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LEGISLATIVE HEARING ON H.R. 3329, H.R.
3483, H.R. 3610, H.R. 3670, H.R. 3524, HL.R. 4048,
H.R. 4051, H.R. 4052, H.R. 4057 AND H.R. 4072

Thursday, March 8, 2012

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON EcONOMIC OPPORTUNITY,
Washington, D.C.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in Room
334, Cannon House Office Building, Hon. Marlin A. Stutzman
[Chairman of the Subcommittee] presiding.

Present:Representatives Stutzman, Bilirakis, Johnson, Braley,
and Walz.

Also Present: Representative Butterfield.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN MARLIN STUTZMAN

Mr. STUTZMAN. Good morning and welcome, everyone, to the
Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity, a Subcommittee of the
Veterans’ Affairs Committee.

Today we will receive testimony on the following bills: H.R. 3329
introduced by our colleague, Ms. Linda Sanchez; H.R. 3483 intro-
duced by Congressman Butterfield; H.R. 3524 introduced by our
Ranking Member, Mr. Braley; H.R. 3610 introduced by Ms. Fox;
H.R. 3670 introduced by Congressman Walz; H.R. 4048 introduced
by another EO Subcommittee Member, Mr. Johnson; H.R. 4051 and
H.R. 4052, two bills that I have introduced; and H.R. 4057 intro-
duced by Mr. Bilirakis; and H.R. 4072, a bill introduced by Chair-
man Miller.

So we have got a good list of bills today that we are going to be
discussing.

Briefly my first bill, H.R. 4051, sets up a pilot program to in-
crease opportunities to attend the TAP, Transition Assistance Pro-
gram, by expanding TAP to offer classes at multiple off-base loca-
tions.

And my second bill, H.R. 4052, sets up a progam to identify
through a list of criteria schools that do a good job educating vet-
erans.

While I understand that some of the bills on today’s agenda
would make significant organizational changes to the Department
of Labor and the Department of Veterans Affairs, the Committee,
after it provided copies of these bills to staff several days prior, pro-
vided a formal hearing notice to both departments on Friday, Feb-
ruary 17th, some 21 days ago.

o))
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Yet, we did not receive VA’s testimony until 6:38 p.m. last
evening and Labor’s testimony at 6:55 p.m. last evening and I per-
sonally find this unacceptable. And while I understand that it may
have been out of the control of today’s witnesses, I hope this situa-
tion is taken care of in the future.

I also thank the sponsors for their bills and I look forward to
hearing from our witnesses on each particular bill.

I would also ask unanimous consent to allow Members with bills
before us today to join us on the dais for the purpose of presenting
their bills. Hearing no objection, I will recognize them shortly for
their remarks.

I now recognize the distinguished Ranking Member for his open-
ing remarks.

Mr. Braley.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. STUTZMAN APPEARS IN THE
APPENDIX]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY,
RANKING DEMOCRATIC MEMBER

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for hold-
ing this hearing.

Frank Capra made a great film during World War II called Why
We Fight to give the American people some understanding of what
was at stake in the Global War on Terror that existed at that time.

Mr. Chairman, you have heard me talk on this Committee before
about the profound impact that my father’s service in World War
II had on me. And that is why this hearing is so important today.

Next week on Sunday, it will be the 31st anniversary of my fa-
ther’s death and I will be on the island of Guam that day escorting
an 88-year-old marine from my hometown of Waterloo, Iowa back
to Iwo Jima where my father served 67 years ago.

And the reason this hearing today is important is because the
same issues that faced my father and that 88-year-old veteran
when they came home from World War II are facing today’s vet-
erans. And the bills in today’s hearing seek to provide an improved
veterans’ benefits which is something we all care about.

These bills will increase access to education, provide employment
protection for disabled veterans, extend vocational rehabilitation
and employment benefits, and improve contracting procedures.

This Subcommittee has been committed to improving employ-
ment opportunities for our Nation’s veterans. We have conducted
oversight hearings and field hearings to examine the unemploy-
ment problems facing our Nation’s veterans and passed legislation
to try to mitigate those problems.

Yet, few times have we discussed the unique needs of those with
service-connected injuries. That is why I am pleased to have intro-
duced H.R. 3524, the Disabled Veterans Employment Protection
Act, which seeks to provide service-connected disabled veterans
with employment protections in the workplace.

My bill would provide service-connected disabled veterans and
protect them against employment discrimination while they seek
treatment for injuries they sustained while in the service or aggra-
vated due to their military service. It would provide up to 12 weeks
of unpaid leave in a calendar year.
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Currently under the Family Medical and Leave Act, caregivers
are provided with up to 26 work weeks of unpaid leave in a cal-
endar year for up to five years to care for their spouse, parent,
child, or next of kin who is a servicemember and sustained an in-
jury or illness during service.

While caregivers are given this much disabled protection, those
that have been directly inflicted with an injury or service-connected
disability do not enjoy similar protections. It is time to remedy this
inequity.

I am also interested in making sure our veterans have good in-
formation when deciding to go back to college. I appreciate that
Chairman Stutzman has introduced legislation that would recog-
nize educational institutions that provide superior service to vet-
erans as well as improve the TAP Program to provide information
about post-secondary education.

I also appreciate Representative Bilirakis’ legislation that would
improve outreach and transparency for veterans regarding informa-
tion about going back to school. I believe having clear and reliable
information is absolutely essential in helping veterans make good
choices about post-secondary education.

I look forward to working with Members of the Committee to
make sure our veterans are receiving unbiased advice on the use
of their GI Bill benefits and adequate information about the schools
they may want to attend. They have served our country and de-
serve to have the best education possible including ongoing support
once they are enrolled.

Common-sense legislation to provide employment protection for
veterans who need medical treatment for their service-connected
injuries or to provide complete information about educational op-
portunities is how we protect those who served and have volun-
teered to protect us.

So thank you for holding the hearing. I look forward to a very
robust conversation about these important bills and ways to im-
prove them, and I yield back.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BRUCE L. BRALEY APPEARS
IN THE APPENDIX]

Mr. STuTZMAN. Thank you.

At this time, I am going to let any other Member who wishes to
speak on their bill and we will start with, Mr. Bilirakis, if you
would like to address or make any comments regarding his bills.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GUS M. BILIRAKIS

Mr. BiLirakiS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I appre-
ciate it very much.

I also want to thank the Ranking Member.

I have H.R. 4057, the Improving Transparency of Education Op-
portunities for Veterans Act, in today’s legislation hearing. What
my bill boils down to is that the veterans need to be armed with
information. They need to know what resources are available to
them.

They need to know the value of services provided by specific in-
stitutions of higher education and training, but most importantly
they deserve to have the resources in place to enable them to de-
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cide how their hard-earned GI benefit can best be used to meet
their individual needs.

This is exactly what my bill aims to do. It would require the sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs to develop and implement a five-pronged
policy to improve outreach and transparency to veterans and mem-
bers of the armed forces with regard to institutions of higher learn-
ing.

Specifically the policy would include, one, how to advise veterans
and servicemembers about current educational and vocational
counseling available, the best way to track and publish feedback
from students and state approving agencies about the quality of in-
struction and accreditation, recruiting practices and post-graduate
employment at institutions, the merit of and the way that state ap-
proving agencies will share information with accrediting agencies
about the state approving agencies’ evaluation of the institution of
higher learning, the way information about institutions of higher
learning is provided to individuals participating in TAP, and the
most important and effective way to provide veterans and members
of the armed forces with information about post-secondary and
training opportunities.

Lastly my bill would require that the secretary of VA conduct a
market survey to determine if programs exist that would allow vet-
erans and servicemembers to assess their level of college readiness
and what post-secondary and training opportunities would coincide
well with their skills and interests.

I appreciate the widespread support for this bill and I look for-
ward to testimony on this bill and working with my colleagues to
move it forward in the legislative process.

I yield back the balance of my time. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. STUTZMAN. Thank you, Mr. Bilirakis.

Mr. Walz.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. TIMOTHY J. WALZ

Mr. WaALz. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this hearing.

And thank you to my colleagues for putting forward such great
legislation.

I would like to speak just a minute on my piece of legislation
along with Mr. Bilirakis, H.R. 3670, again one of those you would
find hard to believe that we would actually need to do this, but this
is in relationship to USERRA, Uniformed Services Employment
and Reemployment Act.

The idea of this was is just to guarantee and make sure that
when our servicemembers, whether it be active forces, guard, or re-
serves, when they go to do their duty to this Nation, when they
come back home, the one thing they can count on is that their em-
ployment rights would be there. They would be able to maintain
their seniority. They would be able to get their job back. They
would be able to leave off, if you will, right where they were and
try and stay on equal with their peers in that community. That is
a pretty easy thing to do.

And the vast majority of our employers are good actors in this.
Unfortunately, one of the ones that does not seem to think this ap-
plies is the TSA, the Transportation Security Administration. They
do not.
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And I want to be very clear about this. The women and men who
serve in the TSA do this Nation a great service every single day.
They are on duty. They are on watch and they are providing secu-
rity for our needs, from airports across this country.

But with that being said, there have been far too many cases
brought to my attention of TSA does not adhere to USERRA and
that is the way they see it. And, unfortunately, they were invited
here today to explain to me why it was so important that they not
look like a model employer.

If the U.S. Government cannot be the model employer in taking
care of our veterans, who can be? And how in goodness gracious
can we go to the private sector and demand when USERRA comes
after them.

This is a very simple and basic piece of legislation. I would en-
courage my colleagues to support this. And let’s just ask TSA to
play by the rules, honor the services of our veterans, and there are
so many in that service, and make sure their jobs are guaranteed.

With that, I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. [Presiding] Thank you.

Yeah, Mr. Butterfield, you are recognized, sir.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. G.K. BUTTERFIELD

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Thank you.

Let me thank you, Mr. Chairman, and to the Ranking Member,
colleagues, thank you very much for letting me come by today and
give you some information about a bill that I recently introduced.
You have been very courteous in doing this.

Mr. Chairman, I think all of us can agree that we owe our vet-
erans every opportunity to get a quality education and enter the
workforce with the tools needed to compete. These returning heroes
face an inequity that forces those who attend public colleges to pay
more out of pocket in tuition than veterans who attend private
schools.

This inequity has caused many veterans to drop out of college,
transfer, or assume tremendous financial burdens to attend school.
My bill, H.R. 3483, the Veterans Education Equity Act, addresses
this problem by granting veterans equal benefits to attend any
public or private institution.

In January 2011, the Post-9/11 Veterans Educational Improve-
ments Assistance Act became law reducing education benefits for
veterans and separating education benefits for veterans who attend
public institutions from veterans who attend private institutions.

Before that act was passed, veterans could receive tuition and fee
benefits up to the amount charged by the most expensive public in-
stitution in each state. Now, the education benefit for a veteran at-
tending a private institution is capped at $17,500. The education
benefit available to a veteran who attends a public institution is
capped at the in-state tuition which is often less than $17,500.

So often veterans who attend private institutions are eligible for
more education benefits than those who attend public institutions.

At East Carolina University, which is in my district, in-state tui-
tion and fees are $5,300 per year. Out-of-state tuition and fees are
$17,900 per year.
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Under current law, a veteran with North Carolina residency at-
tending this school would have his full tuition covered. A veteran
who is not a resident of my state would be charged $17,900, but
would only receive $5,300 in education benefits.

So he or she would owe $12,500 out of pocket. However, if that
veteran chose to attend a private institution which costs $17,900,
he or she would receive $17,500 in education benefits and only pay
$400 out of pocket.

That is unfair, Mr. Chairman. There are 516 veterans at Univer-
sity of North Carolina institutions and 715 veterans at North Caro-
lina community colleges who would be immediately assisted by this
law.

Air force veteran Ed Bailey who attends ECU received GI bene-
fits to cover full tuition and fees for his first academic year only
to face $6,000 in charges in the fall of 2011 after the bill passed.
With five semesters left, this young veteran must pay $30,000 over
the next two years or continue his education elsewhere or dis-
continue it completely.

If we do not correct this problem, up to 30,000 veterans could
face paying as much as $75,000 in out-of-pocket tuition costs in a
tough economy and at a time when 13 percent of veterans are un-
employed.

Finally, we must continue to invest in the Post-9/11 GI Bill to
provide timely educational benefits to enable each veteran to at-
tend the institution of his or her choice. Let’s treat all of our vet-
erans fairly by passing the Veterans Education Equity Act out of
this Committee and helping it become law.

I respectfully ask for bipartisan support on this bill. Thank you.
I yield back.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. G.K. BUTTERFIELD APPEARS
IN THE APPENDIX]

Mr. BiLiRAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Butterfield. Appreciate that very
much.

With us today, we have Mr. Richard Weidman from the Vietnam
Veterans of America.

Welcome, sir.

And also Mr. Ryan M. Gallucci from the VFW.

Welcome, sir.

And we have Mr. Steve Gonzalez from The American Legion.

Of course, welcome.

And, finally, we have Mr. Jason Thigpen from the Student Vet-
erans Advocacy Group.

Thank you very much for being here, for your testimony. And we
will begin with Mr. Weidman.

You are recognized, sir, for five minutes. Thanks so much for
being here.
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STATEMENTS OF RICHARD F. WEIDMAN, EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR FOR POLICY AND GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS, VIETNAM
VETERANS OF AMERICA; RYAN M. GALLUCCI, DEPUTY DI-
RECTOR, NATIONAL LEGISLATIVE SERVICE, VETERANS OF
FOREIGN WARS OF THE UNITED STATES; STEVE L. GON-
ZALEZ, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ECONOMIC COM-
MISSION, THE AMERICAN LEGION; JASON R. THIGPEN, CO-
FOUNDER AND PRESIDENT, STUDENT VETERANS ADVOCACY
GROUP

STATEMENT OF RICHARD F. WEIDMAN

Mr. WEIDMAN. Mr. Chairman, thank you for the opportunity to
present the views of Vietnam Veterans of America here this morn-
ing.

I will work down through the list and summarize most of the
major points.

In regard to H.R. 3329, VVA does favor this bill and I will leave
others to elaborate on reasons for it.

H.R. 3483, the Veterans Education Equity Act of 2011, VVA has
no objection to this bill.

H.R. 3524, the Disabled Veterans Employment Protection Act,
that was introduced by Mr. Braley, we believe that this is a strong
bill and it is important that anything we can do to protect the
rights of veterans and to extend periods including—because there
are many reasons why people are not ready for school when they
first come out.

The PEW Charitable Trust recently, actually last week, pub-
lished a report that showed the difficulty extending for years for
some of those, particularly combat vets who return.

H.R. 3610, Streamlining the Workforce Development Programs
Act of 2011, let me comment that VVA staunchly opposes elimi-
nating any of the tiny but effective worker training programs at
the Department of Labor.

Veterans comprise 14 percent of the labor force. Veterans receive
.2 percent of the Workforce Investment Act monies.

The myth is that VA does everything for everybody and the an-
swer to that is it is not true. If you are not service-connected, they
cannot even help you with voc rehab. So it is important that we
have access to those programs.

Particularly HVRP or Homeless Veterans Reintegration Program
is far and away the most cost-effective, most cost-efficient grant ad-
ministered by or through the Department of Labor. It is a results-
oriented program where if they do not make the placements, they
do not get the money. And it is more accountable and a cost per
placement that is about a fifth of that which is the mean average
of cost of placements in other programs at Labor.

So we would be opposed to moving that because many of the re-
cipients, most of the recipients actually of those HVRP grants are
also multi-service agencies that help homeless veterans. And those
1,200 faith-based and community-based organizations are abso-
lutely essential. Because they operate on a shoestring, the only way
they can come up with a match for the VA’s Grant and Per Diem
Program is if they are successful in administering and scoring and
then again getting the following year renewed HVRP.
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And if both of them are at VA, then they do not have any match
and, therefore, would be frozen out of the game. So if we can cir-
cumvent that, we would not have exactly the same problems.

The Jobs for Veterans Act of 2002 supposedly gave veterans pri-
ority of service in all Workforce Investment Act programs. How-
ever, regulations implementing most of that act were not published
until December of 2008. It took over six years for them to even pro-
mulgate the draft regulations. The regulations became effective in
calendar year 2009, program year 2008.

[THE ATTACHMENT APPEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

Mr. WEIDMAN. And I just call your attention to a chart that we
have put together because Labor does not put it together of the
number of disabled vets who have participated in Workforce Invest-
ment Act.

And in Iowa, there were a total of seven in that 12 months. That
is seven out of 28,849 adults served with Workforce Investment
Act.

In the State of Minnesota, there were 29 veterans served out of
45,000 adults served.

And the figures are even tougher for where the unemployment
among vets is which is the young group of under 24.

Under 24 in the State of Minnesota, out of 3,897, only three vet-
erans were served in the whole state.

For the State of Florida, for the same period, only four disabled
veterans were served out of 18,686 adults served.

That under anybody’s definition does not qualify for priority of
service and it is clear to us anyway that—and incidentally, the
overall vet figure for the State of Florida was 77 veterans out of
207,000 adults served by Workforce Investment Act.

My point is this. If we are going to have laws, then they need
to mean something because these are not just stats of whether or
not somebody scored in a game. This has to do with whether or not
these veterans can have a shot at having a decent life and getting
retrained for the job force that is available today in their area. And
it has been a dismal failure.

In addition to what is already contemplated being moved over to
VA, if Labor cannot turn that around, then I would suggest that
14 percent of all Workforce Investment Act and any other training
dollars at the Department of Labor be moved over under the dep-
uty under secretary of VA for economic opportunity because clearly
Labor does not care about us.

Labor is not taking the actions they should be taking to make
sure that the state workforce development agencies implement vet-
erans’ priority of service and, yet, the services are very much need-
ed, particularly by our returning veterans.

I see I am over time and I thank you for your indulgence. And
I would be happy to answer any questions. Thank you very much
for holding this hearing and your strong leadership of all the Mem-
bers of this Committee.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD F. WEIDMAN APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]
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Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Weidman. Appreciate it very
much.

Now we will recognize Mr. Ryan Gallucci from the VFW.

You are recognized, sir, for five minutes. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF RYAN M. GALLUCCI

Mr. GaLruccl Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Bilirakis, Ranking Member Braley, and Members of
the Subcommittee, on behalf of more than two million members of
the Veterans of Foreign Wars and our auxiliaries, I want to thank
you for the opportunity to share our thoughts on today’s pending
legislation.

With Iraq drawing to a close, withdrawal from Afghanistan on
the way, proposals to scale back the active duty and continued high
unemployment among today’s veterans, the VFW believes economic
opportunity for today’s war fighters remains a national imperative.

I hoped to quickly discuss VFW’s position on each of today’s bills,
but in the interest of time, my remarks will first focus on H.R.
3610, 4072, 4052, and 4057, and I invite the Committee to review
my full remarks which have been submitted for the record.

The VFW opposes H.R. 3610 and encourages the Committee to
take the appropriate steps to preserve veterans’ workforce develop-
ment programs through H.R. 4072.

H.R. 3610 seeks to effectively terminate DoL veterans’ workforce
development programs leaving states to carry out similar programs
on an ad hoc basis. The bill would also reduce oversight of vet-
erans’ programs by limiting audits to once every four years rather
than today’s annual requirement.

With this in mind, the VFW supports H.R. 4072 which would
move current DoLVETS’ programs to the jurisdiction of VA. The
VFW believes by placing all veterans’ services under a single au-
thority, we will improve oversight and efficiency.

However, the VFW has concerns regarding implementation
should either H.R. 4072 or 3610 become law.

First, VFW requests clarity on TAP inclusion within the jurisdic-
tional shift. Next if DVOP and LVER positions should be consoli-
dated, training must be modified to ensure that all employees are
fully trained to the new standard.

The VFW also seeks assurances that no jobs would be lost in
combining DVOPs and LVERs.

Congress must also protect funding for DoLVETS’ programs
through H.R. 4072 should H.R. 3610 gain momentum.

The VFW believes the shift from DoL to VA will ultimately en-
sure better services for veterans. However, any transition of au-
thority must happen with minimal interruptions for the veterans
who rely on the services and the employees who deliver them.

Next the VFW supports the concept behind H.R. 4052, but has
some concerns about specific evaluation metrics and implementa-
tion.

The VFW recommends that VA offer a comparison of degrees
conferred by a school or transfers when applicable to its total stu-
dent body rather than graduation rates.

The VFW also has concerns over SOC membership and Yellow
Ribbon which we outlined specifically in our prepared remarks.
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The VFW would need assurances that VA would not preclude
quality schools which diligently serve their student veterans, but
either do not wish to sign on to SOC for academic reasons or do
not need to participate in Yellow Ribbon.

The VFW would also recommend specific caps on the number of
schools that VA could recognize in an effort to mitigate confusion.

Next the VFW wants to thank Congressman Bilirakis for intro-
ducing H.R. 4057, a bill that reflects the ideas put forth by the
VFW and a broad coalition of veterans’ advocates and education
stakeholders.

In light of recent Senate investigations and threats to the GI
Bill, the VFW believes it is a top priority for VA to ensure that po-
tential student veterans are well prepared to make a responsible
educational choice.

Post-9/11 GI Bill stands to be a transformative benefit for our
Nation’s heroes which is why student veterans must have reason-
able access to counseling on how to best use the benefit and have
recourse should they become victims of fraud, waste, or abuse.

In addition to mandating a VA action plan to improve consumer
education, the VFW would prefer to see Section 3697A of Title 38
also amended to ensure counseling for student veterans changes
from a labor intensive opt in to an opt out model.

GI Bill success story Senator Frank Lautenberg is currently
drafting legislation in the Senate to improve student veteran con-
sumer education. We encourage the Subcommittee to work with the
senator to build a comprehensive bill that can move quickly and
help fulfill the promise we made to offer quality education to our
Nation’s heroes.

The VFW supports H.R. 3329. However, the delimiting date for
voc rehab must be eliminated altogether. The obligation to ensure
3ur service-disabled veterans are employable has no expiration

ate.

The VFW supports H.R. 3483 to ensure equitable reimbursement
for all public school students, student veterans. Today’s non-
resident students deserve an equitable benefit without ridiculous
out-of-pocket burdens.

The VFW also supports H.R. 3524, but we have concerns about
how employers may respond to the length of time outlined in this
bill and ask the Committee to responsibly discuss an appropriate
timeframe.

We also continue to call on the VA to adapt its scheduling prac-
tices taking into account the life demands of today’s veterans. Vet-
erans who have earned the right to receive care at VA must not
be punished in the workplace.

The VFW supports H.R. 3670. After 9/11 standing up TSA re-
quired certain exemptions, but ten years later, it is time to close
the USERRA loophole. Both our veterans and TSA stand to benefit
from this bill.

The VFW supports H.R. 4048 ensuring that VA and all Federal
agencies comply with veterans’ contracting preference.

VFW also supports H.R. 4051. Servicemembers have no way to
reasonably anticipate all of the challenges they may face once they
transition into civilian life which makes TAP after separation crit-
ical.
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I think I was able to cover everything. Chairman Bilirakis, Rank-
ing Member Braley, this concludes my statement, and I am happy
to answer any questions you may have.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF RYAN M. GALLUCCI APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you, sir.
Mr. Gonzalez from The American Legion, you are recognized for
five minutes, sir.

STATEMENT OF STEVE L. GONZALEZ

Mr. GONZALEZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Mem-
ber and Members of the Subcommittee. Thank you for this oppor-
tunity for allowing me to present The American Legion’s view on
se:lleral pieces of legislation being considered by the Committee
today.

The Streamlining Workforce Development Programs Act of 2011
aims to consolidate and streamline redundant and ineffective Fed-
eral workforce development programs to increase accountability, re-
duce administrative bureaucracies, and put Americans back to
work.

The legislation consolidates 33 programs into four funding
streams of workforce investment funds. One of great concern is the
veterans’ workforce investment fund which will provide formula
funds to states for employment and training services to America’s
veterans.

The bill authorizes $218 million annually for fiscal year 2013
through 2018. In comparison to the other three investment funds,
the veterans’ workforce investment fund will be underfunded, ill-
equipped, and a disservice to America’s veterans utilizing this pro-
gram to reenter the workforce.

Even though the key provision of this legislation is to address
the overlapping programs provided by the Federal Government, it
does little, if anything, to address the differences in eligibility ob-
jectives and service delivery to their respective clients, in this case
America’s veterans. The American Legion opposes this bill.

The American Legion, however, does support H.R. 4072, Consoli-
dating Veteran Employment Services for Improvement Perform-
ance Act of 2012 which aims to improve employment services for
veterans consolidating various programs in the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs.

Our country’s economic and social environments have changed
dramatically. However, the policy and operational direction gov-
erning the provision of employment services to veterans remain
from an earlier era. Veterans’ employment services as they are now
organized and delivered will not be adequate or effective for help-
ing servicemembers and veterans find jobs in the 21st century.

If priority of service is intended to enhance a veteran’s prob-
ability of securing gainful and meaningful civilian employment as
he or she transitions from the military, then the emphasis must be
placed on priority of delivering service at the time of transition.

The American Legion supports placing all of Dol vets’ programs
dedicated to serving veterans under Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, in turn increasing the coordination between the various edu-
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cation, rehabilitation, and employment programs whose sole goals
are to enable veterans to successfully compete in the workforce.

Veterans’ employment services need to be totally reengineered to
meet the new reality of a highly automated, integrated, and con-
sumer focused environment.

Lastly, The American Legion supports H.R. 4057, Improving
Transparency of Education Opportunities for Veterans Act of 2012.
One of the biggest hurdles veterans face is the information that is
disclosed is provided through so many formats and descriptors as
it renders this information all but useless for consumers who wish
to compare colleges. Higher education information has to be posi-
tively provided to consumers in a manner that explains both its
meaning and how to use it.

Second, state approving agencies are the boots on the ground in
the area of oversight and outreach for the GI Bill. If the state ap-
proving agencies are to provide service in this area, VA must work
with the SAAs to secure adequate funding to provide such services.

Requiring the VA to report clear, concise consumer data to vet-
erans is the minimum necessary action for policymakers to take if
they want higher education information to have any impact on con-
sumer choice. And H.R. 4057 does just that.

This concludes my testimony. The American Legion appreciates
the opportunity to comment on the bills being considered by the
Subcommittee. I will be more than happy to answer any questions
you might have. Thank you very much.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEVE L. GONZALEZ APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you very much.

And now Mr. Jason Thigpen from the Student Veterans Advocacy
Group.

Sir, you are recognized for five minutes.

STATEMENT OF JASON R. THIGPEN

Mr. THIGPEN. Thank you, Chairman Bilirakis and Ranking Mem-
ber Braley and distinguished Members of the Committee. Thank
you for the opportunity to testify here in front of you today.

Our efforts to assist and ensure veterans are able to utilize their
earned education benefits as intended is an economical benefit to
our local and national community.

While the current economy causes us to make budget constraints,
it would be short-sighted not to consider those who would be af-
fected most when essentially taking educational opportunities and
benefits away which are veterans, not foundations.

This is simply not right, especially considering the only reason
our Nation did not implement a draft on this War on Terror is be-
cause of the volunteer effort our servicemembers and veterans
made.

The unintended result of the adverse changes made to the GI
Bill will most certainly be a detriment to the short and long-term
economic success of our Nation, the United States of America.

The detrimental impact suffered by student veterans across
North Carolina and approximately 40 other states due to the
change in Federal law, the Post-9/11 Veterans Education Assist-
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ance Act of 2010 on January 4th of 2011. As a direct result of this
change in law, thousands of student veterans and prospective stu-
dent veterans alike face a never before issue of in-state residency
for tuition purposes.

In a sense, our active servicemembers and current student vet-
erans who by and large had no idea their state of residency for tui-
tion purposes would invariably be the determining factor as to
whether they could afford much less attain the educational benefits
promised to them for their sacrifices they made to protect our Na-
tion.

One student veteran e-mailed me stating after proudly serving
my country for more time deployed than home with my family,
while losing friends in Iraq, then moving my family to North Caro-
lina for a better tomorrow, it is just not fair for my country to take
the educational benefits from me, leaving me to have to move my
family back to Washington and in with our family just so I could
afford to pay the $10,000 a year out of pocket just to use my GI
Bill. This is not the kind of principles I was taught from my time
of service.

As student veterans attending UMC Wilmington and North
Carolina, as supporters for both our active servicemembers and
veterans and as a disabled American veteran myself, I was nearly
brought to tears during another student veteran saying I am sup-
posed to graduate in December of 2012 and may not be able to
now.

Another student veteran e-mailing stating had it not been for
close friends and family in the last few months helping me out, I
would be living out of my car. That is simply not right.

I met with student veterans across North Carolina system and
now across the Nation.

Three-quarters into the semester, another states I may have to
drop out of school by week’s end. I received an e-mail from the
school’s finance office that said I have a week to pay the balance
of $3,500 I owe to the school while using my GI Bill.

According to Public Law 111-377, the Post-9/11 Veterans Edu-
cation Assistance Act of 2010, the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates a potential cost savings of $1 million over the 2011 to 2015
period and a savings of $734 million over the 2011 to 2020 period.

From the inception of the GI Bill in the 1940s, nearly eight mil-
lion servicemembers were transformed from the educational bene-
fits never known before. The yield to this was a $7.00 yield for
every $1.00 invested into our veterans getting their education.

According to a working group comprised of UMC system officials
named UMC Serves in their April 2011 report to the President,
veterans earn better grades and have a 75 percent graduation rate.
With the exception of white males, veterans in all other races and
gender groups earn more money than their non-veteran counter-
parts.

Veterans start more small businesses. In general, veterans out-
perform non-veterans.

To realize this potential, our state must actively and Nation
must actively support military affiliated students and its system of
public higher education. We want these students to choose our uni-
versity system schools.
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Additionally, one must consider the estimated economical impact
on our Nation expected to be $26.5 billion in 2013 due to our vet-
erans getting their education.

Setting aside the simple fact that the educational benefits were
promised as in signing a promissory note which is past due, vet-
erans just wanted to collect what was promised to them, getting
their education, the outcome of which, by changing this law is
many of our veterans will no longer be able to achieve their edu-
cational goals, leaving more unemployed, whereby owning fewer
businesses directly resulting in an inverse effect, contradicting the
economical forecast previously researched and authored, yielding a
now negative return.

Now we have an opportunity. Our group has done research with-
in the budget to help offset the cost that this bill has been scored
to cost at %137 million a year for the first three years. We found
nearly $311 million within our budget that could more than cover
the cost to offset this. This would be a positive economical impact
on our Nation.

Would you rather have our veterans going to school or staying
in the unemployment line? I think that is simple.

I am going to quote Theodore Roosevelt here and state a man
who is good enough to shed his blood for his country is good enough
to be given a square deal afterwards.

Thank you so much.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF JASON R. THIGPEN APPEARS IN THE
APPENDIX]

Mr. BiLIRAKIS. Thank you very much.

And now I will recognize myself for five minutes to start the
questioning.

To all the VSOs on the panel, when Congress passed the Post-
9/11 fixed bill that was authored in the Senate, it left about $700
million in mandatory offsets on the table, money they will never be
able to use.

I believe nearly every VSO, correct me if I am wrong, with the
exception, of course, of the VBA, supported the PI 111-275. It ap-
pears that H.R. 3483 will require about $1.4 billion in mandatory
offsets, an amount that would clearly be a challenge for this Com-
mittee to identify.

My question is, why did your organizations support, if it did, why
did it support legislation that reduced the tuition and fee payments
for out-of-state veteran students like Mr. Thigpen here without a
grandfather clause in the first place?

Whoever would like to begin.

Mr. WEIDMAN. VVA did not support that and we said at the time
it was going to do a terrible disservice to the students who moved
or in any, many cases returned to where their family was or where
their wife’s family was from where they had legal residence at the
time that they separated. And we said this is short-sighted and we
were shouted down by some of our younger colleagues.

And there oftentimes is some value in knowing the history and
the history of the Cold War GI Bill is something that we knew very
well because we lived through it. And that is reason.
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All of the things that are in incidentally, the 4057, are things
that did exist when your father participated in getting the Cold
War GI Bill passed lo many years ago and then required, because
the same thing happened after Vietnam as is happening today with
some both for-profit and some not-for-profit schools, not being
square with the veterans and putting out good information.

So everything that that bill and more is asking for was done 40
years ago. So let’s not go through a painful period where veterans
are left with debt and/or have to drop out of school before we get
to the point where we give people good intel.

Without good intel, you do not make good decisions out in the
battlefield and right now there is not good intel available to vet-
erans about whether or not the school that is hustling them is, in
fact, worth going to.

But in any case, the fix on the tuition assistance, we said we had
no objection, but it is more than that. We support it.

Mr. BiLIRAKIS. Thank you.

Anyone else?

Mr. GONZALEZ. Sir, I recently just came into this new portfolio,
overtaking this portfolio of The American Legion, overseeing now
education. My predecessor prior to me was one of the advisors and
why The American Legion supported it.

Coming into this new role, I have been able to literally, as Mr.
Weidman so highly suggested, is understanding what the history
is, what has been some of the implications from the actual GI Bill,
and what is happening throughout history.

And that is why we are kind of looking at this from a different
perspective now and actually analyzing what will be the best out-
come for actually veterans within entering post-secondary institu-
tions, sir.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Okay. Anyone else want to comment?

Mr. GaLLucct I want to build on what Mr. Gonzalez was just
saying. At the time, I would have to look back through the VFW’s
testimony to see exactly what they said, but at the time I was
working for another veterans’ organization and I know that
through our discussions, we were kicking and screaming about
some of these changes to the Post-9/11 GI Bill.

I am a student veteran myself. I graduated before the Post-9/11
GI Bill went into effect. However, my brother uses the Post-9/11 GI
Bill and is affected by these changes. And it is something that we
need to be very vocal about and do the right thing now. And I think
we have an opportunity to do that.

Mr. BiLiRAKIS. Thank you.

Yes, sir.

Mr. THIGPEN. Our organization formed as a result of this. Myself
as a student veteran in my senior year doubling in accounting and
finance, I tend to get a little involved with analysis of matters such
as this.

I think our organization wants to make it clear that we do not
believe that this was an intended impact or result having signed
that law. We feel truly that this is an un—there is no way to fore-
cast that this was going to be the impact felt by this.
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But distinguished Members of the Committee, we have an oppor-
tunity to be heroes again to our servicemembers and veterans and
I think we should take that opportunity with your help.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Thank you very much.

I do not want to go over my time because I believe we have votes
at 11:30, so I will go ahead and recognize Mr. Braley for five min-
utes, the Ranking Member. Thank you.

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, Mr. Weidman, thank you for the strong support that you
and VVA have voiced for the Disabled Veterans Employment Pro-
tection Act.

I want to come back to you and talk about the Disabled Vets
Workplace Investment Act and specifically some of the observations
you made about that.

Mr. Gallucci, in our written remarks, you did address the VFW’s
support for my bill, but also raised some concerns about the poten-
tial effects on the businesses and corporations we are encouraging
to employ veterans. So I just want to engage you briefly in that
conversation because I get it. I know that employers are always
concerned.

But part of what we do in these legislation hearings is set the
legislative history for bills that eventually get passed so that when
people want to look back and divine the intent of Congress, they
have a better sense of what we intended when we introduced this
legislation.

And what I am talking about in this bill is not a one-week vaca-
tion for disabled veterans for every month they have in the work-
force. What we are talking about is the worst case scenario where
disabled veterans like some of the ones I see at Walter Reed or at
Bethesda with lifetime disabilities that are going to flare up at un-
foreseen moments when they are hopefully in the workforce and re-
quires an accommodation for a worst case scenario that could take
up to 12 weeks in a calendar year to accommodate.

And I am assuming that you know people who are members of
your organization who have had that exact problem occur to them.

Mr. GaLruccl. Well, thank you for the question, Congressman
Braley.

I do want to respond to that. You are absolutely right. I know
personal friends who I deployed with who are affected by this and
this has actually been a personal issue that I had to deal with in
my own experiences as well.

What the VFW is talking about here is to continue this discus-
sion about what an appropriate period of time would be. We abso-
lutely support your bill and we absolutely support the intent of
what you are trying to do because this is a major problem for our
veterans.

What happens now is many times a veteran will go to a VA med-
ical center and be prescribed with a long rehabilitative process.
You need to come in once a week every week for the next six
months in order to go through this intensive treatment program.

For instance, one of the ones that comes to mind is prolonged ex-
posure therapy for those who suffer from post-traumatic stress dis-
order. Some of these appointments are only available during the
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day, say, well, you can come in from ten a.m. to noon on Wednes-
days for the next six months, just as an example.

And that can put an incredible burden on a servicemember who
has to hold down a job at the same time. You can exhaust all of
your sick leave within that time and there has to be accommoda-
tions made to allow them to go to those appointments to get the
treatment that they are entitled to which is why we do support
your bill.

But what we were really trying to express is that we have an
open and candid discussion about what the period of time would be
and where an appropriate level would be because at the same time
what we are trying to do is make sure that we see the veterans’
employment crisis now, particularly for young veterans of Iraq and
Afghanistan, and the last thing we would want is an unintended
consequence where employers come back to this Committee and
say, well, our veterans are not ready to enter the workforce, they
come with all this extra baggage. And so we think it is an impor-
tant discussion to have.

Mr. BRALEY. And I welcome that conversation and want to thank
you for your comments about your own personal experience and the
people that you served with because one of the things we know is
we want to encourage employers to do everything they can to ad-
dress the alarming rate of unemployment among our veteran popu-
lation.

But at the same time, they deserve the protection for the sac-
rifices they have made and we should all be willing to have that
conversation.

Mr. Gonzalez, thank you and The American Legion for your sup-
port of this legislation.

And, Mr. Thigpen, I want to talk to you about your observation
because Mr. Walz and I represent states that were involved in the
longest single deployment of any combat unit in Iraq and then
their reward when they came home was to have the Pentagon cut
their orders short deliberately by one, two, three, four, and five
days so they would be denied the benefit of an additional measly
$250 a month in additional educational assistance benefits under
the GI Bill.

And we went to war over that decision and got those orders
changed and learned that nearly 20,000 National Guard members
around the country had been denied that same benefit and were
not even aware of it.

So we appreciate your bringing light to this serious problem
about how educational assistance benefits are impacted by the deci-
sions we make and I want to thank you for your testimony.

But before I leave, Mr. Weidman, I want to come back to you be-
cause can you tell us—you shared statistics from Minnesota, Iowa,
and Florida about the low-level of participation rate for veterans in
the Disabled Vets Workforce Investment Act.

So based on your analysis of those rates, why is that? What is
causing that to happen or not happen?

Mr. WEIDMAN. Well, there is a history behind why that par-
ticular clause made it into the Jobs for Veterans Act which was
misnomered, by the way, in retrospect, of providing priority of serv-



18

ice for veterans which means veterans go to the head of the line
if they are otherwise eligible for that title or that program.

And disabled veterans go in front of all the vets and the special
disabled, meaning those with 30 percent or more service-connected
disabled, go to the very end of the line. This is not rocket science
stuff, but the states do not do it.

OEO, the old Office of Economic Opportunity, was created be-
cause, frankly, racism in many of the job services and to reach pop-
ulations who had been excluded. And it was not just in the south-
ern states. And OEO transmogrified into MDTA or Manpower De-
velopment Training Act which transmogrified into SETA and which
also then transmogrified in the Job Training Partnership Act and,
hence, to today which is Workforce Investment Act.

At the local level, even though they are starting to retire now,
the people who ran those OEOs, MDTA offices were those of my
generation who did not go. And you do not hear it much anymore,
but people used to say to us, we asked them for their support, and
they would say, well, you know, I mean, I oppose the war. I said
what the hell makes you think that everybody who fought it sup-
ported it. Supporting the veterans is a whole different deal and
that is why we had to start VVA.

So the prejudice that was there within the society was strongest
in ETA, Employment and Training Administration. That act of
2002 did many other things, many of which were really bad, only
complicated and made worse a situation that was not very good,
that led us to seek legislative remedy.

So it is partly cultural and the other part of that is nobody has
been checking for the last ten years. U.S. DoL does not do any
checking, particularly the Employment and Training Administra-
tion.

And the figures that I quoted to you, those have been brought
to the very top or to the number two person who is the chief oper-
ating officer at U.S. DoL and it has been basically deep sixed and
ignored and they are going to continue to ignore it until The Hill
focuses their attention appropriately. Let me put it that way.

Mr. BRALEY. Well, with that, I will yield back, Mr. Chairman,
and I recommend to the Chairman that we conduct a future hear-
ing on this important topic and that we see some significant change
in those numbers.

Mr. WEIDMAN. That would be great. I also because there are so
many important topics here today did not get a chance to point out
the appendix to my statement. And I encourage you to look at that
because not only did VVA sign that, but two of my colleague orga-
nizations, The American Legion and the VFW, also signed on to the
Military and Veteran Students Educational Bill of Rights.

And they are all simple things. They are all straightforward and
it is information that should be required from every single edu-
cational institution that wants to receive government monies. If
they do not want to comply, that is fine. Then you do not get any
government money. But there should be standards that we hold
ple;olple to and mostly it has to do with transparency and account-
ability.

Mr. BiLirAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Weidman. Thank you.

Now I will recognize Mr. Johnson for five minutes.
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Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would first like to say a few words about legislation I recently
introduced, H.R. 4048, the Improving Contracting Opportunities for
Veteran-Owned Small Businesses Act.

This legislation is straightforward. It would clarify that small
business provisions of the Veterans First Contracting Program,
Public Law 109-461, pertain to contracts awarded through the
Federal supply schedule or FSS for the purposes of meeting the
percentage goal of contracting with service-disabled veteran-owned
small businesses.

Past VA statements regarding the application of the small busi-
ness provisions in Public Law 109-461 now codified in Title 38,
Section 8127 of the United States Code have created confusion re-
garding F'SS purchases.

My legislation would clarify that these small business provisions
do apply to FSS purchases. It is not intended to expand the origi-
nal intent of the law. By law, all Federal agencies are required to
contract with SDVOSBs.

In 1999, Public Law 106-50 established a goal of awarding three
percent of Federal contracts to SDVOSBs. Additionally, executive
order 13360 which was issued by President Bush in 2004 requests
that Federal agencies increase Federal contracting and subcon-
tracting opportunities for service-disabled veteran businesses. How-
ever, most Federal agencies have not reached this goal.

Additionally, while the small business goal report for 2010 re-
ports 20 percent of VA contracts are with SDVOSBs, but Linda
Fynn of VA OIG testified at the July 28th House Oversight and In-
vestigation Subcommittee that, and I quote, although VA reported
awarding 23 and 20 percent of its total procurement dollars respec-
tively to VOSBs and SDVOSBs in fiscal year 2010, VA OIG pro-
jected that these figures were overstated by three to 17 percent be-
cause of awards made to ineligible businesses.

I strongly believe America would greatly benefit from contracting
with more veteran-owned small businesses and I am hopeful that
the clarification in H.R. 4048 will help to create more contracting
opportunities for SDVOSBs.

I would like to, in getting to my questions, I would like to thank
the VFW and The American Legion for their support of my bill
4048.

Mr. Weidman, I understand from your written testimony that the
Vietnam Veterans of America are unsure of the intent of this legis-
lation and which of your two interpretations may be correct.

First question. Has my statement helped to clarify what the in-
tent of H.R. 4048 is?

Mr. WEIDMAN. It does. And also, I had a long discussion with
some of your staff about this and would be glad to discuss it di-
rectly with you, that if you do not make it abundantly clear in the
Committee report that is referenced, if you will, in the black letter
law, that then they give it to general counsel.

And I do not know how much experience you have had in dealing
gvith VA general counsel, but if they can goof it up, seemingly they

0.

Mr. JOHNSON. This is my first term, sir, and I can assure you

that I have experienced that abundantly.
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Mr. WEIDMAN. So what I am saying is in the Committee report
to take out all the wiggle room in which case after having talked
to Mike about the intent, we would strongly favor this bill.

Mr. JOHNSON. Do you have any new concerns other than those
you just stated about the legislation?

Mr. WEIDMAN. Well, it comes down to the biggest thing is not—
I do not know how you address this, Congressman. The acquisition
leadership believes it is not their mission to assist veteran-owned
and service-disabled veteran-owned businesses, meaning it is not
their mission, meaning not VA’s mission. And so——

Mr. JOHNSON. Why do you

Mr. WEIDMAN. Sir.

Mr. JOHNSON. I am going completely off script now because that
dumbfounds me. It absolutely dumbfounds me that the VA does not
think that it should be part of their mission to assist these busi-
nesses.

Why do you think that would be true? Does that come from the
top?

Mr. WEIDMAN. That does not come from the 10th floor. That
comes from the chief of acquisitions that it is not their purview.

Mr. JOHNSON. Okay. I will look forward to asking him some
questions then at the appropriate time.

Mr. WEIDMAN. That would be great.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Thigpen, what other avenues—I am sorry for
moving on, but I have got limited time—what other avenues has
your group undertaken to resolve the out-of-state tuition issue for
NC student veterans?

Mr. THIGPEN. Thank you, sir.

We have been addressing this on a state level in North Carolina
for approximately a year. Our organization formed in response to
the change in law and we saw it was directly impacting our fellow
student veterans actually at UMC Wilmington.

Once we started to see further impact was actually felt on more
than just a local level, actually throughout North Carolina, we had
other student veterans reaching out to us seeking our assistance to
help represent them with regard to their residency for tuition pur-
poses which we have done. I wish we could get out there and rep-
resent every single one individually, but we simply cannot do it.

We try to work with our state legislators. We have got a tremen-
dous amount of support. Facts being what they are, we are here
today trying to make sure that we do not leave any veteran behind.
So to address this just on a state level in North Carolina, we would
leave so many other states and so many other veterans nationwide
behind in this. We want to see it happen on a Federal level. Let’s
take care of all of our student veterans in every state.

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I have additional questions, but I
see my time is expired, so I will yield back.

Mr. BiLirAKIS. Thanks so much.

And I now recognize Mr. Walz.

Mr. WaLz. Well, thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank each of you for being here again. This is one of the most
enjoyable parts of this job is coming, learning. I appreciate the
preparation that is put into this and it helps us understand and
serve our constituents much better.
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And T kind of segue off to something Rick said. I also think this
panel is very healthy for the way things are at. It is good to see
a mix here of young veterans and slightly less young veterans, if
you will.

Mr. WEIDMAN. I think you mean veterans who it is astounding
that they stand up and take nourishment.

Mr. WALZ. Yes. I would include myself in that group. But I do
want to thank you. I think it brings a real perspective and it brings
a problem-solving ability to us that is sorely missing many times.
So thank you for that.

I wanted to get out and I struggle with this idea in how we make
sure there is a fairness. My first concern is that fairness to those
veterans to make sure they get the benefits they so richly earn, but
making sure that we do get them a useable skill with their edu-
cation, making sure we are investing all those dollars wisely for
them and for the taxpayers so that they can take a place in society.

And with that, I know that sometimes our blanket generaliza-
tions, there are some very good for-profit universities out there and
there are some suspect ones. And we need to make sure that we
are using a laser and a scalpel and not the ax, if you will, to make
sure we are differentiating.

And so I am really curious just maybe to hear, and I do not
know, maybe start with you, Mr. Thigpen, and I know each of you
have expertise in this across the board, just something as simple
as how are we going to determine which institutions deserve
awards for excellence in service because I am trying to get this all
together and I love to be data-driven, but I would have to think my
illustrious institution would probably be penalized because my un-
dergraduate degree was the best six years of my life and I think
they did a nice job.

And I am wondering how when we make these determinations,
how we did that. So, Mr. Thigpen, I know this is somewhat subjec-
‘(ciive,hbut just help me understand how you see it of how we would

o this.

Mr. THIGPEN. Yes, sir. Thank you.

And just for the record, I am on ten years right now, so I have
got you beat there.

With regard to H.R. 4052, 4057, we strongly support that. We
cannot be here just to support our veterans in being able to prop-
erly use their GI Bill benefits through whatever institution they
decide to go through. We need to make sure that there is transition
not just in coming home and entering the college that they choose
to get their higher education from, but we also need to make sure
that there is further assistance in assisting them to transition into
the working community alike. So these bills help ensure that that
is going to be possible.

I think what our organization has found by and large is that
there needs to be a separate Committee for our institutions com-
prised of student veterans that are not accountable per se to an ad-
visor or the institution itself for listening to their feedback and
being bombarded with not being able to actually assist the student
veterans that they purport to represent.

You know, they need to represent the student veterans first and
then so long as they are accountable to the system, doing things
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in the proper manner, I think that is going to be the only way we
are going to actually be able to really service and assist our student
veterans nationwide.

In addition to that, our organization has started student vets and
it is going to be a Web site portal to create consistency across the
board nationwide for any veteran coming home wanting to go to
school no matter what state they live in. It will be we call it a one-
stop shop that they can submit every single form to whatever
school they want to go to and have every opportunity to be able to
see that.

And that is going to create consistency across the board because
that is going to be the last component that is left. If we can create
consistency across the board for student veterans in Washington
State, Ohio, Florida, Texas, Maine, we will ensure better success
within the corporate community.

Mr. WALZ. Do you think, Mr. Thigpen, that we can get that? I
want to be very clear. I would like to have this, you know, the good
housekeeping seal of approval, if you will, that these are the places
you can go. But I also want to be very fair as we put that stamp
on folks because I think it could be very, very powerful on where
it is at. And so I think you are right on how we get that.

Rick, do you think it is VVA’s, you know, ten principles here that
you should adhere to and are graduation rates in some of these,
you know, we want to be as objective as possible, but we also want
to, and I know this, I hear from my veterans who say, you know,
the reason I really like this school is their flexibility to work with
us on this, they have been good about that?

I mean, there are some intangibles here. And I see my time is
up. If I could, maybe we will come back again. But, Rick, what do
you think is——

Mr. WEIDMAN. Well, the statement that is appendix one was
worked on by the veterans’ organizations working with the White
House and others over the course of about two months. So we put
a lot of thought in it and a lot of work into it.

And one of the things that is key is VA take the step forward.
You can now go to www.va.gov and look up any hospital in the
country, whether it is Minnesota or Indiana or any place, and you
can look at all the various criteria about how this hospital is doing
in each category. And you will get a yellow if it is caution, green
if it is exceeding standards, and a red for that one if it is not meet-
ing standards.

There is no reason why that same technology, which VA already
owns, cannot be applied and used on the VBA’s part of the site and
the educational services part of the site to make it clear and inter-
active.

Right now if you look at that section, it is densely worded and
it is like reading a credit card contract which if you have ever tried
to do that, actually read it, I mean, you know, it will bore you to
tears and you will fall asleep even though somewhere in there you
know that you are getting the short end of the stick.

And so they can make it appropriate to where younger veterans,
and that is primarily who we are talking about, will have the infor-
mation and then look further. And that is where it should happen.
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And VA’s job is to make all of that disclosure readily available
to any member of the veterans’ community or their families be-
cause it is families can use the 21st GI Bill, 21st century GI Bill
if a veteran does not want to and spouses also it would be available
to.

Thank you, sir.

Mr. WALZ. No, I appreciate that.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman. Thank you.

Mr. BiLirakiS. Thank you, Mr. Walz. I appreciate it very much.
And thanks for the information and I know we will have further
discussion on this.

I welcome you to come to my office and discuss this with me and
most of the Members have a lot of interest in this area. So it is
a priority for us.

Mr. BRALEY. Mr. Chairman, can I just make

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Yeah, go ahead.

Mr. BRALEY. —one brief observation that came out of Mr.
Thigpen’s testimony? And that is in the State of Iowa right now
any veteran is eligible for the in-state tuition. And you mentioned
that this effort is ongoing in North Carolina. So while we have a
responsibility to address this at the Federal level, there is nothing
preventing states from taking action on their own to do the right
thing by veterans.

Mr. THIGPEN. You are exactly right. We have been saying the
same thing. If a state is going to purport and sell itself to be mili-
tary friendly, we need to hold them accountable to that.

Mr. BRALEY. Absolutely.

Mr. THIGPEN. We are still working on that. The facts speak for
themselves. North Carolina has not done it yet. We are seeking
your assistance. You guys get to be the heroes here.

Thank you.

Mr. BiLIRAKIS. Thank you.

I thank the panel and I ask the second panel to come forward.
This panel is comprised of the Honorable Steve Gunderson who is
a former Member of this body and is now the president and CEO
of the Association of Private Sector Colleges and Universities.

And we will also hear from Dr. Allen Sessoms who is the presi-
dent of the District of Columbia who is representing—I do not
know if that is right here in the script, but the president of the Dis-
trict of Columbia who is representing, I guess the University of
District of Columbia. He is representing the American Association
of State Colleges and Universities.

And now we will begin with Congressman Gunderson. Thank you
very much.

And I know we are supposed to have votes around 11:30, so
hopefully we can at least finish up with the testimony.

You are recognized, sir.
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STATEMENTS OF STEVE GUNDERSON, PRESIDENT AND CEO,
ASSOCIATION OF PRIVATE SECTOR COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES (APSCU); ALLEN L. SESSOMS, PRESIDENT, UNIVER-
SITY OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA ON BEHALF OF: AMER-
ICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE COLLEGES AND UNIVER-
SITIES (AASCU)

STATEMENT OF STEVE GUNDERSON

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much.

And I want to begin with two personal comments, if I might.
First of all, I have to say to you, Mr. Chairman, I had the honor
and privilege of working with your dad. And you are continuing his
legacy of service in this particular area and I just got to commend
you. He was a dear, dear friend when we were both here and really
think a lot of that.

Second, I need to tell all of you, I need to say thank you. While
I sit here, my 87-year-old father who is a veteran is being cared
for in the VA hospital in Tomah, Wisconsin with pneumonia and
congenital heart disease at this moment. And so on behalf of my
family, we say to all of you thank you for what you do for these
particular veterans.

On behalf of the association and the roughly 230,000 veteran stu-
dents who choose to attend private-sector colleges and universities
using their Post-9/11 GI benefits, I want to thank you for this op-
pfqrtunity to support all of the legislative issues that are in front
of you.

We have looked them over and there is only one concern that we
have. And I have been motivated by listening and learning myself
because the one issue that I think we have to look at on this issue
that Congressman Walz brings up which is the graduation rates,
it really indicates the problem.

And I am veering totally off my prepared testimony here. It real-
lylindicates the issue and the challenge for serving veterans prop-
erly.

If you would have your staff go to the Chronicle on Higher Edu-
cation, this week’s issue, it is focused on graduation rates. But
when you look at that data, it is for all students.

The Department of Education calculates graduation rates based
on first-time, full-time students. Most of our veterans are not first-
time, full-time students. They are veterans. They are returning to
school after their military service. And so they do not even come
into the calculations for what these graduation rates are.

So we stand ready to work with all of you to find ways in which
we can develop the information that is easily understood and cor-
rectly used by veterans to make the right determinations on where
they should pursue their education.

I would also like to recognize the VFW. And you have all been
aware of the coalition that was brought together on this issue of
veterans’ education. The VFW needs a special commendation for
bringing a rather diverse group of us together around a common
issue. And I think that becomes important.

It is important also, I think, to recognize something about the
veterans and the ability of all post-secondary education to provide
a quality education. It is meaningless if it does not also provide
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their objective which is job placement, one of those issues you have
just been talking about.

Today, as you know, our country has an 8.3 percent national un-
employment rate, yet veterans’ unemployment rates are much
higher than that, especially for the younger veterans.

The key to narrowing this gap and reducing veterans’ unemploy-
ment has to be an all hands on deck approach from all post-sec-
ondary education. We must be part of the solution and accountable
for national experience and outcomes for all students, especially
the veterans.

Policymakers, those of you on that side of the dais, are tasked
with a critical imperative to ensure that all stakeholders work col-
laboratively to provide our veterans with the tools and resources
that they need to make the right decisions.

The pivotal transition period as soldiers become students is often
wrought with challenges. As a result, many veterans fail to achieve
their academic goals. We believe the legislation in front of you be-
gins this effort.

Specifically many of the bills direct the secretary of the VA to de-
velop a comprehensive policy to ensure that veterans have the tools
necessary to make informed decisions about their post-secondary
education.

We believe the academic success of our veteran students is a
shared responsibility for the VA, the student, and all of our institu-
tions. The VA should ensure the veterans are provided with the in-
formation and resources. The veterans should use the information
to make informed education decisions. And our institutions should
provide the quality of education veterans deserve through their
benefits.

In closing, I want you to understand that the veterans’ education
is often different than that of the typical 18 to 24-year-old who goes
into college on a first-time, full-time basis. They appreciate, as you
will see in my written testimony, the ability to have flexible and
focused delivery of curriculum.

I talked to this wonderful veteran, Alexander Garrido in Miami.
He is returned from Iraq and he told me this story about the fact
that he could have gone to the University of Miami, he could have
gone to Florida International, USF. He chose one of the private-sec-
tor colleges. Why? Because it offered him the flexibility of sched-
uling and the focus of one course intensively at a time. And he
said, Steve, he said, that is how I now learn. It is different than
when I was in school.

So we stand ready to work with all of you. We commend what
you are doing, and I yield back the balance of my time or the 28
seconds I exceeded.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF STEVE (GUNDERSON APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. [Presiding] I thank the gentleman for yielding
back.

We will begin with questioning at this point. Oh, I am sorry. Dr.
Sessoms, you have a statement. You are recognized.
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STATEMENT OF ALLEN L. SESSOMS

Mr. SEssoMs. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Johnson, Ranking Member Braley, and distinguished
Members of the Subcommittee, I am Dr. Allen Sessoms, president
of the University of District of Columbia, the only public institution
of higher education here in our Nation’s capitol.

I am testifying on behalf of the American Association of State
Colleges and Universities, commonly known as AASCU. AASCU
represents 420 institutions and university systems across 49 states,
ichedDistrict of Columbia, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Virgin Is-
ands.

Thank you for holding this hearing and providing me the oppor-
tunity to present testimony in support of H.R. 3483, the Veterans
Education Equity Act of 2011, introduced by the Honorable G.K.
Butterfield of North Carolina.

I ask that my testimony be entered into the record.

If enacted, H.R. 3483 would remedy a serious inequity that cur-
rently exists under the Post-9/11 GI Bill Education Benefits Pro-
gram.

The current structure of the Post-9/11 GI Bill Education Benefits
Program provides a tuition assistance benefit to a veteran who at-
tends one of our country’s prestigious public colleges or universities
that is equal to the in-state tuition rate charged by the institution.
This benefit is worth on average about $8,244 per year.

On the contrary, if one of our veterans chooses to attend an out-
of-state private institution, he or she will automatically qualify for
up to $17,500 per year. Simply put, a veteran who chooses to at-
tend a public institution is entitled to on average less than half of
the benefit a veteran who chooses to attend a private institution re-
ceives.

In addition to the disparate treatment of our veterans attending
public versus private institutions, the current Post-9/11 GI Bill
benefit structure also asks our veterans to pick up the difference
between in-state and out-of-state tuition.

This can amount to over $13,000 per year in some states and
averages $4,282 across the country. Not only are we providing our
veterans with different tuition benefits depending on the type of in-
stitution they choose to attend, we are also asking them to pick up
the tab if they choose to attend a public institution in a different
state.

In a metropolitan area such as the national capitol region where
students regularly travel across state lines to earn their degrees,
this significantly limits the number of institutions our veterans
may realistically choose from.

For example, veterans attending the University of District of Co-
lumbia but living in Maryland or Virginia are required by District
of Columbia law to pay the nonresident tuition rate of $13,380.
’CIl‘his amounts to $7,000 per year for a full-time baccalaureate stu-

ent.

The Yellow Ribbon Program does provide a $500 tuition assist-
ance benefit to our nonresident veterans. However, this is only a
fraction of a nonresident tuition premium.

The current GI 9/11 Bill structure also harms those who have re-
cently relocated to a state and enrolled in a state’s public institu-
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tion but do not yet qualify for in-state tuition. Many states have
enacted minimum residency requirements that students must meet
to be eligible for in-state tuition rates.

For example, in the District of Columbia to receive the in-state
tuition rate, a veteran or any resident, citizen must reside in the
District of Columbia for a full year to become eligible. This may
cause a recently relocated veteran to put off pursuing a degree
until he or she is eligible for a lower tuition rate.

Passage of this bill is especially important at a time when unem-
ployment for our veterans is extremely high. According to recent
statistics from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce’s Hire Our Heroes
Program, unemployment for veterans age 18 to 24 is 30 percent.
For those in the national guard, it is 14 percent. These numbers
are well above the national average.

Our research has shown that individuals with more than a high
school diploma are more likely to be employed. Passing H.R. 3484
will give our veterans a greater opportunity to select the post-sec-
ondary program and institution best suited for them and by doing
so put them on a path to employment.

As a grateful Nation, we are committed to providing our veterans
with the maximum benefits they vitally deserve. Let’s make sure
we are also providing the flexibility our veterans need to use them.

On behalf of the 420 members of the American Association of
State Colleges and Universities, I urge Congress to pass the Vet-
erans Education Equity Act of 2011 without delay.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALLEN L. SESSOMS APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding back.

We will now begin with questioning for this panel and we will
go as long as we can.

What steps have your members taken to improve the amount of
data that is collected on veteran students?

Mr. GUNDERSON. Mr. Chairman, each of our schools tries to do
that individually. We do not yet have collective data for all of our
schools across the country.

The one thing I can share with you is that earlier this week at
our board meeting, we looked at our operating plan for the next
year and the board said will you please find ways to lift up the
data collection, the information and the service to the veterans as
one of your priorities in the next fiscal year.

So within the next year, I might be able to come back to you and
say we have one central data collection point, but we do not have
that today.

As T also indicated, that is going to take a major investment be-
cause the data under the National Center for Education Statistics,
the first-time, full-time, that is not the data we need to accurately
fleﬂect what these veterans are doing and what outcomes they

ave.

Mr. JOHNSON. Okay. I thank the gentleman for his answer.

And for the sake of time, I am going to submit the rest of my
questions written. And I hope that the panel would respond in
writing to those.
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I am going to yield now to Mr. Braley if he has questions.

Mr. BRALEY. Well, I want to thank you both for testifying.

And I am glad to hear you say, Mr. Gunderson, that the key is
job placement because I think when we look at the alarming prob-
lem of unemployment with our Nation’s veterans, the thing that we
want to see happen no matter what type of educational institution
they attend is that they have a job waiting for them at the end of
their educational journey, whether it is six years in the case of Mr.
Walz or ten years in the case of our previous witness.

But one of the things that I guess I am going to ask you both
is why haven’t more states done what my state has done and said
this is an important enough priority, we are going to make in-state
tuition apply to every veteran regardless of where they separated?

Mr. SEssoms. Let me try to answer it for the public universities.
Every issue related to the funding of public universities has become
exceptionally political in states. And it requires significant political
will on the part of state legislators to do that.

I would argue that in the case of Iowa, there may be more polit-
ical will than there is in the case of, say, the District of Columbia
where we had discussions just the beginning of the week and there
is resistence to that. There is resistence to subsidizing out-of-state
residents.

I think it is very important to do that. We are pushing as a uni-
versity to do that in significant cases, certainly in the case of vet-
erans, but others as well. It is just a very hard political nut to
crack right now in this economic environment.

Mr. BRALEY. Well, just in response to your question, I can tell
you it is not because we do not face those same economic pressures.

Mr. Walz just showed me a headline from today that the Univer-
sity of Northern Iowa which is a regents institution ten miles from
my home in Waterloo is cutting 70 academic programs in response
to those economic pressures while at the same time taking on this
responsibility of giving veterans an affordable choice.

So I think that is the answer to critics who are standing in the
way of doing the right thing by our veterans.

Mr. SEssoms. Well, let me comment, Congressman. I can only
agree with you. I think we want to do that, but we are politically
constrained.

I think the University of Northern Iowa, I know it very well, I
know the president there, is also reviewing another dozen pro-
grams for restructuring because of the pressures. We are all doing
that.

I think it would be very helpful if a clear message was sent from
Congress that this is something that they, in fact, would like to see
nationally. That would sort of help give us a political push. But I
can only agree with you.

Mr. BRALEY. Do you know whether most state universities’ tui-
tions are set by a governing board of some type or the state legisla-
ture or do they have the discretion individually to make this oppor-
tunity available to veterans?

Mr. SEssoMms. It is rare that the institution can treat residents
and nonresidents in the same way. There is a law in general de-
fined by the state. In very many cases, in fact, I would guess in
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half the cases, the tuition and fee structure is actually set by the
state legislature.

It is rare that an institution can set it itself, but it can not vio-
late state law when it comes to residents and nonresidents. There
is nothing an institution individually can do about that. It requires
the state to make a determination that that is for these particular
classes of students something that they will agree to across the
board.

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back.

Mr. JOHNSON. The gentleman yields back. We will go to Mr.
Walz.

Mr. WaLz. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And thank you both for your testimony, as I said, helping us un-
derstand this.

And, Representative Gunderson, I wish the best for your father.
St. Tomah is in my sphere of responsibility, so I get over there and
look at that. It is a beautiful institution with committed staff. And
I assure you your father will get the best care anywhere as he de-
serves.

Mr. GUNDERSON. Well, you do not have to worry. He has been
well served throughout his aging process by the Veterans Adminis-
tration and we have no doubt about that. But thank you.

Mr. WALZ. And I do appreciate these comments. I concur with my
colleague from Iowa. Contrary to popular belief, we share a lot of
commonality from Minnesota and Iowa. And of the things we share
is that 34th Division and those soldiers.

And I would have to say something. As we are getting at the
heart of this, because I, too, will echo that sentiment on job place-
ment and career potential, of not just providing all the options and
then a hit and miss and take it and decide that a couple years at
a post-secondary was not the right way and you used your GI Bill
and now you are going somewhere else.

We know some of that is going to happen. It is personal choice,
but something I think we could use more around here, and I will
commend the states of JTowa and Minnesota and public/private part-
nerships. We have got that same red bull division that Mr. Braley
was talking about. They are deployed again. They are in Kuwait
bringing the troops out.

So they have been there on another year deployment, but this
time we are not going to make the mistake we made last time. We
already know that of that brigade combat team 511 of them are ei-
ther going to go to school or unemployed. We are there matching
them up right now in Kuwait this week as we speak with a job fair
there, not once they get back, not once they had unemployment.

Every one of those 511 will either be matched up with a proper
institution and a proper track or they will have a job when they
come back matched up with the employers. That database is there.
It is a captive audience. The first sergeants and the commanders
have assisted in that. That is the right proactive way to go.

And I think the more information we push out trying to do that,
as you are saying, and getting good data is certainly going to—well,
it is to serve our veterans better, but let’s just be brutally honest.
It is going to save money in the long run too.
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And so I want to thank you both for being a part of this and
helping. I think what I will do in the essence of time with the
Chairman is submit questions if we have them and yield back.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding back.

And Members are encouraged to submit their questions in writ-
ing, and I thank the panel for being with us today.

And you will get us answers to those questions, correct? Okay.
Thank you.

Without objection, so ordered.

I now call up our third panel which includes Mr. Curtis Coy from
the Veterans Benefits Administration. He is accompanied by Mr. C.
Ford Heard from the Office of Acquisitions, Logistics and Construc-
tion and Mr. Keith Wilson from VA’s Education Service.

We also have Major General Ronald Young from the Department
of Defense and Deputy Assistant Secretary Junior Ortiz from the
Department of Labor.

Let’s start with Mr. McCoy. Oh, I am sorry. Mr. Coy. I apologize.
Yes, Mr. Coy, you are recognized.

STATEMENTS OF CURTIS L. COY, DEPUTY UNDER SECRETARY
FOR ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY, VETERANS BENEFITS AD-
MINISTRATION, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
ACCOMPANIED BY: C. FORD HEARD, ASSOCIATE DEPUTY AS-
SISTANT SECRETARY FOR PROCUREMENT POLICY, SYSTEMS
AND OVERSIGHT, OFFICE OF ACQUISITIONS, LOGISTICS AND
CONSTRUCTION AND KEITH WILSON, DIRECTOR, VA’S EDU-
CATION SERVICE; RONALD G. YOUNG, DIRECTOR, FAMILY
AND EMPLOYER PROGRAM AND POLICY, U.S. DEPARTMENT
OF DEFENSE; ISMAEL “JUNIOR” ORTIZ, DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY, VETERANS’ EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING
SERVICE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR

STATEMENT OF CURTIS L. COY

Mr. Coy. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Chairman and other Members of the Subcommittee, good
morning. I am pleased to be here today to provide the views of the
Department of Veterans Affairs on pending legislation concerned
with veteran education, employment, and small business con-
tracting issues.

Joining me today is Ford Heard, Associate Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary for Procurement Policy and Mr. Keith Wilson, our Director
of Education Services.

I apologize for the delay in providing VA’s testimony. As noted
in my written testimony, VA defers to other departments and agen-
cies on several bills.

In my oral statement, I would like to highlight VA’s views on the
remaining bills.

I want to begin by stating that every initiative has the admirable
goal of assisting our Nation’s veterans and servicemembers.

H.R. 3329 would extend the period during which a veteran may
be afforded a rehabilitation program under Chapter 31. VA sup-
ports extending the period of eligibility. Individuals may need voc
rehab services during mid-life when disabilities worsen or when
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changing careers or later in life when in need of independent living
services.

By extending the period of eligibility, VA’s Vocational Rehabilita-
tion & Employment Program will be able to provide individuals
who meet those eligibility entitlement criteria under Chapter 31.

In addition, by extending the period of eligibility, VR&E Program
will be in line with the Post-9/11 GI Bill period of eligibility.

H.R. 3483, the Veterans Education Equality Act, would revise
the formula for the payment of tuition and fees for individuals enti-
tled to educational assistance under the Post-9/11 GI Bill and pur-
suing programs of education at public institutions of higher learn-
ing.

While VA supports the intent to provide payment equality or eq-
uity to individuals training under the Post-9/11 GI Bill, VA does
not support this legislation as written.

Separate rules for tuition and fee changes would add another
level of complexity to the program for both beneficiaries and
schools. We continue to receive complaints from beneficiaries re-
garding understanding exactly how much they will receive in tui-
tion and fees under the Post-9/11 GI Bill.

This bill would exacerbate that problem. We would be happy to
work with the Subcommittee to satisfy what we understand to be
the overall intent of the legislation.

Although we regret we were unable to estimate cost of this pro-
posal at this time, VA notes that any change in benefit levels
would increase the total cost of the program and would necessitate
the identification of offsets.

H.R. 4048, improving contracting opportunities for veteran-
owned small businesses would amend Section 8127 by adding a
new subsection providing for the purposes of meeting under Sub-
section A, the Secretary shall include the acquisition of goods and
services through the use of Federal supply schedule of GSA.

VA is continuing to analyze this legislation and will provide its
views to the Committee when we complete that analysis.

VA respectfully defers to the Department of Labor on the merits
of H.R. 4051, the TAP Modernization Program, but we would note,
however, that VA, of course, will be a component of those TAP
briefings and as a result, there is a cost impact for VA that is noted
in my written statement.

H.R. 4052, Recognizing Excellence in Veterans Education Act,
would establish an honorary education and veterans’ education
award to recognize institutions of higher learning that provide su-
perior services to veterans.

Mr. Chairman, we have seen some great examples of schools that
have shown leadership and energy in providing great support and
services to veterans. We think we should take opportunities to rec-
ognize those schools and that can be a model for others for what
they provide to our veterans.

We do have some concerns with some of the provisions of the bill
as written, particularly the criteria with respect to Yellow Ribbon
and the collection of graduation rates and some of that data. We
would need additional resources as well to implement this legisla-
tion.



32

4057, Improving Transparency of Education Opportunities for
Veterans, would direct VA to develop a comprehensive policy to im-
prove outreach and transparency to veterans and members of the
armed services.

VA supports providing veterans with better information about
their educational opportunities, but does not believe legislation is
necessary because policies and programs are in place already at
VA, the Department of Education, and DoD.

And we will continue to work with these agencies to enhance
that level of data sharing and information sharing. As well, we are
in the process of also revising our TAP Program as an initiative for
both VA and DoD.

4072, Consolidating Veteran Employment Services, would trans-
fer a number of functions performed under program

Mr. JoHNSON. Mr. Coy, I apologize. We are going to have to take
the rest of your testimony——

Mr. Coy. Yes, sir.

Mr. JOHNSON. —written, your time has expired, for the sake of
time so we get all the testimony in.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF CURTIS L. COY APPEARS IN THE
APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. General Young, you are now recognized.

STATEMENT OF RONALD G. YOUNG

General YOUNG. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Braley, and
distinguished Members of the Committee, thank you for your invi-
tation to participate in this hearing and to share DoD’s views on
a number of pieces of legislation that have been introduced.

In my capacity as the Director of Family and Employer Programs
and Policy under the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Reserve Af-
fairs, I have oversight into only one of the bills before your Com-
mittee today, but welcome the opportunity to provide you with the
reqlilleslted comments and concerns of the Department of Defense as
a whole.

The department has comments on four of the bills. The Depart-
ment of Defense opposes a provision in House Resolution 3610, a
bill that would among other things repeal Section 509 of Title 32,
USC Code, the National Guard Youth Challenge Program of oppor-
tunities for civilian youth.

Mandated by Congress since 1993, over 100,000 students have
successfully graduated from the program with 80 percent earning
their high school diploma or GED. On average, 26 percent go on
to college, 20 percent enter the military, and the remainder join the
workforce and career jobs. There are 33 youth challenge programs
in 27 states and one territory across the country.

The number of high school dropouts each year is a national secu-
rity issue and can cost the American economy billions in lost pro-
ductivity and earnings over the students’ lifetime. The 12 million
students projected to drop out over the next decade will cost our
economy more than $3 trillion.

A recent RAND cost-benefit analysis study reported that the
Youth Challenge Program generates $2.6 in benefits for every dol-
lar spent on the program. The estimated return on investment in
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the Challenge Program is 166 percent. It is for those reasons that
we oppose eliminating the Youth Challenge Program.

H.R. 3670 would require the Transportation Security Administra-
tion to comply with USERRA. If legislation is passed, I am not
aware of any cost the department would incur.

Over the last three years, ESGR has handled about 20 USERRA
cases that involve TSA. During this same period, 75 percent of all
cases were resolved including administrative closures. In fiscal
year 2011, eleven cases we handled and eight were resolved for a
resolution rate of 73 percent.

ESGR will continue to assess guard and reserve servicemembers
employed by TSA in addressing all their USERRA issues.

Furthermore, if 3670 were to amend Public Law 107-71, we are
prepared to assist TSA with USERRA training materials and train-
ing opportunities for their supervisors and employees.

Concerning H.R. 3524, the department does not oppose H.R.
3524. However, we do suggest that the legislation further clarify
the status of the persons that would be absent from positions with
the Federal Government.

My reading of the resolution speaks to them being in a furlough
status or I believe a leave of absence status and perhaps a more
appropriate status would be an administrative leave status that we
would like to work with you on.

Regarding H.R. 4072, the Department of Defense believes that
the separating servicemembers including guard and reserve need
effective services to help them successfully transition to the civilian
workforce. However, DoD defers to Department of Labor and Vet-
erans Affairs on the specifics of this bill.

I thank you for this opportunity here today and for your support
of our servicemembers, veterans, families, employers, and for the
4,800 ESGR volunteers across the country. I look forward to your
questions.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF RONALD G. YOUNG APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you for your testimony, General Young.

Mr. Ortiz, you are now recognized for five minutes.

STATEMENT OF ISMAEL “JUNIOR” ORTIZ

Mr. ORTIZ. Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member
Braley, and distinguished Members of the Subcommittee. Thank
you for the opportunity to appear before you today and to discuss
the U.S. Department of Labor’s view on pending legislation.

I am Junior Ortiz, DoL’s Employment and Training Service, and
I would like to begin by apologizing to the Committee for the late-
ness of the department’s testimony.

While there are numerous bills on the agenda, my testimony will
focus on H.R. 3524, 3610, 4051, and 4072.

H.R. 3524, the Disabled Veterans Employment Protection Act,
would extend certain protections under USERRA to individuals re-
ceiving treatment for service-connected disabilities.

As directed or as drafted, the department has a few technical
concerns regarding the bill’s potential interaction with the Family
and Medical Leave Act and USERRA’s reemployment eligibility
provisions.
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However, we look forward to working with the Subcommittee to
better understand the intent of the legislation and to provide tech-
nical assistance.

The next bill I would like to discuss is H.R. 3610. The bill repeals
most of labor grants programs for veterans. These programs in-
clude the JVSG Program that funds DVOP’s and LVER staff, the
Transition Assistance Program, the Homeless Veterans Reintegra-
tion Program, and the Veterans Workforce Investment Program.

In their place, the bill establishes a single veterans’ workforce in-
vestment fund to provide states with resources for employment
services to veterans.

Disabled veterans currently get the intensive service they need
from specialized DVOP staff. H.R. 3610 would repeal the DVOP
Program without assuring that the same services will be provided
by the remaining LVER staff that are included in the legislation.

Similarly, repealing the HVRP programs could leave thousands
of homeless veterans without the intensive service this program
provides including veteran stand-downs, homeless female veterans,
and Homeless Veterans with Families Program.

If the bill is enacted, transitioning servicemembers and their
spouses could also lose the valuable needed services provided by
TAP.

In 2011, DoL provided more than 4,200 TAP employment work-
shops generating 145,000 participants. This number is expected to
increase dramatically as TAP becomes mandatory in the transition
services under the VOW Act. However, this legislation would leave
DoL without the authority or funding to fulfill the VOW Act man-
date and to provide these needed services.

In conclusion, the department has concerns of the potential im-
pact H.R. 3610 has on veterans and looks forward to working with
the Subcommittee to ensure that the veterans and others receive
the high-quality service they need to succeed in the workforce.

Next I would like to discuss H.R. 4051 which would authorize
three-year grant program requiring DoL to provide TAP to vet-
erans and their spouses on off-base locations. Dol has concerns
with this legislation for the following reasons:

To begin with, the current TAP employment workshops are de-
signed specifically for transitioning servicemembers and their
spouses. As a result, the curriculum is not appropriate for all vet-
erans. However, one-stop career centers provide specific workshops
for all veterans on resume writing, interviewing, and how to con-
duct job search.

As such, the proposed legislation appears to be duplicative and
we would look forward to working with the Subcommittee to iden-
tify any needed program improvements.

Finally, I would like to discuss H.R. 4072 that would transfer
most veterans’ employment services and protection from the DoL to
VA. Veterans’ services are integrated into the larger DoL. workforce
system which includes over 2,500 one-stop career centers and vet-
erans’ services are provided by and with the support of numerous
agencies within the department including ETA and OFCCP.

In 2010, this system served over 1.7 million veterans ensuring
priority of service were provided when doing so.
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Much of what DoL does for veterans and other eligible persons
concentrates on maximizing the employment and training opportu-
nities developed through our relationship with the state workforce
agencies.

DoL is also a worker protection agency with extensive experience
protecting eligible veterans and servicemembers from discrimina-
tion under various statutes such as USERRA, VEOA and VEVRAA.
The proposed legislation would transfer USERRA and VEVRAA re-
sponsibilities to the VA and would leave VEOA responsibility to
DoL.

The Veterans’ Employment and Training Service in partnership
with the Department of Labor agencies serves veterans and
transitioning servicemembers by providing resources and expertise
to assist and prepare them obtaining meaningful careers, maximize
employment opportunities, and protect their rights.

DoL looks forward to working with the Subcommittee and our
partners to ensure that we provide effective assistance to veterans.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement and I would be
happy to entertain any questions the Members may have. Thank
you.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF ISMAEL “JUNIOR” ORTIZ APPEARS
IN THE APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. Thank you, Mr. Ortiz.

You know, I thank the members of the panel for their testimony.
I find it astounding that with three weeks to prepare for this hear-
ing the testimony of the Department of Labor and VA avoid taking
a position on what is admittedly the most controversial bill on to-
day’s agenda, Chairman Miller’s H.R. 4072.

Mr. Coy says they are, quote, ready to discuss these organiza-
tional issues with the Subcommittee and our Department of Labor
partners at any time.

The Department of Labor after reciting a litany of services,
VETS and other Department of Labor agencies provide to veterans,
fails to identify any technical issue that would prevent a continu-
ation of those services after VETS moves to VA.

Secretary Ortiz concludes his testimony by saying the Depart-
ment of Labor looks forward to working with the Subcommittee
and our partners to ensure that we provide effective assistance to
veterans.

Gentlemen, that is exactly why we are here today.

To summarize, VA fails to state whether they would like to as-
sume responsibility for VETS and its programs and the Depart-
ment of Labor fails to identify any substantive reasons why VETS
and its Federal staff, programs, and funding would create havoc
with veterans’ employment programs under their auspices.

Votes have just been called. For the sake of time, I am going to
yield to the Ranking Member to ask a question. We will do one
quick round and then we will submit additional questions for the
record and ask the panel to respond in writing.

With that, Mr. Braley, I yield to you.

Mr. BRALEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

And, General Young, thank you for your testimony in support of
the bill that I have pending before the Committee today.
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And we look forward to working with you to address the concern
you have raised that specifically impacts classification of Federal
employees. And my staff will follow-up with you to talk about that.

Mr. Ortiz, I appreciated your comments about that same bill in
your written statement. And one of the things I was struck by in
looking at the concerns you have identified is they seem very re-
markably similar to concerns expressed before Congress passed the
Americans With Disabilities Act, before Congress passed the Fam-
ily Medical Leave Act.

Anything that we do that impacts what employers do with their
personnel, policies, and practices always sets off alarms. But I
think that the purpose behind this legislation I have introduced is
to stand up for veterans, disabled veterans, and make sure they
are getting protections in the workplace that they have earned with
their blood.

So we look forward to working with your department as well and
as we continue to work on this important legislation.

With that, I will yield back.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding back.

Mr. Stutzman.

Mr. STuTZMAN. Thank you.

And I apologize I was not here for most of the hearing due to a
budget meeting.

But, Mr. Coy, I do have a question. When can we expect the final
regulations for Public Law 11-275?

Mr. Coy. That is the VRAP legislation, sir?

Mr. STuTZMAN. The fix bill, the GI Bill.

Mr. Coy. I am not prepared to answer that, sir. We will have to
take that for the record and we will get back to you as quickly as
we can.

Mr. StuTZMAN. Okay. All right. And then in your testimony, you
state that VR&E Service already has a commercial off-the-shelf
system that assesses the servicemember’s readiness to attend post-
secondary training.

Would VR&E consider making this tool available to veterans on
their Web site and is the use of this tool going to be part of any
TAP Program?

Mr. Coy. That tool, sir, that we have now is an off-the-shelf prod-
uct and we buy licensing for it for our VRE counselors. It is not
really a good tool for someone to do a self-assessment or do it
downloading from the Web.

We are looking at a number of different sort of off-the-shelf tools,
but that particular VR&E tool we are looking at right now and try-
ing to figure out how we could possibly use that with respect to
sort of a bigger Web-based situation.

With respect to the TAP Program, we are working very, very
hard with DoD and Department of Labor of completely revamping
the entire TAP Program and tools like that in terms of readiness
assessments for our veterans and servicemembers as part of that
new TAP.

Mr. STUTZMAN. Okay. And then finally, do you know approxi-
mately how many veterans does VR&E turn away every year due
to delimiting date expiration?
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Mr. Coy. We went back and looked at our records and it is on
average about 500.

Mr. STuTZMAN. Thank you. I will yield back.

Mr. JOHNSON. I thank the gentleman for yielding back.

And I would remind the panel we will be submitting additional
questions that because of time and the voting schedule we are not
going to be able to get to at this point. And we would ask the panel
to respond to those questions in writing.

In addition to our panels, we have statements for the record from
Congressman Butterfield, Congressman Mclntyre, the U.S. Trans-
portation Security Administration, the Paralyzed Veterans of
America, Disabled American Veterans, the Texas Veterans Com-
mission, the North Carolina Community College System, Congress-
woman Sanchez, Wounded Warrior Project, and Iraq and Afghani-
stan Veterans of America.

I ask unanimous consent these statements be included in the
record. Hearing no objection, so ordered.

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF G.K. BUTTERFIELD APPEARS IN THE
APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF MIKE MCINTYRE APPEARS IN THE
APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF U.S. TRANSPORTATION SECURITY
ADMINISTRATION APPEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF PARALYZED VETERANS OF AMERICA
APPEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF DISABLED AMERICAN VETERANS
APPEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF TERRY “T.P.” O’MAHONEY APPEARS
IN THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR. R. SCOTT RAILS APPEARS IN
THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF WOUNDED WARRIOR PROJECT AP-
PEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

[THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF IRAQ AND AFGHANISTAN VETERANS
OF AMERICA APPEARS IN THE APPENDIX]

Mr. JOHNSON. I would also ask that all members have five legis-
lative days in which to revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous materials associated with today’s hearing.
Again, hearing no objection, so ordered.

I would like to recognize—well, we are not going to have closing
remarks today for the sake of time.

There being no further business before this Subcommittee today,
we intend to hold a markup on some of these bills on March 29th,
and with that, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 11:55 a.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Marlin Stutzman, Chairman

Good morning. Today, we will receive testimony on the following bills: H.R. 3329,
introduced by our colleague, Ms. Linda Sanchez, H.R. 3483, introduced by Congress-
man Butterfield, H.R. 3524, introduced by our Ranking Member, Mr. Braley, H.R.
3610, introduced by Ms. Foxx, H.R. 3670, introduced by Congressman/Mr./Sgt Major
Walz, H.R. 4048, introduced by another EO Subcommittee Member, Mr. Johnson,
H.R. 4051 and H.R. 4052, two bills I introduced, H.R. 4057, introduced by Mr. Bili-
rakis, and H.R. 4072, a bill introduced by Chairman Miller.

Briefly, my first bill, H.R. 4051 sets up a pilot program to increase opportunities
to attend the Transition Assistance Program by expanding TAP to offer classes at
multiple off-base locations. My second bill, H.R. 4052 sets up a program to identify,
through a list of criteria, schools that do a good job educating veterans.

While I understand that some of the bills on today’s agenda would make signifi-
cant organizational changes to the Department of Labor and the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, the Committee, after provided copies of this bills to staff several days
prior, provided a formal hearing notice to both Departments on Friday, February
17th, some 21 days ago.

And yet we did not receive VA’s testimony under 6:38 PM last evening and La-
bor’s testimony at 6:55 PM last evening. I find this unacceptable and while I under-
stand that it may have been out of the control of today’s witnesses I hope this situa-
tion is rectified in the future.

I thank all the sponsors for their bills and I look forward to hearing from our wit-
nesses on each bill. I would also ask unanimous consent to allow Members with bills
before us today to join us on the dais for the purpose of presenting their bills. Hear-
ing no objection, I will recognize them shortly for their remarks.

I now recognize the distinguished Ranking Member for his opening remarks.

———

Prepared Statement of Hon. Bruce L. Braley,
Ranking Democratic Member

The bills included in today’s hearing seek to provide and improve veterans’ bene-
fits. These bills will increase access to education, provide employment protection for
disabled veterans, extend vocational rehabilitation and employment benefits, and
improve contracting procedures.

This Subcommittee has been committed to improving employment opportunities
for our nation’s veterans. We've conducted oversight hearings and field hearings to
examine the unemployment problems facing our nation’s veterans and passed legis-
lation to try and mitigate these problems. Yet, few times have we discussed the
unique needs of those with service-connected injuries. That is why I am pleased to
have introduced H.R. 3524, the Disabled Veterans Employment Protection Act, which
seeks to provide service-connected disabled veterans with employment protections.

H.R. 3524 would protect service-connected disabled veterans against employer dis-
crimination while they seek treatment for injuries they sustained while in service
or aggravated due to their military service. It would provide up to 12 weeks of un-
paid leave in a calendar year. Currently Public Law 110-181, under the Family and
Medical Leave Act, provides caregivers with up to 26 work weeks of unpaid leave
in a calendar year for up to five years to care for their spouse, parent, child or next
of kin who is a servicemember and sustained an injury or illness during service.
While caregivers are given this much deserved protection, those that have been di-
rectly inflicted with an injury do not enjoy similar protections. It is time to remedy
this inequity.

I am also interested in making sure our veterans have good information when de-
ciding to go back to college. I appreciate that Chairman Stutzman has introduced

(38)
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legislation that would recognize educational institutions that provide superior serv-
ice to veterans, as well as improve the TAP program to include information about
post-secondary education.

I also appreciate Rep. Bilirakis’s legislation that would improve outreach and
transparency for veterans regarding information about going back to school. I be-
lieve having clear and reliable information is essential in helping veterans make de-
cisions about post-secondary education.

I look forward to working with Members of this Committee to make sure our vet-
erans are receiving unbiased advice on the use of GI Bill benefits and adequate in-
formation about schools they may want to attend. They have served their country
and deserve to have the best education possible, including ongoing support once
they are enrolled.

Common sense legislation to provide employment protection for veterans who
need medical treatment for their service-connected injuries or to provide complete
information about educational opportunities is how we protect those who have vol-
unteered to protect us.

——

Prepared Statement of Hon. G. K. Butterfield

Chairman Stutzman and Ranking Member Braley, thank you for the opportunity
to testify before your Subcommittee.

We owe our veterans every opportunity to get a quality education and enter the
workforce with the tools needed to compete. These returning heroes face an inequity
that forces those who attend public colleges to pay more out-of-pocket in tuition
than veterans who attend private institutions. This inequity has caused many vet-
erans to drop out of college, transfer, or assume tremendous financial burdens to
attend school. H.R. 3483, the Veterans’ Education Equity Act, addresses this prob-
lem by granting veterans equal benefits to attend any public or private institution.

In January 2011, the Post-9/11 Veterans’ Educational Improvements Assistance
Act became law, reducing education benefits for veterans and separating education
benefits for veterans who attend public institutions from veterans who attend pri-
vate institutions. Before that act was passed, veterans could receive tuition and fees
benefits up to the amount charged by the most expensive public institution in each
state. Now, the education benefit for a veteran attending a private institution is
capped at $17,500. The education benefit available to a veteran who attends a public
institution is capped at in-state tuition, which is often less than $17,500. So, often
veterans who attend private institutions are eligible for more education benefits
than those who attend public institutions.

The table below illustrates how my bill would improve current law by showing
its impact on Post-9/11 GI Bill education aid available to veterans at three institu-
tions in North Carolina:

Total out of Total out of
In-state Out-of-state | pocket cost for | pocket cost for
Institution tuition and fees | tuition and fees non-resident non-resident
2011-2012 2011-2012 under current under H.R.
law 3483
Elizabeth City State University (Public)
Elizabeth City, North Carolina $3,828 $13,572 $9,744 $0
East Carolina University (Public)
Greenville, North Carolina $5,317 $17,896 $12,579 $396
Bennett College (Private)
Greensboro, North Carolina $16,794 $16,794 $0 $0

At Elizabeth City State University (ECSU), in-state tuition and fees are $3,828
per year and out-of-state tuition and fees are $13,572. Under current law, a veteran
with North Carolina residency attending ECSU would have his full tuition covered.
A veteran who is not a resident of North Carolina would be charged $13,572 but
only receive $3,828 in education benefits, so he would owe $9,744 out-of-pocket. At
East Carolina University (ECU), in-state tuition and fees are $5,317 per year and
out-of-state tuition and fees are $17,896, so a veteran with North Carolina residency
who attends ECU would have his full tuition covered. A veteran who is not a resi-
dent of North Carolina would be charged $17,896 but only receive $5,317 in edu-
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cation benefits, so he would owe $12,579 out-of-pocket. However, if that veteran
chose to attend Bennett College which costs $16,794, his education benefits would
cover full tuition and fees.

There are 516 veterans at University of North Carolina institutions and 715 vet-
erans in North Carolina Community Colleges who would be immediately assisted
by this law. In my District, Air Force veteran Edward Bailey, who attends ECU,
faced $6,000 in charges before classes began in fall 2011 after the Post-9/11 Vet-
erans’ Educational Improvements Assistance Act became law. He was forced to take
out a $5,000 loan and borrow $1,000 from friends to stay in school. With five semes-
ters of college left, he must find a way to pay for $30,000 in tuition and fees or con-
tinue his education elsewhere. Marine Corps veteran Nan Lopata, who also attends
ECU, received GI benefits to cover full tuition and fees for her first semester in
spring 2011, only to face $6,800 in charges before her second semester in fall 2011.
She was unable to afford to continue as a full-time student, potentially delaying her
graduation. Two other students attending ECU—James and Mary Murtha—received
full tuition GI benefits for their first three academic years before receiving bills in
fall 2011 totaling $38,000 to complete their senior years. Their father, active duty
Marine Corps Colonel Brian Murtha, was forced to withdraw $36,000 from his re-
tirement funds. We owe it to veterans and their families to protect the benefits they
were promised when they joined our military.

Veterans have limited options when their Post-9/11 GI Bill education benefits do
not cover their expenses. Veterans may participate in the Yellow Ribbon GI Edu-
cation Enhancement Program which can cover a portion of the tuition and fees that
exceed the base Post-9/11 GI Bill benefit where it exists. However, the Yellow Rib-
bon Program is only available at institutions which opt into agreements with the
U.S. Department of Veterans’ Affairs Veterans’ Administration to match the amount
not already covered by the basic Post-9/11 GI Bill. In North Carolina, only 7 out
of 74 public institutions participate in the Yellow Ribbon Program, forcing many
veterans to pay out-of-pocket tuition and fees that are not covered by Post-9/11 GI
Bill education benefits.

For those reasons, this bill has broad support including 57 bipartisan cosponsors.
Additionally, veterans’ service organizations (VSOs) including the Student Veterans
Advocacy Group (SVAG), Iraq and Afghanistan Veterans of America (IAVA), Vet-
erans of Foreign Wars (VFW), the American Legion, American Veterans (AMVETS),
American Military Retirees Association (AMRA), and the Armed Forces Foundation,
have endorsed this bill. The bill is supported by the American Association of State
Colleges and Universities (AASCU), the Association of Public and Land-Grant Uni-
versities (APLU), the Association of American Universities (AAU), the University of
North Carolina System, and the North Carolina Community Colleges System.

The Congressional Budget Office’s (CBO’s) preliminary cost estimate of H.R. 3483
is $1.4 to $1.5 billion over 10 years. When averaged, the annual cost would be only
a 2 percent increase from the roughly $7.7 billion spent on the Post-9/11 GI Bill in
2011. The CBO also provided a preliminary cost estimate if the bill were to include
a 3 year sunset provision of $400 million over 3 years. The CBO’s preliminary esti-
mate also indicated that up to 30,000 veterans would benefit from this bill. I urge
the Subcommittee to consider offsets based on efficiencies which do not compromise
service or benefits for our veterans.

Lastly, legislation to address inequities in tuition and fees benefits under the
Post-9/11 Veterans’ Educational Improvements Assistance Act is not unprecedented.
In fact, Chairman Miller introduced H.R. 1383, the Restoring GI Bill Fairness Act,
which exempts certain veterans who were enrolled in private colleges from the
$17,500 tuition cap. That bill made private institutions more affordable for veterans
and unanimously passed the House before being enacted in August 2011. I encour-
age my colleagues to support this bill in similar bipartisan fashion, and I look for-
ward to your Subcommittee’s approval. If we do not correct this problem, up to
30,000 veterans could face paying as much as $75,000 in out-of-pocket tuition costs
in a tough economy, and at a time when 13.1 percent of veterans are unemployed.

Let’s treat all of our veterans fairly by passing the Veterans’ Education Equity
Act out of Committee and helping it become law.

———

Prepared Statement of Richard Weidman

Good afternoon Chairman Stutzman, Ranking Member Braley, and distinguished
Members of the House Subcommittee on Economic Opportunity. On behalf of Viet-
nam Veterans of America (VVA) National President John Rowan and our officers
and members, we thank you for the opportunity to appear today to share our views
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on H.R. 3329, H.R. 3483, H.R. 3610, H.R. 3670, H.R. 3524, H.R. 4048, H.R. 4051,
H.R. 4057 and H.R. 4072.

I ask that you enter our full statement in the record, and I will briefly summarize
some of the most important points of our statement.

H.R. 3329, introduced by Representative Linda T Sanchez [D-CA], extends from
12 to 15 years after discharge or release from active-duty service the authorized pe-
riod for veterans with service-connected disabilities to enroll in certain Department
of Veterans Affairs (VA) vocational training and rehabilitation programs.

VVA favors this bill, as it is often the case that returning servicemembers have
to spend a significant number of years readjusting and acclimating to civilian soci-
ety after their return, especially from a combat zone. The Pew Charitable Trusts
produced an excellent report on this very subject in 2011 that we recommend to the
Members of the Committee. (A copy of same was provided to key staff on both sides
of the aisle.) Anything that affords more opportunity for deserving veterans to be
trained in marketable skills is a good thing in the view of VVA.

H.R. 3483, the Veterans Education Equity Act of 2011, introduced by Representa-
tive G.K. Butterfield (D-NC), revises the formula for the payment by the Department
of Veterans Affairs of tuition and fees for individuals entitled to educational assist-
ance under the Post-9/11 Educational Assistance Program and pursuing programs
of education at public institutions of higher learning to include, as an additional
payment formula, the greater of: 1) the actual net costs for in-state tuition after ap-
plying the receipt of any tuition waivers, reductions, scholarships, or other assistance;
or 2) $17,5600 for the academic year beginning on August 1, 2012 (such amount to
be increased each subsequent year by the average percentage increase in under-
graduate tuition costs).

VVA has no objection to this bill.

H.R. 3524, the Disabled Veterans Employment Protection Act, is introduced by
Representative Bruce Braley (D-IA). This legislation would entitle a person who is
absent from employment by reason of the receipt of medical treatment for a service-
connected disability to: 1) be retained by the person’s employer; 2) the seniority and
other rights and benefits determined by seniority that the person had on the com-
mencement of such treatment plus the additional seniority and rights and benefits
that the person would have attained if the person had remained continuously em-
ployed; and 3) be considered on furlough or leave of absence during such treatment
and therefore entitled to other rights and benefits not determined by seniority as are
other persons of similar seniority, status, and pay who are on furlough or leave of
absence, and terminates such entitlement when a person knowingly provides written
notice of the intent not to return to such position following treatment.

This bill would also allow the absent employee to use any vacation, annual, med-
ical, or similar leave with pay accrued before the commencement of the treatment.

It also provides that an employer shall not be required to comply with the require-
ments of this Act if: 1) the employer’s circumstances have so changed as to make such
compliance impossible or unreasonable; 2) such compliance would pose an undue
hardship on the employer; or 3) the employment in question is for a brief, non-recur-
ring period without a reasonable expectation of continuing indefinitely or for a sig-
nificant period. This proposal limits the application of this Act to periods of absence
of not more than 12 workweeks during any 12-month period.

The bill applies health insurance continuation requirements to absences from em-
ployment described in this Act. It would prohibit any employer discrimination or acts
of reprisal against an absent employee.

Vietnam Veterans of America strongly favors enactment of this legislation to pro-
tect the rights of veterans who have service-connected disabilities from losing their
jobs because they have to take time to properly address the wounds, maladies, inju-
ries, and illnesses that are adjudged by the Secretary of Veterans Affairs to be di-
rectly connected to and resulting from the individual’s military service.

Frankly, this is legislation that should have been enacted forty years ago to pro-
tect the veterans who served in Vietnam from reprisals from employers, including
Federal agencies, because they had to take time to seek treatment for service-con-
nected conditions. It was all too often a common story from Vietnam veterans that
as they were all but felled from injuries such as PTSD and conditions resulting from
exposure to Agent Orange and other herbicides, tropical parasites, hepatitis C due
to blood transmissions. Too many of these veterans were fired for seeking necessary
medical help.

Even though this will not be of widespread help to our generation, or the fine
young Americans who have served since 9/11 who have been the subject of discrimi-
nation and/or firing because they had to seek and receive treatment for their serv-
ice-connected conditions over the past decade, it will be of significant assistance to
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returning veterans in the future. We salute Mr. Braley for his bold leadership on
this important issue, and urge early enactment of this legislation.

H.R. 3610, Streamlining Workforce Development Programs Act of 2011, introduced
by Representative Virginia Foxx [R-NC], legislation would consolidate and stream-
line redundant and ineffective Federal workforce development programs to increase
accokuntability, reduce administrative bureaucracies, and put Americans back to
work.

VVA staunchly opposes eliminating any of the (tiny but highly effective) Work-
force Investment Act (WIA) programs for veterans, including the VWIP program.
Furthermore, VVA strongly believes that the Homeless Veterans Readjustment Pro-
gram (HVRP) should stay at the United States Department of Labor (DoL), but
needs to be funded at the full authorized level of $50 million per year. This program
is far and away the most cost-effective, cost-efficient program administered by the
DoL. The primary reason why it needs to be at DoL is so that it can be used as
“match” funds by the highly effective, cost-effective community-based organizations
(CBOs) and faith-based organizations (FBOs) which need to “match” VA Grant &
Per Diem grant monies.

For more than 40 years the veteran community-based organizations (VCBOs), al-
though never properly funded, have continued to deliver the most cost-effective and
cost-efficient services to veterans, especially veterans most in need.

While we need a Veterans Health Administration (VHA) that provides easy access
to quality medical care, and we need other Federal and state entities, it has consist-
ently been the community-based organizations, and (often) the veteran service orga-
nizations (VSOs), that have been there for the veterans most in need. Unless this
match requirement can be met another way, or surmounted by other means, we will
oppose any move toward transferring the HVRP program to the VA.

Furthermore, it has been a decade since the inappropriately named “Jobs for Vet-
erans Act of 2002” was enacted. (It was inappropriately named because the Employ-
ment & Training Administration (ETA) and the rest of DoL did everything they
could to prevent “priority of service” from occurring at DoL or at the so-called Work-
force Development Agencies. Sadly, for these reasons, not many veterans have ever
gotten a job via this act, despite the noblest of intentions of the Congress.) Even
though VVA repeatedly brought these failings to the attention of the top leadership
of DoL, the previous Administration’s appointees there seemingly did everything
they could to keep from promulgating regulations to implement the provisions of
this law until the very last month they were in office.

The provisions have now been promulgated in regulation, but it appears from afar
that the Chief Operating Officer at the Department of Labor in the current Admin-
istration has little or no interest in enforcing “priority of service” in Workforce In-
vestment Act programs. It also seems to be the case that those inside of DoL. who
have tried to raise some very appropriate questions about this terrible (and some
would suggest anti-veteran) record of non-achievement in regard to participation of
military veterans being able to enter into WIA-funded programs at the state and
}‘ocall level, have been silenced and in some cases had their character besmirched un-

airly.

The absolutely abysmal record of veterans participating in WIA training is dem-
onstrated by the charts of states in Appendix I to this statement.

While we applaud the good intentions, strong leadership, and hard work of Rep-
resentative Foxx, we would like to see some of that resolve applied to guaranteeing
that returning veterans get a fair deal in seeking classroom vocational training pro-
grams or On-the-Job-Training placements. Right now veterans are not getting any-
thing like a fair deal, much less “priority of service” in these programs. As bad as
the participation of veterans in WIA across the country, we have good reason to be-
lieve that many state and Service Delivery Area (SDA) entities could not survive
even a cursory audit of this paltry tax record. (In plain word, imagine how bad their
record would look if they hadn’t exaggerated veteran participation!)

Whatever else this proposed legislation in its final form does, it must set aside
a proportional amount of WIA funds in each state to be at least the proportion of
veterans in the population of those who are unemployed or who have dropped out
of the labor force solely because they are so discouraged by looking for work to no
availi that they become clinically depressed and hence unable to continue to look for
work.

VVA also urges Congresswoman Foxx and her colleagues to reiterate “priority of
service” as a requirement for any and all employment & training programs funded
by or through the DoL. Further, VVA strongly urges creation of meaningful redress
measures and sanctions for those states and for those SDA delivery areas which do
not adequately demonstrate “priority of service” for veterans is occurring in all DoL-
funded programs. As a last resort, the funding should be recaptured from the state
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and contracted out to entities (i.e., CBOs, VSOs, faith-based organizations, and
other private or non-profit service providers) within that state who value veterans,
and which have the expertise, creativity, and the will to assist veterans into jobs
that will lead to a career.

Mr. Chairman, VVA urges you to also ask the General Accountability Office
(GAO) to look into this area to discern whether this public record of the participa-
tion rate of veterans in WIA programs in each state is either incomplete or inflated,
why “priority of service” to military veterans is not occurring at the service delivery
level as required by law, and recommend course(s) of action for both DoL (in co-
operation with VA) and the Congress to correct any deficiencies found.

VVA looks forward to working with the distinguished Members of this storied
Subcommittee, and with the distinguished Members of the HELP Committee, to im-
prove on the bill as introduced, so that VVA and others in the veterans’ community
can enthusiastically endorse this proposed legislation.

H.R. 3670, To require the Transportation Security Administration to comply with
the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights Act, introduced by
Representative Timothy Walz (D-Mn), this legislation amends the Aviation and
Transportation Security Act to require the Transportation Security Administration
(TSA) to comply with the Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment Rights
Act when carrying out certain personnel decisions with respect to the employment of
air transportation passenger and property screeners. (Please note that Senator Joseph
Lieberman (D-CT) has introduced a companion bill, S.1990.)

As usual, Command Sergeant Major Walz is to be commended for his efforts to
address a real problem for National Guard and Reserve personnel. VVA strongly fa-
vors enactment of H.R. 3670, to require the Transportation Safety Administration
(TSA) to abide by the “Uniformed Services Employment and Reemployment
Act”(USERA). There is no reason for TSA, or any other Federal agency or entity,
to not be subject to the requirements of USERA.

V\(fiA1 strongly favors speedy enactment, and expedited implementation, of this pro-
posed law.

It has come to the attention of VVA that there are parts of the VA and of DoD
that have abridged the rights of returning veterans who are demobilized from active
duty, and qualify for protection under USERA. VVA strongly urges this Sub-
committee to work with the appropriate Subcommittee of the Government Oversight
& Reform Committee to make violation or abridgement or threatened abridgement
of a servicemember’s rights under USERA a “prohibited personnel practice” that
shall subject a manager or supervisor who commits such an act to immediate rep-
rimand, up to and including suspension and possible dismissal in any and all Fed-
eral entities. At minimum, such an act should result in a two-year suspension of
awarding a bonus for any reason to that manager.

Further, VVA urges this Subcommittee to work with that same Subcommittee on
the Federal Workforce of the Committee on Oversight & Government Reform to
strengthen veterans’ preference. There should be no exception of any Federal de-
partment, agency, or entity from being subject to veterans’ preference in all hiring,
at all grades.

While the Veterans Employment Opportunity Act of 1998 (VEOA) strengthened
veterans’ preference in many ways, it is now way past time to correct a number of
flaws in the VEOA. The statute made it a “prohibited personnel practice” to violate
the rights of a veterans’ preference-eligible person. First among those flaws is that
the word “knowingly” was slipped into the law before “violate a person’s veterans’
preference rights.” This has enabled those same SES folks to avoid punishing man-
agers and supervisors for the past fourteen years. Frankly, if a manager or super-
visor does not know veterans’ preference laws by the time he or she gets into a posi-
tion of authority, then they should be removed and dismissal proceedings started
for either misfeasance and/or incompetence. (Incidentally, the word “knowingly”
does not appear in the language that defines all other “prohibited personnel prac-
tices,” only in the veterans’ preference clause.)

It is also time to admit that the Senior Executive Service (SES) is a failure that
has not met any of the supposed goals of the program that were used to justify ex-
empting SES from veterans’ preference laws