training Service (VETS).

The overall mission of VETS is to help veterans, reservists, and national guard members
in securing employment, training, and the employment rights and benefits associated with their
military service. Some key elements of their mission include:

» Enforcement: resolution of claims by veterans, reservists, and national guard members
under the Uniformed Services’ Employment and Reemployment Rights Act
(USERRA).

o Veterans® Preference: with the enactment of Public Law 105-339, the responsibility
for investigating " prefi complaints under title 5, United States Code,

¥

was transferred from the Office of Personnel Management (OPM) to VETS.

s Employment and Training Assistance: the provision of services to eligible veterans
and transitioning service members in accordance with grant agreements with states,
mainly State Employment Service Administrators (SESAs), local governments, and
non-profit agencies.

& Public Information Services: the compilation, synthesis, and provision of information
regarding the rights and obligations of employers and protected individuals, the
employment and training program services available, and results achieved by VETS
internal and external customers and service delivery partners.

e Interagency Liason: The establishment and maintenance of effective service delivery
networks involving other agencies and organizations in the public, private and non-
profit sectors.

e Training: the development and delivery by the National Veterans’ Training Institute
(NVTI) of specific professional skills and program-oriented curricula to service
providers® staffs and managers.

As an organization of more that one million men and women disabled in our Nation's
defense, the DAV is dedicated to one, single purpose: building better lives for all our Nation's
disabled veterans and their families. DAV is interested in the transition of our separating
veterans into the civilian workforce, and the availability of meaningful employment
opportunities for service-connected disabled veterans, and veterans with critical barriers to
employment. We are pleased with the advocacy of VETS in its approach to helping veterans.
This mission has been accomplished through the development and oversight of training
programs through grants to states and non-profit organizations. VETS further serves the
employment and retraining needs of veterans by establishing and enforcing job referral control
mechanisms imposed on state employment service agencies, as well as investigating complaints
of violation of reemployment rights against employers.
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Mr. Chairman, separating servicemembers face many barriers to employment and re-
employment in the civilian job market. This is because civilian credentialing requirements do
not recognize their military training and experience although many of the qulifications and skills
are the same or similar. This inability to meet federal, state, or private sector civilian job
requirements or standards has precluded separating servicemembers from realizing the full
benefits of their military training and experience.

Mr. Chairman, in its report, the Congressional Commission on Servicemembers and
Veterans Transition Assistance asserts the Congress must provide transitioning servic 1bers
with the means and opportunity to succeed in their civilian lives and to invest their talent and
ability in the American economy. In April 1998, the DoL and Department of Veterans Affairs
(VA) formed a Task Force on Certification and Licensing of Transitioning Military Personnel.
This task force is representative of departments and agencies of the Federal government,
including the Department of Defense and all military branches. The Task Force has helped
members learn about the licensing activities of these agencies and has created initiatives between
agencies 1o assist active duty personnel and veterans to more easily acquire licenses needed for ,
civilian employment (such as FAA licenses needed for aircraft and airframe mechanics).

The Task Force has established state pilot programs on certification and licensing in
Ohio, Georgia, Colorado, Maryland, and South Carolina for occupations such as health care, law
enforcement, commercial drivers, metalworking, power plant operators, emergency medical
technicians, and building trades.

Mr. Chairman, we believe VETS should be commended for its participation in this area
and would hope this committee would join us in applauding its efforts.

DAV also supports VETS® efforts with the Microsoft Skills 2000 Military Information
Technology career initiative introduced in February 1999. This program leads interested service
members with knowledge of and aptitude for computers through a special program designed for
transitioning servicemembers, which includes classes that lead to Skills 2000 Certificates in
several different information technology fields. This appears to be an excellent program which
will only strengthen VETS stralegic goals.

Mr. Chairman, Congress has determined that our Nation has a responsibility to meet the
employment and training needs of veterans. To accomplish these goals, the Assistant Secretary
of Labor for Veterans™ Employment and Training (ASVET) is authorized to implement training
and employment programs for veterans. The ASVET is also responsible for ensuring the
availability of sufficient funds for use in each state to suppont the appointment of Disabled
Veteran Outreach Program Specialists (DVOPs) and Local Veteran Employment Representatives
(LVERs), the Joint Training Partnership Act (JTPA), the National Veterans Training Institute
(NVTI), the Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program, and other programs.

VETS’ budget provides funds to support 1,431 DVOP positions, 688 below the
congressionally-mandated level and 1,306 LVER positions, 294 below mandated levels. Several
years ago someone coined the term “voodoo economics.” On reading the budget information
provided by the Department of Labor for VETS for fiscal year (FY) 2000 in the categories of
LVER and DVOP and upon finding additional information, the term *“voodoo econemics” comes
to mind.

Mr. Chairman, although we support VETS" mission and its strategic plan, we question
whether, under its proposed budget, if VETS will have the resources necessary to fulfill its
existing and future goals.

Mr. Chairman, | again want to thank you and Committee for the opportunity to present
the views of DAV,
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mv DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS
Duiledines Better Lives for Vevicss’s Bisaliled Tetermns

DISCLOSURE OF FEDERAL GRANTS OR CONTRACTS

The Disabled American Veterans (DAV) does not currently receive any money from any
federal grant or contract.

During fiscal year (FY) 1995, DAV received $55,252.56 from Court of Veterans Appeals
appropriated funds provided to the Legal Service Corporation for services provided by DAV to
the Veterans Consortium Pro Bono Program. In FY 1996, DAV received $8,448.12 for services
provided to the Consortium. Since June 1996, DAV has provided its services to the Consortium
at no cost to the Consortium.
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JAMES N. MAGILL, DIRECTOR
NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT POLICY
VETERANS OF FORGIEN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES

BEFORE THE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS
UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

WITH REPSECT TO
EFFECTIVENESS AND STRATEGIC PLANNING OF THE
VETERANS EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING SERVICE

Washington DC July 29, 1999
Mr, Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

On behalf of the 1.9 million men and women of the Veterans of Foreign Wars of
the United States, I appreciate the opportunity to participate in today's hearing to evaluate
the U.S. Department of Labor’s Veterans Employment and Training Service's
effectiveness and strategic planning.

The relationship between veterans, disabled veterans, and employment is vital to
public policy and today’s environment. Veterans, and particularly disabled veterans,
often encounter barriers to their entry into the workforce. Many have difficulty obtaining
appropriate training, education, and job skills. These in tumn contribute to low income
levels, low labor force participation rates and high levels of reliance on public benefits.

The stated mission of the Veterans Employment and Training Service (VETS) is
to help veterans, reservists, and National Guard Members in securing employment,
training, and the rights and benefits associated with their military service. The key
elements of VETS' mission are Enforcement; Veterans Preference; Employment and
Training Assistance; Public Information Service; Inter Agency Liaison, and Training. In
reviewing the strategic plan of VETS we see a commitment that reflects the Department’s
Strategic Goals: a Prepared Workforce; a Secure Workforce; and Quality Workforce.

What may very well be the cornerstone of the strategic plan is ensuring that
Veterans get the maximum employment and training opportunities within the workforce.
This effort should extend beyond the priority of services provided by the federal public
employment service system and the efforts of the Disabled Veterans Outreach Program
and Local Veterans Employment Representatives staffs. Efforts to identify federal
contractors and subcontractors, the Transition Assistance Program, marketing to
employers, ensuring that veterans preference is given for federal jobs, and facilitating use
of knowledge, skills and abilities of separating service members in the civilian labor
market do not show in traditional Departmental information collections. Thus vets under
the plan will strive to continue interventions that result in progress showing in Bureau of
Labor Statistics civilian labor force data and has set objectives to match the interventions
planned.

VETS goal for a Secure Workforce will strive to assist veterans, reservations and
National Guard member so that they do not lose private (non- VA) pension rights or
benefits because of military service or required training. VETS also will strive to provide
quality workplaces by reducing discrimination towards veterans because of military
service, service-connected disability or National Guard and reserve training.

Mr.Chairman, the VFW commends VETS for a strategic plan that will improve
veterans employment opportunities to the level they deserve and have earned; however,
as the name implies this is a “plan.” We expect VETS to implement this plan to the
fullest extent as VETS must be held accountable for its success.

We also hold accountable the Congress to provide VETS with the necessary
funding to ensure VETS success. Past administrations have not proposed adequate
budgets to support the Disabled Veterans Outreach Program Specialists and the Local
Veterans Employment Representatives. Likewise, the Congress has not appropriated the
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necessary dollars to fully fund these crucial programs. Without the support of the
Administration and Congress, the veterans will be the ultimate losers,

Mr. Chairman, again [ want to thank you and the subcommittee for the
opportunity to express our vision.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, Vietnam Veterans of America (VVA) apprecates
this opportunity to express our views and concerns regarding the Veterans’ Employment and Training
Service (VETS) Strategic Plan for future fiscal years. VVA believes that VETS has a most crucial
role in helping veterans transition from the military to the civilian job market and in helping disabled
veterans be a part of this strong economy. In light of this important mission, and in light of this
rapidly changing economy and market place, we believe it is imperative for VETS to have a cognitive,
defined, and cogent plan for the future.

Unfortunately, upon reviewing this Strategic Plan, we cannot conclude that VETS has clearly stated,
nor does it appear that VETS truly knows, where it is headed.

Since its inception, VETS has been an agency fixated on numbers. The emphasis has always been
on the number of veterans placed into jobs. The emphasis has not been on the kind of jobs that
veterans are placed in. VVA believes strongly that the veterans of the U.S. armed forces are highly
qualified, capable individuals who have the potential to be real assets to employers. We believe that
VETS should be designing itself to place veterans into high quality jobs where veterans’ full potential
can be realized. This Strategic Plan does not emphasize this nearly enough. It should be emphasized
somewhere in the plan that there is a real need for “data integrity.” The “obtained employment”
statistics that VETS currently uses gives a misguided view of the achievements or lack thereof by
VETS. A veteran with a degree in electrical engineering who is placed into a job at Arby’s will be
counted simply as “obtained employment’ with no marker to indicate that the veteran is dreadfully
underemployed. We believe that the data VETS uses should fall more in line with the Government
Performance and Results Act (GPRA) and reflect true accountability for its performance.

The mission statement contained in Section 1 of the plan is redundant. Furthermore, it says nothing
of placing veterans into high quality jobs, which should be the primary mission of VETS.

The language describing the “vision” of VETS is vague and lacks substance. It talks of how VETS
will help those veterans who can help themselves “access to new resources.” It talks of “person-to-
person interaction to ensure delivery of services to all those who are in need.” It talks of “advocating
that veterans have the requisite value-added skills and abilities that are demanded by the quality driven
economy of the 21st Century.” VVA wholeheartedly supports such sentiments, yet we do not see
this as a “Vision.” The aforementioned language has in theory always been the goal of VETS. In
sum, the Vision says nothing new. It does not come close to specifically defining how VETS is going
to achieve the goals it has stated in the Vision statement.

Today’s problems come from yesterday’s solutions. The DVOPS and LVERs within VETS are still
using outdated methods to assist veterans in their job searches. DVOPS and LVERSs need the
flexibility to implement reform at the local level. The way the current VETS system is designed, when
a DVOP or LVER pushes for reform, he or she is only pushed back further. They need to be able to
fully engage the local business community and “sell” their veteran clients. The strategic plan does not

1
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go into any depth regarding the individual DVOP or LVER’s role in the future. It simply talks of the
need for more DVOPs and LVERs.

The VETS Performance Goals contained in the report are all goals that we certainly support. Again,
however, these “goals” are part of VETS’s mandated job. Of course “resolving USERRA complaint
cases expeditiously while maintaining high quality case handling procedures” should be a goal. Of
course a better enforcement of federal contracting regulations regarding veterans and a better
enforcement of veterans’ preference law should be a goal. The point is , these problems that these
goals address have been largely created by an ineffective VETS. This strategy plan says nothing
about how VETS is going to root out deficiencies within its own structure.

The VETS Strategic Plan is not precise, not to the point , and not attainable. It is not a"living”
document, but merely a list of goals without any clarification on how these goals will be met. VVA
believes that the solution for a more effective VETS lays not in just asking for more DVOPS and
LVERs and more money. A “system” approach needs to be incorporated within VETS where those
employees in the field, the DVOPs and LVERs become an integral component and catalyst of change.

VVA believes this plan needs to be tweaked and fine-tuned in many areas before it becomes doctrine.
Thank you for the opportunity to appear this morning.
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The national organization Vietnam Veterans of America (VVA) is 2 non-profit veterans
membership organization registered as a 501(c)(19) with the Internal Revenue Service. VVA is
also appropriately registered with the Secretary of the Senate and the Clerk of the House of
Representatives in compliance with the Lobbying Disclosure Act of 1995.

VVA is not currently in receipt of any federal grant or contract, other than the routine
allocation of office space and associated resources in VA Regional Offices for outreach and direct
services through its Veterans Benefits Program (Service Representatives). This is also true of the
previous two fiscal years.

For Further Information, Contact:
Director of Government Relations
Vietnam Veterans of America.
(202) 628-2700, extension 127
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Mr. Chairman, I am Peter Gaytan, National Legislative Director for
AMVETS. We appreciate the opportunity to provide written testimony in
support of your oversight efforts on the budget for Veterans’ Employment
and Training (VETS) for Fiscal Year 2000. My comments will be brief.
Neither AMVETS nor I have been the recipient of any federal grants or
contracts during fiscal year 1999 or the previous two years.

At a time in our history when unemployment is approaching record lows, the
economy is strong, and, for the first time in several decades the national
debate seems increasingly focused on what to do with budget surpluses
rather than how to deal with deficits, Americans generally may be content
with their economic circumstances. One can reasonably argue that indeed
times are good. They are - unless you happen to be a veteran facing
separation or retirement from military service and are looking for a job.

We believe that America’s commitment to its veterans, codified and
consistently reaffirmed by federal statutes throughout our history, is not
being satisfied to the degree Congress intended. Indeed, the perception
among America’s veteran population is reaching similar conclusions.
Increasingly they sense that a “grateful nation”, may not be — that other
priorities now consume the nation’s consciousness — that veterans’ issues are
no longer important.

With regard to employment issues, a dichotomy exists. Hardly a day passes
without an article appearing in a newspaper or other periodical commenting
on corporate America’s urgent need for skilled employees. Concurrently,
DoD projects that it will separate between 250,000 to 275,000 service
members during each of the next several years. The dichotomy is. that
generally employers are not aware of the advantages this veterans
population, and those who preceded them, bring to the employment market
place. And, for their part, most veterans do not know how to effectively
access the employment opportunities for which they may offer clear and
timely solutions.

Mr. Chairman, you and your Subcommittee, together with the House
Committee on Veterans Affairs have aggressively fought to support veterans
programs. Indeed, many of the initiatives you have fought for are currently
in place. Unfortunately, in too many instances we believe they are not
working as efficiently as you intended. And, in the process, veterans are
being left behind.

In its recently published report, the Congressional Commission on
Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assistance commented extensively
on a series of problems with current veteran’s employment and training
initiatives. Representative among its findings and recommendations the
Commission reported the following:

FINDINGS

» That veterans continue to need the special job training services that
the Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA IV-C) funds.

e That the cumrent process for allocating veterans job training
funding excludes 81 percent of the veterans in the civilian labor
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force from access to JTPA IV-C funded job training, the primary
purpose for veteran-specific job training.

e That DOL estimates that more than 80,000 veterans who need
training to become gainfully employed are precluded from
receiving training under the current funding process.

¢ That veterans would have more equitable access to job training if
funding were allocated on a national basis to veterans, rather than
to geographic jurisdictions and then to program providers.

RECOMMENDATIONS

¢ That Congress appropriates sufficient funds (approximately $32
million) to enable a viable national veterans training program.

¢ That DOL make JTPA IV-C/VWIP training funds equitably
available to all eligible veterans through a competitively selected
executive agent, either a federal, state, or nonprofit organization
with ability to disperse funds nationally. Under this system,
veterans’ service providers in all states (currently DVOP and
LVER staff) would write training contracts for individual veterans
until the pool of funds was exhausted. Training providers would
submit their invoices for payment to the executive agent
administering the funding pool.

Separately, AMVETS, in partnership with the Disabled American Veterans,
Paralyzed Veterans of America, and the Veterans of Foreign Wars, recently
published its thirteenth edition of the Independent Budget — Fiscal Year
2000. It also addresses veterans’ employment and training issues.
Representative findings include the following:

Servicemembers are not adequately served by the Transition Assistance
Program and Disabled Transition Assistance Program (TAP/DTAP).

The National Veterans Training Institute (NVTI) administers training
programs unavailable elsewhere and should be funded at a level adequate
to ensure training is continued within a constantly changing veterans
environment.

Discrepancies at the State Employment Service Agency (SESA) level
affect the services veterans receive. The Department of Labor (DOL)
needs to review the current structure and process for the delivery of
employment services to veterans to ensure successful outcomes rather
than process are rewarded.

Within the VETS system, performance standards are inconsistent and
inadequate. There is no system in place through which comparisons can
be drawn between state programs so that successful programs can be
rewarded. VETS must develop meaningful performance standards in
order to ensure limited fiscal resources are applied only where successful
outcomes are consistently achieved.

Inadequate funding within both the DVOP and LVER programs makes
full compliance with federal statutes extremely difficult, if not
impossible. For example, there is a shortfall of $32.5 million between the
mandated level of funding for DVOP and LVER programs which only
Congress can remedy.

Mr. Chairman, it seems to us that, notwithstanding the commitment to
supporting veterans’ employment initiatives, and the well intentioned efforts
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of both federal and state agencies to effectively implement congressional
mandates in this area, veterans continue to be under served. Part of the
challenge which confronts us today may well be to overcome bureaucratic
inertia — an inability to recognize the changing dynamics associated with
veterans employment issues today; a hesitancy to adjust programs to
accommodate to these changes; and a failure to establish clear standards
through which program implementation is measured in term of outcomes
rather than process.

We have the Department of Defense, the Department of Veterans Affairs,
and the Department of Labor (DOLVETS) all tasked with responsibility for
implementing various Congressional mandates for and on behalf of veterans.
For its part DoD certainly knows which servicemembers are scheduled for
separation/retirement. They know who they are, where they are, and when
they will be available for transition/employment assistance.

DVA is currently in the process of establishing offices at major military
separation facilities across the nation and, by next year, they intend to
establish an overseas presence in both Asia and Europe. These initiatives
serve several vital purposes including the ability to provide outreach to
veterans at their time of separation.

And, DOLVETS knows the labor marketplace. They know better than
anyone else, where the jobs are.

There is a natural partnership in the offering here. Each of these agencies
has as part of its congressional mandate a responsibility for assisting
veterans. And each, in its efforts to comply, has invoked various policies
and procedures focused on satisfying this congressional direction. In the
process, however, there may be duplicative efforts which work at cross
purposes. When you are dealing programmatically with these issues, it is
very difficult to think in units of one — one veteran, seeking help in his or her
efforts to find post military employment. We believe we need to examine
ways to better focus on the special needs of veterans by applying the
strengths each of these agencies brings to the table. We need a coordinated,
results-oriented approach, which solves employment issues, one veteran at a
time.

The companion piece to such an initiative is a renewed outreach effort to
potential employers nationwide describing the real benefits to them of hiring
veterans. The Commission’s report pointed out that in its “National Survey
of Employers Concerning the Hiring and Job Performance of Veterans of the
United States Military”, the Gallup Organization learned that:

» 74% of all employers surveyed reported they had employed
veterans,

* Only 26% of employers actively recruited veterans.
When employers were asked why they did not actively recruit
veterans, 29% said they did not gear recruiting to a specific
group and 21% reported they had never considered recruiting
veterans.

e When employers were asked if they wanted to hire a veteran,
did they know whom to contact, 42% said they did however of



84

those who said they did, 48% incorrectly identified the VA and
25% cited the local job service office in their state,

Mr. Chairman, in summary, we believe the issues surrounding veterans’
employment and training are clearly solvable. To do so will require a
continued congressional commitment to fully fund those programs mandated
by law. However, there may also be fiscal savings achieved by refocusing
the combined efforts of DoD, DOLVETS and DVA in a renewed goal and
outcome oriented partnership. And, we need to renew our outreach efforts
to potential employers. In employment terms, veterans continue to be a
national treasure. We simply need to do a better job introducing them to
employers.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my testimony.
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WRITTEN COMMITTEE QUESTIONS AND THEIR RESPONSES
CHAIRMAN EVERETT TO DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

Questions submitted for the record by
Chairman Terry Everett

1. You stated during the hearing on July 29 that VETS has one national standard for measuring
Job placement performance for each of the 50 states. Describe that standard ’

Section 4107(b) of Title 38, U.S.C. requires that VETS establish definitive performance
standards to annually determine if State public employment agencies have complied to the
provisions of Chapter 41 and Chapter 42 . VETS has set forth these standards in 20 CFR
1001.120. Source: 49 FR 12919, Mar. 30, 1984. Redesignated at 54 FR 39353, Sept. 26, 1989.

There are five service categories which compare rates of service achieved for veterans versus
rutes of service for non-veterans. They are as follows: 1) placed/obtained employment (entered
employment); 2) the placement of special disabled and Vietnam-era veterans into jobs with
Federal contractors; 3) counseled; 4) placed in training; and 5) received some reportable service.
Each of the five categories, except for the Federal contractor standard, is sub-divided into
veterans and other eligibles, Vietnam-era veterans and disabled veterans.

This breakout provides for 14 performance benchmarks. To achieve compliance a State agency
must achieve all 14 benchmarks at a rate for veterans and other eligibles of 15% higher than non-
veterans; for Vietnam veterans 20% higher than non-veterans; for disabled veterans 25% higher
than non-veterans and for special disabled 25% higher than non-veterans (relative to federal
contractor jobs).

Unless a good cause explanation for failing to achieve the standards is provided by a State
agency and is accepted by VETS a corrective action plan is required. Good cause explanations

As indicated in the testimony before the July 29 Subcommittee hearing VETS has taken
performance measurement seriously and initiated several projects in conjunction with States to
measures. These initiatives have particular significance as the traditional data collection system
is transformed from the State employment system to the new Workforce Investment system.

In addition, VETS has revised its Strategic Plan and is moving towards absolute performance
standards. We are in the process of developing new standards which use absolute instcad of
relative measures of performance and have recently introduced them to the Employment and
Training community for comments. These measures are consistent with the Workforce
Investment Act (WIA) and the recommendations made by the General Accounting Office
(GAO). We expect these standards to be developed with FY 2000 being the transition year,
followed by implementation beginning FY 2001.

However, Section 4107 still requires VETS to report activity and service comparisons — an
requirements are considerably different from traditional employment system reporting
requirements, These changes will affect the recording of the number of applicants who get a job
through the One-Stop and therefore our capability to compare veteran and non veteran entered
employment rates, VETS funded staff will continue within the WIA and we are planning to
record as much data as possible by working with our many new partners and Workforce
Investment Boards as established under the Workforce Investment Act.

2 _“List the nine states that had an employment placement rate of less than ten percent, yet still
met the VETS performance standard. "

The standard that VETS uses for States’ performance measures is “entered employment.™
Entered employment is also the measure that is required under the WIA. Using the ETA Form
9002 for PY 1996, which is the year the Transition Commission used, we could find only one

1
61-244 99-4
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State with an entered employment rate less than ten percent which still met VETS’ entered
employment performance standard (Title 38, Section 4107(b)): Rhode Island, with an entered
employment rate of 8.9% for veterans, and 4.2% for non-veterans.

Aaqu;omdinommblheTnmiﬁnnConminimmpon(pang},“."M [entered
employment] figures fail to capture all the veterans who found employment as a result of
assistance from the Job Service. Many States track their ‘entered employment’ data by using
unemployment insurance employer wage records. However, this means of measurement fails to
include veterans who are referred to a job and hired in another state.” Rhode Island is a very
mﬂShu,mHnghmyﬁkdyﬂntmmoﬁureddaﬂsgdjobahmmMingSme(s}

TxﬂeS&Swﬁmﬂﬂ?(c)(wmmm‘mﬁngqu)mﬁmmw
report on a category called “job placement rate.” The job placement rate measure has not been in
wide use since PY 1993, except to fulfill our Title 38 reporting requirement. Title 38 clearly
needs to be updated to meet the requirements of the Government Performance and Results Act
(GPRA) and WIA. We provide suggested Title 38, Section 4107(c) changes in response to
Congresswoman Brown’s question 5.

We looked at PY 1996 ETA Form 9002 dsta to determine how the Transition Commission might
have arrived at ninc States under ten percent and still met our entered employment performance
standard. The only instance that we could find nine States was by using the job placement rate
for veterans ages 22 to 44 — which is not a VETS performance standard. We have concluded
that this is likely how the Commission got the nine State total that fit the referenced criteria.
This is another example of how the Transition Commission misinterpreted the data provided.
“Job placement rate™ has not been used since PY 1993, and our standard does not use this
category (ages 22 to 44).

For your information, we believe the nine States cited on the Transition Commission’s report
“that had an employment placement rate of less than ten percent [for veterans ages 22 to 4]
were Connecticut, Delaware, District of Columbia, Hawaii, Michigan, Ohio, Rhode Island,
Virginia and Wisconsin. The ETA 9002 provides information for Veterans Ages 22-44.

“Explain how a pl: rate of less than ten percent still met the standard set by VETS. "

For many years, VETS has required a relative performance standard that the States must meet.
That standard is that entered cmployment rates should be at least 15% higher for veterans, 20%
higher for Vietnam-era veterans, and 25% higher for disabled veterans — all in comparison to
non-veterans - which we believe follows the intent of Title 38. Therefore, & State could have a
Job placcment rate of less than ten percent and still meet VETS® entered emplovment standard by
being 15%, 20%, or 25% higher than that State’s entered employment rate for non-veterans in the
measured categories.

3. “Provide the Subcommittee with the costs of administrative overhead at DOL/VETS
headguarters as well as the program administrative costs in each state.

The Department of Labor does not have an “administrative overhead” category in its financial
system. We do have a category, the Working Capital Fund, that defines our Departmental

technology, personnel, procurement, strategic planning, and other centralized support from the
Department. This Departmental support cost VETS $2,055,448 in FY 1998.

For the latter half of this question, a table providing the States’ administrative costs in FY 1998
is attached as Chart 1.

4. Describe the information systems VETS will use to obtain its performance data. What are the
internal control procedures in place within VETS to ensure the accuracy of this data?
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The performance data for veterans' services is collected for State Employment Security Agencies
(SESAs) and the DVOP/LVER programs using the Employment and Training Administration’s
(ETA) Office of Management and Budget (OMB) approved reporting system.

The reports produced include the ETA Form 9002 (services, activities and characteristics of all
applicants registered with the public labor exchange), VETS 200DVOP (services, activities and
characteristics of veterans which were provided assistance by DVOPs), VETS 200LVER
(services, activities and characteristics of veterans which were provided assistance by LVERs),
VETS 300 (financial reporting for both DVOP and LVER programs) and Veterans Measures of
Services. In addition, VETS State Directors and Assistant State Directors use local office
performance evaluations to validate the information and data produced by these Management
Information Systems (MIS) and to identify program deficiencies. They review all MIS reports;
conduct personal interviews with SESA staff, employers, and registrants; and, check local office
source data to validate the Form 9002 and VETS 200 data. There have been 2 number of
instances where VETS analysis of data found inaccuracies with State MIS systems and the
grantees corrected the data collection problems uncovered by VETS' review.

5. You stated in your testimony that employees have told the Department of Labor that they want
to deal with one employment entity. Yet, when the Transition Commission conducted a Gallup
poll, and asked employers, if they ted to hire a veteran, did they know who to contact, 57
percent responded that they did not know who to contact. When asked who would they contact,
49 percent responded the VA.

Does VETS have a formal plan drafied to systematically contact prospective employers in order
to promote veteran hires? Name the employers that have been contacted by VETS for this
purpose. What is the specific timeline for contacting employers?

Is an employer contact program currently part of your strategic plan?

We do not have a separate, formal plan to systematically contact prospective employers.
However, in VETS® revised strategic plan, the first goal is “Enhance employment opportunities
for veterans,...by delivering services on a priority basis as they seek, secure, maintain, change or
improve their job(s).” One of the strategies to achieve that goal is to “Improve and increase
marketing efforts to employers, marketing veterans as a ‘bottom line’ asset to employers hiring
them for career building jobs, and marketing to employers veterans who are on public assistance.
Design and implement a national marketing campaign directed at the needs of targeted veterans’
groups.” The design of this marketing campaign will be developed in FY 2000, with
implementation beginning in FY 2001.

The ongoing marketing that VETS has been doing is:
YETS' State Directors (DVETs)

DVETs are involved in job development, assist with job fairs, encourage the hiring of veterans
while informing employers of the obligations of the Uniformed Services Employment and
Reemployment Rights Act of 1994 (USERRA), and foster the hiring of veterans at meetings of
organizations such as the Chamber of Commerce and the Rotary Club.

DVOPs develop job and job-training opportunities for veterans through contacts with employers,
and work with Department of Veterans Affairs staff to locate employers to work with graduates
of the Vocational Rehabilitation and Counseling program for disabled veterans.

LVERs maintain regular contact with employers to keep them advised of the pool of veterans
available for employment and otherwise encourage employers to hire veterans.
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Federal Contractor Program (FCP)

Any federal contractor receiving a contract of over $25,000 is required to list their job openings
with the Employment Service. This has resulted in over 600,000 jobs a year being listed with the
Employment Sesvice.

Federal contractors are also required to file a VETS-100 form with VETS showing how many
Vietnam-era veterans and special disabled veterans have been hired. For PY 1997, reports show
federal contractors hiring 109,715 Vietnam-era veterans, and 14,161 special disabled veterans.

wmm,m'wwummww.MFMm(n 180,000
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letting them know where they need to post their job openings and how to locate a pool of
veterans seeking employment. VETS can supply the Subcommittee with the names of these
employers if it wishes.

One of our Regional Administrators recently spoke to approximately 100 human resource
personnel representing Federal contractors at an Office of Federal Contract Compliance
Programs conference. He told the group about the DVOPs and LVERs availsble to them locally
to help them locate the right veterans for their jobs.

Other Marketing Activit

. The Assistant Secretary of VETS (ASVET) recently gave awards to several companies in
the El Paso area for hiring veterans, and National Office staff attend ceremonies at the
Department of Defense sponsored by the National Committee for Employer Support of
the Guard and Reserve, which salutes employers who hire reservists and National Guard
members despite the inconvenience of call-ups and training to which these employees are
subject.

. CompTIA The ASVET has met with CompTIA, the Computing Technologies Industry
Association, which consists of 7,500 information technology companies around the
Nation. VETS is now working with CompTIA on a pilot program to help transitioning
service members obtain certifications necessary to work in certain computer fields. The
ASVET and the Deputy Assistant Secretary have also met with executives of Lucent
Technologies to encourage hiring of veterans. In addition, Cisco Systems has joined with
the Communications Workers of America in a project which leads veterans to
employment in the telecommunications industry with companies such as AT&T, US
West, Pacific Bell, and others.

. PreVet At the end of last year, VETS began a pilot program known as ProVet
(Promoting Reemployment Opportunities for Veterans). This program matches
employers in a given geographical region with similar job skill needs with groups of
transitioning military personne] who have those skills. A marketing campaign is an
integral part of the program. The marketing campaign includes Transition Assistance
Program (TAP) participant guides (which describes the program and iits advantages), a
ProVet participant application form, and a list of ProVet contacts at the employment
service. A ProVet power point presentation guides the TAP facilitator through an
explanation of the program. Employers participating in ProVet receive an employer
toolkit, consisting of a letter from a celebrity supporting ProVet (the govemnor in
Tennessee), an explanation of the program’s mission, an employer-interest form, and a
list of ProVet contacts. These materials are enclosed in an attractive folder which has
room for additional informational material. In Tennessee, a set of public service print ads
were prepared and distributed to each daily and weekly newspaper in Tennessee,
accompanied by a cover letter from the Secretary of Labor; a poster is being prepared for
display in local employment offices, and an informational brochure will be available for
'mass distribution. VETS is planning to expand ProVet into more States, accompanied by
a similar marketing component, in FY 2000.
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. Licensing and Certification Staff who lead the certification and licensing work of the
Interagency Task Force on the Certification and Licensing of Transitioning Military
Personnel have been meeting the human resource personnel at various Federal
departments to educate them on the education, training and experience of military
personnel, and the work of the Task Force in helping military personnel obtain the
certifications or licenses the departments may require from prospective employees. All
the departments have asked that the veteran-specific website being created by VETS be
linked to the job opening pages of their departments” websites.

. Job Fairs National Office and field staff regularly visit job fairs to speak to employers
and to ensure that they are aware of the trained, responsible pool of available veteran
workers.

. TAP As part of the Transition Assistance Program workshops (TAP) provided at over
170 military installations around the country, local employers are invited to attend to tell
the transitioning service members about the opportunities at their respective businesses.

. Women Veterans VETS is also co-sponsoring a poster contest with other Department of
Labor agencies with the theme - “Hire a vet: she's a model employee.” The winning
poster, which must be created by a veteran, will be unveiled by Secretary Herman at the
Department’s Annual Salute to All American Veterans on November 10, 1999 and will
be distributed to employment offices throughout the country, veterans service
organizations and any other location where we believe it will foster increased interest in

. VETS® Internet Web Page VETS' site on the Internet serves as a source of information
for employers and veterans on VETS' programs, initiatives, and staff. Linked to the
VETS' web page are “e-laws” systems which assist employers, veterans, reservists, and
Mational Guard members by providing information on the Uniformed Services
Employment and Reemployment Rights Act (USERRA) and veterans’ preference.

All of these efforts are on-going year round, other than the poster contest.

We are gratified that all of these efforts contribute to the unemployment rate for veterans
continuing to be a percentage point below that of non-veterans.

6. In your testimony, you state, “VETS is responding to the challenges and positioning itself to
address the employment and training issues veterans will encounter in the 21" century.” Name
specific examples of: 1) how VETS is responding to the challenges of change veterans will

encounter in the 21* century, and 2) how VETS is positioning itself to address the employment
and training issues in the 21" century.

WiA

The passage of the Workforce Investment Act of 1998 means a sea change in the way job
placement and training is offered to all Americans looking for work, including veterans. VETS
is educating its field staff on the implications of WIA, and seeing that our State Directors are
doing all they can to involve the veterans community in the local workforce development boards.
Outstanding field staff well-versed in the State employment system are being detailed to the
National Office to work as VETS' liaison with the Employment and Training Administration on
the regulations and guidance being issued that will impact the One-Stop Centers and employment
and training programs for years to come. In this way, VETS is ensuring that veterans concerns
are being addressed.

litary R Wii

To remedy the problem many veterans face when trying to explain their military training, skills,
knowledge and ability to civilian hiring personnel, VETS has created the Military Resume
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Writer, which is available on the Internet. The Military Resume Writer automatically describes
in civilian terms the skills and experience acquired in the military based on the user's military
occupation. This on-line tool will be linked to America’s Talent Bank, thus simplifying the
user’s task of creating a resume that can be accessed and understandable to employers.

El ic Filing of VETS-100 F

VETS now allows Federal contractors to file their VETS-100 forms electronically, thus making
this legal obligation less burdensome. Thousands more Federal contractors are now filing their
VETS-100 forms, meaning that DVOPs and LVERs have a larger pool of job openings for eager
veterans looking for the higher-paying, challenging jobs usually offered by Federal contractors.

ificati i Licensi

When an employer wants to hire veterans, we want to be sure the veteran is job-ready. More and
more of these employers are requiring some kind of certification or license as evidence of the
minimum amount of education, training, experience and skills necessary for employment. To be
sure that veterans are not caught short by this growing trend, VETS is attacking this problem on
three levels.

. Federal level With the Department of Veterans Affairs, the Department of Labor, led by
VETS, has created the Interagency Task Force on Certification and Licensing of
Transitioning Military Personnel. The Task Force met for the first time in June 1998 and
has been meeting regularly since. Members include representatives of the Department of
Defense, all five military branches, and representatives from other Federal departments
and agencies. The Task Force is studying how the process of obtaining Federal licenses
can be eased for transitioning military personnel and veterans. For example, if all
military personnel trained as motor vehicle operators were able to leave the military with
Commercial Drivers Licenses (CDL), they would more easily obtain one of the 80,000
positions for truck drivers available each year. Having the CDL would save thousands of
dollars in tuition fees for truck driving school and the hundreds of dollars it costs to rent a
truck for the driving test. If military personnel trained and experienced in aircraft repair
and maintenance obtained their Federal Aviation Administration airframe and power
plant mechanics licenses while still on active duty, they could immediately obtain career
employment with the ever-growing airline industry and delivery service business.

. State level VETS also has certification and licensing programs in States, which often
require credentials for jobs in health care, law enforcement, building trades and other
occupations, VETS has funded veteran employment representatives in States who are
working with the relevant State agencies to ensure that veterans receive credit for their
military training and experience when determining qualifications for necessary
credentials.

. Private Industry Additionally, VETS is working with private industry and unions,
which have created proprietary certifications accepted nationally as evidence of the
holder’s competence in computer-related fields, construction and the trades, automobile
mechanics, trainers, and many more occupational fields.

VETS’ programs are described in the answer to Question 7 below.

7. Please name specifically the pilot programs that re referenced in your testimony. When was
each program inaugurated? How long is the duration of each pilot program?

Microsoft Initiative

The Microsoft Skills 2000 Military IT Career Initiative began in May 1997. This ]_:i_]ot program
was offered initially at Transition Assistance Program (TAP) workshaps at four military
installations - Ft. Lewis Army Base, San Diego Naval Base, Langley Air Force Base, and Norfolk
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Naval Base. This pilot program offered separating military personnel, their spouses, dependants
and veterans with some computer skills the opportunity to pursue information technology
training, loan assistance, and job placement services. After only a few months, Microsoft was so
satisfied with the results (in a brief survey, 35% of 400 participants stated that the training had
helped them get a job in the information technology field), Microsoft made the program available
at all TAP sites. Microsoft has received no funding for this program, and they have placed no
end date on the program. In the Spring of 1999, Microsoft agreed to offer this program on a pilot
basis to veterans utilizing DVOP/LVER services in Maryland and Pennsylvania. In Maryland,
veterans are able to obtain Job Training Partnership Act IV-C grants to help defray the costs of
the technology courses leading to software certifications. The State-based version of the
Microsoft program is scheduled to end no later than April 2000.

Tel o

. CWA The Communications Workers of America (CWA) Military to Work pilot project
began in November 1997 and was scheduled to run through November 9, 1998. A ‘no
cost’ extension was granted to extend the final date to March 31, 1999. Separating
military personne! and veterans with communications training or aptitude receive an
assessment of their current skills and knowledge, and are then scheduled for further
training or referred to job openings at telecommunication companies such as Lucent
Technologies, AT & T, PacBell and US West. This program is continuing without
additional funding. In June 1999, Cisco Systems joined with CWA and VETS to create
the Workforce Transition Project, the second phase of the CWA project. The second
phase is scheduled to end on June 29, 2000. Cisco Systems is creating a more
sophisticated on-line assessment tool than was initially used for the Military to Work
project. The goal of this new project is to provide quality skill assessment and evaluation
that leads to personalized training, certification and job placement. In conjunction with
the Arizona State University, three on-line, fully accredited personalized training courses
will be offered to veterans, which will teach them how to design, build and maintain
small to medium-sized computer networks. Successful completion of the courses will
provide the opportunity to enter the workforce in the computer-networking field.

. PowerComm On May 17, 1999, VETS funded a training grant to the PowerComm
Foundation in Boston. Partnering with the International Brotherhood of Electrical
Workers (IBEW), separating service members and homeless veterans who served in
combat arms in the military will be trained at an IBEW training center and be certified as
electricians, journeyman linemen and telecommunications installers. This pilot program
is scheduled to conclude on May 16, 2000.

S <fication and Licensing Initistive

The State certification and licensing pilot program began in September 1998. The States of
Ohio, Maryland, Georgia, Colorado and South Carolina were given additional DVOP funding to
hire a DVOP specialist to work exclusively on licensing and certification. Each State chose one
or two occupations affected by State credentialing requirements to study. Occupations chosen
included health care, law enforcement, commercial drivers, and several trades. The pilot
programs are scheduled to end September 30, 1999. Ohio and Maryland will continue their work
for another year. Although Colorado’s work resulted in service bers being permitted to take
State licensing tests for which they did not otherwise qualify, the State decided that credentialing
was not a barrier in the State. South Carolina is completing a comprehensive ‘gap analysis’ in the
field of law enforcement. South Carolina compared the training, skills and experience of law
enforcement-related military occupations with the requirements of State and local law
enforcement entities, detailing the gaps that exist between the two. Use of this gap analysis will
make separating service members and veterans interested in entering the law enforcement field
aware of additional training they need to acquire before they can successfully seck employment
in this occupation, which includes not only police officers, but also private security guards,
prison guards, bailiffs and similar positions. Georgia is completing a technical assistance guide,
or TAG, in the fields of law enforcement and emergency medical technician (EMT). This TAG
will include basic information about military training and experience for military personnel in
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those fields, credentialing requirements adversely impacting those wishing to work in those
occupations generally existing in other States, and procedures States can take to lower the
barriers faced by separating service members and veterans desiring to enter employment in those
occupations. These TAGs will be offered to all interested States.

Using what has been learned during the first year of this pilot program, new States will be
selected this Fall to participate in this pilot program in 1999-2000.

ProVet

Promoting Reemployment Opportunities for Veterans (ProVet) began in late 1998 and early 1999
in Tennessee and North Carolina. The goal of ProVet is to match separating service members
with a certain set of skills with a group of employers in a limited geographical area seeking
employees with those skills. VETS funds State staff hired specifically to work with ProVet
participants and ProVet employers. Transitioning military personnel attending Transition
Assistance Program (TAP) workshops in the participating States who are willing to work in the
State and have the skills sought are signed up to participate in ProVet. The ProVet staff contact
works to match the soon-to-be-veterans with employers who have agreed to participate in the
program.

ProVet has a marketing element as a vital part of the program. Some of the marketing material
includes a TAP participant guide to ProVet, a power point presentation that helps the TAP
facilitator describe the program to the workshop attendees, an employer toolkit explaining the
mission of the program, and, in Tennessee, a set of public service print ads which have been
distributed to newspapers throughout the State. A poster has been created which will be
displayed in local employment offices.

As the first year of the program winds down, VETS is in the process of selecting new States to
join Tennessee as ‘ProVet States.’

8. You have identified data collection under WIA to be a problem for VETS. Please list steps
VETS is taking to address the way in which VETS will collect data under W14. What alternatives
and new systems of collection are being discussed within VETS?

The Workforce Investment Act (WIA) requires the following data: entered employment rate;
earnings received in unsubsidized employment six months after entry into employment; and,
retention in unsubsidized employment six months after entry into employment. This data is
provided for those people who are required to register (those who receive certain core services
and/or intensive services). For USERRA and veterans® preference, we have internal data
collection systems. Additionally, we have goals that will require surveys and outside
evaluations.

In addition, we have been regularly meeting with ETA as part of their accountability
measurement team that is developing performance measures and data collection methodology for
the Workforce Investment system. Our efforts are focused on capturing data that is required to
measure performance accurately in order to ensure that priority of services to veterans is being
provided.

9, How many "corrective action plans,” tioned in your testimony, have been impl, ted?

a. Describe each corrective action plan and the reason for the implementation.
b. For each corrective action plan, state placement rate before and after implementation
of the plan.

Corrective action plans (CAP) are typically implemented at the local office level, making a
summary of them more time-consuming than what the deadline for this response permits. Thus,
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we are only able to provide at this point a sampling of CAPs from several States, indicating the
reason for implementation of the CAP and the results. Should the Chairman still desire a
detailed report, we can request such information from the local offices and provide a
comprehensive summary in the style below, with more time permitting.

SAMPLE SUMMARY OF RECENT CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN

Description of CAP lssues c. Y Rate Prior  F Rate
After

Late Reporting Y * L
Outstationing of DVOP h ] b
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y 10.0% 22.9%
Fallure to provide priority job referral ¥ 16.0% 30.2%
No service beyond initial application. Y 13.0% 15.5%
IMS Data incorrect hi k! i
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y . .
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y * %
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y » x

Failed to meet Performance Standards Voluntarily took CAP although under
Failed to meet Performance Standards  hold harmiless for alternate performance measures

Failed to meet Performance Standards Y 10.3% 16.3%
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y 17.6% 34.6%
Failed to meet Performance Standards Y 33.0% 40.0%

*Problem corrected / No effect on placemaent rate

In reading the above summary, please note that each CAP is unique to the issues involved. For
example, the way a CAP works is shown by the Massachusetts CAP shown above.
Massachusetts’ late reporting had to be corrected before the next scheduled report was due. For
the Connecticut CAP in the chart, Connecticut failed to meet its outstationing requirement, and
was required to outstation more DVOPs before its next scheduled report. The remainder of the
examples in the chart are similar and fairly self-explanatory, except that Ohio presents an unusual
example. Ohio placed itself on a CAP, even though this was not required because it was a pilot
State testing alternative measures of performance.

10. It is my understanding that the Department of Labor competes its services under the Title
IV-C program, the Homeless Veterans' Reintegration Program (HVRP), and the National
Veterans Training Institute (NVTI) program. Is that correct?

Yes.

11. The HVRP is known as one of the more cost effective pragrams in the federal arena, in that
community-based organizations across America have a good record of placing homeless
veterans in jobs in a cost effective way. Do you agree?

Yes.

12. Also, the National Veterans Training Institute that provides training to DVOPs

and LVERs, among others, is run by one of the universities in Colorado rather than by the Labor
Department or the Office of Personnel Management, for example. Is that correct?

Yes.
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13. What is your assessment of your organization having competed HVRP and NVTI services -
Jor amcple.’m You getting reliable service providers through this approach? Are they
accountable’

VETS’ assessment is the following:
NVTI

NVﬂispn{vidingﬂupﬁoulmining,uldmhwaCcMngOﬂiow‘sTechnicﬂ
Wﬂ(&ﬂ)mm‘mmismﬂcmmmmmis

HVRP

HVRP iun_:xcdlanmm. Our State Directors are the Grant Officer’s Technical
W(M)mrmmmmmmmmmm
accountable.

14. If you could wave a magic wand and provide current NVTI services and HVRP services
through some organization of the federal or state government, would you do so, or would you
continue (o compete such services?

We would continue to compete NVTI and HVRP. Where it makes programmatic sense, such as
for NVTI and HVRP, we should and will continue the current practice which is to compete these
services. NVTI is operated by the University of Colorado, a State entity, and HVRP grants are
given to States, local governments, and community-based organizations. We can compete NVTI
and HVRP because they are seif-contained programs.

15. Given the relative success that DOL seems to be having in competing some of its programs,
and given that competing of public services is ome of the themes of Vice President Gore's on-
going National Performance Review and Reinventing Government initiatives, would you favor
competing veterans ' employment and training services in states that do not make demonstrable
improvements within two years, for example?

No.

a) If not, why not? Why is two years mot a fair amount of time for a state to make improvement in
its employment and training services for veterans?

The issue is not competition, nor privatization. DVOP and LVER operations are not sclf-
contained programs, but rather are part of, and dependent upon, the State public labor exchange
system. The State employment system is approximately a $1 billion system that is one of the
required partners under WIA. The job listings and Federal Contractor job listings go to this State
employment system_ It is this system that contains the labor exchange infrastructure. This is
funded by the Department of Labor using Federal Unemployment Trust Account (FUTA)
monies. Furthermore, VETS is unique in that we have split committees: Labor, Education, and
Health and Human Services for appropriations, and Veterans® Affairs for authorization.

Title 38 authorizes that veterans are provided priority of services in the public labor exchange
system. Title 38 further authorizes funds to hire veterans who serve as DVOPs and LVERs -
who are required to work in the publie labor exchange system — to augment the services to
veterans provided by that system. Currently, of the approximately 500,000 jobs obtained for
veterans through the public labor exchange system, one-third are by the employment system (not
DVOPs and LVERS), one-third arc by DVOPs, and one-third are by LVERS.

If we compete the DVOP and LVER programs, we would lose veterans® priority of service in the
entire Workforce Investment system. Title 38 gives to the LVER the job of oversight of
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veterans’ priority of services in the entire public labor exchange system. We would have to pull
out of the Workforce Investment system all of the people that Title 38 authorizes to augment
services for veterans. The labor exchange infrastructure would remain with the Workforce
Investment system under the jurisdiction of the Labor committees. A duplicate labor exchange
infrastructure (e.g., a separate management structure; buildings; equipment; hardware; software
systems; reporting systems; etc.) would have to be developed for veterans. In addition, Title 38
would have to be fundamentally changed to allow DVOPs and LVERS to work outside the
pnh]ic labor exchange system. Employment system staff are required by law to be public
employees. Bringing in an outside, private sector individual to be part of a public employment
system staffed by public employees would create its own set of problems. As currently
structured under Title 38, competing the DVOP and LVER programs outside the public labor

exchange system is unworkable.

Two years is sufficient time for a State to make improvement in its employment and training
services for veterans. In recognition of this, we have recently revised our Strategic Plan. We
invited the GAO to assist VETS" staff (senior DVETS, Regional Administrators, and National
Office staff) as we drafted this revised Plan, and GAQ input was invaluable in this process. We
are moving from relative measures to absolute standards of acceptable performance. As part of
our new approach, we will develop an incentive, rewards, and sanctions process for DVOP and
LVER grantees. Nationwide standards of minimally acceptable performance levels applicable to
each State will be set. 'We hope to fully implement this plan for FY 2001, using FY 2000 as a
transition year.

16. How would the Congress truly know the capability of a private sector employment and
training placement initiative for veterans if we do not at least pilot test such a concept?

Clearly, use of pilot testing for new concepts has merit. The mission of VETS as directed under
the law is to provide maximum employment and training opportunities to all veterans regardless
of barriers. Today VETS provides a national program to meet this mandate at a cost of about
$600 per placement.

The mission and clientele of private sector employment firms is clearly very different from
VETS’ mission to serve all veterans. Private sector employment firms typically provide referrals
to companies for specialized or very high level positions. Many of the people that they refer are
already employed. Companies looking for employees in general still use the newspaper and
electronic job banks. Private sector employment firms, once a position is filled, generally
provide no further assistance to those who did not get the job.

Given the differences between the private and public employment systems, designing a pilot to
evaluate privatization of DVOP and LVER services is difficult because most private firms do not
have experience working with the full range of veterans including those who are disabled, or who
have other barriers to employment. It is often difficult to ensure against creaming in any
privatization pilot, which is a traditional problem in the training area. Clearly any pilot test
would have to include controls for all variables, to ensure that comparisons are valid.

17. “The Transition Commission reports that only two percent of veterans use State Job Service
offices now. Couldn't we do better than that by using private sector job placement firms for
veterans? "

The Transition Commission’s claim that only 2 percent of veterans use the Job Service is another
instance where the Commission has misinterpreted data that was provided to them. Data (from
ETA’s Form 9002) for PY 1996 (which is the Program Year the Commission used) indicates that
2,035,000 Veterans and Other Eligibles were registered with the public labor exchange system.
The BLS forecast for calendar year 1997 (which includes half of PY 1996) reflected that there
were 14,250,000 veterans in the civilian workforce. Thus, approximately more than 14 percent
of the veterans in the workforce used the public labor exchange system in PY 1996. It is clear
that most of the veterans seeking employment use the State Job Service offices.
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As pointed out in question 16, the mission of private sector employment firms is different than
our public labor exchange system. On September 9*, the Subcommittee on Benefits of the
Veterans' Affairs Committee held a hearing on licensing and certification. The Subcommittee
MNMmofwmQudhy,lmmunﬂmﬁmMMonly
veterans, to testify. The Hire Quality representatives testified that of the veterans that use their
services, 65% are referred to employers. They further testified they thought about one-third of
those referred get jobs, although they reported that they had no hard data to support this estimate.
This means that less than 22% of the veterans that seek Hire Quality’s services get jobs. In
comparison, for program year 1997, over 25% of all veterans registered at the State Job Service
offices got jobs, including those harder to serve veterans, such as the special disabled, homeless
veterans, and other veterans with barriers to employment. In addition, many other veterans were
referred to training and other supportive services that will make them job-ready in the future.

Questions submitted for the record by
Congresswoman Corinae Brown

1. What sort of help does VETS need with planning? If the House Commitiee on Veterans' Affairs
were (o arrange for a GAO team to work with VETS on strategic plans, performance goals and
performance plans for internal use, would it be helpful and would there be any barriers to such
aid?

I have recently instituted a Strategic Planning Team composed of senior VETS State Directors,
Regional Administrators and National Office staff that will perform Strategic and Annual
Performance Plan development and planning for the agency. This team should be able to address
most of our planning needs. Also, we are making increased use of the planning resources
available to us within the Department. We hope to soon participate in a Departmental contract
that will provide planning and performance measurement support from recognized private sector
experts, such as John Mercer.

We have found GAQ’s assistance in the past on planning to be helpful. GAO was invited to
work with our newly instituted Strategic Planning Team, and provided input at its first meeting.
We used GAO's assistance to revise our Strategic Plan. GAO has advised that the Plan is
moving in the right direction. GAO's assistance was useful in addressing the conflicting
mandates of Title 38, the WIA, and the GPRA. We would use any such future assistance if it
were offered. There would be no barriers to VETS working with GAO.

2. Two years ago, when Preston Taylor testified before a similar hearing on GPRA, he told the
subcommittee he had institutionalized "a senior management position devoted to strategic
planning. " Every time we have seen the VETS organizational chart since, that position has been
vacant.

This position was filled in March, 1997 as part of a reorganization. However, the individual that
the position, but accepted a detail that lasted more than a year. He has since taken a job with
another agency.

Was there money for that position, and if there was, what became of it?

During the last two years the little savings available as a result of the detail were used to increase
the travel funds available to field staff to conduct local office evaluations.

Don't you need badly to fill it? What are the barriers to filling that position?

Wednnmfedﬂ:mdmﬁﬂitdﬂﬁsﬁmmwehﬂemme?wdﬂnwlhﬂ?
creation of the Strategic Planning Team discussed above. We are restructuring our Strategic
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Planning function. We have recently established a Strategic Planning Team. A VETS senior
management official chairs this team, comprised of VETS’ State Directors, Regional
Administrators, and National Office staff. This team will coordinate its efforts with the
Department’s Strategic Management Team to meet the strategic planning needs of the
Department and the Secretary. By utilizing field staff on this team, we have included those who
monitor State performance and validate performance data.

3. As Mr. Evans said during the hearing, there will be legislation before the Veterans' Affairs
Committee this year incorporating recommendations of the Transition Commission. We would
like to have useful input from VETS.

Do you have anything positive to tell us about their recommendations? Can you be more
specific than merely approving their intentions? Was there a single workable idea with regard
to veterans employment?

As we stated in the Department of Labor’s (the Department) response to the report of the
Transition Commission, we believe that the Congressional Commission performed a long
overdue service — a review of Federally-funded benefits to our Nation’s veterans. While we
agree with the general recommendations on the subjects that follow, we believe our method of
attacking the issues will ultimately bring more positive results.

The Transition Commission recommends that the Department of Labor’s Transition Assistance
Program (TAP) workshops be offered to service members as soon as one year before the
anticipated date of separation or two years before the anticipated date of retirement, but no less
than 90 days before the anticipated date of separation or retirement. The Department has long
supported the idea of offering TAP one year from separation or retirement. Focus group
participants have told us that TAP alerts them to many issues with which they have to deal prior
to separation and which they will face for the first time immediately after separation, and they
could use more time between TAP and the end of their military service to handle these issues.
TAP is also one avenue VETS uses to get the word out on the credentialing requirements of
many civilian jobs. If the TAP participants are lacking an educational course, a test result or the
like before they will be able to enter the civilian occupation for which they had plan.ned. there i is
insufficient time for them to acquire these things, resulting in ployment, underemployment t,
and additional financial expenditures. Separating and retiring service members will make a
smoother transition to civilian life if they are able to attend the Department’s TAP workshops
earlier.

Measurements

The Transition Commission correctly states that many of the measurements that VETS has used
are now outdated. We agree with their recommendation that new outcome measures be
established that more accurately reflect the results of VETS' programs in the new employment
environment which includes the Workforce Investment Act and One-Stop Centers. VETS is
already working on establishing these new measures. VETS has completed surveys, focus
groups and has engaged in individual discussions to determine new measures. VETS has also
authorized the Alternative Measures Pilot Program in several States. Each State has
independently selected a set of measures and has applied them toward the identification of a set
of portable outcome-based and process measures that may be institutionalized in a fair and
consistent manner. VETS continues to work on formulating and instituting new measures that
will more accurately reflect the outcome of VETS® programs.

Marketing
The Department also agrees that veterans should be marketed to employers looking for
13
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responsible, dependable, hard-working, dedicated, skilled workers. We agree that the
Department should facilitate the employment of transitioning service members and veterans
through the Department’s America's Career Kit website. We do not agree that a commission
costing the taxpayers millions of dollars a year should be established to direct the marketing
activities. VETS believes that the best way to market veterans is on a retail level - to include
marketing efforts in our pilot programs as we are doing with ProVet, for example. VETS
actively seeks opportunities to speak to employer audiences - most recently in September in
Seattle at a convention of hundreds of Federal contractors, sponsored by the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs. The Assistant Secretary has met with Microsoft Corporation
representatives, Lucent Technology human resource personnel, and with Cisco Systems officials
about the benefits of hiring veterans. The Assistant Secretary and staff have met with CompTIA,
a group of 7,500 information technology companies, and the parties are developing a pilot
program that will lead transitioning service members into employment with member companies.
Publicity gained from an event announcing a grant to the PowerComm Foundation in Boston,
supported by PowerComm, a leading utility company in the Northeast, has led several other
utility companies in the area to call VETS and ask how they can hire qualified veterans.

The Department believes that in this era of tight budgets, the best use of marketing money is
direct support of programs, rather than a new, costly marketing commission and blanket
advertising. The fact that the U.S. Army is having trouble recruiting despite millions of dollars
in advertising is evidence that a more targeted approach is more effective.

nic & istance

While the Department is pleased that the Transition Commission generally supports the
development of electronic employment assistance for veterans, we believe that the establishment
of a Veterans and Servicemembers Internet Site (VASIS) will duplicate what is already being
done by the Employment and Training Administration (ETA) and VETS on behalf of
transitioning military personnel and veterans. ETA has created several distinct websites under
the umbrella of America’s Career Kit that provides all Americans, including veterans, with
invaluable employment information. America’s Job Bank, America’s Talent Bank, and
America's Career Information Network (ACINet) list millions of jobs and information on
educational and training opportunities. A website with information on Federal, State and
proprietary certification and licensing information is being developed. ETA has agreed to
include all the information gathered by VETS on Federal licensing on the website.

As mentioned above, VETS is creating a veteran-specific website, which will be linked to ETA’s
sites, VETS® home page, the Military Resume Writer and other appropriate sites. This website
will include detail on the training and experience gained by military personnel in the 25
occupations that represent the largest number of separatees and that have civilian counterpart
occupations that require some sort of credentialing. For those 25 occupations, the user will be
advised of any ‘gap’ that exists between the user’s military training and experience and the
training and experience needed to qualify for the civilian credential. For less common military
occupations, information will be provided on credentialing needed for the related civilian
occupation. If credentials are needed, information on how to obtain the credential and the
applicable Federal, State or proprietary credential contact person will be listed. Beginning
January 1, 2000, the website will be available to the public. It will initially include general
information about certification and licensing, as well as the results of the gap analysis for at least
half of the targeted 25 occupations. By March 31, 2000, the remaining occupations targeted for
gap analysis will be added to the website.

The veterans website is also going to include a section for employers seeking access to a
credentialed labor pool and a section for credentialing board officials who may need to access
military training and experience for its comparability to the board’s requirements. Once a date is
set for the public availability of the site, VETS will engage in a marketing campaign to spread the
word on the availability and benefits of the website.

14
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The Transition Commission recommended that the Department increase the availability of
credentialing information on ETA’s websites and that the Department work with the
Departments of Defense and Veterans Affairs (VA) to determine the extent to which
credentialing requirements present employment barriers. As stated earlier, ETA is developing a
certification and licensing website, and VETS is creating a veterans-specific website which will
be linked to ETA’s site. The Interagency Task Force on Certification and Licensing for
Transitioning Military Personnel was jointly established by the Departments of Labor and VA in
April 1998, has been meeting regularly since June 1998, and includes representatives of the
Department of Defense and the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines and Coast Guard.

Job Traini

The Transition Commission acknowledges the need of many veterans to receive job training.
VETS certainly agrees that as many veterans as need training to prepare them for the jobs of the
21" century should have access to such training, and we appreciate their support in this effort.
VETS does all it can to facilitate job training opportunities for veterans, and we hope that these
efforts are even more successful under the Workforce Investment Act and the One-Stop system.

Federal Contractor Program

The Transition Commission makes several recommendations to increase the hiring of veterans by
Federal contractors. Obviously, VETS and the Department support the bottom line of the
Transition Commission’s recommendations - more jobs for more veterans. However, we do not
support the methods the Transition Commission suggests for reaching this goal, which include
setting quotas for Federal contractors and burdening Federal contractors with additional reporting
duties. We believe that several steps have already been taken which ultimately will lead to more
veterans finding good jobs with Federal contractors.

Congress itself took the most important step last year by passing the Veterans Employment
Opportunities Act of 1998 (VEOA). This legislation prohibits a Federal contractor from
obtaining a new Federal contract if the contractor has failed to file the required VETS-100 form
due as a result of prior Federal contracts. VEOA has had an immediate impact on the Federal
Contractor Program (FCP). From April-August 1998, the FCP received an average of 8.8
contracting officer inquiries per month. From April-August 1999, the FCP received an average
of 105.6 inquiries per month In 1997, the FCP received 22,500 VETS-100 forms electronically.
After an 1 to 47,000 VETS-100 forms were electronically filed.
There has been an increase in phone calls and emails inquiring about the FCP of 263% from
March of 1998 to July of 1999. All of the new employers and additional hiring locations are
added to VETS database of Federal contractors, which DVOPs and LVERs use for job
development. While we will not have the numbers for another six months, we do believe that
VEOA and the increased awareness of Federal contractors’ human ¢ personnel of their
obligations to veterans will result in increased hiring of veterans by Federal contractors. VETS
will continue to work to improve the effectiveness of the FCP.

The Transition Commission’s recommendations with regard to the Vocational Rehabilitation &
Counseling program (VR&C) are directed at the Department of Veterans Affairs (VA). Since
VETS works with VA on the VR&C program, we wish to be on the record that VETS certainly
agrees that VA and VETS need to work continually and consistently to improve this program.
We believe that the facts show that great strides are being made in VR&C. For example, the
entered employment rate of graduates has increased from 33% in FY 1996 to 64% in FY 1998.
In fact, by the end of the third quarter of FY 1999, if the number of persons terminated or
discontinued in the program by VA are discounted, 92% of the graduates entered employment.
VETS staff is dedicated to work with VA staff to continue this record of improvement.
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Homeless Veterans

Lastly, we appreciate the support shown for the Homeless Veterans Reintegration
Program(HVRP), which is a highly successful, cost-effective homeless program. VETS is
committed to using the funding granted by Congress to increase the number of homeless veterans
who receive training and employment placement services through HVRP’s service providers,
leading these men and women back into gainful employment and reintegration into American
society.

4. "“When was the executive branch's last recommendation for change in veterans
employment programs? "

The last clear formal recommendation for change was shared with Congress shortly after VETS
assumed the authority to conduct the DVOP and LVER grants. That recommendation by the
executive branch resulted in a House bill that was eventually passed and enacted on May 20,
1988 as the Veterans’ Employment, Training and Counseling Amendments of 1988 (P.L. 100-
323). In the last decade, VETS has continued to work closely with the Committees on many
proposed changes to Title 38.

Specifically, the Administration, through the VETS, has worked with both the House and Senate
Veterans Affairs Committees to continuously enhance the law to meet the overall goals of Title
38. Recent improvements have been in USERRA, Veterans Preference Investigations, and the
Federal Contractor Program. VETS has further taken the initiative in the use of pilots within the
authority of Title 38 which have or will result in furthering the ultimate mission of Title 38
which is “to provide maximum employment and training opportunities” to veterans.

5. How relevant are the reporting requirements of Title 38, Section 4107? Should they be
updated? What should they include?

Some of the existing reporting requirements are no longer relevant because of the systemic
changes in the public labor exchange system and the implementation of the Workforce
Investment Act, which made obsolete many of the reporting requirements of Title 38, Section
4107(c). When Title 38 was last revised in 1988, the State Job Service office was the primary
deliverer of employment and training services to veterans. Veterans who used the system
registered at the local office. Now, veterans get jobs through electronic job banks (like
America’s Job Bank), transition assistance programs, Federal contractors, etc., and do not
necessarily register with the local Job Service office. Title 38, Section 4107 mandates that VETS
report on veterans who register and receive services at the local Job Service office.

In addition, many of the definitions of service no longer exist within the SESA system as they
once did. An example is counseling. Most of the States no longer have counselors and these
functions are being accomplished by the LVERs and DVOPs through case management.
Additionally, several of the placement standards no longer reflect the requirements of WIA.

Should they be updated?
Yes.
What should they include?

We should report all areas where veterans get jobs due to the assistance of VETS-funded staff,
not limited to the local Job Service offices -- for example, America’s Job Bank (AJB), the
Transition Assistance Program (TAP), the Federal Contractor Program (FCP), and all special job
initiatives. Currently we do not have that can all veterans who get
jobs through these sources, but we should at least dlscuss what we are doing in each of these
areas.
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In addition, we need new performance measures that reflect the reality of WIA and the new
employment and training system. For example, we need the new measurements required by WIA
(entered employment, earnings gains, and job retention), as well as pilot testing other measures
of performance, such as minimum performance levels and incentive programs.

6. Explain the relationship of the VETS Strategic Plan to the Department of Labor

Should VETS have internal working documents for strategic and performance planning? What
would be the barriers to creating such working documents?

A DOL plan is required under the GPRA to be developed and submitted to Congress. There is
no requirement in the GPRA for individual agencies (such as VETS) within the Department to
develop and submit Strategic Plans.

The Secretary of Labor, as part of the Department’s strategic management effort, made the
decision to have VETS and other agencies within the Department develop Strategic Plans,
VETS Strategic Plan essentially takes the strategic goals expressed by the Secretary in the
Department's Strategic Plan, and translates them into performance goals for veterans. Key goals
and components from individual agency Strategic Plans are integrated into the Department's
Strategic Plan by a Departmental Strategic Planning Work Group. VETS is represented on this
work group.

VETS has internal working documents for strategic and performance planning, and performance
measurement issues. Also, as part of the consultation process that the Strategic Planning Team
will be conducting there will be working documents as input is reconciled.

There are no barriers to the creation of such working documents.

7. How important are accurate measurements as an indicator of VETS' effectiveness in carrying
out veterans employment programs?

Who should pay for accurate measurements? Would it be useful to ask GAQ to make such a
study?

Accurate measurements are very important, because without accurate measurements, standards
are meaningless. When new performance standards are developed, they require new
measurement systems and systematic methods to collect the required information.

New performance measurements and data collection systems are very costly. Consequently,
their value must be weighed against their cost. VETS’ position is that the most cost effective
way to measure the new performance standards is using several indicators, especially those that
are publicly available such as those provided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Since
measurements have been paid for with program dollars, we believe that it is most prudent to use
the least costly measures that still provide accurate information. We must find the balance
between the need for accurate data and the level of services we provide to veterans.

We would be delighted to continue to work with GAO, as we have done in revising our Strategic
Plan.

8. How much would it cost more than is now in the budget to fully fund the DVOF/LVER
program, as requested by the Secretary of Labor?

For FY 2000, the additional funding (more than the requested FY 2000 budget level) needed to
fully fund the DVOP program would be $42,042,000, while the additional funding to fully fund
the LVER program would be $24,377,000.
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How do you calculate that?

First the previous year’s total expenses for salaries and benefits are computed on a per staff
position basis, together with the administrative overhead and per capita capital expenditures.
These costs are increased to account for inflation and salary increases, and multiplied by the
number of DVOP staff that would result from application of the statutory formula, and 1,600
LVER. To this total centralized costs for postage, travel to NVTI, and the system used to transfer
monies to the States are added. Also, the cost of providing each newly appointed DVOP or
LVER a personal computer is added in. This gives the total costs of supporting the statutory
levels of DVOP and LVER staff.

9. In the age of One-Stop, what impact would full funding have?

Full funding for the DVOP and LVER program would better ensure that quality services are
provided to our Nation’s veterans by all staff, and that the unique needs of veterans who are
disadvantaged in the local work force are being met by trained professionals. DVOP/LVER
specialists could be stationed in all One-Stop centers, and would be available to provide case
management services to all those who need it; to facilitate TAP workshops and provide more job
search assistance to TAP participants who need it; to increase outreach to Federal contractors,
including marketing; to conduct more job search workshops; to outstation more DVOPs at
homeless shelters, as funding for such shelters have increased; to increasing our licensing and
certification efforts to all States; etc.

Full funding of DVOP/LVER at the States’ request level beginning in PY 2000 would permit the
staffing of approximately 2,119 DVOP specialists and 1,600 LVER staff at virtually every One-
Stop Career Center. There are currently 1,884 locations recognized as One-Stop Career Centers
by their respective States, 253 of which are satellite offices, educational institution locations or
other related access points. The Workforce Investment Act of 1998 requires all public labor
exchange to be delivered through One-Stop Career Centers. By July 2000, all labor exchange
services should be operating from one-stop centers, and are projected to number up to 2,600
centers.

There is a clear need for Local Veterans' Employment Representatives, whose main function is
to provide functional supervision to ensure that all office staff are equipped to serve veterans in
compliance with the State procedures developed from guidance supplied by the Department
based upon statutory and regulatory requirements. Unless we can ensure that staff are assigned to
such centers, we would have to rely on State’s compliance with 38 U.S.C. 4104(a)(2)(B) and the
intent to have public sector, service delivery point (office) managers supervising and ensuring
priority services to veterans even if no DVOP specialists or LVER are assigned.

18
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Congresswoman Brown to U.S. General Accounting Office

Questions submitted for the record by
Congresswoman Corrine Brown

. Question: | agree with GAO's evaluation that, in essence, everything in a
strategic plan or a performance plan needs to be explained and justified as if it
were being read by strangers to the topic. Such explanatory material is
frequently missing in the VETS strategic and performance plan under review.

What concerns me in your testimony is that GAO likes to see every T crossed
and every I dotted. That isn't easy for a service-providing agency. I am
remembering that in the Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
hearing on Y2K readiness, GAO wanted all the medical devices taken apart and
tested, though the manufacturers warned against doing so, and even though
such actions would void all the warranties.

In this case, GAQ's evaluation team indicated to subcommittee staff it was
more familiar with strategic and performance plans than with veterans
employment programs. That is an arcane world, full of hard-to-understand
terms and reasons, many of which were absent from the reviewed VETS plans.
Yet witnesses and staff who were familiar with veterans employment found
the plans less incoherent than GAQO's team did.

Is it possible that, rather than lacking "a coherent end result," these plans were
more undecipherable to a skilled team of outsiders than to the initiated and
that what they reveal is not muddled thinking but unclear writing?

Answer: One of the many challenges in completing strategic and performance
plans is writing them so that they are easily understood by as wide an
audience as is envisioned by the Results Act. Potential plan readers include,
for example, Members of Congress, department and agency personnel, state,
local, and other officials responsible for pertinent programs, program
beneficiaries, taxpayers and the general public. Plans need to include
sufficient information to allow readers to understand an agency's rationale in
developing its plans yet at the same time avoid overwhelming readers—a
difficult task to be sure. But what plans need to do, at a very basic level, is to
communicate what an agency hopes to achieve, how it is going to achieve it,
and on what basis it will judge whether or not it has achieved what it set out to
do. The VETS plans that we reviewed prior to the hearing did not clearly or
concisely communicate this information. Since that time, VETS has been
revising its strategic plan and we have seen improvements, including clearer
writing.

. Question: Inlight of testimony suggesting that the plans GAO evaluated were
the work of DOL and OMB with input from VETS, rather than plans produced
by VETS with the approval of DOL and OMB, how much does GAO's criticism
apply to VETS, and how fair is it?

Is the truth that VETS needs the authority to do some sort of internal working
papers that amount to their own plans?

Answer: Our critiques of the plans are of the plans themselves rather than
critiques of who completed them. As we mentioned in our statement, VETS'
plans are aligned with Labor's departmentwide plans; more specifically,
VETS's strategic and performance goals are related to the Department’s three
overarching strategic goals, which are (1) A Prepared Workforce: Enhance
opportunities for America's workforce, (2) A Secure Workforce: Promote the
economic security of workers and families, and (3) Quality Workplaces: Foster
quality workplaces that are safe, healthy, and fair. These broad goals reflect
the Department's wide-ranging roles and responsibilities, including those
performed by VETS and Labor's other component agencies. While VETS'
plans are aligned with the Department’s three strategic goals, the goals are
broad enough to provide ample flexibility to VETS to further define and clarify



106

its own mission and goals in its own plans. Although not required by the
Results Act, Labor’s component agencies, such as VETS, have prepared
strategic and performance plans at the direction of the Secretary of Labor.
Both OMB and GAO have developed guidance for agencies to use in
developing their plans. OMB's guidance, among other things, explains the
Results Act's requirements, lays out timelines for when plans are required to
be completed, and defines and clarifies special terms used in the Results Act.
GAQ, in its support to the Congress and the agencies, has provided a large
number of documents, including evaluation criteria, useful to agencies in
developing strategic and performance plans. In reviewing VETS' plans, we
applied the same criteria used to review Labor’s departmentwide plans and
those of other federal agencies. Because we are not aware of anything that
prohibits VETS officials from completing any internal working papers on their
own, we do not believe VETS needs any additional or special authority to do
80,

Question: [am struck by your conclusion that VETS' plans "do not suggest
with any degree of confidence that VETS officials have a coherent end in
mind." Are VETS officials simply telling us how they will do their job better,
without examining whether the job itself needs changing?

Again, is this because DOL rather than VETS is writing the plans?

Answer: It is unclear from our analysis of VETS' plans what direction the
agency is headed or how it plans to get there. The plans provide the agency an
opportunity to discuss not only how it plans on doing the things it currently
does better but also an opportunity to discuss whether the agency would like
to do anything differently than it currently does. As written, the plans do not

goals,
can use the framework of the Results Act to engage in a thoughtful analysis of
what strategies agencies should pursue to achieve their goals. Such an
analysis could include both changing and improving current processes and
programs, or developing completely new approaches. And, while the
departmentwide strategic goals developed by Labor serve to guide the
activities of all its component agencies, the goals are broad enough to allow
VETS flexibility in tailoring its own mission and goals.

. Question: How important are accurate measurements as an indicator of VETS'
effectiveness in carrying out veterans employment programs?

Answer: Accurately measuring program performance is critical to ensuring
program effectiveness and accountability.

Question: Who should pay for accurate measurements? Would it be useful to
ask GAO to make such a study?

Answer: As I mentioned earlier, I think it is incumbent on any agency that
receives almost $200 million to allocate those resources in a way so that they
can obtain the data they need to describe what they have accomplished, that
is, to describe what they have done and what has resulted from their activities.
In addition, without knowing how successful current strategies are in pursning
program objectives an agency cannot be sure that it is effectively or efficiently
meeting the needs of its clients. Under the Results Act, agencies are given the
opportunity to decide for themselves how best to measure their own
performance. In their strategic and performance plans, agencies also have the
opportunity to discuss what their performance measurement challenges are
and explain their rationale for the choices they make.
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Rowald W. Drack
7600 Biven Palls Drive
Potomac, WD 20554

September 9, 1999

The Honorable Terry Everett, Chairman
Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations
Committee on Veterans' Affairs

U.S. House of Representatives

335 Cannon House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Everett:

I received your letter enclosing a list of questions from Congr Corrine Brown as
a follow up to the hearings conducted on July 29, 1999. Iam happy to provide my responses to
those questions at this time.

Questions submitted for the record by
Congresswoman Corrine Brown

Because you are one of the leading experts, as noted by Chainman Everett, on veterans
employment programs, please answer all follow-up questions from your own perspective. Where

your comments would differ from the recommendations of the Transition Commission, please
spnllmaﬂned:ﬂ‘m

1. The Transition Commission was tasked to look at programs and services for newly
transitioning veterans. However, the same prog serve other aswell. The
Commission wanted to change eligibility for services to Vietnam-era veterans and veterans with a
lesser degree of disabilities, and give them to veterans who left the service within the past 4 years.

Could you explain why a young veteran who spent four years as a radar technician in New Jersey
is more deserving of employment services than a 50-year-old former Marine who came home
from Vietnam without a disability, and has suffered corporate downsizing with 2 children in
college?

Response: The Transition Ci ission did not d any changes to eligibility for disabled
veterans. The Commission’s recommendation included all disabled 1o be eligible for
priority of employment services for their lifetime. Throughout my whole career with the Disabled
American V Iad d that all disabled should be eligible for all employment
services and programs based on the fact that they are disabled. | did not then, nor do [ now,

believe that a lesser disabled veteran should receive lesser employment related benefits than a
more severely disabled veteran. 1 have argued since 1974 that all disabled veterans, not just those
who are rated 30% or more should be eligible for affirmative action coverage with federal
contractors. | have also consistently argued that lesser disabled veterans who could show they had
a severe employment handicap should be eligible for vocational rehabilitation services through the
VA.

With regard to your example of the former Marine, it is possible that he could be served on a
priority basis as an individual with a “barrier to employ " (see to ion 3 below).

‘The Commission’ srmmmdaﬂononlywmddchmgeehg‘blhiyfm“prmlyofmu but
would not change eligibility for to receive services gh the employ service
system. All are equally eligible for all employ services. The question is which
veterans should receive prionity services from VETS funded staff, i.e., DVOPs and LVERs.

| would like to point out that the Department of Labor’s VETS, veterans service organizations
(VS0) and congressional staff have grappled with the definition of “priority of service™ for many
years. It is my personal belief that “priority of service™ exists in name only in many local offices.
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Title 38, USC doesn't define “priority of service™. It simply states that veterans should be served
&t a rate greater than noo-veteran applicants. Thus, many states that place fewer than 10% of non-
veterans arc socn as providing veterans priority simply because they place 1% more of veterans,
€., 4% noo-veterans and 5% veterans.

2. Buresu Of Labor Statistics figures show nearty half our unemployed veterans are Victnam-era
veterans. How was it decided that employment programs were a one-shot affair, to be used or lost
within a short time after leaving active duty?

Respamse: First, I find it incredible and disgracefil that haif of all unemployed veterans re
Vietnam-era. That tclls me that the system has failed that population and [ have no confidence
that the existing system will address their problems. If we are to solve the

problems of Vi veterans, | believe a totally new system neods to be designed. The last
troops were withdrawn from Vietnam in 1973, and the era was declared over in 1975 by then
Presideat Ford. More than 2 million veterans seck employment services through the network of
sysiem has failed to adequately serve their needs?

Employment servioes for these veterans would not be a “onc-shot affuir” wnder the Commission’s
recomunendation. All voterans would continue t0 be eligible to receive employment service
thoir lifetimes. it is only the definition of who would be eligible for “priority of

1 can't remember the tast time an Admimistration requested full funding for the Dissbled Veterans
Outreach Program (DVOP) or the Local Vetcrans Employment Ropreseatative (LVER) program.
Nor can [ remember when Congress provided flll funding for these programs. The Commission
concinded that an saaual decline in resources could not coatinme 10 sbeorb the high work loads
wnder cuvent cligibility. The VSOs and congressional staff have met for several years trying 0
find a solution 10 the problem. 1 believe this recommendation at least starts the dislogue 10 get the
issue out in the opon and resolved.

1f Congress decides 1o pursue this legisiative initistive, thoy could certainly “start the four year
clock™ effective the dase of enactment. I that woro the case and such legisiation were passed
wday, the avorage age of Vietaam-cra veterans will be approximatoly 57 years. [ regret 1o say that
we have, for the most part, missed the opportunity to adequasely and effectively serve the
Vicinam-ora veloran.

3. You scemn %0 believe we can smooth over the problems of the Commission’s recommendations
by entitling voterans with “barriers to employment™ and letting VETS decide what the phrase
“barriers o employment™ messs.

If it is an wwbrella for everybody, | am concerned that it will make Congress unhappy. 1aiso
worry thet & veteran who rocoives help for having a “barrier 10 employment™ will heve 10 explain
o mn cmployer what that is. i it will inchade sex, race, age and 50 on, VETS could be treading on
thim ice.

How do yoy sec “barriers to employment™?

Respomse: Cavently, VETS has & working program definition of “barriers 10 employment” in its
case mamagoment directives. Tho nature and type of barviers may change over time. VETS
should have Intitedo 10 change with changing times. “Baricrs to employment”™ is only psed 10
determine which veterans receive “priority of sorvice™. A refiorral 10 an employer is the same
regandiess of how or whry the applicant came to the 1o the cmployment service for assistance. In
other words, “barriors to employment™ isn't 2 reason for referral, it's a reason for special services
which lead 10 a referral.

If mew legisiation wore cnacied and the Assistant Secretary for VETS was charged with defining
“barriers t0 employment”, he could ask the Secretary's Advisory Commitiee oa Veterans
Employment snd Traiming (ACVET) to provide some parameters. ACVET is comprisod of VSO
represcatatives and other experts in employment and other disciplines who are well qualified ©0
addross this isswe. The former Marine in question | could possibly have a “barrier to
employment™.
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I believe the intent of the Commission was to give latitude to the Congress or the Administrati
to develop guidelines and a definition. Some examples | believe should be included are: homeless
veterans; veterans who lack certain skills and education to compete with their non-veteran
counterpart; veterans who have lost or are in danger of losing their job because changing
technology has left them behind; and someone who has been unable to obtain employment in a
certain time frame (perhaps about half way through their unemployment compensation eligibility).
This is by no means all inchisive.

Having a “barmier to employment™ should not carry any negative stigma nor should it be
something that needs to be disclosed to the employer. In referring such veterans to an employer,
the employer need only know that the individual is qualified and has been referred from the
employment service. If an employer uses the employment service (this is a separate issue that
needs resolved) they need only know they are getting a qualified veteran. Race, age and sex are
bases, discrimination still exists. | would not blanketly include age, race or sex as a “barrier to
employment”.

4. There is a good deal of support for legislati g some dations of the
Transition Commission . HmldnnmmCmm&omsasﬁruhCmuan
with regard to DVOPs and LVERs. We might want very well to change their job descriptions to
fit a new vision, but [ cannot imagine cutting VETS field p 1 by one-q pecially with
mmmfmmtmrmmmynmmﬂedhbym

How do you see the proposed new positions?
Where did you get the numbers, by cutting out the Vietnam veterans?

Response: | am afraid that if we stay the current course, “VETS field personnel” will be cut by
one-quarter over the next few years. Even with the current budget surplus [ don’t see any desire to
provide full funding or even i 1 funding i the fi ble future. If there is agreement that
the present system isn’t serving veterans well then the question must be asked — WHY?

What incentive does a state have to serve veterans well if their grant check is in the mail every
year regardless of their performance? The Commission’s recommendation make it a competitive
process in which the states can compete.

| see the positions as defined in the Commission’s report. They were developed based on the
Commission's perception of the services veterans need.

An employment facilitator would work with the Transition Assistance Program teaching job
search skills to servi bers as they sey They would also work with employers through a
local marketing effort.

A case manager would work with the veteran once separated from active duty providing job
and referral services. A full description of the Commissions definition can be found
at page 58 and 59 of the full Commission report.

Thank you for allowing me to provide resp to these questi Should additional
questions arise, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Al eclr /éf{(c(.l&
W. Drach
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THE AMERICAN LEGION RESPONSE
To
Questions submitted for the record by

Congresswoman Corrine Brown

1 There was not enough time for adeg

again: What is your vision for VETS?

s 10 this question, so I will ask it

The American Legion vision for the Veterans Employment and Training Service is very
simple. We wish to see the agency fully funded, fully staffed, and able to fulfill the
functions outlined for it in Chapters 41, 42, and 43 of Title 38, USC. This will mean use
of some of the budget surplus to increase appropriations for the LVER and DVOP
program to at least $220 million so as to assign the proper number of LVER and DVOP
staff to each of the states. It will mean increasing the funds available under Section 168
of the Workforce Investment Act to at least $30 million. And, it will mean increasing the
money available for training at the National Veterans Training Institute to at least $10
million in order to train the additional staff.

In addition, the agency must learn how to “market” veterans to employers. In too many
cases, employers offering good career positions do not know of the virtues and skills
which veterans bring to a job. Veterans will have a “leg up” in the employment field if
companies offering careers come to know of the benefits which come from hiring
veterans. Private employment companies “sell” their services to business. VETS must
be proactive and aggressive in employer development. When an employer has an
opening and wants qualified applicants, VETS should be the first, not last, resource they
turn to for candidates. This reputation must be earned, just like in the private sector.

2 What do you think of the Transition Commission's recommendations to cut the
bers of field per | by a quarter?

This is not a good idea. The time when LVER and DVOP staff are most needed to
provide intensive services to those veterans who are the hardest to place, a time
consuming effort for all staff, is surely not the time to recommend cuts to that staff. This
is related to the business cycle. When times are good and the unemployment rate is low,
LVERs and DVOPs will have an easier time placing qualified veterans in jobs, thereby
leaving time available to do intensive case work on those veterans who are hard to place
or are not job ready. It also provides an excellent opportunity for employer development.
That means getting out from behind the desk and the office to “sell” their product and
services to employers and hiring personnel.

In bad economic times, all veterans need help. In addition, to cut staff at a time when a
major marketing effort is needed to help employers understand the benefits of hiring
veterans, makes no sense whatsoever.

kA What do you think of the C ission's rec dations to change the job
descriptions for DVOPs and LVERs?

It is easy to rename the positions, but that doesn’t solve the problems of the agency,
which has lost 11% of its budget in real terms over the past decade. Unless proper
funding is provided, the people now called LVERs and DVOPs cannot keep up with the
workload of hard to place veterans. That being the case, it doesn't matter what one calls
them.

The American Legion would appreciate participating in an oversight hearing to focus on
the job description of LVERs and DVOPs. However, I think you will be surprised as to
how much of their duties and responsibilities are not being accomplished because of
limited funding and current workloads.



110

4. What do you think of the Commission’s rec dations to drop Vietnam-era
veterans from eligibility?

There may be some merit to dropping “Vietnam era veterans” from eligibility based on
the perception that not many of them are still in the workforce. However, it absolutely
should not be done until adequate data is collected which shows unequivocally that
“Vietnam era veterans” are no longer in need of the services provided by the LVER and
DVOP staff in the field.

The American Legion advocates a statute to recognize all veterans who served during
periods of armed conflict as eligible for services. Conflict-era veterans would cover
those veterans who answered the Nation’s call to arms.
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Congresswoman Brown to Vietnam Veterans of America

ANSWERS SUBMITTED FOR THE RECORD BY CALVIN GROSS
IN REFERENCE TO SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS
HEARING ON JULY 29, 1999

SUMMARY:

VVA believes that VETS has a critical role in helping veterans transition from the military
to the civilian job force. The VETS program also has a role in helping disabled veterans be a part
of the economy. VVA cannot support keeping DOL VETS operating the way it does today. In
order to be effective, VETS needs to be fully funded by Congress. Currently, VETS is a system
that is broken; it cannot support veterans of any era in their search for employment.

Reinventing VETS is not a huge task. However, a hands-off approach toward the
individual states’ DOLs is not the answer but the problem. Monetary incentives and sanctions
based on job performance must be part of any system that will allow DVOPs and LVERSs to do
their jobs. Teaching and giving new assessment tools to the DVOPs and LVERs, as well as
systematizing their means of approaching todays’ marketplace, are parts of the solution to helping
all veterans obtain and sustain meaningful employment.

OUESTION #1.

There was not gh time for adequat. to this question, so I will ask it
again: What is your vision for VETS? The vision for VETS is to be an effective resource for
veterans so they may acquire knowledge of the current marketplace and its requirements and gain
meaningful employment. VETS must be a leading-edge resource with a clear mission for US
employers so they may draw on disabled veterans and other veteran employees for available, high-

quality jobs.

OUESTION #2.
What do you think of the Transition Commissions’s recommendations to cut the
bers of field p I by a guarter? This questi be ed until VETS is

reformed to meet its full potential. Cutting field personnel is not an answer.
OQUESTION #3.

What do you think of the Commissions’s recommendations to change the job
descriptions for DVOPs and LVERs? Changing job descriptions for DVOPs & LVERs is not an
answer. In light of this important question and in light of this highly critical report by the
Transition Commission, VVA believes it is imperative that there be a defined and cogent plan for
the future of VETS. Slashing and burning will only give veterans the perception that the
government is against them.

OUESTION #4,

What do you think of the Commissions’s recommendations to drop Vietnam-era

veterans from eligibility? The Congress should not drop Vietnam-era veterans from eligibility

for job requirement as recommended by the Commission, rather we strongly urge Congress to
add Panama, Grenada, Desert Storm, Somalia and other War Time or Combat Theater Veterans.

CALVIN P. GROSS
Chairman
Employment, Training, and Business Opportunities
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