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GAO’S REPORT, ‘‘VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT
AND TRAINING SERVICE: FLEXIBILITY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY NEEDED TO IMPROVE
SERVICE TO VETERANS,’’ AND THE VA’S
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION AND EMPLOYMENT PRO-
GRAM

TUESDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2001

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON BENEFITS,

COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:10 a.m., in room
334, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Mike Simpson (chairman
of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Simpson, Reyes, and Evans.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN SIMPSON

Mr. SIMPSON. Good morning. This hearing will come to order. I
apologize for being just a few minutes late, but it was like herding
armadillos this morning on the interstate. You know about that,
don’t you, in Texas?

The subcommittee is taking testimony this morning on the Gen-
eral Accounting Office report titled, ‘‘Veterans’ Employment and
Training Service: Flexibility and Accountability Needed to Improve
Services to Veterans,’’ requested by Representative Steve Buyer,
chairman of the Oversight and Investigations Subcommittee, and
also on VA’s ongoing administration of the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion and Employment program for disabled veterans under chapter
31, title 38, United States Code.

The General Accounting Office report is its seventh report on vet-
erans’ employment issues since 1997. Members, including Terry
Everett, former chairman of the Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, Bob Stump, former chairman of the Veterans’
Affairs Committee, and Chairman Buyer, have requested past
studies.

Previous GAO reports have focused on a myriad of issues associ-
ated with the Labor Department’s administration of veterans’ em-
ployment and training programs. These services are furnished, es-
sentially, through state job services and one-stop service centers
throughout the Nation.
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The reports that the GAO has issued have focused largely on a
lack of vision and strategic planning and on inadequate perform-
ance measurement systems, as administered by the Veterans’ Em-
ployment and Training Service.

The May 15, 2001, report requested by then-Chairman Stump re-
ported a national veterans entered-employment rate of about 30
percent for program year 1999. Said another way, 70 percent of
veterans who sought employment through public labor exchange of-
fices did not get jobs. We must do better.

With respect to the VA’s Vocational Rehabilitation and Employ-
ment program, the 1999 report of the bipartisan Congressional
Commission on Servicemembers and Veterans Transition Assist-
ance, chaired by current Secretary of Veterans Affairs Anthony
Principi, found the following: ‘‘VA’s vocational rehabilitation and
counseling program is not achieving its statutory purpose of assist-
ing service-connected disabled veterans to become employable and
to obtain and maintain suitable employment.’’

According to the VR&C management reports, approximately 87
percent of program participants are pursuing college-level class-
room training, including associate degrees. An attrition rate, com-
piled by the VR&C design team in 1996 revealed that large num-
bers of participants dropped out of the program to get a job.

The subcommittee is most interested in ensuring that this pro-
gram focuses on putting disabled veterans in long-term sustained
employment, not just putting them in the classroom.

I welcome all of today’s witnesses and guests, and now turn to
my friend, Mr. Reyes, the subcommittee’s ranking member, for his
opening statement.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. SILVESTRE REYES

Mr. REYES. And thank you, Mr. Chairman. As one homeless
Member of Congress to another, we are having to make do without
an office. Both of us are in the Longworth Office Building, and I
think at this point, we do not know when we are going to get back.

So we want to wish you good morning as well, and I would like
to take this opportunity to thank Chairman Simpson for his leader-
ship on what will likely be important legislative issues for those of
us on this subcommittee during the second session of the 107th
Congress.

As always, I would like to recognize the strong efforts of my
friends and colleagues, Representative Chris Smith, our chairman
of the full committee, and Representative Lane Evans, who is join-
ing us here this morning, our ranking member on the Democratic
side. I commend each of them for their work, as well as their con-
tinuing efforts to keep America’s veterans at the forefront of the
debate in the 107th Congress.

I would like to welcome all of you here this morning to what will
likely be the final hearing of this subcommittee for the first session
of the 107th Congress, and I’m sure we can all agree that this has
been a rather difficult year.

At no other time in recent memory have the contributions and
sacrifices of the men and women who defended this country in uni-
form been made so abundantly clear to all of us. I want to com-
mend each of you here this morning for your own unique contribu-
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tions to Americans veterans, many of which we hope to review here
this morning.

At some point, our military service members will return home.
Because of this, our focus today on employment assistance for the
soldiers, sailors, airmen, and Marines is entirely appropriate. As
stated in title 38, we have a national responsibility to assist veter-
ans in their efforts to find and maintain stable, permanent jobs.

Additionally, in its final report to Congress, Secretary Principi’s
Transition Commission stressed that employment is, indeed, the
dominant concern for most veterans making this transition to civil-
ian life. I believe it is our clear responsibility to provide the tools
and assistance necessary to maximize opportunities for job-seeking
veterans.

I am pleased that we have this opportunity to hear from the
General Accounting Office on the findings and recommendations in-
cluded in its report last month, which, as the chairman said, is en-
titled ‘‘Veterans’ Employment and Training Service—Flexibility
and Accountability Needed to Improve Service to Veterans.’’

At the request of my fellow committee member, Mr. Buyer, GAO
has reviewed the efficiency and effectiveness of the way this agen-
cy, within the Department of Labor, administers the DVOP and the
LVER programs.

I strongly believe that we are going to need to update title 38 to
provide some amount of flexibility to respond to the changing needs
over time. Clearly, the funding cycle for these programs must be
updated to reflect all other programs from the Workforce Invest-
ment Act.

However, I would like to stress the point that significant changes
to the structure and the staffing of our veterans’ employment pro-
grams must be made only after a great deal of thought and thor-
ough discussion, involving all the various interests involved.

I do not think that any of us want to do anything that would re-
duce the number of our already overburdened DVOPs and LVERs,
and I know that I would certainly not support such an effort.

Finally, I am particularly pleased that the Vocational Rehabilita-
tion and Employment program is also included on today’s agenda.
I understand that one of our VR&E witnesses has traveled here
from Los Angeles to answer questions at her first congressional
hearing. And she’s a little bit nervous, but it will be a relatively
painless process.

So, welcome, and thank you for coming such a long distance. I
want to extend a warm welcome to Mrs. Gloria Young, and as I
said, thank her for coming all the way from the West Coast here.

In times past, the VR&E program has been criticized for a per-
ceived cultural resistance to placing veterans in employment, rath-
er than preparing them for employment. I think this flagship pro-
gram, under the leadership of its director, Julius Williams, has
made solid progress with this cultural shift in focus, and I look for-
ward to hearing what he and his staff have to say.

We have several excellent witnesses here with us, Mr. Chairman,
one of which is a personal friend from Texas, and I want to particu-
larly welcome Commissioner Terry O’Mahoney, and he is—I know
he is here, he is back there.
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I just want you to know that prior to his appointment as commis-
sioner, Mr. O’Mahoney served as labor representative on the Texas
Council on Workforce and Economic Competitiveness, where he
was the chairman of strategic planning. He is a veteran, a naval
aviator commission in the U.S. Marine Corps, honorably discharged
with a rank of major. He also, Mr. Chairman, served and com-
pleted 32 years of service with Delta Airlines. So, I want to wel-
come our good friend from Texas.

And with that, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity for
an opening statement.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Reyes. Both Texas and Idaho are
represented. We do have a representative, a personal friend of
mine, that served in the Idaho State Senate when I was in the
Idaho State House, and has been the director of our Department
of Labor in Idaho. Mr. Madsen will be testifying today, and we wel-
come you also, coming all the way from Idaho.

Do other members have opening statements? Yes, Mr. Evans?

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LANE EVANS

Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank you for
holding today’s hearing, and I want to begin by thanking those of
you who are here with us today from the Department of Labor.

Over the years I have served on this committee, I know the Vet-
erans’ Employment and Training Service has made efforts to evalu-
ate and improve upon the number of veteran job-seekers who they
can place into permanent, high-quality employment opportunities.
I know efforts have also been underway to transform a troubled
strategic planning process. I want you to know that these efforts
are being recognized.

However, if we are to ever have hope of the government’s ability
to provide quality employment service to our veterans, some
changes in the law are going to be needed. That is why I was
happy to learn of Mr. Buyer’s request that a GAO review of the ef-
ficiency and the effectiveness of these programs as they currently
exist, and I am looking forward to receiving witnesses’ testimony
on what I think is an important area in need of legislative
attention.

While the path to linking good jobs with veterans is not entirely
clear, I think there are certainly some steps that we can take to
ensure that the path has begun to be cleared. I strongly support
a cooperative effort among my colleagues and within the Depart-
ment of Labor to evaluate the roles and functions of veterans
employment specialists. Changes in the number and responsibil-
ities of these important positions must be made very carefully, and
with consensus among the veterans and employment service
communities.

I am also looking forward to re-visiting the issue of the VA’s Vo-
cational Rehab and Employment program. We all know that pursu-
ing a satisfying career is a primary component to living a full and
rewarding life.

Now that my friend, Julius Williams, has had some time to as-
sume the reigns of VR&E, and to help re-focus its goals on job
placement, I am looking forward to hearing about how they have
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improved their mission to help service-disabled veterans with inde-
pendent living.

I look forward to hearing from the witnesses this morning. The
issues we are considering are very significant.

And I want to say that many of our colleagues cannot be here
today, this is not a day that we have votes until after 6:00. That
does not mean that there is a lack of interest, Mr. Chairman, on
this issue. I think, quite the contrary, there is a great degree of in-
terest, and I just want to make every—assure the audience and the
testifiers today that we are very interested in what they have been
doing.

And thank you for the time.
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Evans. I also have an opening

statement from Mr. Buyer that we will submit for the record at
this time, without objection.

[The statement of Hon. Steve Buyer appears on p. 55.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Panel one will please come to the table. Mr. Julius

Williams is here today, representing the Department of Veterans
Affairs, and is accompanied by Ms. Gloria Young.

I would also note that Mr. Williams’ daughter, Sparkle, a student
at Westfield High School in Northern Virginia, is here today to see
democracy in action. Ms. Williams, we welcome you here today,
also.

Mr. Williams, you may begin when ready.

STATEMENT OF JULIUS WILLIAMS, DIRECTOR OF REHABILI-
TATION AND EMPLOYMENT, DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS
AFFAIRS; ACCOMPANIED BY GLORIA M. YOUNG, VOCA-
TIONAL REHABILITATION AND COUNSELING OFFICER, VA
REGIONAL OFFICE, LOS ANGELES, CA

Mr. WILLIAMS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, and members of
the Committee. It is a pleasure for me to be here today to discuss
with you the status of the Vocational Rehabilitation and Employ-
ment program for service-disabled veterans.

I have written testimony that has been provided, and I would
like to submit for the record.

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Today I am accompanied by Ms. Gloria Young,

VR&E officer and manager of the program in our Los Angeles re-
gional office.

Mr. Chairman, no one could have said it more eloquently than
the 65th Congress when it passed the World War Veterans Act in
1924, which said, ‘‘The test of rehabilitation shall be employ-
ability.’’ The VA takes very seriously the charge to help disabled
veterans overcome employment barriers and find and keep suitable
employment.

I would like to acknowledge our employment partners at the De-
partment of Labor, who are also here today. We recognize we have
challenges and that we collectively have to ensure that our Nation’s
disabled veterans achieve their rehabilitation and employment
goals. I look forward to working with the incoming leadership of
the Veterans Employment and Training Program, to that end.

Today, I am pleased to report to this subcommittee that, while
focusing on the two statutory program outcomes of veterans achiev-
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ing and maintaining suitable employment, and the most seriously
disabled veterans achieving appropriate independent living goals,
that for the third year in a row, the VR&E program has rehabili-
tated more than 10,000 disabled veterans, a threshold that 5 years
ago was considered a stretched goal.

However, the leveling off and slight decline in employment op-
portunities and placements serves as a reminder that we must be
aggressive, effective, and vigilant over our program strategies.

We feel that there are several initiatives that have substantially
contributed to our recent improvement. The successful roll-out of
corporate WINRS, a comprehensive information and case manage-
ment system that supports the clinical and business requirements
of our program, is one of those initiatives. This has also proven to
be one of the most successful roll-out of a VBA IT initiative.

The successful piloting, and now roll-out, of case management
and employment services initiatives have also been key success fac-
tors. The case management initiative incorporated best clinical
practices into VA’s model, and ensures that veterans receive the
appropriate level of case management, rather than the one-size-
fits-all approach.

It also provides that initial evaluations include comprehensive
needs assessments to better identify all barriers veterans encoun-
ter to successfully complete their program of rehabilitation.

The employment specialist pilot integrated into the VR&E pro-
gram is a position that focuses on shaping the expectations of vet-
erans and employers. We need veterans to think, and understand
employment from the moment they apply through rehabilitation,
training, and through the job search phase. Employment specialists
also work aggressively to create an anxious pool of employers that
will hire disabled veterans.

These initiatives complimented our strategy, ensuring that we
are where veterans are, and leveraging technology while providing
rehabilitation services to veterans. This is especially important
when serving our most disabled clients.

Other key and ongoing initiatives are re-engineering quality as-
surance program; a complete re-write of our program’s regulations;
training VR&E staff, emphasizing the current rehabilitation best
practices, such as the transferable skills analysis.

The Vocational Rehabilitation and Employment Service devel-
oped these strategies by collaborating with internal and external
partners, such as field VR&E staff, the Department of Labor, Small
Business Administration, Veteran Service Organizations, the pri-
vate and professional rehab community and employers, to name a
few.

Mr. Chairman, I hope these strategies, initiatives, and perform-
ance indicators demonstrate that VA and VR&E has raised the bar
to meet the expectations of this Congress, the American people, as
well as the needs of disabled veterans.

However, as important, if not more important than the strate-
gies, has been the work of the VR&E staff in VA regional offices
and out-based locations across the Nation who have stepped up to
the plate the last 3 years, hitting over 30,000 home runs, one vet-
eran at a time, meeting their individual needs and making a dif-
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ference in each of their lives. I am extremely proud of them, and
grateful for their efforts and commitment.

Mr. Chairman, in these uncertain times, I also can assure you
that the program stands ready with the same experience, concern,
and dedicated counseling staff to serve America and its veterans,
particularly in the areas of grief and crisis counseling. We have
been there in past tragedies, to serve in whatever role we were
needed. We confirm to you, and the rest of America, our readiness
to the same in the future.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This concludes my statement, and I
will be pleased to answer any questions that you or the other com-
mittee members may have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Williams appears on p. 57.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Williams. I appreciate your state-

ment.
We have been focused on getting results and good outcomes for

veterans in the programs we authorized, and in fact, that is our
purpose.

In your statement, for the record, you noted that the VR&E had
rehabilitated over 10,000 disabled veterans. What do you define as
‘‘rehabilitated,’’ and is that the same as employed?

Mr. WILLIAMS. As I mentioned earlier, we have two statutory
outcomes. One is finding a veteran, or assisting a veteran, in ob-
taining and maintaining suitable employment. The other is, in
those more seriously disabled cases, where employment is not fea-
sible, assisting a veteran with all the services needed to help them
obtain and maintain maximum independence in independent
living.

Over the past year, in the year 2001, we found suitable employ-
ment for 8,559 disabled veterans. And in the more difficult category
of serious employment handicap and independent living cases, we
assisted veterans to achieve their goal in 1,557 cases.

Mr. SIMPSON. How many veterans were in the VR&E program
last year, what percentage became employed after completing the
program, and what percentage did the VA define as rehabilitated?

Mr. WILLIAMS. We have 63,000 veterans currently in the pro-
gram. Of those exiting the program last year, 65 percent were re-
habilitated. That is the highest rehabilitation rate in the history of
the program.

Mr. SIMPSON. On page 5 of your written statement, you say that,
‘‘Current legislation relating to the number of veterans who may
enter programs of independent living jeopardizes VA’s legal stand-
ing to serve disabled veterans.’’ Could you please elaborate, and
has the committee previously heard from the VA about this?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, currently, there is a statutory limit of the
number of veterans that may enter into an independent living pro-
gram in any given year, and that limit is 500.

As we began over the last 3 years to focus more on the most seri-
ously disabled, that limit has become a problem for us. We have,
in fact, contacted your staffs and briefed them on this issue.

Mr. SIMPSON. Do you have a suggestion as to what that limit
ought to be, if we need to change that?
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Mr. WILLIAMS. Well, my desire would be that there not be a
limit, in order that we would always be able to serve all veterans
that fall into this very seriously disabled category.

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate your comments and the testimony that
you have delivered today. Let me ask one other thing. It may seem
a little strange, and I do not expect an answer right now. But as
I read through some of these reports of what we have done in the
past, it seems like we always look at the box that we are currently
in, the situation that we currently have, the structure we have.
And as we look at ways to improve it, we look at ways to try to
improve that box, by tweaking it here and there, and that type of
thing. Sometimes protecting current employees comes into the situ-
ation, protecting what preconceived notions people have of the best
way to do something.

What I would like—and I will ask the other panelists to do the
same thing, and I will follow up on it not, maybe, in written form,
but in personal conversations with you, and so forth—if we had no
program in existence today, and Congress said, ‘‘We want to pro-
vide employment opportunities at a higher level for veterans,’’ and
that it is a priority for veterans, what changes would you make?

What system would you establish if you eliminated everything
that currently exists, and said, ‘‘Okay, we want to develop the best
system to deliver employment opportunities for veterans that we
could possibly deliver.’’ And think outside the box that currently
exists. If there are opportunities to develop a better system, then
we ought to be looking at those.

Some of them may not be politically practical, some of them may
not be financially practical, but I would like all of our witnesses to
start thinking in those terms, and looking at what we might be
able to do to improve the entire system, regardless of the system
that currently exists, if you understand what I’m saying.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Very clearly.
Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate that, and I am sure we will have an

opportunity to sit down and talk about this in the future. But it
is kind of what I have been looking at, as I read through some of
these reports. Maybe that is because I come to this as somewhat
of a neophyte in the area, that I try to look at it in terms of how
we might be able to address the entire system, rather than tweak
the system that currently exists. So, I appreciate your testimony.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Reyes.
Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I did not want to in-

terrupt you, but currently in conference, the elimination of that 500
limit—person cap—is on the Senate provision. It is not on ours, but
hopefully we can support elimination of that so that would address
the concerns of Mr. Williams. So we hope and agree that that
should be done.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you for that.
Mr. REYES. I was going to congratulate you for the testimony

that shows that over 10,000 disabled veterans have been rehabili-
tated under VR&E.

There are a couple of areas that the GAO report talks about, one
of which is providing data about these over 10,000 veterans that
are helped through this VR&E. Can you tell me what data is cur-
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rently available, such as the kinds of jobs, the wages that they
earn? Do we have—is there a system in place that actually tracks
that data and makes it available, as the GAO is suggesting that
we track?

In addition to that, what types of jobs the veterans are obtaining,
how much money they are able to earn, and the—on the average,
the amount of time that veterans are able to hold on to these jobs.

In other words, I think what we are getting at here is making
sure that we look at, statistically, not just the statistics of veterans
that have been served. Because I know from my experience in my
district, a lot of the veterans complain that they are often used just
as tic marks on a statistical score sheet, and then we do not have
the capability of looking underneath those statistics and seeing ex-
actly the kind of long-term benefit that they are gleaning.

So, do you have that kind of information?
Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, we do, and I would be very glad to provide

it to the committee. One of the things I would like to say about
that, and that is the employment specialist position has been one
that has been very key in making sure that we identify these types
of statistics, and this type of information, because it is very impor-
tant in establishing strategies to make sure that we attract
employers.

Interestingly enough, one of the statistics I can draw to real
quickly, the average earned income of a veteran entering into our
program during the last fiscal year was $4,841. The average earned
income of a veteran leaving our program during that same period
was $28,004.

Now, I have to put a little caveat on that, and that is that that
does not represent the income that a veteran may have had, had
they not entered in our program. They then may have gotten some
type of employment that maybe would have been greater than the
4,841 number. But that is the actual income when they entered the
program.

Certainly, one of the things that the employment specialist posi-
tion also did was enabled us to look at the top 10 categories of jobs
that were out there, and then make sure that we go back and line
up training and our rehabilitation plans with those market job cat-
egories that are out there, so that we were not training veterans
for jobs that did not exist. That was one of the criticisms that the
program had received earlier.

So, I tell you that I think that VBA, as a whole, but VR&E in
particular, has become data-savvy. This has served us, I think, bet-
ter. In our VBA annual report there is certain information that an-
swers a number of the questions that you just asked, and I would
be glad to provide that for you, so that you could have that statis-
tical data.

Mr. REYES. Well, thank you. And I think that the concern—or,
the GAO wants there to be a comparative analysis between what
is achieved through the VA, and the corresponding program
through the Department of Labor. Apparently, we have not been
able to track that. Maybe we can get some of that information, as
well.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Sir, we have very recently met with the members
of the staff at the Department of Labor to look at joint reporting
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requirements, and how we can better do that. So we would be more
than willing to do that.

Mr. REYES. If I can switch to Ms. Young, with regard to the fed-
eral contractor job listing, can you tell us, from your own experi-
ence, how useful this is to you when you are trying to help VR&E
program participants? And in particular, is this list kept up to
date, and does it usually result in successfully getting a veteran a
job?

Ms. YOUNG. First of all, I would like to thank you for inviting
me. It is such an honor to be here, although I am a little nervous,
as you said earlier. I was told this was a friendly panel, so not to
panic.

When I first heard about the federal listing, I was rather excited,
because here was a pool of potential employers that we could use
to directly place veterans into jobs. But as we tried using that list,
I found that it was of no benefit. There was no direct connection
between our veterans who are job-ready, and the openings—or no
openings—that might be listed with the Federal agencies. So, it did
not help us much.

Mr. REYES. And the reason for that? Was it because the veterans
lacked the skills, or the program did not provide the kind of train-
ing that was available for contractors? Was it just a perfunctory
listing by federal contractors in order to comply with maybe a cer-
tain provision of the federal contract? What?

Ms. YOUNG. I found it to be a perfunctory listing that had no real
openings. We may have had job-ready veterans, but there was no
connection between our veterans and the employer listing.

Mr. REYES. Do you have any recommendations as to how we
could better mesh those, the availability of jobs with the veterans
training programs?

Ms. YOUNG. If the listing were more active, let’s say. It is just
a perfunctory listing, and that is not useful. There are, I believe,
DVOPs who work with that listing, but when we worked with that
DVOP, there was no direct job referral. There was a gap there. The
idea was good.

Mr. REYES. Mm-hmm. So it was absolutely of no use?
Ms. YOUNG. I found it not useful.
Mr. REYES. Okay. I see my time is up. Mr. Chairman, I have

some other questions, but I will defer to Mr. Lane.
Mr. SIMPSON. We will come back for a second round, if you would

like to ask them. Mr. Evans.
Mr. EVANS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Ms. Young, we appreciate

your coming from California.
Ms. YOUNG. Thank you.
Mr. EVANS. And we are very impressed with the work that you

have been doing, so we are glad to have you. I understand that
your office, in 1993, rehabilitated 46 veterans. But by the year
2001, some 376 veterans are planning to be rehabilitated. That is
an outstanding record. We wish we had other agencies of the gov-
ernment working as efficiently as your office has.

Can you tell us why you were so successful, in a few phrases?
Ms. YOUNG. We, the staff and I, put our heads together. We did

hear the mandate from Congress that we needed to do better, and
we brain stormed. Previously, we would focus on training and edu-
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cation, and keeping veterans in the program. Later, in the past,
let’s say, 5 years, and more so in the past 3 years, we focused very
strongly on employment placement services, employment, job skills,
what the employers are looking for, not so much school, length of
training, college, degrees.

We found that veterans did not have the sustaining power to
stay in school for long periods of time, although our program could
fund long periods of training. So we looked at skills-based and
short-term training. That has made a major difference to our pro-
gram, and in the success of veterans being placed.

We had a large staff turnover in the past several years, and what
we looked to hiring in place of staff who left, transferred, retired,
were employees who were committed to serving veterans. I learned
through the Nordstrom business practice that you cannot pay for
nice, you have to hire nice. And that is what we did. We cannot
train commitment, we have to hire commitment. And one of the
things that I look most for in qualified employees, or potential em-
ployees, is their commitment to serving veterans. And that has
helped a lot.

Our employees are held accountable. We use what is called a bal-
anced score card, and it is, in essence, a report card. And we track
data and post their performance, and it has been very effective in
giving feedback.

The economy, of course, helped in the past several years, the job
market was open and we could help veterans get jobs easier, than
it is during a recession.

We have had visionary leaders. Julius Williams is one of them.
He has really focused on employment and job skills. His initiatives
have helped the program, you have heard some of his initiatives
this morning. He is supportive of field operations, he recognizes
achievements and that helps.

Stewart Liff, I am sure some of you have heard of him, he is the
director of the Los Angeles regional office. He has the talent and
capability to combine mission with metrics. He is unusual in that
he is left-brained and right-brained. He is artistic, and also busi-
ness-minded. Mr. Liff has transformed the Los Angeles regional of-
fice with what he calls ‘‘visual management.’’

And if I may submit some displays and pictures of our office. Our
office looks like an office that serves veterans, not just a govern-
ment agency or government office with halls, but we have pictures
honoring veterans, we have pictures of veterans in their uniforms
hanging from the ceiling. We are reminded daily of our mission. We
are reminded that our mission is very single-minded. And we are—
it is exciting to work for a director like that. Besides having an
overwhelming focus on serving veterans, he also is big on recogniz-
ing individuals and awarding for success.

We use contractors. I know this is somewhat of a controversial
subject, but contractors have helped us in the past. We have used
contractors for probably 6 years in Los Angeles, and over time,
have learned to use them effectively. We track their performance.

One of the nice things about contractors is their location. We
have—Los Angeles is located at a regional office. We have five
outbased sites. But that is very limited in serving the veterans in
the eight-county area that we serve in California. Their locale
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saves veterans a one to 3-hour drive to our office, and having to
make two or more visits for their evaluation. Contractors can pro-
vide that service a lot better than we can in limited locations.

As Mr. Williams mentioned, he talked about serving seriously
disabled veterans with independent living services. This is one of
our nicest additions. We have had the program in place for all
these years, but more lately have focused on seriously disabled vet-
erans who, in the past, we pretty much said we could not help,
they were not able to return to employment. But with independent
living services, we have been able to help them improve the quality
of their daily living.

I have some instances, if you want, some stories about veterans
who we have helped through independent living services.

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Chairman, I yield back.
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Evans. Ms. Young, I would like to

hear about some of those. I appreciate your comments. I was going
to ask you to talk a little bit about your program, and you have
done that.

I might, by way of introduction, say that Ms. Young is a Voca-
tional Rehabilitation and Counseling Officer at the VA Regional Of-
fice in Los Angeles, and was born and raised in the garden island
of—which one is the garden island?

Ms. YOUNG. Kauai.
Mr. SIMPSON. Kauai, Hawaii. Makes you wonder why she left.

(Laughter.)
She earned her bachelor’s degree from Indiana State University

in education, and a master’s degree in clinical psychology from
Pepperdine University in California. Mrs. Young started her VA ca-
reer as a counseling psychologist working with disabled veterans
and has been in management for the past 12 years.

She and her husband Jack, a retired economist, have two chil-
dren, Lesley and Jared, and—there is a misprint here, that says
they are 28 and 26. That can’t be so, can it?

Ms. YOUNG. They are, they are. (Laughter.)
Mr. SIMPSON. Gloria enjoys golfing, gardening, and gourmet cook-

ing. Yes, we are in luck. You will best remember her for her skills
in acupressure and reflexology, if you should ever need some
‘‘hands on’’ rehab. And many of us around here need that.

But I appreciate your comments, and if you do have some in-
stances of examples that have gone on in your office, we would be
glad to hear those.

Ms. YOUNG. We had a visually impaired veteran, who we helped
through the independent living services. He was home-bound, sit-
ting in a dark room, no socialization.

We evaluated his situation and provided him with an ocular lens,
which enables him to mobilize out of his home, which means walk-
ing down the street, meeting with his buddies, and socializing. And
it really expanded his world, and he is grateful for that.

We know of a paraplegic veteran who was, again, rather home-
bound with his wheelchair. We provided him with an electric scoot-
er. And I don’t know if you have seen electric scooters, but they in-
crease mobility over rough terrain—it empowered him.

He can now escort his little daughter to the edge of his property,
which is off of the main road, as she takes the school bus and
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meets her there, so you know, he has a lot more involvement with
home activities and can go outside of his home. We have helped
some other veterans with scooters, too.

Veterans are provided with artwork, woodwork, stained glass
training. And this is not for employment purposes, but it is to en-
hance their activities of daily living. We have yet other veterans
that we provide personal computers, software and training, and
some extensive training, not for the purpose of employment, again.
But with the Internet, they have really expanded their world.

And their families, their families comment that not only do the
veterans have something to look forward to, but they are more so-
cial in the family setting, and it has helped them reach out.

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate that, and I do appreciate your com-
ments that it is truly the commitment of the individual working in
the center that makes the difference in how successful any program
is. That is probably true throughout business anywhere.

So, the more we can find committed individuals to work in this
program, and with a goal of focusing on making sure that veterans
receive the services that they are entitled to and deserve, the bet-
ter off any program we have will be. So, I appreciate that. Mr.
Reyes?

Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was curious, based on
your comments in support of the role of contractors, Ms. Young,
how do you provide oversight, and how do you get accountability?
What is in place, in terms of goals and tracking, and those kinds
of management tools that are necessary to tell you if you are being
successful through a contractor?

Ms. YOUNG. My staff and I monitor contractors closely. We work
directly with them, staff every case that we assign or put into the
program. We are very closely connected to the contractors on a reg-
ular basis. This is for evaluation and planning purposes.

What we do to track them and to hold them accountable, which
is something they do not like too much, is to use, a balanced score
card on them, in essence, a report card. So we are measuring how
many cases were assigned, how many veterans they helped us find
entitled with the evaluation, how many rehabilitation plans they
wrote—this is the program that is designed for the veteran, wheth-
er it is just placement services, or whether it involves training.

We want contractors to write as many plans as they can. They
can provide evaluations, but if they do not put the veteran into the
program, it doesn’t serve the veteran. So number of plans is impor-
tant. Later on, we will track how many rehabilitations they helped
realize. As mentioned, earlier, 376 veterans were rehabilitated last
fiscal year in Los Angeles. We want to see how many of those came
through the contractors. So they have their report card, and this
is their feedback.

Mr. REYES. Are there any particular kinds of incentives built in
to help them take their role in helping veterans more seriously, or
accelerated, or however you want to describe that?

Ms. YOUNG. The chief incentive is continue working with us, as-
signing cases to them, which keeps their funding, as they get paid
for their contracts.

They all, generally speaking, say how they appreciate working
with veterans. They feel somewhat patriotic, they just enjoy the
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work, working with veterans. Veterans are respectful, for the most
part, and their other work is very different from working with vet-
erans, per se.

So, the incentive is one, working with veterans, the other is con-
tinuing to be assigned cases by our office.

Mr. REYES. Okay. Thank you. Mr. Williams, I am curious on the
employment specialist initiative.

I did a little bit of this after I got discharged from the Army and
awaiting to get my appointment with the border patrol. And back
then, it was not an employment specialist or anything that fancy,
I was just called a job coach. And my duties were to canvas in the
community and find job openings that the program could find peo-
ple to place in.

I am curious, under your initiative, what kind of market research
and analysis is required of these individuals?

Mr. WILLIAMS. One of the things that we found is that as we fo-
cused on suitable employment for the more seriously disabled vet-
erans, that there are many more challenges. Just finding the open-
ings and the jobs, certainly, we partner with the Department of
Labor, and the DVOPs, and certainly they help us with that.

But one of the things that we found in our program was that we
needed to do 2- to 5-year projections, since the average period of
time a veteran spends with us is somewhere around 30 months,
that we need to make sure that we are projecting the types of jobs
that will be out there, and the types of employment opportunities
that will be out there, to make sure that we then feed that infor-
mation back through the rehab counselors who are working with
the veterans so that that veteran’s employment expectations are
checked at the very beginning.

So, quite often, we are doing extensive market analysis to iden-
tify the jobs, and we are also working very closely with the VR&E
staff to make sure that the expectations within the staff—within
our program, either on the part of the staff, or on the part of the
veterans—are correct so that we can best position ourselves for
success.

Mr. REYES. One of the biggest—again, based on my brief experi-
ence in this area—one of the biggest challenges was in making sure
that you established, basically, a good reputation for providing em-
ployers solid performers in there.

How does this interplay between the individual that’s out there
looking for these positions and the ones that are preparing veter-
ans to go into these positions, how is that accomplished?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I think that is very key. One of the things we
must do is make sure that we case-manage, virtually, the employ-
ers, to make sure that if we place a veteran with that employer we
do follow-up, both from the standpoint of making sure that veteran
has the best opportunity for success, but that that employer then
will look to us when they have future employment needs, and they
will look at the rehab program for a possible resource.

We virtually must stay with that employer and that veteran.
Now, statutorially, we have 60 days, but I will tell you that I don’t
think there is anyone that would suggest that 60 days is adequate.
And we must stay with that employer and that veteran to make
sure that there is a continuous success story.
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Mr. REYES. And finally, are there any anecdotal stories that you
want to share with us of things that worked out really well that
made a difference for the employer, as well as the veteran?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Actually, it is interesting. We are just preparing
a film for our employment specialists to take out to employers. And
there is a story—I believe it is in Atlanta with Fish and Wildlife—
where we have a story where they hired one veteran. That veteran
did a very good job, got promoted. Hired another veteran, that vet-
eran did a very good job for them, got promoted. And now they
have a third veteran, and that veteran, hopefully, is looking for-
ward to getting promoted.

But we will make sure you get a copy of that film, because it
does portray that particular story. And we find that, you know, the
type of work that we like to see.

Mr. REYES. Very good. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Williams
and Ms. Young, for being with us this morning.

That is all, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Evans.
Mr. EVANS. Mr. Williams, just one question. I am interested in

the military-civilian transferability skills identifier. Can you tell
me what the transferable skills of a Marine Corps rifleman are?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes, the transferable work skills analysis is a re-
quirement for us. And what we are basically trying to do is to look
at the skills and the experiences that a service person may have
had, and try and identify ways that we can better analyze those
skills and experience, so that we can determine how to transfer
those into civilian life.

This is not particular to VR&E, as a matter of fact. DOL, the De-
partment of Defense, all have collaboratively been trying to work
on making our work in this area more proficient. Certainly, the De-
partment of Defense has certain tools that they give us so that we
can identify MOSs, or the skills and the competencies associated
with that, so that we can do a better job of transferring a veteran’s
experiences into civilian life.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, and I thank this panel for your com-
mitment to veterans, and I look forward to working with you to
provide the best services we can for our veterans. Thank you for
your testimony today.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Thank you for listening.
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you for traveling from California.
Ms. YOUNG. Thank you for having me.
Mr. SIMPSON. We are ready for our second panel. The Honorable

Charles (Chick) Ciccolella is the Deputy Assistant Secretary for
Veterans’ Employment and Training Services at the Department of
Labor. We welcome you, Chick.

He is accompanied by Mr. Stanley Seidel.
Dr. Sigurd Nilsen is here on behalf of the General Accounting

Office.
We will begin with Mr. Ciccolella and hold our questions until

both of you have testified. Chick.
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STATEMENTS OF CHARLES S. CICCOLELLA, DEPUTY ASSIST-
ANT SECRETARY, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING,
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR; ACCOMPANIED BY STANLEY A.
SEIDEL, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF OPERATIONS AND PRO-
GRAMS, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR; AND SIGURD NILSEN, DIRECTOR OF EDU-
CATION, WORKFORCE, AND INCOME SECURITY ISSUES, U.S.
GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

STATEMENT OF CHARLES S. CICCOLELLA

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Chairman Simpson, Mr. Ranking Member, Mr.
Reyes, thank you very much for the opportunity to appear before
your committee.

The letter of invitation asked our organization, VETS, to discuss
two sections of the GAO’s report concerning the delivery of employ-
ment and training services by this agency and our state partners.

Sir, we have submitted detailed testimony for the record, we
would ask that that be a part of the record.

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
Mr. CICCOLELLA. I would like to use my time here to tell you how

VETS will address the issues that were addressed by the General
Accounting Office. Also, I would like to talk to you for a moment
about our philosophy on how we intend to lead the Veterans’ Em-
ployment Training Service, and most importantly to you, we will
answer any questions that you pose before us.

Sir, before beginning, I would like to express the Department of
Labor’s gratitude to the work that is being done by not only our
organization, but the Department of Defense, the VA, and this com-
mittee as well, in terms of advising and protecting service mem-
bers’ rights and re-employment rights, employment and re-employ-
ment rights.

I would note that this committee was the first committee that
put a press release up on a website. That was the first press re-
lease that I saw. And of course, we have done the same, VA has
done that, Veterans’ Administration has done that, and the em-
ployer support for the Guard and Reserve are all working very
hard.

But this is an area that does not get a lot of attention. And while
continuing to fulfill the overall employment and training mission
that we have, our state and assistant state directors have given
over 100 briefings to National Guardsmen and Reservists, their
employers, and employment specialists.

In addition, we have had an outreach program to the labor asso-
ciations, human resource associations, and we are going to be
working with the unions and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce.

Now, the reason I mention that is because it illustrates the com-
mitment that the Secretary of Labor, Elaine Chao, and President
Bush have to our Nation’s veterans and the contributions that they
make. And with a close working relationship with this committee
and the entire Congress, we will continue to build on that level of
effort, and we are going to extend that to all level of VETS’ pro-
grams and services.

The GAO has given VETS and the Congress an important blue-
print on how our programs can best fit into the Workforce Invest-
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ment Act infrastructure, and the steps that this agency needs to
take.

GAO has recommended that title 38 be revised. We agree with
that, and we want to work with you on that. We appreciate the op-
portunity to work with you on that. We believe that can be done
while keeping the original intent and mission of the DVOP and the
LVER programs so that they may continue to assure the priority
in the provision of all services to our veterans.

We also agree that the roles and responsibilities of the DVOPs
and the LVERs should not be narrowly prescribed by law. It’s the
services to those veterans that should be preserved, not overly pre-
scriptive roles. We are certain that this can be done while preserv-
ing the specialized services that the DVOPs and the LVERs provide
to the different categories of veterans.

Since the DVOP and the LVER are intended to separate, or per-
form separate functions requiring different skill sets, we are uncer-
tain whether a single staffing grant would best meet the needs of
America’s veterans. But we are open to discussion on that point,
for the best model for funding those important positions.

We agree with the General Accounting Office that past adminis-
tration and oversight of the grants has focused on prescriptive out-
puts, instead of continuous improvement process in finding the sys-
temic problems and the best practices, and spreading those around.
For that reason, we are developing new monitoring guidelines for
our VETS staff that address teamwork, negotiation skills, technical
assistance, and capacity-building.

The General Accounting Office recommended that VETS develop
flexible performance goals for the states, and a performance meas-
urement system based on accurate and timely data. We have done
that.

We have published the proposed new state performance meas-
ures last May, we will publish the final notice on them in Decem-
ber. Those measures, we believe, will improve the way state per-
formance is measured and the outcomes are determined, how they
are measured and how they are evaluated.

Beginning in January, we will start negotiating with the states
to establish their expected levels of performance for the program
year, the next program year, which is 2002. And those negotiations
will include recommended prototype performance standards that
can be used as a guide for the states, for them to establish the per-
formance standards and the acceptable level of standard for the
DVOP and LVERs.

Together with our partners within the labor department, the em-
ployment and training administration, VETS has developed new
data collection strategies for the unemployment insurance wage
records. The UI wage records are a reliable source of information
that will eliminate the existing duplicate data collection efforts,
and they are going to save a lot of time.

VETS is committed to striking the appropriate balance between
its legislatively mandated requirements, and the need for the
states to operate their programs with flexibility and in the best in-
terests of their veterans. We are committed to better integrating
our services into the new environment.
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Finally, Mr. Chairman, let me talk for just a moment about how
we intend to operate in this administration. First of all, we will
honor and faithfully serve America’s veterans by fostering coopera-
tion and partnership with the states that will nurture and make
the situation where every veteran can realize his or her full poten-
tial in the civilian economy. That means the best service to our vet-
erans for quality careers with good pay and benefits for them and
their families.

Secondly, I assure you that we are committed to making judi-
cious and effective use of all of our resources, and to involving all
of our stakeholders in this agency’s mission, and to modernizing
and streamlining this agency’s operations, its programs, and its
regulations. We can’t serve veterans in the 21st century with 20th
century tools or outdated ideas. We are working now to give our
folks on the front lines the right tools and the training to do their
job effectively.

Thirdly, we are going to keep the lines of communication open
with Congress, this committee, and the counterpart committee on
the Senate side, and our state partners, and the VSOs, and the Na-
tional Association of State Workforce Agencies, so that together we
can form the cornerstone of the modernization process for VETS.

Finally, Mr. Chairman, VETS will be responsive, candid, and
honest to all our constituencies. That will enable us to achieve our
goals under our new assistant secretary, and those goals are that
every veteran who looks to the public employment service deserves
to find a good job and a good career, that we take homeless veter-
ans off the streets of this great Nation, and we put them on the
road to self-sufficiency and self-respect, and that every Reservist or
National Guardsman or military member who leaves a civilian job
to answer the call to this country should be able to easily return
to that job or a comparable job.

So that completes my statement, and I would be happy to take
any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ciccolella appears on p. 65.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Nilsen.

STATEMENT OF SIGURD NILSEN

Mr. NILSEN. Thank you, Chairman Simpson, and Ranking Mem-
ber Reyes. I am pleased to be here today to present the findings
of our report on employment assistance provided to veterans
through the Department of Labor’s Veterans’ Employment and
Training Service, and the two grant programs, the Disabled Veter-
ans Outreach Program, DVOP, and the Local Veterans Employ-
ment Representative program, or LVER. And I ask that my full
statement be read into the record.

Mr. SIMPSON. Without objection.
Mr. NILSEN. Thank you. As you know, these grant programs

allow states to hire staff to serve veterans exclusively, and are
mandatory partners in the one-stop system created in 1998 by the
Workforce Investment Act.

One of the Workforce Investment Act’s goals is to unify the serv-
ices provided by numerous programs through the one-stops, and to
give states the flexibility to design services to fit local workforce
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needs. Our report assessed the efficiency and effectiveness of VETS
administration of the DVOP and the LVER programs.

In summary, we found that first, VETS does not adequately as-
sess the effectiveness of the assistance provided to veterans; sec-
ond, that VETS does not adequately oversee the DVOP and LVER
grant programs; and third, that the DVOP and LVER programs
have not adequately adapted to the new one-stop environment cre-
ated by the Workforce Investment Act.

We conclude, as the deputy assistant secretary has mentioned,
that in order to make better use of the DVOP and LVER staff serv-
ices, VETS needs the legislative authority to grant each state more
flexibility to design how the staff will fit into the one-stop system.
Also, VETS needs to be able to hold states accountable for achiev-
ing agreed-upon goals.

I would like to elaborate some on each of these points. First,
while veterans receive priority employment services at the one-
stops, as required under the law, the effectiveness of these services
cannot be determined. Priority service to veterans at one-stops is
usually demonstrated by the higher rates of service for veterans, as
compared to those for non-veterans. However, VETS does not cur-
rently collect appropriate data for determining the effectiveness of
these services, and the agency lacks sufficient employment outcome
data that would indicate whether services provided to veterans are
effective.

VETS has proposed changes to its performance measures, such
as requiring states to report job retention. But these will not be im-
plemented until July 1, and I commend the deputy assistant sec-
retary for saying that these are on track and that, in fact, they will
be effective with the next program year.

The only outcome data that states currently report to VETS, the
percentage of veterans entering employment, is collected inconsist-
ently, from state to state, making state-by-state comparisons
difficult.

Secondly, despite recently proposed improvements to its perform-
ance measures, VETS’ overall management of the DVOP and LVER
grants is ineffective because the agency does not have a com-
prehensive system in place to manage state performance in serving
veterans.

In order to oversee a program effectively, an agency must have
a performance management system that establishes clear goals for
those administering the program. However, VETS does not commu-
nicate a consistent message to states on expected performance. For
example, while one agency goal is to provide high-quality case
management to veterans, the agency does not have state perform-
ance measures related to case management.

Also, VETS’ performance management system lacks meaningful
incentives to encourage states to perform well. Presently, states are
neither rewarded for meeting or exceeding their performance meas-
ures, nor penalized for failing to meet these measures.

To provide effective oversight, an agency must also gauge the
quality of service offered by the program, and monitor the pro-
gram’s progress. VETS has federal staff in every state to monitor
the DVOP and LVER grants. However, this federal monitoring is
often unproductive and state officials characterize the DVOP and
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LVER grants as being micro-managed by VETS. Also, we found
that VETS’ monitoring is often redundant with the state monitor-
ing done under the Workforce Investment Act.

Third, according to the state and local officials we interviewed,
the DVOP and LVER grant programs do not operate well in the
one-stop centers. As you know, title 38 prescribes how DVOP and
LVER staff is to be assigned to local offices, and does not give
states the flexibility to move staff to locations where officials be-
lieve veterans could best be served. This restriction may result in
too many staff in some locations and too few in other areas. In ad-
dition, the separate DVOP and LVER grants also limit states’ flexi-
bility in staffing decisions.

States are also constrained when it comes to deciding what
DVOP and LVER staff members do, and whom to serve. The law
specifies the duties for DVOP and LVER staff, but we found that
they generally perform similar duties.

Furthermore, DVOP and LVER staff may not serve certain indi-
viduals who may qualify for veterans’ services under other employ-
ment and training programs. For example, DVOP and LVER staff
are not allowed to serve veterans who were on active duty for 180
days or less, and are generally not permitted to serve Reservists or
National Guard members.

In conclusion, while the Congress has clearly defined employ-
ment assistance to veterans as a national responsibility, the law
has not been amended to reflect the recent changes in the employ-
ment and training service delivery system introduced by WIA.

In our report, we recommend that the Congress consider revising
title 38 to eliminate much of its prescriptive nature to allow for
more local flexibility. Some examples would be allowing VETS and
states the flexibility to define the roles and responsibilities for staff
serving veterans, providing states and local offices more discretion
to decide where to locate DVOP and LVER staff, and to allow for
half-time DVOP positions.

Also, we recommend that the Congress consider combining the
DVOP and LVER grant programs into a single staffing grant to
provide states and localities with more flexibility.

In addition, we recommend that the Secretary of Labor direct
VETS to establish more effective management and monitoring of
the DVOP and LVER programs, by allowing states flexibility in
planning how to best serve veterans while at the same time hold-
ing states accountable for meeting the agency’s goals.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared statement. I would be
happy to answer any questions that you or Mr. Reyes may have at
this time.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Nilsen appears on p. 73.]
Mr. SIMPSON. I thank both of you for your testimony. Chairman

Smith could not be here today, he is back in New Jersey helping
his district constituents that have been poisoned with anthrax. And
so, on his behalf, I have a question.

Mr. Ciccolella, the GAO is essentially saying that VETS is ham-
strung by current law from reforming or holding states more ac-
countable. Do you agree with this assessment?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Mr. Chairman, in the past, we’ve gauged state
performance based on relative measures, the number of services
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that were provided to veterans versus the number of services that
were provided to non-veterans. That is a process-oriented perform-
ance measure.

States need outcome measures. States get the grant money, they
want to own that money. And states truly, in most cases I believe,
know what to do with the grant money. But because the respon-
sibility for our Nation’s veterans and their employment is a na-
tional responsibility, this program has always been oriented and or-
ganized so that states were to be accountable.

Now, we have looked at the performance measures that we had,
and we are changing those. And they start, the new measures
begin on the first of July of next year. That is the beginning of the
state’s program year. And they will measure entering employment,
and they will measure employment after 6 months, which is really
an important measure, and they will measure entered employment
after staff-assisted services. So, many veterans today and in the fu-
ture who are disabled will need those staff-assisted services.

I believe that if our state directors and assistant directors are
working well and closely with the State Employment Security Com-
mission people and one-stops, there is absolutely no reason and no
excuse why states cannot be held accountable. And for those states
that are performing well, we need to do things that enhance their
ability to do better.

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I appreciate that, and I am glad you’re
changing the focus from process to outcome because, quite frankly,
the outcome is what counts here. We are trying to get employment
services for veterans and, frankly, I do not care how we do it, as
long as we deliver the services for the veterans.

And it seems like often times in government we look at the proc-
esses, and we get so ingrained in the detail of the processes that
the outcomes become lost. So I appreciate that change in focus, and
I think this report points that out to a large degree, that increased
flexibility will, hopefully, help those states meet those goals, and
the Department of Labor meet those goals, as long as we have
some type of way of measuring whether we are achieving what are
attempting to achieve, and that is employment for veterans.

Do we have a problem with the two monitoring entities—the
Federal Government and the State government, and the chain of
command of the DVOPs and the LVERs that are out there in the
field and who they report to, and so forth?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Well, the DVOPs, Mr. Chairman, work for the
states. So——

Mr. SIMPSON. But they are funded by a grant from the——
Mr. CICCOLELLA. They are funded by grants from the unemploy-

ment trust fund that comes into the Federal Government and goes
out to the states.

The chain of command for VETS, for the Veterans Employment
Training Services is, obviously, from national headquarters through
our regional administrators, state directors, and assistant directors.
The chain of command for the DVOP and the LVER is the office
director.

I am certain that there are problems in certain employment of-
fices, local offices, one-stops, where the relationship is not as good
as it should be. On the other hand, the function and the purpose
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of our national oversight of this program ought to be with the di-
rectors of veterans employment working with those state directors
to find out why performance is not where it should be, as opposed
to the checklist mentality of coming in on office reviews and merely
checking off things.

The results are not forthcoming. There may be systemic prob-
lems. Now, we run this program in 50 states. Surely, there are best
practices that are working, given that every state has its own labor
market and its own labor market conditions and its own high or
low employment rate.

But those best business practices ought to be communicated to
our state directors, and they ought to be communicating those in
an advisory way, through the state chain of command so that the
DVOP and LVER can both be more productive.

Mr. SIMPSON. Are they doing that? Are they taking those best
management practices and communicating them to the state level?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. In all honesty, we are beginning to do that, sir.
The title 38 requires us to issue prototype performance standards
for the DVOP and the LVER. In the past, those standards were
based on the old title 38, those very prescriptive job descriptions
of the DVOP and LVER.

Now, we are taking those and we are looking at the legislation
that exists. But we are also looking at our strategic plan and our
experience, and we are trying to tailor those measures to provide
them as a guide to those office managers and the State Employ-
ment Security Commission people, so that they can, in turn, estab-
lish performance standards for the DVOP and the LVERs. Now, if
that is done well, it should be a very successful approach.

Mr. SIMPSON. You mentioned rewarding those states that are
doing well, and penalizing those states that are not doing as well.
Obviously, penalizing states that are not doing as well, if you do
it financially, means that money is coming out of those services for
the veterans that need those services, so that is sort of problematic
to start with.

Do you have suggestions on the best way to reward success and
to penalize non-compliance, or non-success?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Sure. There are a number of ways to do that.
I think we just need to think them through. We have a recapture
process, and which, fundamentally, the purpose of that is to pre-
vent the money from going back into the treasury so that at some
point down in the second or third or fourth quarter, a state that
doesn’t use all its money, that staffing grant money, for staff, then
can get access to that, or states can be plussed-up if some states
are not going to use it for staffing grants.

But there is other flexibility—and that is monetary —there is
other flexibility that you can give to the states. The state directors
can work with the State Employment Security Commissions on the
locations of the DVOP and the LVERs. States know very well
where those DVOP and LVERs should best be positioned. We
know, from experience, working with that state, what we would ad-
vise them to do.

In some cases where you have a rural area, or a sparsely popu-
lated area, and you have a DVOP who is not working full-time to
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help disabled or special disabled veterans, then we ought to look
at a part-time DVOP.

Now, if we do that, we would like that part-time DVOP to be
working DVOP functions 100 percent of the time that he is working
part-time. Because otherwise, we are fearful that he is going to lose
his skill level. But that is another thing that we could do.

And we could also work with the states on outstationing of the
DVOPs and LVERs, because that may—the outstationing, for ex-
ample, at the VA regional centers, that will help the state to im-
prove its performance.

There are probably a number of other incentives, and I know as
the assistant secretary for VETS gets on board, we have already
identified this as an area that we want to look at very carefully,
and we want to work it out not only among ourselves, but we want
to get the states, the National Association of Workforce Agencies
involved in this so that, in effect, we are partnering with them, and
so it is a collaborative effort.

Mr. SIMPSON. If you have a DVOP that works part-time, you
want him working 100 percent of the time on those issues. Is it
possible, can a state currently pay the salary of that individual for
the other part-time—say they were working half-time and being
paid by the grant from the DVOP, could they be paid by the state
and work regular employment services in the state office the rest
of the time?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. They would have to be charged to another ac-
count. May I ask Stan Seidel to respond to that, sir?

Mr. SIMPSON. Sure.
Mr. SEIDEL. Currently, we have authority for half-time local vet-

erans employment representatives, which is a similar concept with
half-time disabled veterans outreach program specialists. If a state
is hiring a half-time LVER, then half of the funds in that position,
half of it is funded by our grant, the other half is funded through
the employment and training side.

Currently, we do not have anything in the legislation or in our
policies that allow us to have half-time DVOPs. So that is a legisla-
tive issue that this body might want to look into.

Mr. SIMPSON. I appreciate it. My time has expired. Mr. Reyes.
Mr. REYES. It is only you and I, so we can——
Mr. SIMPSON. So we can take as long as we want, eh?
Mr. REYES. As long as we want. (Laughter.)
In that vein, Mr. Chairman, I am advised that we have Mr. Fred

Juarbe, the nominee for assistant secretary of labor for veterans
employment and training, who is here today. I think he is in the
front row, there. Welcome, and we look forward to——

(Applause.)
Mr. REYES (continuing). I hope to a speedy Senate confirmation,

and I look forward to working with you. Welcome this morning,
thank you for being here.

And I am also told that Mr. Ciccolella’s wife and daughter are
here. Is that correct?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir, they are.
Mr. REYES. Well, welcome to them, as well. This is—I have only

had—I have testified before Congress in another career many
times, and one time my wife and one of my daughters assisted. I
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used to work for the border patrol, so that was a much more con-
tentious testimony than I hope this experience is for you. But wel-
come, we are glad that you are all here.

I was going to ask my first question to Mr. Nilsen. The Depart-
ment of Labor, among many others, is telling us that combining the
DVOP and the LVER, combining those funding streams would re-
sult in undesirable impact on service to the veterans. I am curious,
how do you respond to that observation?

Mr. NILSEN. Well, what we saw was, in practicality, how these
programs are operated at the local level. There is very little dif-
ference between what a DVOP does and what an LVER does.
While, if you look at title 38, it is clear that a DVOP is to focus
on disabled veterans, if there is not a DVOP in the office, the
LVER does it.

The training that each gets is very similar through the National
Veterans Training Institute.

The other responsibility that differs between them is that the
LVER has some supervisory responsibility. But beyond that, the
duties are the same.

The other issue is that by combining the grants, it gives the
states and local areas much more flexibility on where and how to
locate people. And that was the motivating factor behind us mak-
ing that recommendation, that this would allow the states greater
flexibility on how to use these resources to serve veterans.

Mr. REYES. One of the concerns that I have is that when we are
talking about disabled veterans, they are normally, in most cir-
cumstances, a bigger challenge for the individual.

Human nature being what it is, if you have got a really challeng-
ing area to focus in on one side, you have got a much easier time
with another, and you can generate either more assistance or more
statistics, however you want to categorize it, human nature is that
you are going to do one over the other.

That is the concern that I have. When we are dealing with a vet-
erans population, particularly a population that is, by virtue of the
definition, a disabled population, I think that is why it is inher-
ently not just proper, but imperative that we do have specialists in
those areas to take care of those particular needs.

And in fact, when the chairman was asking the question, ‘‘Would
it be practical to have a disabled veteran program individual for
half-time, and then the other half picked up by the state for some-
thing else,’’ I would have the same kinds of concerns there as well.

Because, again, it is specifically focused on a segment of the vet-
erans population that is difficult to serve, that has unique needs,
and you know, we have an obligation to provide that service.

Mr. NILSEN. Right.
Mr. REYES. And that is why I ask you that question.
Mr. NILSEN. It is a good point, Mr. Reyes, and I think it points

out the importance of what you measure, in terms of your perform-
ance measures. You do not want to drive a system, if you want to
provide intensive services, you do not want to have performance
measures that just count numbers and give people an incentive to
not spend the time that certain people may need, the intensive
time.
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But I think the issue is if, for example, a local area —I have a
couple of points I would like to make—if a local area cannot sup-
port a DVOP, a full-time DVOP, then there are no services in that
area specialized for that disabled veteran.

That is why, I think, the added flexibility of either or both of our
suggestions regarding DVOP and LVER positions may help veter-
ans. You know, our first suggestion was to allow half-time DVOPs,
the other is by combining, but making sure that the veteran spe-
cialists have the training they need to provide the intensive serv-
ices, and then giving them the incentive.

I think the other issue here is making sure that you—the VETS
management—provide some guidance to the states and the local-
ities to see how best to serve the veteran population in the area.
Some of the people that are easier to serve do not need the special-
ized services of the DVOP and the LVER.

They can be served by other people in the employment service of-
fice or the one-stop, and then saving those resources, those inten-
sive resources, for those people, those veterans who come in who
really require the intensive resources. And provide the incentives
for them to do that, and measure that intensive service so that you
are not giving the kind of perverse incentive of not providing the
intensive services.

Like I said in my statement, case management is a priority, yet
it is not measured. And if you do not measure it, you are not going
to guarantee yourself that you are getting that kind of service.

Mr. REYES. The flip side to that is that in today’s marketplace,
veterans, like the rest of the population, tend to be very mobile.
And when—the concern, as it relates to veterans, specifically, is
that once a segment of the population is served by a non-DVOP or
LVER program, and it goes someplace else, there are two things
that are likely to happen.

Number one, you have to fight for those resources to come back
once the population is there again, or shows up, and so you have
to fight for those kinds of resources to be back, and the second
thing is that if you don’t get them, then you are forced to provide
services with people that have not been trained, that perhaps do
not understand the uniqueness of the needs of disabled veterans
and local veterans as much.

I am wondering, Mr. Ciccolella, do you have any views on this
particular issue?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir. We maintain that there was an origi-
nal intent behind the DVOP and the LVER. Those individuals,
while the jobs may be similar in a lot of respects, there are very
clear distinctions between the roles that they play.

The LVER is a facilitator, he is a manager. He works with the
office manager. He makes sure that priority of service, however
that is defined, is applied to veterans when they come in. Some vet-
erans, as Mr. Nilsen says, they need very little help. Others come
in and they are not IT-savvy, and they need resume writing and
they need to learn how to use a computer so they can go up on
America’s job bank, or they need the services of someone else,
maybe the WIA staff.

The DVOP needs different skills. That individual needs to under-
stand how to assess someone, and how to work with someone, and
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work through the barriers, or work through the barrier that is pre-
sented by that individual’s disability. And they need to stick with
those folks.

Mr. Nilsen is absolutely correct on the issue of the outcomes. We
need to figure out a way to weight the outcomes for highly case-
managed individuals, so that states get good credit, and that it en-
courages the DVOP to do that. Because if we are only looking at
numbers, then the DVOP is in a heck of a position. ‘‘What do you
want me to do? Do you want me to case manage, or do you want
me to give you numbers?’’ So, that is not what we want.

The analogy that I can think of, just off of the top of my head,
is like, in the information technology world you have a webmaster
and you have software developers. Now, can they both do each oth-
er’s job? Yes. But not entirely.

You know, a webmaster has certain responsibilities: to post that
web page; to keep it up to date; to make sure the policies are set
right. The software developer, you know, is into the details, he is
programming.

So, to answer your question, we do maintain that there are dis-
tinct roles. And the intent of those roles was very carefully thought
out in 1944 and 1977, when those positions were established. So,
that is really the best way I can respond to your question.

Mr. REYES. And thank you for that response. I also want to ask
you to reiterate. It is my understanding, based on your testimony,
that you feel very strongly that if DVOP or LVERs function on a
part-time, or would do half-time one program and then half-time to
the states for the general population, that, in itself, would be a det-
riment to the veterans and to those specific programs, either due
to lack of expertise, or focusing on other areas.

Did I understand you correctly in your testimony to be concerned
about that?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir. What I was trying to say was that if
you use a DVOP half-time, the half-time that he works should be
only disabled veterans outreach program activities. Now, and that
is what he does 100 percent of the time.

Our position would be that we would not advise that the duties
be blended, because when they are blended—in other words, help
the disabled veterans, but, ‘‘Oh, by the way, you need to go over
here and work these other issues’’—if that is the situation, over
time you are going to see a diminution of that DVOP’s skills and
less attention that he or she pays to those skills. So, if they are
going to use them half-time, I think our position is we would like
to see them 100 percent for that half-time.

Mr. REYES. And can you expand your observation that if, in fact,
there is a need for something less than a full-time, that your obser-
vation is that it should be a part-time versus a half-time so that,
again, the individual would focus specifically on veterans’ needs?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir.
Mr. REYES. Can you expand on that a little bit, just for the

record?
Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir. Let us take a case where you have the

DVOP operating in a rural area. And you have a limited population
of veterans with barriers, or disabled, or special disabled veterans.
Maybe you have them in two or three locations. It would make
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sense that the state would have the flexibility to use the DVOP
for—on a half-time basis to serve those veterans in need.

Now, when they complete that, that is their part-time job. I am
not sure we want to comment on what that individual does for the
rest of the time, whether he works in that Employment Security
Commission local office or one-stop, or what he or she does. Our
concern is that when they are working as a DVOP, that is what
they are doing.

Mr. REYES. Very good. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. Thank
you both.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you for that explanation, because that—as
you said, if they are working part-time, the time that they are
working as a DVOP, they ought to be doing that all of the time.
But the other time, if they are working at JCPenney’s or Burger
King, or at the Employment Agency, that probably would be okay,
as long as the time that is spent working as a DVOP is 100 percent
of the time that they are doing the DVOP work, right?

Mr. CICCOLELLA. Yes, sir. It would make sense that a state
would use a DVOP, based on its base requirement.

Mr. SIMPSON. Right.
Mr. CICCOLELLA. I think that would be the best way to answer

that.
Mr. SIMPSON. Okay. We have one other question on behalf of

Chairman Smith. Mr. Seidel, thank you for participating in the
work session with representatives of the Workforce New Jersey.

In regard to the Department of Labor recapturing expended
funds for vacant DVOP and LVER positions each quarter, it was
my understanding that the DOL has changed its process to recap-
ture funds every two quarters of the year, rather than every quar-
ter. Is that correct?

Mr. SEIDEL. That is correct.
Mr. SIMPSON. Good. I thank the panel for their testimony today.

I look forward to working with you, and to make sure that we de-
liver the veterans services that I know that we all agree that they
deserve in the most efficient manner that we can. Thank you.

If panel three would come forward. Mr. Rex Hall is representing
the National Association of State Workforce Agencies. Mr. Roger
Madsen is director of the Idaho Department of Labor, and Mr. Ter-
rence O’Mahoney is with the Texas Workforce Commission. When
you are ready, we will begin with Mr. Hall and work our way down
the table. Mr. Hall.

STATEMENTS OF REX HALL, CHAIRMAN, VETERANS AFFAIRS
COMMITTEE, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE WORK-
FORCE AGENCIES; ROGER MADSEN, DIRECTOR, IDAHO DE-
PARTMENT OF LABOR; AND TERRENCE P. O’MAHONEY, COM-
MISSIONER REPRESENTING LABOR, TEXAS WORKFORCE
COMMISSION

STATEMENT OF REX HALL

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reyes, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to be here this morning. I am assistant director of program
operations with the Missouri Department of Economic Development
Division of Workforce Development, and chairman of the National
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Association of State Workforce Agencies, Veterans’ Affairs Commit-
tee.

NASWA is the national association and organization of state offi-
cials responsible for workforce security and workforce development
services. We administer the Nation’s employment service, the
DVOP and LVER programs, unemployment insurance laws, labor
market information programs, and in almost all states, job training
or workforce development programs. Our members are the lead of-
ficials in implementing the bipartisan Workforce Investment Act,
which Congress passed in August of 1998.

It is a pleasure to be asked to testify before you today. Over the
past 2 years, our organization has testified before this subcommit-
tee, and staff from our national association has participated in the
numerous working sessions sponsored by this subcommittee. In ad-
dition, subcommittee staff have met with the National Veterans Af-
fairs Committee to discuss various legislative and related program
issues.

The public funded workforce system has undergone a great deal
of change since the passage of the Workforce Investment Act. The
DVOP and LVER programs are delivered through employment
service, one-stop career centers that are codified under WIA. As the
GAO report states, title 38 ‘‘has not been updated to reflect the re-
cent changes in the employment and training service system intro-
duced by WIA.’’

We believe that it is now time to make changes to title 38, chap-
ter 41, and the federal oversight of the DVOP and LVER programs.
The national veterans’ affairs committee met with the GAO offi-
cials and identified many of the findings in the report that face
states in the delivery of these programs. NASWA agrees with many
of the findings and recommendations in the GAO report.

I recently had the opportunity to meet with the new Bush admin-
istration officials that are responsible for these programs. These of-
ficials indicated a willingness to meet with the states and discuss
ideas states have to improve the DVOP and the LVER programs.

We are looking forward to working with the administration, Con-
gress, this subcommittee, the full committee, and the veterans
service organizations in developing legislation to address the statu-
tory needs, and we are anxious to begin working with the adminis-
tration and addressing the policy-related and administrative grant
issues that can be updated and improved, immediately.

The GAO report’s major conclusion is that the prescriptive na-
ture of title 38 creates a one-size-fits-all approach for service deliv-
ery. NASWA agrees with this conclusion. The GAO identified sev-
eral revisions to title 38 that Congress should consider.

In particular, NASWA agrees that Congress should consider re-
viewing title 38 to: (1) provide states and local one-stops more dis-
cretion to decide where to locate DVOP and LVER staff, and pro-
vide states the discretion to utilize half-time DVOP positions; (2)
allow USDOL/VETS and states the flexibility to better define the
roles and responsibilities of staff serving veterans, instead of in-
cluding these duties in the law; (3), provide USDOL/VETS with the
flexibility to consider alternate ways to improve the administration
and oversight of the staffing grants, for example, eliminating the
prescriptive requirements for monitoring DVOP and LVER grants;
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(4) eliminate the requirement that USDOL/VETS report to Con-
gress a comparison of job placement rate of veterans with that of
non-veterans; (5) eliminate the requirement that USDOL/VETS re-
port on federal contracted job listings the FCJL lists; and lastly, (6)
the DVOP and LVER grant funding cycle consistent with that of
the other employment and training programs.

This past spring, USDOL/VETS published several new measures
for the veterans employment and training programs for public com-
ment in the Federal Register. NASWA provided comments on these
proposed measures. We are very encouraged by the fact that this
is an improvement over the current performance accountability sys-
tem because, for the most part, the measures focus more on what
programs achieve, and less on the numbers of service provided by
staff serving veterans.

The inconsistency of the DVOP and LVER grant funding cycle
with other employment and training programs has caused a great
deal of problems for states. Unlike most other labor programs
under the Workforce Investment Act which receive their funding on
a program-year cycle, July 1 to June 30, the DVOP and LVER pro-
grams are funded on a federal fiscal year cycle, October 1 to Sep-
tember 30. This has caused difficulties for states, especially in the
past years, with the delay in enactment of a final appropriations
bill.

The above problems could be largely avoided if DVOP and LVER
grants were awarded to states on a program year cycle, like most
other federally funded programs under the Workforce Investment
Act. In addition, provisions to allow for a 2-year carryover would
greatly assist states in managing this program.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the chairman
and the ranking member of the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee
for writing to the chairman of the House Appropriations Committee
and the director of the Office of Management and Budget, asking
that the DVOP and LVER programs be switched to the program
year funding cycle. We are hopeful that this change will be pro-
posed in the President’s Fiscal Year 2003 budget.

The GAO recommended that the Secretary of Labor establish
more effective management and monitoring for the DVOP and
LVER programs. In general, NASWA agrees with these rec-
ommendations. We agree with the GAO findings that the USDOL/
VETS federal monitoring effort, which includes on-site evaluations
at every local office is often unproductive and redundant with other
one-stop monitoring done by the states.

Moreover, this oversight results in confusion about the lines of
authority between the federal and the state monitoring staff and
the DVOP and LVER staff, who are state employees.

The time and effort that state workforce agencies spend on ad-
ministering the DVOP and LVER grant is far greater in relative
terms than that of all other workforce programs. In particular,
USDOL/VETS has instituted a quarterly recapture process that
creates a great deal of problems for states and results in an inordi-
nate amount of time spent on the grant process.

NASWA strongly recommends that USDOL/VETS eliminate this
quarterly recapture process and provide states with a full year’s
worth of funding with up to 2 years to spend carryover funds.
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In summary, NASWA agrees with most of the findings and rec-
ommendations made in the General Accounting Office report. We
look forward to working with Congress, the subcommittee, the com-
mittee, the administration, and the veterans’ service organizations
in addressing these issues that are identified in the report, and be-
lieve that, in the end, the changes will result in improved services
to this Nation’s veterans.

That concludes my testimony, and I look forward to your
questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Hall appears on p. 114.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Hall. Mr. Madsen.

STATEMENT OF ROGER MADSEN

Mr. MADSEN. Mr. Chairman Simpson, and Ranking Member
Reyes. I bring greetings, Mr. Chairman, from our mutual friend,
Kent Phelps, from our Blackfoot Job Service office. You may be
aware that Kent recently received an American Legion national
award for his exceptional service to veterans.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak briefly about our pro-
grams for veterans, and the contributions veterans are making
across our state and Nation.

These veterans programs developed in the seventies and eighties,
met the needs of the Nation at a time we were bringing Vietnam
veterans home to an unwelcoming society. The world of work was
based on long-term employment, where an entry-level job was a
ticket to a career, and skills were good for much of a lifetime.

Today, the effective life span of a technical skill is frequently
only about 18 months, and in some fields, 5 years in a job is consid-
ered stagnation.

Today’s service members and veterans have the technical skills
and the work ethic needed to succeed in this world of work. What
we do not have is a career development program for these veterans
with the flexibility to respond to rapid economic changes, and the
demands of business.

We have reviewed the GAO report to the committee concerning
the Veterans Employment and Training Service, and agree with
many of their findings. We recommend, therefore, the following.

First, I join with many others in asking the Congress to fund the
Local Veterans Employment Representative and Disabled Veterans
Outreach Program grants at a more reasonable level, and on a pro-
gram year, rather than fiscal year cycle.

As do colleague, I wish to express appreciation to the chairman,
Mr. Smith, and Member Evans, for their support of this proposal
to fund our programs on a program year, rather than a fiscal year
cycle.

Two, allow veterans representatives to be cross-trained and to
provide veterans a full range of services available in the one-stop.
One of our biggest challenges is integrating veterans services into
our one-stop environment.

The current restrictions regarding the types of services LVER
and DVOP staff can and cannot provide make it nearly impossible
for veterans staff to be fully integrated within the one-stop system,
although they very much want to be. This is not only a disservice
to our veterans staff, but is a disservice to the veteran customers.
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While others may have their employment and unemployment in-
surance needs met by one individual, the veteran customer cannot.
From a customer perspective, this is hardly seamless service. From
an organizational perspective, this is not cost-effective.

The single most effective change to national policy that could be
made is to relieve these restrictions on the types of services that
an LVER or DVOP can provide for their veteran customers.

Number three, remove unnecessary restrictions, and allow states
greater discretion, flexibility, and accountability to design, admin-
ister, and operate veterans programs in the way most effective in
each state.

For example, allow the funding of partial DVOP and LVER posi-
tions, rather than requiring that DVOP positions be only full-time
positions, and LVER positions be no less than half-time. The in-
creased flexibility in the use of veterans resources would allow a
small state, such as Idaho, to maximize return on investment, and
to maximize the customer service provided by limited LVER and
DVOP funds.

Four, simplify the myriad of definitions and categories of veter-
ans to allow dedicated veterans staff to help anyone who has
served in the military, including that nearly one-half of the Na-
tion’s fighting force in Reserve or National Guard units, as well as
those service members within one year of the completion of their
military obligation.

Five, fund the employment program for veterans similar to other
employment programs. With similar definitions for program and
administrative costs, under the current law, only the direct salary
and benefit costs of the front line staff are allowable as program
costs. All other expenses, including even the cost of maintaining
space for an LVER in a job service office, are considered adminis-
trative expenses.

Should the veterans grants assume the funding model of the
Workforce Investment Act, all costs associated with directly serving
the veterans would be program costs, and true administrative staff
and technical services costs would be overhead. This would simplify
reporting, and reduce reporting costs.

Six, task the U.S. Department of Labor with developing mean-
ingful performance measures, and allow each grantee to propose a
service plan to address those measures, as they apply to the local
area.

Seven, eliminate the duplicative federal review of each service
delivery point. While we have a strong working relationship with
the VETS director in Idaho, her local office reviews rarely finds
issues our management staff were not already addressing.

These reviews are an unnecessary level of federal oversight that
last year consumed 24 weeks of her time, and resulted in one
minor finding.

Eight, the GAO report recommends combining the LVER and
DVOP grants into a single grant. While we see the administrative
advantages for this consolidation, we are concerned that the total
funding and the total number of veterans representatives available
may well be reduced under such a plan.



32

We would ask that if a single grant program is adopted, a finan-
cial guarantee be included so states can maintain the stability and
flexibility necessary to be effective.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we in Idaho respect and appreciate
the sacrifice our veterans have made to defend our Nation.

At the Idaho Department of Labor, we have the skills, expertise,
community support, and dedication to help our veterans find their
place in the civilian economy. Your assistance and continued sup-
port will help America keep its promises to its veterans. Thank
you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Madsen appears on p. 118.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Madsen. Mr. O’Mahoney.

STATEMENT OF TERRENCE P. O’MAHONEY

Mr. O’MAHONEY. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reyes. My
name is Terry O’Mahoney, I am the Commissioner Representing
Labor at the Texas Workforce Commission, the agency responsible
for workforce employment and training in Texas. I have submitted
my testimony to the committee, for the record.

I am pleased and honored to be with you today to address the
General Accounting Office’s report on the Veterans’ Employment
and Training Services.

As a former United States Marine Corps major and naval avi-
ator, I admire and respect the sacrifices that members of our
armed forces everywhere have made in serving our country. And
we all owe these individuals a debt of gratitude. Insuring that vet-
erans’ needs are addressed is an essential element in honoring that
debt, and I commend the committee for continuing its efforts to-
wards that end.

Through the leadership of then-Governor George W. Bush and
the Texas legislature, Texas began reforming the state’s workforce
system in 1995. The system later was used as a model for the na-
tional workforce reform through the Workforce Investment Act of
1998, the cornerstone of which is local control and flexibility.

Texas has 28 local workforce development boards, and over 142
workforce centers, which, along with the agency, comprise the
Texas workforce network. Each of these local boards is required by
state law to have at least one veteran as a member. The local
boards ensure the delivery of service through integrated one-stop
centers. For the one-stop center, flexibility is a key to meeting the
needs of local employers, job seekers, and the community.

Unfortunately, the federally funded disabled veterans outreach
program and the local veterans employment representative pro-
gram provided through the U.S. Department of Labor, Veterans
Employment and Training Services, are rigid and prescriptive.
These programs lack the flexibility necessary to meet the demand
of today’s integrated workforce initiatives.

I applaud the GAO study, and believe the conclusions and rec-
ommendations contained therein are valid and worthy of support.
From the study and from our experience, the basic foundation of
today’s workforce structure is a locally-controlled, integrated work-
force system that is envisioned in the Workforce Investment Act.

To be effective and efficient in serving our customers, efforts
must be taken to align other federal programs providing similar



33

services toward the WIA model. Now, to facilitate this move, Con-
gress should consider the following six items.

The GAO states, ‘‘Provide states and local one-stops more discre-
tion to decide where to locate DVOP and LVER staff and provide
states the discretion to have half-time DVOP positions.’’

In short, let the operator decide how to task organize its re-
sources to meet the local situation. As all of us who are veterans
know, the front line is where the action is. The local people are in
the best position to assess what is needed, and how to get it done.

The GAO recommends, ‘‘Allow VETS and/or states the flexibility
to better define the roles and responsibilities of staff serving veter-
ans, instead of including these duties in the law.’’

Now, I believe that roles and responsibilities for the DVOP/LVER
positions should not be enumerated in the law. Inclusion of these
items in statutes severely restricts those who manage the grant
and those that deliver the services. Let us, instead, give the local
level the flexibility to meet the day-to-day service demands.

Number three, the GAO recommends combining the DVOP and
LVER grant programs in the one staffing grant to better meet
states’ needs for serving veterans. As it stands now, a state could
be overspent in one program—say, DVOP—and then underspent in
LVER. Because the two funding streams are categorical, and can-
not be commingled, funds from one cannot be used to offset the cost
in another.

A single funding source would enable more flexibility in staff po-
sitions, offer better upward mobility for staff, and enhance the total
operations by allowing more funds to directly reach the point of
services without regard to category.

Alternatively, this same objective could be accomplished if states
were allowed to expand funds on either staff category as the overall
situation dictates.

Number four, the GAO recommends, ‘‘Provide VETS with the
flexibility to consider alternative ways to improve administration
and oversight of the staffing grants. For example, eliminating the
prescriptive requirements for the monitoring of DVOP and LVER
grants.’’

In other programs available in the one-stop, which most times
are vastly larger than the DVOP and LVER grants, the state per-
forms the monitoring role, and our federal partners provide tech-
nical assistance to the state.

Another grant area that I am concerned with is the DOL/VETS
staff in the state. I believe the grant for this program and other
state-administered services should be used to support state staff
and their associated costs in the one-stop centers, and not pay for
the administrative cost to federal employees.

Number five, the GAO recommends make the DVOP/LVER grant
funding cycle consistent with the other employment and training
programs.

I notice you are already working on this, and I wanted to thank
the chairman and ranking member of this committee for writing
the chairman of the House Appropriations Committee and the Of-
fice of Management and Budget. Thank you for your efforts in this
matter.
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The sixth and last point that the GAO makes, is eliminate the
requirements that VETS report on the federal contract job listings.
Other recent GAO studies have also supported this stance.

From a state perspective, there is little role for us in this area.
A federal entity contracts with a business for goods and services.
The contract identity must file with DOL/VETS an annual
VETS100 report, detailing the number of veterans in the workforce.
And another Federal agency, the Office of Federal Contract Compli-
ance, is charged with monitoring the contractors.

It would seem sufficient mechanisms are already in place at the
federal level to satisfy any information needs relating to the federal
contractors without requiring states to track the quantity of their
job listings.

To further move toward DVOP/LVER program improvement, sev-
eral items in the GAO study were recommended for executive ac-
tion, and I support these recommendations, but ask you to refer to
my written testimony for any details.

This concludes my comments on the specific recommendations
contained in the GAO study. I would like to take this opportunity
to extend my appreciation to the National Association of State
Workforce Agencies, and its veterans affairs committee for its
outstanding effort in working with the House Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, DOL/VETS, the veterans organization, and the states
themselves.

And I will be happy to answer any of your questions. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. O’Mahoney appears on p. 123.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. O’Mahoney. I would tell this panel

that Mr. Reyes and myself will be asking for a meeting with Mitch
Daniels, from OMB, to discuss the program year issue that you
have brought up. That seems like it should be a relatively simple
thing to correct, if everybody is on board with that.

You all mentioned the two grants, the possibility of making them
one grant, or the transfer of funds between grants, or the inability
to transfer funds between the different grants. Would you have a
preference of allowing transfer of funds just between the two
grants, or making them one grant?

I know that some people are concerned, as Mr. Madsen said in
his testimony, that the concern might be that overall funding for
those grants would then decrease if you combined them into one
grant; that there ought to be some way of ensuring that we main-
tain staffing levels for both those programs if you made them one
grant.

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I don’t have that concern. I think that what we
are looking for is flexibility. We have done very well with the block
grants.

In fact, I think your first question was if we had to start all over
again, what would we do, and my recommendation would be, inte-
grate veterans’ services using the Workforce Investment Act and
our workforce boards as the lynch pin for economic development
and job placement in the State of Texas. Incidentally, when it
comes to veterans, we are in the top five percentile, and we have
placed over 56,000 veterans in jobs, which is 11 percent of the na-
tional total.
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I would recommend that we block grant the funds to our agency,
the Texas Workforce Commission, and from then we would put
them out to the 28 workforce boards.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Chairman, from the committee that I represent,
there is not a consensus on that issue. We are still in conversation.
From Missouri’s perspective, I, as the program operations assistant
director, would be more interested in having the flexibility between
the two programs.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Madsen.
Mr. MADSEN. Mr. Chairman, I mentioned in my testimony that

it will be helpful if there is a financial guarantee. I realize that is
difficult, to guarantee anything under the current budget system.
But we have been working in the last several years under basically
increasing demands and reduced levels of funding, or at least fund-
ing that have not kept up with the cost of living increases. So, we
have had to subsidize these programs, and that has been very
harmful.

And the recapture of the granting and the recapture process is
also very difficult. Dealing with that on a quarterly basis is, in my
opinion, not acceptable business practice.

Mr. SIMPSON. Now, Mr. Hall, you mentioned on the recapture,
that you would rather have that—be able to retain those funds for
a 2-year cycle. Did I understand that right?

Mr. HALL. What the committee has talked about, Mr. Chairman,
is that much like the Wagner-Pizer grant, where we have the ap-
propriation given in a given year, and any funds that are left over
at the end of the year still have a 2-year authority for expenditure,
we feel that such a measure as that with the veterans program
would give the states a great deal of flexibility to better manage
their program.

Of course, this would require full funding up front, and we would
have to work with the committee as well as our USDOL counter-
parts to see how this would play out.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. Madsen, the testimony of The American Le-
gion defends at great length many of the current restrictions on
states which you and your colleagues here advocate be removed.
How would you respond to their defense of the status quo?

Mr. MADSEN. Mr. Chairman, I have great respect for The Amer-
ican Legion position on this issue. I respectfully disagree. We, at
the state level, who work with this on a daily basis in 24 local of-
fices, find that the program is very restrictive.

For instance, each LVER and DVOP—in our state, at least—
must report to the local office manager. I think that is an inappro-
priate federal requirement. And I think that not permitting, or not
allowing an adequate cross-training function for these folks re-
stricts their ability to serve veterans on a daily basis, and I think
it limits their ability to integrate themselves into the one-stop oper-
ating system.

So, as much as I respect The American Legion’s opinion on this,
I think they are wrong.

Mr. SIMPSON. You heard our discussion with the last panel for
allowing the DVOP individual, in those places that might require
one to work part-time in that capacity, and then maybe part-time
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in other capacities within the state department, or something along
those lines.

Do you think that that would hinder their ability to focus on vet-
erans issues when they were working as the DVOP individual?

Mr. MADSEN. On the contrary, Mr. Chairman, I think that would
enhance their ability to work with all of their customers, and we
would never—at least in Idaho—want to see their commitment to
veterans, employees, and customers lessened—prospective employ-
ees, that is.

We support that idea tremendously in our state, and I am sure
the other states do, as well. But they need to be integrated into the
one-stop career center environment to be able to provide much
more services to their customers than what is limited by law.

Mr. SIMPSON. Is that the same——
Mr. HALL. Yes, it is, Mr. Chairman. One of the things that we

have noted in Missouri, and I have listened to around the table of
the committee meetings that I have attended for the national veter-
ans affairs committee is exactly that point, that under WIA, the re-
sponsibility to design the delivery system is not a cookie-cutter ap-
proach.

So, in rural America, where there is not necessarily a population
sufficient to warrant a full-time DVOP, those services are not
present. We see this as a mechanism that, while not every region
in the United States will need a part-time DVOP, there are regions
that could utilize one and maximize the benefits to its veterans
population.

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I would generally agree. I think that what we
are really looking for is flexibility, and I think that what you would
see would be that somebody that is working in one of our one-stops
would have a split duty, working with regular customers half a
day, and then devoting to DVOP. And I do not see any way that
there would be any reduction in any kind of service or dedication.

Mr. SIMPSON. Just one last question. When we talk about flexibil-
ity, I think some of the concerns of some people who may have op-
position to this type of flexibility is accountability.

Can we put in place adequate accountability and measurable
standards to make sure that those veterans are being treated, and
not being, in the name of flexibility, ignored, or——

Mr. O’MAHONEY. I would just like——
Mr. SIMPSON (continuing). To a lesser extent, ignored?
Mr. O’MAHONEY. If I may, I would just like to give you some of

the statistics in Texas. As I said, we placed over 56,000 veterans
into jobs. That is 45.8 percent.

And in particular, when we take a look at our disabled veterans,
we had 7,000 that received services, 5,000 were referred to jobs,
and we have 3,490—53 percent of our total intake of disabled vet-
erans—are put in jobs.

So, I think the dedication which we have in Texas is—we have
very high standards. And quite frankly, until we place every vet-
eran in a job, I do not think we are really doing what we are sup-
posed to do.

Mr. MADSEN. Mr. Chairman, under the current system, occasion-
ally we seem to work for the numbers, rather than working strictly
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to help the customer. And I think accountability, in our state at
least, would not bother us at all.

We support accountability measures and performance measures,
and we would work closely with you and the USDOL to ensure that
our customers receive the full services that they need.

Mr. HALL. And I can echo those comments from the committee.
We are more than willing to come to the table and work on this
issue because we, like you, are most interested in ensuring that we
have a quality performance.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Reyes.
Mr. REYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to certainly

commend Mr. Hall for the professionalism and the expertise that
your organization brings to the table year after year, and in par-
ticular, I want to single out your acting executive director, Katie
Cashen, who I know is here, for her outstanding work in your orga-
nization and support to this committee on both sides. So we appre-
ciate that very much.

Mr. HALL. Thank you, Mr. Reyes.
Mr. REYES. In that vein, can you explain to me how a hold-harm-

less provision for small states would actually be structured, in the
context of recapturing the funds and minimum staffing, in a little
more detail? I know the chairman covered a little bit of that.

Mr. HALL. Mr. Reyes, one of the concerns that the small states
have with the possibility that we are going to go to a different
funding mechanism for these programs is the fact that part of their
life blood has been the recaptured funds.

What we are wanting to do with this provision is to ensure that
we do not cut off one part of the body to benefit another part of
the body. So what we are needing to do—and this will take a great
amount of discussion, we are a long way from having a plan to the
degree that I think that you would like today—but what we are
trying to do is to ensure that we are able to better manage the re-
source, both the fiscal resource and the human resource, in a way
that the large states, the mid-size states, and those small states
are not harmed, and that the bottom line is that the veterans popu-
lation continues to have high-quality services, both from the dis-
abled veteran and the veterans, as a whole unit, perspective.

Mr. REYES. You heard my comments earlier, in terms of the mo-
bility of the veteran population as well, and that is why I was curi-
ous to get more information on this particular issue from your per-
spective, because that is one of the biggest challenges that, since
being a member of this committee, we have had to deal with, in
terms of having the infrastructure in one part of the country, and
having the veterans in another part of the country, and then again,
being in competition for resources that are perhaps no longer need-
ed, but vitally important to that part or that region of the country,
and not being able to get them, where the actual work load is.

That is one of the biggest concerns that I think we face as a com-
mittee, to provide that kind of leadership. And I am wondering if
you agree with that, or you have some other thoughts.

Mr. HALL. Absolutely, sir. We find not only with the veterans
programs, but with all workforce programs, that the mobility issue
and the funding issues that we face all are being hampered by both
interactions.
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There is another side of this story of recapture that we also need
to look at as we go into a funding year stream, as you well know,
running from October to September, sometimes states do not get
their funding until second quarter of that year. Due to hiring
freezes implemented by governors in states, states cannot fill up
and staff to their appropriated levels.

And what you end up having happen is states have to have lay-
offs, therefore taking away resources from people that need those
resources in those states, those funds are recaptured and moved.
So there are two sides to the recapturing issue.

Mr. REYES. Right.
Mr. HALL. And the mobility issue. Sometimes you rob Peter to

pay Paul, and consequences on both sides of the equation are
detrimental.

Mr. REYES. Thank you. Switching to the issue of block grants
with my good friend from Texas, you know, block grants do not al-
ways work. I can give you a number of examples, but I will just
give you one from—since we are both Texans—and that involves
the disparity in the funding formulas in Texas for medical services.

As you probably know, along the border, for instance, a child
born on the border, the doctor gets reimbursed at $300. If that
same child is born in Houston, that figure is $580, if it is in Dallas,
it is $640 for the same type of service.

Well, that is why I think it is important to keep two things in
perspective as we talk about giving the maximum amount of flexi-
bility at the local level, and giving the states the ability to do local
control.

And that is, first of all, I think, Mr. Chairman, as a committee,
we need to understand that protecting veterans benefits has to be
a national program, a national-scope, controlled at the federal
level.

Secondly, there has got to be some built-in accountability so that
if, in fact, we give flexibility—which I hope we do not, based on the
Texas experience—but if we have that flexibility, then there has
got to be some kind of accountability, because of the fluid nature
of the movement of veterans, because of the ability to intermesh
programs that service a difficult population of veterans versus a
less difficult one.

And then you throw into that mix the ability of having a half-
time and half-time. And in a world where you are wanting to make
sure you protect your funding stream, and that everybody wants to
look good, you provide, inadvertently, a system that, perhaps
human nature being what it is, gives service to those that are easi-
er to service, rather than those that are in most need.

And you know, I could not agree more with the intent of this
panel and everyone that we have heard this morning, and all of us
here, that we are all interested in making sure that the veterans
get the service. They put their life on the line for this country, and
we owe them the ability, through a national priority program, to
transition them from military to a civilian job.

So, I hope we do not get lost in the shuffle again. I appreciate
everybody’s perspective and their viewpoints, I just hope we under-
stand not just the complexity, but the direction that veterans ex-
pect us to give to the states and to these programs.



39

So, I do not have a question, I just wanted to have an oppor-
tunity to express those observations.

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I thank you, Mr. Reyes. I agree with you.
Just like the term ‘‘freedom’’ requires responsibilities, flexibility
also implies that there is certain accountability, and that is why I
asked the question that if we determine that more flexibility is nec-
essary out there, we have to be sure that those goals that are still
national goals are being met by that increased flexibility. That is
why we have to put in place, I think, those accountability measures
which these gentlemen seem to recognize.

I appreciate the panel for your testimony, and being here in
Washington today. Thank you very much.

And we will now have the fourth panel.
On this panel, we will hear from Mr. Steve Robertson of The

American Legion, Mr. James Magill, of the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, Mr. Rick Weidman, of the Vietnam Veterans of America, and
Mr. Calvin Gross, chairman of the Employment, Training, and
Business Opportunities Committee of the VVA National Board of
Directors.

Steve, we will begin with you.

STATEMENTS OF STEVE ROBERTSON, LEGISLATIVE DIREC-
TOR, THE AMERICAN LEGION; JAMES N. MAGILL, DIRECTOR
OF EMPLOYMENT POLICY, VETERANS OF FOREIGN WARS OF
THE UNITED STATES; RICK WEIDMAN, DIRECTOR OF GOV-
ERNMENT RELATIONS, VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA;
AND CALVIN GROSS, CHAIRMAN, NATIONAL EMPLOYMENT,
TRAINING, AND BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES COMMITTEE,
VIETNAM VETERANS OF AMERICA BOARD OF DIRECTORS

STATEMENT OF STEVE ROBERTSON

Mr. ROBERTSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The American Le-
gion deeply appreciates the opportunity to testify today before your
subcommittee. As a former DVOP, I would like permission to un-
screw the light bulb so that I can talk in great length about things
that I have heard today. My tongue is bleeding from where I have
been biting my tongue.

It seems that a lot of folks have forgotten why VETS came
around to begin with. VETS was created because the states were
not doing the job, and veterans were not being properly served.

From a pure analytical business perspective, this GAO report on
VETS is outstanding. However, VETS is not a business, but rather
a public service to America’s veterans. VETS should be viewed
from a philosophical perspective instead.

VETS is not a headhunting firm. Therefore, some of the rec-
ommendations by GAO would be counterproductive to the veterans
VETS was designed to serve.

I find it ironic, all of the changes that are being recommended
after an evaluation has been conducted on a program that has
never been fully funded. A lot of the laws that are in place in title
38 are not being complied with, especially when you talk about
manning.

The American Legion believes that to compromise qualitative ob-
jectives purely for quantitative goals lacks vision. The vast majority
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of Americans still consider the local job service office as the unem-
ployment office, a place you visit when it’s time to apply for unem-
ployment benefits. Likewise, many employers still look to head-
hunting firms and private job placement companies to recruit their
future employees.

Local Employment Security offices do not provide an end prod-
uct, but rather a series of services. The quality of these services
may very well impact on the employability of its customers. The
vast majority of job-ready applicants, including veterans, will never
step foot into a local job service office.

For those experienced job hunters that understand the net-
working process and will seek employment without assistance, for-
tunately TAPS was created to try to reach that goal to where local
veterans employment representatives and DVOPs would partici-
pate with active duty military people to help them find a job before
they ever left the military, and to give them the job-hunting skills
necessary to find meaningful employment.

Secondly, as a DVOP, one of my goals was to eliminate retreads.
In other words, once somebody went through my services, I wanted
to give them every tool that they needed, that they would never
have to walk into a job service office again. And that was a goal
that I pursued emphatically.

Looking at the two distinctive roles of a DVOP and an LVER,
each plays a vital part. The DVOP is designed to assist the hard-
to-place veteran. Commonly, these veterans include the service-con-
nected disabled—which I would disagree with you, Congressman, I
think that because the Americans with Disability Act and with the
Voc Rehab, the disabled veterans are not your toughest clients. The
ones that are the hardest to employ are the recovering drug ad-
dicts, the recovering alcoholics, the convicted felons, the homeless
veterans, and others with significant barriers. Normally, these vet-
erans require dedicated casework, vocational counseling, job train-
ing, and job search training. These hard-to-place veterans have
faced rejection so often that they have given up on ever obtaining
meaningful employment.

That attitude further complicates the job of a DVOP or an LVER.
The DVOP is tasked with finding veterans and bringing them back
into the system, to restore their confidence, and to help them be-
come employable. That is why the outreach element of the DVOP
program job description is so critical.

The DVOP needs the opportunity to have face-to-face meetings
with employers to sell them on the idea of giving these veterans,
the hard-to-place veterans, a second chance. The outreach element
also enables DVOPs to establish a networking within the local vet-
erans community.

When the job is done properly, you find these veterans that have
walked away from society coming back into the organization, into
the workforce. You also find employers coming back and saying,
‘‘Hey, here are some job opportunities that I have, and hopefully
we can place veterans in.’’

Often, the local job service office manager, who the DVOP and
LVER report to, is the one that governs the degree of outreach that
can be done in that office. And I was kind of perplexed by the com-
ment that DVOPs and LVERs have to report to the job service of-
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fice manager. If the law changed, who would they be reporting to?
I would submit probably the local job service office manager.

The LVER is different of that of the DVOP. The LVER should
be the chief sales representative of the VETS program in the busi-
ness community and the local job service office. The LVER out-
reach role is much greater than the DVOP. The LVER should be
attending meetings with business hiring personnel, convincing
them that veterans make good hiring decisions. The LVER should
be in contact with federal contractors early in the process, so that
they can assist in putting qualified veterans in those positions.

I can tell you, for a fact, that most of the federal job service list-
ings that we got in our office were after-the-fact. All the employees
had been hired, and we just went through the formality. And no
compliance group is going to argue, ‘‘Did you send the paperwork?’’
‘‘Well, when did you send it in?’’ Nobody is going to question that,
and nobody is going to be out there advocating for veterans, other
than DVOPs and LVERs.

Finally, the LVER’s casework load should be minimal. That is
what the DVOP is for, is to take care of those. One of the things
that I would urge you to seriously look at before any changes are
made—and The American Legion agrees that there are some
changes that should be made.

But you have to look at the impact that the small states are
going to have when decisions are made. A lot of times they are
made for big states. If we made decisions for DVOPs and LVERs
based on what is good for Texas, Idaho would probably have the
repercussions of it, because there is only so much money in the pot,
and somebody is going to get shortchanged.

One of the greatest tragedies in the DVOP and LVER program
is the limited training opportunities, the funds to where I can take
a veteran and put him in a program that is strictly for veterans.
We used to have one called VJTA, and these were programs that
were focused for veterans. The idea was getting them into a job,
and to be able to subsidize them while they were going through
their training. We used to have tax credits that we could offer to
employers to try to get them to take on these people, but that has
been limited.

And also, compliance with veterans’ preference. I would hate to
tell you how many letters we get at The American Legion from a
veteran who was denied an opportunity for employment with the
Federal Government or the State government, and was not hired
and his appeal process was a moot issue.

The American Legion strongly encourages this subcommittee
that before any dramatic changes are made in the job descriptions
of LVERs and DVOPs, that serious consideration be given to what
they are tasked to do, and what they are actually allowed to do.

The one-stop centers may be excellent concepts for job-ready ap-
plicants, but integrating VETS into the concept of—and this is the
original congressional intent of VETS—The American Legion be-
lieves integrating VETS into the one-stop centers would re-create
a problem that VETS was created to solve.

Mr. Chairman, thank you very much for this opportunity to tes-
tify. We look forward to working with you on any changes to title
38 dealing with these programs.
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[The prepared statement of Mr. Robertson appears on p. 131.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Robertson. Mr. Magill.

STATEMENT OF JAMES N. MAGILL

Mr. MAGILL. Thank you, sir, for the opportunity to express the
views with respect to VETS.

As a VFW travels around the country, and actually the world,
visiting military bases, one of the most frequently expressed con-
cerns is, ‘‘Will I be able to find a job?’’

We are also being asked this question from the veterans who
work for companies that are downsizing and also we are beginning
to get more and more concerns from veterans who have retired and
now find that their income makes it that they have to go and look
for another job.

We believe that veterans have earned and deserve their own
dedicated program. We believe they have that program right now.
And while some people say it is broken, we do not agree with that,
but we do believe that it needs and should be repaired.

We agree with the report that VETS needs to be held account-
able. This is the cornerstone in making this system work. There
needs to be a set of measurements that must be established and
they need to be enforced. And to do that, we believe VETS must
have the tools, in order to accomplish this.

Last Congress, we met several times in this room with your staff
and we worked to come up with a set of measurements and stand-
ards and those ways that VETS can improve. I would hope and en-
courage that we continue those talks, and next year, possibly come
up with a bill that will allow VETS to do its job.

This concludes my statement.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Magill appears on p. 139.]
Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Magill. Mr. Weidman.

STATEMENT OF RICK WEIDMAN

Mr. WEIDMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for al-
lowing Vietnam Veterans of America to join you this morning to
present our views.

The Vietnam Veterans approaches the issue of all veterans bene-
fits and services from the point of view of the whole veteran. We
literally spend billions upon billions of dollars to help veterans get
physiologically, you know, psychiatrically, and otherwise well, only
to get folks dressed up and no place to go.

You talk to any of the VA folks in your state at the VA medical
center, or right here in Washington, DC, or at the VETS centers,
and they will tell you that generally, there is not much of a rela-
tionship at all, if any, with the local job service.

So, the original intent of all of this is to fulfill that key last step
in the rehabilitative process. Because if you don’t do that, and you
have spent an enormous amount of resources and time and energy
helping that homeless veteran get to the point where he or she is
ready to go to work and you cannot find a job, they will be back
on the street—and sustain a job, not just obtain a job, but sustain
a job—he or she will be back on the street in 6 months, and this
time it is going to be much harder to get them back in.
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The same is true of disabled veterans. Profoundly disabled veter-
ans are mostly out of the job market—meaning 60 percent or more,
Mr. Chairman—not because they do not want to work, but because
they are discouraged workers. And they just simply have given up
finding something in any job market, even a booming job market.

So, we proceed from that point that it is too important a function
not to work, not to work in coordination with all of the myriad of
other services, both federal and, to some degree, state and private
that are devoted to helping veterans live the fullest possible lives,
where they have been lessened by virtue of military service.

Now, the original intent Mr. Robertson eloquently touched on
about why there was a veterans employment and training service
and the federal monitoring, but also let’s think about the programs
themselves.

LVER program was put in in 1944 because there were problems,
they wanted to make sure the job service offices were responding
to the veterans who were starting to come home, and that veterans
priority was for real. And it was only because it was a problem that
that special program was created.

DVOP program was created in the late seventies, when the state
employment securities agencies testified that the only reason why
they weren’t placing Vietnam vets, and particular disabled vets,
was they could not find them. And many of us were very perplexed
with that, because veterans are very good about passing the word.
Veterans will go where they believe they are going to really find
help. So, that is why the DVOP, disabled veteran outreach pro-
gram, was created, in order to fulfill that need.

We come, now, to today, and it is—there are a couple of assump-
tions in the GAO report that, frankly, are very troubling. We do
agree very strenuously and very whole-heartedly with the need for
sanctions, rewards, and some kind of variegation for good perform-
ance and sanctions for bad performance.

But the whole report makes an assumption that the one-stop
centers are working well for everybody. We would challenge that.
There is absolutely no empirical data that would support that no-
tion. If you ask the folks who created the one-stop centers what
business they are in, they will not tell you job placement. They will
tell you they are in the information-sharing business.

Now, you try to measure that little sucker. They can tell you how
many hits they have in their various little devices, but they cannot
tell you how many people got a job.

Then they want to go the next step and use the wage records six
quarters down the line, that if somebody finds a job—maybe not
through their fault at all, or through their help at all—that they
would be able to count that as a positive termination. That is a
classic example of the fallacy, if I may suggest, Mr. Chairman, and
simply not intellectually, or otherwise, honest.

The real problem also, beyond that, is that which Mr. Robertson
touched upon, which is DVOPs and LVERs are now not often al-
lowed—allowed—to do their job.

In my experience in 9 years as a state veterans program admin-
istrator in the State of New York which, at that time, was the sec-
ond largest program in the State, I met a lot of DVOPs, not just
from New York, but from all over the country.
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And every one of those folks I talked to told me the same thing,
is that the majority of veterans who are service-connected-disabled,
and particularly the most profoundly disabled veterans, they do not
get a job off the job listing, they are the ones who have the ability
to go out and develop the job around that individual veteran. That
works.

But it does not work if you are chained to your desk in the office
doing clerical work, doing all kinds of other things, which happens
a great deal, which is why VETS was brought into the picture, to
monitor what were declared to be illegal activities.

The real question here is how do we get beyond where we are
now. Frankly, I think what you are hearing reflected in all the vet-
erans service organizations here today and their distinguished col-
leagues in the other VSOs is a distinct lack of trust.

When people from the workforce development agencies say,
‘‘Trust us, we have always had the best interests of veterans at
heart,’’ there is not a lot of empirical data or, more importantly, ex-
perience that would necessarily support that. I do not say that peo-
ple are out to do things badly, and certainly not the gentleman
here today, but I just want to say that it has not necessarily been
a good track record.

It is useful to remember that, in regard to training monies to
help veterans adjust, that there are billions upon billions that are
out there under the WIA system today. None of it gets devoted to-
wards VETS. Yet, the title 4-C, which is, bluntly, chump change—
chump change—and, what is it, two-tenths of one percent goes to
veterans, and they will tell you when they are allocating those
training dollars, ‘‘Veterans already have those, this is for everybody
else.’’

But veterans are 15 percent of the population, Mr. Chairman,
and where they are lessened, they are lessened, by and large, by
virtue of military service. The same people who control that—first
it was Office of Economic Opportunity, there was Manpower Devel-
opment Training Agency, then it was Comprehensive Employment
and Training Program, or CETA, then it became JTFA, Job Train-
ing Partnership Act, and now it has become WIA.

But it is the same people in charge, the same people in charge
who, frankly, today have billions that they cannot figure out that
float around in the system. Not in this dollars, but in last year’s
dollars, that they will tell you that they are broke. Well, they are
not broke, because they have not yet figured out how to spend
those dollars, and they only know one thing, that they are darn
sure not devoted to veteran-specific programs, and that is the prob-
lem that we have in building that trust level.

Where do we go from here? We will continue to work with you,
Mr. Chairman, with your very hardworking staff, who in this com-
mittee has shown enormous leadership for taking on a real tough—
there have to be changes in the system because it is not working
today, and it is going to continue to diminish in its effectiveness
if we do not change and focus on how can we make this relevant
to the lives of veterans, not necessarily strengthen the workforce
development agencies, because maybe that is not the way to go.
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We are not saying what it is, or it is not. But we know that the
function for veterans is so key that we have to keep persevering in
this regard.

Mr. Chairman, I thank you. And if I may, I would turn it over
to my little brother from New Jersey. You have heard of the little
brother from Sicily. Well, this is my little brother from New Jersey,
Mr. Calvin Gross.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you, Mr. Weidman. Mr. Gross.

STATEMENT OF CALVIN GROSS

Mr. GROSS. Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Yes, I am from New
Jersey. And when things work well there, we are a veterans pref-
erence State. We have worked hard with Governor Whitman when
she was there.

One of the things that we were able to do is get her attention.
We showed up at her mansion, and she tried to start talking to us.
And one of the things we were able to bring to bear to her was
more than anecdotal results in the State. We were able to chapter,
verse—and she said, ‘‘Look.’’ She did look. And there she made the
corrections.

And I am here to say that I have met people who have said to
me, ‘‘Oh, I am working here temporarily. I lost my job because I
had to give it up to veterans preference.’’ It works. And the person
who I was talking to, I said, ‘‘What type of assistance are you get-
ting?’’ He said, ‘‘Oh, I am fine with it. It was okay that the person
got the veterans preference.’’

Sometimes top-down leadership works. Top-down management
does not always work, but in this case it did work, because it was
the attitude of the executive officer that made it work.

But I have too much testimony—this is my third time sitting at
this table talking to a different person in your chair.

One of the things that—my question as I am just—this is my
seventh year being a chairman of employment and training, and
business opportunities—what I decided to do after my first 2 years
is to look into what are veterans being asked to do, and what are
they being shown to do. And none of them are preparing them for
what the workforce today—because what workforce is there? What
are you going to prepare them to do?

I, as a downsized veteran, I started analyzing my own data. I
started my own company and offered services where there was a
niche. I have been, for Vietnam Veterans of America, worked with,
on my own, with Department of Labor and SBA.

And I am afraid to give the rest, because I am ready to kick in
the doors of Congress, because these are the three government en-
tities that need to collaborate to make the world a more receptive
place for the veterans I know, and the veterans that were deployed
in the field today.

Because TAP is a great concept, and it takes, once again, a per-
ceptive leader and a creative leader to take the troops and put
them through TAP properly, or you get the other guy who will say,
you get, in 30 days, ‘‘Go ahead, go to TAP.’’ And 30 days is nothing.

So, I will tell you some things you already know. Disabled vets
require time to develop trust to work with either the LVER or the
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DVOP. Their life experience tells them they cannot trust anyone,
other than the nurse who took care of them.

And today’s problems come from yesterday’s solutions. The GAO
report, which I read extensively, I have listened to my comrades
from the American Legion and from the VFW, they are on point.
What I am saying is we need to take a fresh new look, because you
can pass all the laws you want, you can—I have ready everything
that there is to read in this subject matter.

I sat on a secretary’s advisory board at the Department of Labor,
I know half the people in this room personally. The issue is the
world has changed. America has changed. What are these people
who are giving our dollars prepared to present to the veterans who
come through the door?

And I submit to you that they are not ready for prime time, they
are not ready for the workforce of the day. The workforce of the day
is looking for the individual who could offer them a service because
they downsized everything out. They are looking for the account-
ant, they are looking for the IT person, they are looking for the
people who could bring their services to them, and they could be
hired.

And that is the direction I have taken Vietnam Veterans of
America. We have developed tools, but that is just for the people
who are our members, or who touch our membership. The world is
much bigger than that, when it comes to veterans.

I can go on, but all I am saying to you is the design is not meant
to fit 2001. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Weidman and Mr. Gross appears
on p. 141.]

Mr. SIMPSON. I thank you, and I thank all of you for your testi-
mony on this subject. Let me assure you that what this subcommit-
tee wants and what the full committee wants is to make sure that
those programs that we deliver to our veterans are the best pro-
grams that we can develop and that veterans receive the services
they deserve.

Someone said that veterans deserve their own program. I do not
disagree with that, which is why we have veterans preference for
employment, and those types of things. We need to make sure, and
work to make sure, that while those things are maintained, that
we are, in fact, developing a program that works as well as it can
work.

And as I read through this report, I guess one of the things that
kind of got me started on this was—and let me assure you that the
reason that there have been three members sitting in this chair
while you have spent your 7 years there is because we have those
irritating little things called elections that come up. (Laughter.)

Sometimes these individuals change. But look at this: Veterans’
Employment and Training Service, Focusing on Program Results to
Improve Agency Performance, May 7, 1997; Veterans’ Employment
and Training Service, Strategic and Performance Plans Lack Vision
and Clarity, June 28, 1999; Veterans’ Employment and Training
Service, Better Planning Needed to Address Future Needs, Septem-
ber 27, 2000; Veterans’ Employment and Training Service, Pro-
posed Performance Measurement System Improved, But Further
Changes Needed, May 15, 2001; Veterans’ Employment and Train-
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ing Service, Further Changes Needed to Strengthen its Perform-
ance Measurement System, June 7, 2001. And now we have Veter-
ans’ Employment and Training Service, Flexibility and Account-
ability Needed to Improve Services to Veterans.

It seems like we have an awful lot of data that indicates that 70
percent of the veterans that go through the VETS program itself
are not receiving jobs, and that we need to improve that. I mean,
that is unacceptable.

We need to improve that, and whether we disagree or agree on
any specific way to do it, as I mentioned to the very first panel that
was talking, I think we need to look outside of the box of what cur-
rently exists, and say, ‘‘If we were developing a system, is this
what we would end up with, or are there changes needed that can
improve this system?’’

And there may be disagreements among various groups, even
within the VSOs, as to what might be necessary to improve it, but
our goal, I think, is all the same.

While I understand that when you look back in 1944, when the
LVER program was put in place, that states were not responding
to the needs of veterans in that time, you know, that was 57 years
ago. That does not mean that states will not respond to the needs
of veterans in this day and age.

But I do believe that, as a couple of people mentioned, trust is
one of the big issues. And you know, I am kind of like Ronald
Reagan in that it is ‘‘trust and verify.’’

And that is why you have to have some type of performance and
measurable standards to make sure that these individuals, if given
flexibility to do things to better address veterans, if we think that
is the way to go, that there is accountability there, that we do ver-
ify that veterans are being treated and served as they are intended.
And if not, then they lose the trust and they lose the flexibility.

So I guess that is what I am saying. But given that many of the
veterans are not receiving the service now, are not getting jobs, not
being placed in jobs now, can we defend the current system as it
exists, or do you have specific changes that ought to be made? Mr.
Robertson?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Yes, sir. First of all, I took a little statistics
class a long time ago, and one of the first lessons I learned is fig-
ures never lie, and liars figure.

I can tell you definitively that veterans do get jobs. Whether job
service or the VETS personnel accurately take credit for those jobs
is a whole different situation.

I will give you a case in point. I was stationed in Minot, North
Dakota. There was an Air Force base there, and I used to do job
training programs for the guys leaving the military. A lot of them
would come in. The only thing they wanted me to do was to look
at their resume and give them some ideas of jobs that are open in
Wisconsin, and they would go to Wisconsin.

I would never hear from them again, but that does not mean that
they were not employed, because of the oversight, the assistance,
and everything else that I gave them in my job service office.

Now, I did, from time to time, get somebody to mail me back a
card saying, ‘‘Hey, guess what, I am working for Whoever,’’ and I
would annotate that in my records, so I would get a credit for a
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placement. But to operate from that premise of saying, ‘‘Because
we can’t account for it, it’s not happening,’’ is faulty.

I believe that a lot of the services that are provided through the
veterans programs end up in employment. And like I say, one of
my pet peeves was to focus on whether I was getting retreads,
whether I was getting guys that I had run through the entire
gamut of services, and then they showed up again looking to start
all over in the system.

I would not tolerate that. I used to really give them a rough time
if they came back in and said, ‘‘Look, I showed you exactly what
you needed to do. Now, let me help you with some possible refer-
rals,’’ and then I would work on it on a little closer basis. But my
ultimate goal was to make sure that I taught them how to job-hunt
for the rest of their life.

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I appreciate that. But what you are saying,
from your experience then, is that accountability is kind of an
unmeasurable-type thing.

Mr. ROBERTSON. The only way you could do it is if you were to
go back with the IRS and check and see if they were employed. I
mean, that is the only way you could legitimately find out if you
had Veteran X, and he disappeared, and you had no trace of him,
did he wind up employed. The IRS would have a tax statement
from him.

Mr. SIMPSON. Is there no way of measuring what is successful
placement, and so forth, then? I mean, is that——

Mr. ROBERTSON. In an ideal society, yes. I mean, when I worked
for the guy, got his resume put together, arranged for some inter-
views, he went to interviews, came back and told me how they
went, and then bingo, bango, bongo, he calls me says, ‘‘Hey, they
hired me,’’ that is the way we would like it to work.

But with some of the clients that you have as a DVOP, if they
are a recovering alcoholic, it is really tough to get them to remem-
ber to come into job service. I mean, it is really a challenge. If they
do wind up with employment, I do not think that is going to be one
of their top priorities, is to call me and say, ‘‘Hey, Steve, I did get
a job.’’

Mr. SIMPSON. How do we measure whether VETS is being suc-
cessful as it currently is established?

Mr. ROBERTSON. Obviously, if placements is the only outcome
that you are looking for, then you are going to have a challenge.

But I think that there are other weighted parts of the job service
program. I mean, in my opinion, the most important thing that you
can do is to find jobs, to have the job openings that you can refer
veterans to. Once the veteran walks through that door to talk to
an employer, the obligation is on the veteran to be able to conduct
himself properly, and to sell his skills or her skills to that employer
and get hired.

But the biggest problem I always found in job service was not
being able to attract enough jobs, enough quality jobs. I mean, I
could get enough McDonald’s jobs, or Burger King jobs, but getting
a job that would provide meaningful employment.

I would rather put a veteran in one full-time job that is paying
him benefits and making him a decent salary so that he can pro-
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vide for himself and his family, than giving him three part-time
jobs.

And unfortunately, I think most of the job applications that I
saw, I could have gotten him three part-time jobs real quick. But
I did not have the quality jobs, the ones that, you know, would
make him self-sufficient. And those were the kinds, as a DVOP, the
employers, that I would go to to try to open up spots.

And another interesting part is that once you get that job place-
ment, that job announcement, I have got to bring it back to my job
service buddies. And if I cannot place it within a certain time pe-
riod, then they get to send an applicant to it. Not that I have any
problem with non-veterans, but you know, I worked hard to get
this position, and yes, at the moment in time I may not have some-
body exactly that they want, but it is going to be quickly absorbed
by somebody else in the shop.

Mr. GROSS. What is needed is for him to be able to go out and
network and count it as job time. Part of his 35, 40 hours should
be able to go to the Chamber of Commerce, or go to lunches and
rub elbows, and whatever the industrial society in that particular
town is, to be able to be there and say, ‘‘Listen, I have quality peo-
ple. You ought to give me a turn.’’

It is, once again, it is exposure and relationship. A man with his
skills could do well by being able to get out and spend 5 hours, 6
hours a week just networking the community, building relation-
ships with employers so when he does send the person that he has
given life skills to to go and do the interview, he has received qual-
ity referrals, and it will come back, it will just keep happening the
proper way.

Mr. MAGILL. What I can see as a problem—and Calvin just
touched on it—the DVOPs, just as their name implies, disabled vet-
eran outreach program specialists, we were able to get title 38
changed where, for a long time, the DVOP jobs were held exclu-
sively for Vietnam veterans. Now it is expanded.

I do not know if we have seen the results, but a lot of the Viet-
nam veterans—and I am included in that group—are getting ready
to retire. I think we need to put more emphasis on the DVOPs get-
ting out of the office. And that way, when they do go out and they
do make contact with employers, if they place a veteran in that
company, and they have the relationship with the people that are
responsible to bring these folks on board, they will get the word
back. They will know that veterans are good hires.

And DVOPs are in the local community. It is not that they are
all sitting here in Washington. They are all over the country, and
they need to get more and more out of the office.

Mr. WEIDMAN. We concur on everything that my colleague said,
Mr. Magill, about getting out of the office and doing job develop-
ment. It really is the key. There are just not enough good jobs at
any of these employment services, and you can verify that by the
next time you go home, just going in and looking, or from your—
on your desk, go into Idaho—I mean, you can network right into
Idaho, and check it out, about what is available in most towns and
list it on there.
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We know that less than 10 percent of all the jobs in America are
listed anywhere, period. And a much less percentage is listed on
public resources, like the workforce development agencies.

So, it is getting out and developing those jobs, and the DVOPs
who are the most successful, that I know of around the country,
have been given that support and that latitude by their supervisors
and office managers.

But it varies, supervisor to supervisor, office manager to office
manager, and even, from time to time, in the same office, because
those folks turn over. And when they do not have that kind of sup-
port, then it, frankly, does not work.

Now, second thing you have is having said that, you can, in fact,
hold people accountable for placements—not obtained employ-
ments, because there are too damn many—excuse my language—
there are too darned many games that are played with obtained
employments. And some of them are for real, because people did
something and helped the person, and they will come back and
thank you, like Steve’s example, but in most cases they are
baloney.

You have a lot of DVOPs and LVERs around the country because
their office managers or supervisors put them up to them, are
spending the equivalent of a workday a week, if not more, calling
veterans not to offer assistance, but to find out if they went back
to work, so they could take a chit mark.

And many times, the veterans catch on to this, particularly if
they are angry at the office for not really helping them, they said,
‘‘No, I have not gotten a job.’’ And they will goad you, saying, ‘‘Well,
it has been 2 years.’’ ‘‘Yes, I have not got a job,’’ and just leave it
at that, because they are darned if they are going to tell these peo-
ple—let these people take a positive hit.

Placements are different. Placements are easily measurable. You
can start off with just 50 placements a year, per DVOP or LVER
of any vet, and at least 12 a year of disabled or special disabled
vets—and we are not talking about a lot of folks there—you should
be able to do that rolling off a log.

But I am going to tell you that there are DVOPs and LVERs in
this country who have not allowed—who are either incapable of
doing that, because of lack of training and support, or they are not
allowed to do their job properly.

If you did that across the system, and nobody fell below that
minimum threshold, your number of placements would double. It
would double, because the good guys who are out there placing 160,
180 people a year, who are difficult to serve, would continue doing
that.

So, I guess the way I would disagree with Mr. Robertson is that
if you can show a minimum performance, you know that a lot more
is happening in order to—beyond that, in terms of salutary activi-
ties that are going to help people down the line, as Steve described.
And you can set up job clubs and job club alumni coming back to
the office in the evening, working with the VETS centers, there are
a lot of things that can be done.

But my only point is if you cannot measure it somehow in there,
then we have got a real problem. We are back in the information-
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sharing business, and then who knows? Quien sabe? I mean, you
know, you shake your head.

Mr. SIMPSON. Thank you. Mr. Reyes.
Mr. REYES. Thank you very much, and I want to thank the panel

for some outstanding testimony. I think there is two observations
that I want to share with the panel and you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, there are veterans out there getting jobs, and getting
good jobs. Every year, I get the privilege in El Paso of presenting
some awards to local businesses on behalf of the GI Forum, or in
conjunction with the GI Forum, who identify local El Paso busi-
nesses who have given the opportunity of employment to veterans.
And these are good-paying jobs, jobs that have with them benefits,
and all of those things.

But the difference is somebody has worked those businesses, and
it is normally the GI Forum, veterans’ advocates working the busi-
ness community, going out there, beating the bush, and by the
way, businesses, when they network, saying, ‘‘Hey, by the way, you
know, I got a really good worker from the GI Forum who is a vet-
eran that I was not even contemplating.’’

These are all anecdotal stories, but this is exactly what, I think,
we need to have these kinds of programs focus on and that, if we
look at this from a cold, bottom-line profit or loss margin, then
veterans will always lose. The only things veterans will be good for
is cannon fodder out there when it comes time to defend this
country.

I think these kinds of programs are designed, no matter what it
costs, to make sure that we take care of those men and women that
go out there and put their butts on the line for this country. That
was the point that I was making.

You know, there is one cold, stark reality—and I know you know
this, but I have to say it for the record—one of the biggest prob-
lems we have when it comes to veterans issues is that only about
30 percent of us in Congress have ever worn that uniform. Dra-
matic change from when these programs were a priority. And that
is not a knock on Members of Congress that have not worn the uni-
form, it is just the way things are.

So we have to work much harder at making sure that the Con-
gress knows and understands that when it comes to veterans’
issues, it is not a profit or loss, it is not whether or not we can
meet the standard of GAO, or OMB, or all of these other things,
and we have repeatedly heard those arguments not too long ago
when we did have a surplus, even, ‘‘What do we do with a sur-
plus?’’

A number of us were saying, ‘‘Hey, put the veterans at the front
of the line, and then for the first time, have this country recognize
them for the sacrifices that they have made.’’

That is all water under the bridge. But on the practical side,
knowing all you gentlemen are very much aware of the challenge
that we have, and knowing that, we are expected to optimize the
bang for the buck and all of those other things here. We need you,
more than ever, to work with the committee staff and with us, indi-
vidually.

And I will frankly tell you—and I tell the VFW this every year
when they come up here to present their legislative agenda and
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other veterans organizations—that you do not have to worry about
working veterans on the Hill that are Members of Congress. You
work every single body else, because that is the critical point that
cannot be stated enough, as far as I am concerned.

So, when we are looking for solutions, when we are hearing the
kinds of things that are more—that I think are proposed more from
a business-oriented point of view, the issue of block grants and how
you can protect, again, the bottom line and how you can show that
the program is effective by statistics, I could not agree with you
gentlemen more.

And I am glad that—and I hope we never lose the expertise from
you and your organizations to give us some sense of reality of why
we are here, and why we are here collectively.

And ironically enough today, when we are sitting here doing this
hearing, men and women in uniform are half a world away, one
more time, serving this great Nation. Let us not ever forget that.

So I do not have any questions. You know, I think we have cov-
ered the gamut here, Mr. Chairman. I want to say that I appre-
ciate, certainly, your leadership on this, and your willingness to
fully explore all the options that are available to us, because when
it really counts, is the ability of us as a Congress to do right by
our veterans, no matter where they served, no matter how they
served, and no matter what situation they find themselves in.

So thank you again for your testimony, and your leadership on
this. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. SIMPSON. Well, I thank the ranking member, Mr. Reyes, for
his comments. And I associate myself with him. That is what we
are about here on this committee—trying to make sure that the
veterans both are treated appropriately, and that they get those
things that they have been promised. And we want to make sure,
as we do that, that we do it and improve the services as best we
can.

And the way I look at these reports is not as a vehicle to get rid
of anything, but as a vehicle for thought, to try to improve the serv-
ices to the veterans. And if there are ways that we can improve
those services, I think you all would agree we ought to do it.

There will obviously be recommendations made, whether it is the
GAO, or by individuals, or different organizations, that may not be
the right way to go. And there may be disagreements among those
things, and we will sit and fight those out, and argue over those.

But ultimately, our goal is to improve the services to the veter-
ans. And as long as we keep that as our focus, and not whether—
who gets credit for what, or whether we are protecting the struc-
ture that currently exists, or whatever, I think we will come out
better and the veterans will come out much better.

So I appreciate your advocacy of the veterans. I know that you
all do a tremendous job here, and keep our feet to the fire, which
you should, and I appreciate that.

And I truly enjoy working with Mr. Reyes. He is a true advocate
for veterans all across this country, and we will work to improve
this, and we will continue to work with you and all of those indi-
viduals that testified today.

I appreciate all of you being here today, and if there are no fur-
ther comments, this hearing is adjourned.
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[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]
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