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To Promote Economy and Efficiency

The Little Hoover Commission, formally known as the Milton
Marks “Little Hoover” Commission on California State Government
Organization and Economy; s an independent state oversight agency.

By statute, the Commission is a bipartisan board composed of five
public members appointed by the governor, four public members
appointed by the Legislature, two senators and two assemblymembers.

In creating the Commission in 1962, the Legislature declaréed its purpose:

..tq seciire assistance for the Governor and itself in promoting economy, ¢fficiency and
iyiproved services in-the transaction of the public business.in the varions departments,
agencies.and instrupentalities of the-executive branch of the state government, and
i making the operation of -all state departments,” agencies. and instrumentalities,
and all expenditures of public funds, more directly responsive to the wishes of the
peaple as expressed by their elected representatives....

The Commission fulfills this ¢harge by listening to the public, consulting
with the experts and conferring with the wise. In the course of its
investigations, the Commission typically empanels advisory committees,
conducts public hearings and visits government operations in action.

Its conclusions are submitted to the Governor and the Legislature
for their consideration. Recommendations often take the form of
legislation, which the Commission supports through the legislative
process.

Contacting the Commission and Copies of Reports
All correspondence should be addressed to the Commission at:
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925 L St., Suite 805, Sacramento, CA 95814
E-mail: littlehoover@lhc.ca.gov

Telephone: (916) 445-2125 Fax: (916) 322-7709
Worldwide Web: www.lhc.ca.gov
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This report is available from the Commission’s website.




State of California

LITTLE HOOVER COMMISSION

August 22, 2013

The Honorable Edmund G. Brown, Jr.
Governor of California

The Honorable Darrell Steinberg The Honorable Robert Huff
President pro Tempore of the Senate Senate Minority Leader
and members of the Senate

The Honorable John A. Pérez The Honorable Connie Conway
Speaker of the Assembly Assembly Minority Leader
and members of the Assembly

Dear Governor and Members of the Legislature:

California, home to 1.8 million veterans, the most of any state, will see its veteran population
increase by 35,000 annually in coming years as the Iraq and Afghanistan wars wind down.

Despite California’s commitment to do more for veterans than most states, the state has not
always done a good job in welcoming home its veterans. In the decades that the California
Department of Veterans Affairs has had to modernize its services for today’s veterans, it has been
slow to anticipate and implement necessary changes, in no small part due to inconsistent
leadership.

In one key area, California has lagged behind other large states in the amount of federal pension
and health care benefits distributed to its veterans, in the process leaving hundreds of millions of
dollars untapped each year.

Long organized around serving the 2,200 veterans who live in the state’s veterans homes, the
department must broaden its mission to improving the lives of all the veterans it serves, with a
priority on helping eligible veterans obtain the federal pension and medical benefits they've
earned. This could help California veterans immeasurably as well as bring new money into the
state economy.

The Governor and the Legislature have made an important investment in such a vision in this
year’s budget, providing one-time funding to create state strike teams to help reduce backlogged
benefit applications stacking up at the U.S. Veterans Administration regional offices. The budget
also contains supplemental funding for county veterans services offices, an important outreach
channel for linking veterans to benefits.

The Commission recommends closely monitoring the department’s efforts in using this money to
increase the number of veterans served. The department will have to demonstrate that it can
improve outcomes for veterans to make the case that the funding should be extended.

Once CalVet has demonstrated that it can turn added funding into better outcomes, the
Commission recommends that the state allow the department greater flexibility in redirecting
savings from improved efficiency and increased revenues from veterans home reimbursements
into other veterans services programs.

The Commission also recommends that state leaders continue to press our federal representatives
to pressure the Veterans Administration to reduce the claims backlog, as well as see that federal
agencies provide the state with up-to-date information about demobilizing service personnel
returning to California.



In turn, the Department of Veterans Affairs must use this information to harness outreach efforts
at the county level as well as through veterans organizations and other non-profit groups through
improved coordination and cooperation. This will require redefining CalVet internally and
externally as a single enterprise with the overall goal of improving veterans’ lives, rather than a
collection of programs that serve different needs for different veterans.

California’s veteran population now features more elderly veterans as well as more young
veterans. Medical advances mean that more wounded veterans are surviving injuries that
previously would have killed them. The nature and duration of the Iraq and Afghanistan conflict
mean that more of our newest veterans are suffering from traumatic brain injury or post-
traumatic stress, and will need ongoing care. More of our newest veterans are women, with
different needs than traditional programs address. Too many veterans, men and women, have
suffered military sexual trauma while serving their own country.

During the months the Commission examined CalVet and its programs, the state took important
steps to provide more resources to improve veterans services. At the same time, CalVet was
starting initiatives to improve its homes division and filling key vacancies at the top of the
organization. While it is unrealistic to expect immediate results, it is now up to the department to
demonstrate that it can make the most of the opportunities before it. The Commission
recommends that the Legislature monitor CalVet’s performance and provide incentives for ongoing
improvement.

After an extended period of turnover at the top of the department, CalVet now has a full executive
management team, with experience in the same military conflicts as the newest veterans they seek
to serve. As this team gels, it must be expected to lead, to modernize the culture of its own
organization and to adjust CalVet’s programs to meet today’s needs.

Most sincerely,

(o Sl

Jonathan Shapiro
Chairman
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BACKGROUND

Background

n 1884, a San Francisco veterans’ organization opened a residential

and care facility for aging veterans in Yountville, in the Napa Valley.

The event was two decades after President Abraham Lincoln’s call to
the nation in his second inaugural address to care for its veterans after
the Civil War.

More than a century later, the Yountville facility, though showing its age,
stands as the flagship to eight veterans homes run by the state of
California, making the 1,700-patient long-term care division the single
largest program of what now is the California Department of Veterans
Affairs (CalVet).!

Long-term care is one of three primary programs of the department, the
other two being a home loan division and a division dedicated to
outreach, oversight and other services for California veterans. These
latter two programs were added over time, broadening the stated mission
and role of the department.

Services Provided by a Sea of Organizations

A wide array of agencies and service organizations provide services to
veterans. These span federal, state and county government, as well as
community-based organizations, non-profits and veterans service
organizations such as the American Legion and Veterans of Foreign
Wars. Often, these organizations operate independently of each other,
though some are linked through associations. Collectively, they offer
programs and services that range from comprehensive to serving narrow
niches.

All of these agencies and organizations begin their work by identifying
and locating individual veterans, learning about their needs and
educating them about the benefits available to them. This is no small
task. Each of these organizations must find these individuals one by one
as they disappear into communities. The odds are stacked against these
service organizations, as the veteran population has grown increasingly
complex from era to era. No longer are they the homogenous population
they once were considered to be. Today’s veterans are old and young,
men and women. Some are single parents. Some are homeless,
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unemployed or suffering from post-traumatic stress or traumatic brain
injury. Some have lost limbs or sustained battlefield injuries that require
lifelong care. Many have been victims of military sexual trauma. Too
many fail to readjust and take their own lives. Some are incarcerated.

At the same time that service organizations are trying to help them, some
veterans are fresh out of uniform want nothing to do with the
government, or anything that reminds them of the military. Some don’t
want or need services. Some don’t know they need services, while others
won’t need services until later. Women veterans in particular, as well as
those veterans who served briefly or who did not face combat, may not
know they are considered “veterans” and do not identify themselves as
such.?

Role of the Federal Government

The federal government and its branches of the military create the
veteran population. Appropriately, the federal government also is the
largest provider of benefits and assistance to veterans. The divisions of
the U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs - the Veterans Benefits
Administration, Veterans Health Administration and National Cemetery
Administration — operate health clinics, provide compensation to the
eligible veterans who file claims, manage educational benefits such as
the G.I. Bill and vocational programs, and run national cemeteries. The
agency has a total budget of approximately $150 billion.3

Veterans often access the U.S. Veterans Affairs’ programs, particularly
filing claims for compensation, pensions and other financial benefits,
with the help of state and county veterans service representatives and
Veterans Service Organizations. California has 56 county-level veterans
service offices.

When claims are filed with the help of county staffers known as county
veterans service officers, California veterans’ claims first go through
CalVet’s district offices for review. CalVet’s district offices ultimately
submit the claims to federal officials in Veterans Administration regional
offices in Oakland, Los Angeles and San Diego. Once in the queue,
federal employees evaluate and rate the claims and return decisions on
whether to award benefits. If a veteran receives an outcome that he or
she believes is inaccurate or unjust, the veteran may appeal the decision
to the Board of Veterans’ Appeals in Washington, D.C.

Federal officials also are the gatekeepers for other agencies seeking
information about individual veterans. Once service members discharge
from the military, which in California occurs at 27 military bases and
posts throughout the state, their records and contact information are



BACKGROUND

relayed from the U.S. Department of Defense to the home states listed on
file, but there is no automatic process that ensures the information
follows the veteran, if he or she moves.

Typical Claims Process for a California Veteran’s Claim

> Veteran
) 4
Federal department Visits County Veterans
awards or denies Service Officer program
veteran’s benefits to apply for benefits
U.S. Department of County representative
Veterans Affairs reviews prepares claim with
veteran’s benefits claim veteran’s assistance
Designated P
representative submits Forw;gﬁz;l;: c\‘lrgit:jran 5
the veteran’s claim

A
Veterans service

organization or California
Department of Veterans
Affairs reviews claim

Source: California Bureau of State Audits. October 27, 2009. Report 2009-108. Page 11.

State Involvement

CalVet, as a human services organization, long resided as a department
within California’s Health and Human Services Agency. In 1994, to raise
the profile of the department and increase the focus on veterans issues,
Governor Pete Wilson signed legislation that moved the department out
of the agency and required that the department’s top executive be a
veteran.* Through executive order, Governor Wilson made the
department head a cabinet-level position.

The department currently employs more than 2,600 people and has a
2013-14 total budget of $405 million, including $20 million for
infrastructure. Of the $385 million for operations, $315 million is from
state funds, with $311 million allocated from the General Fund. The
department is just one agency that administers programs that aid
veterans; other state agencies include the Employment Development
Department, the Department of Health Care Services, the Department of
General Services and California’s public higher education systems. Some
of these agencies provide larger programs for veterans than others.
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2013-14 CalVet Budget CalVet houses three main divisions: the veterans
homes, a farm and home loan program, and a

Veterans Services Division that coordinates across

HFarm fnd levels of government and manages a collection of
ome Loans .
$66 million Veterans programs and services.

17% Services and

‘ $%‘tr;‘°*;?l(i32n Department Secretary Peter Gravett, a retired U.S.

T 2.6% Army Major General, was appointed to his position in

2011. After a period of management turnover, the

department’s executive team is fully staffed, with new

undersecretary appointments to the homes and

Total operations: $385 million. Services operations divisions, and recent appointments as
division figure reflects remaining budget after deputy secretaries for the Veterans Services Division

county funding is passed through. and women veterans issues.

Source: California Denartment of Veterans Affairs.
This new executive team, along with some state legislators and other
officials, has proposed or begun implementing changes to some CalVet
programs or policies. These changes will be discussed in greater detail
later in this report.

Homes. The CalVet Veterans Homes Division runs the program most
closely identified with the department’s mission. Its budget has grown
significantly reflecting the division’s expansion from three to eight homes
over the past five years. Currently, approximately 80 percent of the
department’s staff and operations budget are allocated to the homes
division. The six operational homes are in Yountville, Chula Vista,
Barstow, Ventura, Lancaster and West Los Angeles. The new Redding
and Fresno homes are hiring staff and are scheduled to begin housing
residents by the end of 2013.

The homes provide residence and medical care for veterans who are age
55 or older or are disabled or homeless and in need of long-term care.
Applications are ranked by priority, but all applicants for the homes
must have served on active duty for more than training purposes and
must show proof of military service. Applicants also are required to have
been honorably discharged, and must be California residents at the time
of application for admission. Applicants also must meet medical and
care requirements, must not have a history of violence, mental illness or
criminal record that would create a risk to others or the applicant, must
not be under the influence of alcohol or illegal substances, and must
participate in a health insurance plan.

The homes house approximately 1,700 people, though during the 2012-
13 fiscal year, they served a total of 2,200, the higher number reflecting
turnover as residents died or moved out and others took their places.
The homes have physical capacity for more residents, but the population



BACKGROUND

is limited by budget constraints and licensing requirements, despite
waiting lists. The homes currently are operating at or near their
budgeted capacity, and the department has begun pursuing the idea of
leasing unused space to non-profit organizations that provide other
services for veterans.

The federal government determines the need for veteran home beds as
well as the levels of care needed in the state’s homes. The federal
government also provides a significant portion of the construction
funding for new homes. Where the homes are located is determined at
the state level through a political process. Once a veterans home is
approved, funded and built, CalVet is charged with staffing, opening and
operating the home.

The state has several funding sources to support its homes. Some of this
is in the form of Medicare and Medi-Cal reimbursements. The federal
government also pays states per diem rates for different levels of care in
the facilities.5 Finally, the long-term care division collects fees from
residents for a portion of their care based on residents’ ability to pay and
level of care required.

California Veterans Homes Occupancy, Levels of Care

v
Beds are unlicensed, home to open this year. Skilled Nursing
Fresno* (120) (180) 24-hour services by licensed nurses,
J Bed ’ ah N certified nursing assistants. Residents have
— eds are unlicensed, home to open this year.
Redding* | (60) ) p Y access to many programs, memory care.
1 Budgeted capacity filled: 100%. Waiting list: 4. Intermediate Care
Ventura | K8 Licensed nursing assistance with
. Budeeted o filled: M00%. Waitinke list: 1 medications and treatments, unlicensed
udgeted capacity ftillea: %. aiting list: 1. nursing help with daily tasks.
Lancaster g help Y

1 Budgeted capacity filled: 87%. Waiting list: 13. " Re5|d.er.|t|a| Care for the. Eldgrly .
Barstow 40m Some minimal help/supervision with daily
tasks, some nursing.

240 bed li d). Waiting list: 83.
West LA, 72 (plus 240) 84 ( eds unlicensed) aiting lis

] Budgeted ity filled: 100%. Waitin list: 78 B Domiciliary
Chula Vista 180 udgeted capacity filled: o. Waiting list: 78. Independent living for those who need little

J Budgeted capacity filled: 97%. Waiting list: 340. or no help with daily tasks.

Yountville 231 105 EX

0 200 400 600 800 1000

*The veterans homes in Fresno and Redding are not yet open to residents.

Note: Occupancy fluctuates throughout the year due to turnover. Numbers and percentages listed in the above chart represent a snapshot of the homes’
population.

Source: Pouneh Simpson, Chief Financial Officer, California Department of Veterans Affairs Veterans Homes Division. March 6, 2013. Communication with
Commission staff. Also, California Department of Veterans Affairs. “Levels of Care.” http:/www.calvet.ca.gov/VetHomes/LevelsOfCare.aspx. Accessed on
December 31, 2012.
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Operation Welcome Home

In 2009 and 2010, as one of his final acts as California governor,
Arnold Schwarzenegger created Operation Welcome Home, an
outreach program in which 300 recent veterans were enlisted to
make regular contact with the 30,000 service members who had
been newly discharged and returned to California. The 300
workers, organized into nine regional teams, were funded by

$20 million of California Employment Development Department
funding and contacted the newest veterans four times within their
first six months out of the service. They connected veterans with
programs related to employment, job training, education, housing,
mental health and medical care, federal benefits and help for
families. Their work was led by a collaborative effort of the
California Department of Veterans Affairs, Labor & Workforce
Development Agency (which included the Employment
Development Department), California Volunteers office, and other
local, state, federal and non-profit organizations.

According to one news source, by November 2010, the effort had

produced more than 24,500 official Reintegration Forms submitted
to the state to relay veterans’ contact information and obtain more

information about benefits. It also had provided more than 53,700
referrals (although potentially multiple referrals per veteran) to the

following:

= 9,785 to employment services;

= 10,019 to one stop services and training;

= 5,485 to unemployment insurance benefits;

= 2,849 to VA compensation/disability claim;

= 5,966 to health care services;

= 2,849 to Traumatic Brain Injury/Post Traumatic Stress
Disorder (PTSD) counseling and services;

= 8,993 to education benefits;

= 3,187 to housing services;

= 3,419 to financial services; and

= 1,234 to legal services.

Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., cut the funding for the program in
2011 as part of budget-balancing measures, and that year
established the Interagency Council on Veterans. The ICV was
designed to be a one-stop shop for veterans’ services and needs,
integrating the work of dozens of state, federal, local and non-
governmental organizations toward a common goal. The ICV has
been meeting since in four work groups, health, housing, education
and employment, but it differs in that it focuses on programs, rather
than on one-on-one contact with veterans on a case-by-case basis.

Sources: California Department of Veterans Affairs. January 6, 2010. “California’s
Operation Welcome Home Honoring Our Veterans as they Return Home.” Press
release. Also, The Fillmore Gazette. November 9, 2010. “California’s Operation
Welcome Home.”
http://www.fillmoregazette.com/military/california%E2 %80 % 99s-operation-

welcome-home. Also, Foon Rhee, The Sacramento Bee. February 20, 2012. “The
Conversation: Vets’ not-so welcome home.”
http://www.sacbee.com/2011/11/05/4031639/vets-not-so-welcome-home.html.

Home loans. The CalVet Farm and
Home Loan Program, administered by
the Division of Farm and Home
Purchases, began in 1921 and has
provided loans to more than 421,500
veterans. CalVet offers loans on
houses,

farms, mobile homes in rental parks

condominiums, duplexes,
and manufactured homes on land to
which the home is
affixed.
construction, rehabilitation and home

permanently
The department also offers

improvement loans. The department
is a full-service lender, providing loan
funds and servicing the loan over the
life of the loan term, and the program
is funded by tax-exempt bonds that
are serviced wusing the mortgage
payments of veteran customers.

The home loan program has
undergone changes in the past 15
years, first to broaden the population
of veterans the program was
authorized to  serve, then to
restructure its debt to lower interest
rates. The downturn in the housing
market in the past half-dozen years
slowed wuse of the program, but
officials said that as the program
lowered its interest rate from
5.95 percent to 3.9 percent through
the restructuring and more efficient
operations, it has
competitive and seen more inquiries.
The program issued 81 loans totaling
$8.8 million in the 2012-13 fiscal
year. The program also has
collaborated with Habitat for

Humanity to build, through a sweat-

become more

equity program, homes for veterans.®

Services. CalVet’s Veterans Services
Division manages the state’s role in
education and outreach to veterans

regarding their benefits. This
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includes managing 18 district
office employees, as well as eight
local network
coordinators who are organized by

region and who conduct outreach

interagency

to veterans on behalf of the state.
Employees in the district offices
represent veterans who appeal
their claims results to the Board of
Veteran Appeals in Washington,
D.C. The

Division also

Veterans Services

provides  some
funding and oversight over the
work of the state’s 56 county

veterans service officers.

CalVet has the capacity to oversee
the effectiveness of the county
officers via a claims management
system called VetPro, though
stakeholders have said that the
department’s use of the system
has been inconsistent in the past.
The system catalogues every claim
filed through CalVet,
veterans service office or CalVet’s

a county

district offices. The system has

three functions:
= Auditing claims

= Enabling the state and

counties to produce claims

= Data analysis

VetPro can produce versions of
applications that
theoretically could be submitted
electronically, if the federal and

claim

state systems were able to
communicate. According to
CalVet, the state and federal

government have plans to pilot
such a program, capitalizing on
the fact that
connected its counties through
VetPro.

California has

Military Department: A Mechanism for Outreach
and a Motivation

The Little Hoover Commission’s review of veterans services included a
look at the programs offered by the California Military Department to
members of the California National Guard. The Commission found
the department to exhibit strong leadership and organization under
Adjutant General David Baldwin, as well as efficiency inherent in the
environment in which it functions — in short, its clients remain linked
as a unified group by their ongoing membership in the Guard.

The Military Department and California National Guard often are
referred to interchangeably, although they are not one in the same.
The state’s branch of the National Guard is one of the organizations
the department oversees, though the National Guard ultimately reports
to the federal government. The department is led by a Governor-
appointed adjutant general and run by the state’s military staff, known
as the Joint Staff. It oversees the Army National Guard, the Air
National Guard and the State Military Reserve, as well as programs for
at-risk youth. The department and the military forces it oversees have
a total annual budget of approximately $1 billion, 95 percent of which
is funded by the federal government. The Joint Staff exist to prepare
the 23,000 Army and Air Guard members for service as needed.

The department provides National Guard members with programs that
aim at ensuring their wellbeing. Some National Guard units that
return from overseas combat experience a 50 percent unemployment
rate. In addition, many require behavioral health services or other
programs to reestablish their routines upon return. From the
department’s perspective, this translates into a readiness issue. The
Guard participates in one rescue effort or emergency response every
three days on average, and its primary mission is to stand ready to
respond to large catastrophes. If members face mental health
concerns, reintegration problems following combat, or trouble finding
a job, this is a problem.

In response, the Guard offers behavioral health and employment
programs aimed at stabilizing home lives and ensuring members’
wellbeing. The Military Department, with $500,000 from the
Assembly Speaker’s Office and the department’s own funding,
launched an employment program titled Work for Warriors. Also, the
department has begun two behavioral health programs, one in which
personnel are embedded into units to work directly with Guard
members, and another in which five liaisons stationed throughout the
state link members with county providers as needed.

The fact that Guard members remain in their units upon return from
combat is an advantage the Guard has that the rest of the veteran
population does not for identifying and resolving needs. The chain of
command in the Guard ensures that, even if a member is not on active
duty when an incident occurs, his or her commander may respond
and link the person with services. The remainder of the state’s
veterans, by contrast, return from overseas and are largely on their
own to adjust and seek services as needed.

Sources: California Military Department. http://www.calguard.ca.gov. Agency website.

Also, California Military Department staff. Fall 2012 and January 2013. Several
conversations with Commission staff. Also, CBS San Francisco. April 2, 2012.
“California Lawmakers Helping Battle Unemployment Among National Guard.”
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VetPro enables CalVet to evaluate data to better understand the issues
for which veterans are seeking assistance as well as to assess the
effectiveness of county veterans service officers. The department can
review the types of claims filed by low-performing county offices, then
structure and target training accordingly. The county veterans service
officers, however, work for their home counties, not for the state, which
influences the degree to which the state can hold local veterans service
officers accountable for their performance.

The Veterans Services Division also credentials higher education
institutions and programs that are interested in accepting the G.I. Bill,
conducts outreach and enrollment efforts associated with a state
Department of General Services Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise
program for veteran business owners, and manages state veterans
cemeteries. After relaying a portion of its budget allocation to county
veterans offices, the division retains about 3 percent of CalVet’s total
budget, funded by the General Fund and other funds and grants.

Other State Agencies

Other state government agencies and entities provide services to
veterans:

= The state Employment Development Department operates One-
Stop Career Centers that work with veterans who are seeking
jobs.

= The Department of Health Care Services manages the state’s
Medi-Cal program, which benefits some veterans who do not have
private health insurance. Through the Public Assistance
Reporting Information System (PARIS), a pilot project, the state
has been identifying veterans who are using Medi-Cal but may
qualify for medical benefits through the U.S. Veterans
Administration.

= The Department of General Services administers the Disabled
Veterans Business Enterprise program, which promotes
contracting for services with officially certified businesses owned
by disabled veterans.

= The state’s systems of public higher education institutions — the
University of California and California State University systems,
as well as the California Community Colleges — provide higher
education through veterans’ use of assorted federal GI Bill
programs and state fee waivers.
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Counties: The Gateway to Many Services

Often, the first step for veterans seeking information about and access to
their benefits is locating one of the state’s 56 county veterans service
offices, which collectively employ 200 veterans services representatives
and staff, most of whom are veterans themselves.

These offices are part of county government, which provides most of their
funding. The state historically has contributed 10 to 15 percent of their
funding through the CalVet Veterans Services Division.

The 56 county veterans service offices in California are designed to be the
primary point of contact for veterans, functioning as a knowledge hub for
a community’s services and opportunities for veterans, as well as a place
where veterans can learn about eligibility for federal benefits and begin
the process of filing claims for federal compensation. Ted Puntillo,
county veterans service officer for Solano County, said that outreach is
the primary challenge for the county offices. Mr. Puntillo, a Vietnam War
veteran and former deputy secretary of CalVet’s Veterans Services
Division, said the Solano office, near Travis Air Force Base, provides a
variety of services it hopes will pull in veterans, so that they can access
benefits that they have earned.

He and his fellow county veterans services officers produce columns
about benefits for local newspapers and participate in the federal
Transition Assistance Program courses for service members who are
leaving the military. They also work to support veterans courts, partner
with non-profits that provide services, visit veterans in prison and in jail
as well as in state veterans homes, and through the use of the VetPro
tracking program, participate in the review of veterans’ benefit claims.

The claims filed on behalf of veterans by California’s county veterans
service officers in the 2011-12 fiscal year brought $347 million in federal
funds into the state’s economy, a record, according to the California
Association of County Veterans Service Officers. The association said
these results were achieved with total annual spending of approximately
$25 million, of which $2.6 million represented state allocations to
counties for veterans services. That amount has been increased on a
one-time basis to $5.6 million for the 2013-14 fiscal year.

The Community Level: Non-profits and Veterans Service
Organizations

Non-profits and other community-based organizations offer programs
ranging from employment assistance, housing or transportation to highly
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specialized activities such as using martial arts to aid in emotional
adjustment, musical instruments to help with post-traumatic stress
disorder, or mentoring other veterans to help potentially depressed or
suicidal veterans find purpose as they cope with their new civilian
routines.

Several non-profits participate in a consortium, the California
Association of Veteran Service Agencies, which governs U.S.VETS,
Swords to Plowshares, Vietnam Veterans of California, Veterans Village
of San Diego and New Directions. These organizations provide
permanent, transitional and emergency housing; employment training,
placement and certification; health and wellness care; advocacy and
claims assistance; and small business and entrepreneurial support.
Collectively, in 2011, they provided services to 12,500 veterans,
including housing for more than 3,600 and job training and placement
for more than 1,800 and served more than 800,000 meals.”

Veterans Service Organizations. Long-standing veterans organizations
are finding that the veteran population is changing in ways that their
own memberships are not. Among them are the four large organizations
most commonly recognized: the American Legion, the Veterans of Foreign
Wars, Disabled American Veterans and AMVETS. Each has its own
department for California and posts and regional offices throughout the
state.

According to the American Legion and Veterans of Foreign Wars, younger
service members from the Iraq and Afghanistan conflicts are leaving the
military and returning home. They want education, health care and jobs,
but they are not necessarily joining the old-line veterans service
organizations. This trend is exacerbated by the growing number of
young women veterans. The groups’ representatives have said they have
a hard time appealing to this new cohort, which view the groups as being
geared toward older male veterans.

Younger male veterans, likewise, often have a similar inability to relate to
the organizations, which are built on veterans’ sense of service to each
other, particularly when they return home focused on their immediate
individual needs, interests and family issues. Veterans Service
Organization posts depend on membership and donations for their
revenue. When membership declines, so does money available for
activities, including outreach, weakening a volunteer resource that has
traditionally helped veterans connect to their federal benefits.
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Matching Mission to Priorities

America has had a patchy history of taking care of its veterans, despite
the federal government’s promises of assistance and opportunities.
Veterans of the First World War marched on Washington, D.C., in 1932,
many of them unemployed and seeking cash payment of their service
credit, fueled a 43,000-march “Bonus Expeditionary Force,” only to be
routed by the U.S. Army. Veterans of the largely forgotten 1918-20
Siberian intervention, many of them from California, had to fight for
recognition and the same benefits awarded to World War I veterans.

Those who served during the Vietham War years were largely
marginalized upon demobilization and had to fight for recognition of their
war-related disabilities, whether from the defoliant Agent Orange, or
substance abuse or from what ultimately has become known as post-
traumatic stress syndrome.

Veterans of the 1991 Gulf War had to fight for recognition of a series of
physical ailments, collectively called “Gulf War syndrome” that plagued
them after that conflict. Researchers believe that exposure to chemicals
during the conflict may explain the lasting health problems affecting
some 250,000 Persian Gulf veterans, who struggled to get treatment
benefits while the causes of the illnesses were debated and investigated.8

In California, the department has suffered through long stretches of
turnover at the secretary level, often when strong leadership was needed
to implement needed change. As a result, the department has been slow
to adapt to changes in the veteran population or take the lead to harness
the potential of the state’s many non-profit partners, including the main
veterans organizations. Problems described at an advisory panel
discussion on women veterans’ issues as part of this study were
described exactly the same way at a 1990 hearing of the California
Commission on Women Veterans.?

Until 1992, the California Department of Veterans Affairs denied home
loan and education benefits for dependents to any veteran who had not
lived in the state before signing up for active duty. It took a four-year
legal battle that went to the U.S. Supreme Court before the statute was
declared unconstitutional, opening up benefits for an estimated 300,000
veterans. 10
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Though the quality of veterans home care has improved significantly, the
state previously struggled to provide a consistent level of services for
veterans, at one point, facing state fines and losing federal funding for its
Barstow veterans home after lapses in care led to the deaths of three
residents in 2000.

In the years since, divided political views at home about the first Gulf
War and the extended conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan left service
members to return home to a citizenry that has been at best ignorant of
the true nature of their experiences and unprepared to step up to provide
the level of services these veterans deserve.

California has the opportunity and the obligation to do it right for this
new generation of veterans, most of them returning from Iraq and
Afghanistan and in contrast to earlier generations, many more of them
women. For California’s leaders, this means rethinking the state’s
priorities for CalVet and, in particular, bolstering how the department
connects veterans to each other and to the services they need. Improving
this process can help tens of thousands of veterans a year.

The overriding problem for California is that many California veterans are
eligible for federal benefits that they need, but they are not enrolled to
receive them. Some who do not draw down their federal veterans
benefits instead turn to public aid programs. Veterans experts told the
Commission that California leaves between $500 million and $1 billion a
year in federal money untapped because California veterans are not
signed up for benefits and services to which they are entitled and have
earned.!! Getting more California veterans signed up for their federal
Veterans Administration benefits could improve their lives, bring more
money into the state economy and reduce demand on state services.

Responding to this concern, two legislators, Senator Lois Wolk and
Senator Lou Correa, in 2012 asked the Commission to look specifically at
what could be done to improve services to veterans. Over the course of a
year, the Commission met with veterans groups, held an advisory
committee meeting, did extensive interviewing and held two formal
hearings.

The Commission saw a department finding its feet after a period of high
turnover among its executive management and extended high-level
vacancies, but one that now is benefitting from a series of recent
appointments that bring expertise, energy and familiarity with a new
generation of veterans. It needs now to forge these energies into a
unified mission across programs, and clearly articulate its priorities and
the department’s strategy for moving forward. The department is
scheduled to release soon a new strategic plan that steers the
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department further toward a mission of service and accountability
through performance metrics.

Its challenges are many, not the least of which is that although California
veterans groups look to the department for leadership, it is the federal
government, through the Veterans Administration, that provides the
largest dollar amount of benefits, primarily in pension and health
benefits.

Helping California veterans get connected to their benefits traditionally
has not been CalVet’s main mission. CalVet is structured and funded
around the Veterans Homes Division. Understandably, the opening of
five new homes during the worst of the state’s fiscal crisis consumed the
bulk of CalVet leaders’ attention.

The Legislature’s focus on the veterans homes has been warranted. To a
large degree, however, this focus has obscured the need to look further,
and assess how well the rest of the state’s programs and laws serve
modern needs and conditions faced by today’s veterans. The department
has been slow to recognize and address the needs of a new generation of
returning veterans, though there are signs that this is changing.

California’s leaders can start by focusing on CalVet’s overall mission —
helping veterans - rather than by focusing on the department’s
individual programs.

More broadly, the Governor and the Legislature should hold CalVet
accountable for its performance in meeting enterprise-wide goals of
improving the lives of California veterans, and provide incentives for
progress toward those goals. This will require California’s leaders to
clearly articulate their goals for the state and for the department. It also
will require giving CalVet’s leaders more flexibility in spending and
redirecting savings and increased revenues to achieve those goals.

The state has made progress. In addition to Governor Brown’s recent
appointments to CalVet’s executive team, the Legislature added
$6 million to the department’s budget on a one-time basis for two
activities:

*» Building strike teams to help review and clean up benefit claims
to address backlogged claims at the U.S. Department of Veterans
Affairs’ three California regional offices;

= Bolstering counties’ ability to reach out to veterans through their
County Veterans Services Offices.

13
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This represents an important opportunity for the department to
demonstrate that it can produce results. It needs to show that it can
improve outcomes for California veterans if it is to make the argument
that these one-time allocations should be extended and added budget
flexibility is justified.

The last of the new veterans homes are scheduled to open by the end of
the year. The homes division is rolling out a series of initiatives to
integrate the eight homes, previously operated as separate units, into a
single system of care, which should improve quality and realize savings.
It also is stepping up efforts to increase reimbursements for care, which
will add to revenues.

A point that will be explored further below: As part of an agreement with
the Department of Finance, the division has committed to return some of
those revenues to the General Fund over the course of three years.

California Leaves Federal Money on the Table

Though California has the highest number of veterans among the states,
it does not bring in the most in federal compensation or benefits for its
veteran population. On a per veteran basis, the state of Texas last year
drew down 30 percent more in veterans benefits than did California,
$2,976 versus $2,282. Texas brought in $5 billion in compensation and
pension benefits alone for its 1.68 million veterans, while California
garnered $4.2 billion for its 1.84 million veterans. At $4.1 billion,
Florida, with its 1.54 million veteran residents, nearly matched
California’s total dollar drawdown in benefits,!2 though its benefits
averaged $2,662 per veteran, 16 percent more than in California.

With more than 100 state-employed veterans representatives, Texas has
five times as many state employees in that position as California has, as
well as more county-level veterans representatives, which may account
for some of the difference in returns.!® Veterans’ advocates and CalVet
officials said that California can improve its productivity through
improved training, monitoring and consistency.

A county-level breakdown of federal data shows that some California
counties receive more benefits per veteran than do others. As the figures
are a one-year snapshot, the disparity in results might be attributed to
any number of factors. The figures, however, represent a good starting
point for discussion among CalVet officials and with county officials
about the range of outcomes, and prominently posting the results on the
CalVet Web site may help prompt that discussion. The most recent
spreadsheet, breaking down 2012 spending by county, is attached as an
appendix to this report. Among the counties reporting more than 50,000
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veterans, San Diego topped the list of average pension and compensation
benefits at $3,030, while neighboring Orange County was the lowest at
$1,770. Los Angeles County veterans received an average of $1,850 in
compensation and benefits in 2012. Among California’s smallest
counties, Del Norte County was at the top of the range; its veterans
received an average of $4,070, while veterans in Mono and Alpine
counties averaged $790 and $840, respectively, the lowest in the state.

Connecting Veterans To Benefits

While delay on the part of the Veterans Administration is a major reason
California has not tapped these benefits to a greater degree, gaps in
California’s efforts to help its veterans play an important role as well.
The challenges facing the California Department of Veterans Affairs in
addressing this issue are daunting, and some of the remedies are beyond
the state’s control. They include:

= The federal government determines both whether a veteran is
entitled to benefits and the level of benefits.

= The federal Veterans Administration regional offices that receive
and process benefit applications are currently backlogged with
new claims as well as approved claims in need of review because
of rules changes regarding certain medical or mental health
conditions.

= The application process is complex, and veterans typically require
the assistance of someone who has received extensive training in
developing applications for submittal.

= The state lacks a system for identifying veterans who could be
eligible. The data the state receives about California discharged
veterans from the Department of Defense is often out of date.

= Qutreach efforts are underdeveloped and need to be updated to
reflect the changing profile of California veterans, including
women who have served in the military, who often do not identify
themselves as veterans.

Claims Backlog Makes California Veterans Wait

One of the most publicized dilemmas facing veterans nationwide is the
federal backlog in processing claims for compensation and benefits.
When veterans file claims with Veterans Administration regional offices,
their paperwork waits in a queue of several months or longer until it is
reviewed and adjudicated. According to one estimate, California veterans
earlier this year had more than 79,000 claims pending in the three U.S.
Veterans Administration’s California regional offices, in Oakland, Los
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Challenging the Benefits Backlog
in the Courts

Veterans have twice unsuccessfully filed class-
action lawsuits against the VA seeking to eliminate
the system-wide benefits backlog. The resulting
court decisions largely foreclosed the judiciary as
an avenue of system-wide recourse. The stumbling
block for these class actions has been the Veterans
Judicial Review Act (VJRA), which grants exclusive
jurisdiction to review decisions made by the VA
regarding benefits determinations to the Court of
Appeals for Veterans Claims (CAVC) and the Court
of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. Both of the
class actions have attempted to avoid the effects of
the VJRA by resting their claims on complaints
about the average delay in benefits determinations
rather than the individual delays affecting
individual veterans.

In Vietnam Veterans of America v. Shinseki the
veterans’ attempt to work around the VRJA led the
court to conclude that the veterans were not
injured by the VA’s delay. The Vietnam Veterans
of America filed suit against the VA on behalf of
its members alleging, among other things, that the
average delay in benefits determinations at the VA
deprived veterans of their constitutional right to
due process of law. The court held that the
veterans lacked standing to sue the VA because
the actual injury suffered by any individual
veteran — the specific wait time for his or her
benefits determination — was not caused by the
alleged illegal action, i.e., the average wait time
for a benefits determination. Since the veterans
were not being injured by the average wait time,
they had no standing to challenge it in court.

In Veterans for Common Sense v. Shinseki,
veterans were dealt another blow when the court
determined that, even assuming the veterans did
have standing to challenge the average delay time,
the VRJA still precluded the court from exercising
jurisdiction. To determine if the average wait time
was illegal, the court reasoned, it would be forced
to look into how the VA handled individual cases,
which was proscribed by the VJRA.

Veterans can still bring suit in the CAVC, but can
only challenge their individual benefits
determinations, which would not achieve the
system-wide backlog elimination that is ultimately
sought. Thus, the courts are unlikely to play a role
in eliminating the VA benefits backlog.

Sources: Vietnam Veterans of Am. v. Shinseki, 599 F.3d
654 (D.C. Cir. 2010). Also, Veterans for Common Sense v.
Shinseki, 678 F.3d 1013 (9th Cir. 2012).

Angeles and San Diego. Those three offices have
reported some of the nation’s longest wait times,
more than 600 days in some cases.!* According to
a legislative analysis, the backlogged claims in
Oakland, Los Angeles and San Diego represent
$886 million in benefits that could be coming to
California veterans. 15

In 2012, one World War II veteran died three
months before receiving the benefits after a seven-
month delay, and according to the Center for
Investigative Reporting, that scenario was not rare.
The center reported that, in the federal 2011-12
fiscal year the federal Veterans Affairs paid
$437 million in retroactive benefits to the survivors
of 19,500 veterans who had died waiting for their
money. 16

The lengthy processing time is blamed on a number
of causes, including:

= Claims have become more complex and
veterans often seek compensation for more than
one condition in a single filing;

= More veterans survive battlefield injuries
that previously would have been fatal, and they
require care upon returning home;

= The federal government expanded its list of
“service connected” conditions that are eligible for
additional new

compensation, which prompts

claims as well as re-adjudication of past claims;

= County officials have increased outreach
efforts, encouraging more veterans to file claims for
their conditions;

= Claims are complicated to put together, and
many veterans who work without the help of official
veterans representatives and do not know how to
write and document their claims submit poorly
developed claims that require more review and
often are rejected.
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New Budget Adds Money to Assist Claims Review Effort

Federal veterans’ benefits are a right, not a privilege. In keeping veterans
waiting months or years for services and compensation they have earned,
the federal government has failed in its pledge to these former service
members. Recognizing that these veterans are Californians in need of
advocacy, the state has stepped in to help. Since World War I, the
Legislature has given returning veterans preferences in the civil service,
help with education housing assistance and low-interest loans.
Recognizing the need to help streamline the claims process, the 2013-14
California state budget has allocated $3 million in General Fund money
for a state-led effort to help alleviate the logjam within federal Veterans
Administration offices in Oakland, San Diego and Los Angeles. Faced
with a changing veteran population and more complex needs, advocates
and service providers at all levels of government must do better.

CalVet officials and state legislators patterned the plan on one used
successfully in Texas starting in 2009. Texas officials funded and
organized a “State Strike Force Team” of former claims workers who were
familiar with the process and the requirements. The Texas teams were
permitted access to backlogged claims in the V.A. offices, where they
reviewed claimants’ paperwork to ensure sufficient documentation and to
ensure other requirements were met in order to win approval by federal
claims reviewers. The Texas teams’ efforts reduced the backlog by
17,000 claims; as a result, the state funded and authorized a second
effort in 2012.17

CalVet has begun hiring members for three 12-person strike teams,
which will review backlogged claims to ensure they were properly
developed and contain all needed documentation. The teams will work
alongside CalVet regional staff who already are assigned to work inside
the three U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs facilities.

The decision to get involved and commit state money to help solve what
essentially is a federal problem is a signal advance in the effort to aid
California veterans and will become even more important as the state
efforts to improve outreach and help veterans submit claims increases
the volume of benefit filings.

Average Wait Times in Veterans Affairs Offices

Office Average Processing Time, in Days
Los Angeles 619.4
Oakland 617.8
San Diego 283.3
National Average 349.6

Source: California Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 4. May 21, 2013.
Background document on hearing agenda item. Page 63. On file.
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Having committed $3 million to the effort, the Legislature should provide
oversight of the outcomes of this investment as part of an overall
assessment of CalVet performance. At the same time, CalVet can show
leadership and improve the quality of the claims that are filed by
ensuring that:

= CalVet staff closely monitors claims for completeness before they
are submitted to the Veterans Administration.

= In developing training materials for veterans service organizations
and non-profit groups, CalVet communicates the importance of
filing well-documented benefit claims.

= CalVet, along with the veterans service organizations and other
non-profits, encourages veterans to seek the help of a trained
representative rather than to try to file a claim on their own.

= CalVet uses its new website portal, CalVet Connect, to
communicate this guidance and provide direction for connecting
with trained representatives.

= CalVet continues to work with federal government representatives
toward creating an electronic claim submission process.

Data Hand-Off to State is Slow

From the perspective of tracking and helping veterans apply for benefits
for which they may be eligible, a major source of the system’s weakness
is the military’s antiquated discharge process. When a service member is
demobilized, the U.S. Department of Defense relays his or her records
and contact information — contained in a file known as a DD Form 214 -
to the home state the member has listed on file. This information often
is long out of date by the time the files arrive in a service member’s home
state, the California Department of Veterans Affairs (CalVet) told the
Commission. The Department of Defense relays the information in
printed format rather than electronically and often takes as long as 90
days to arrive. The forms often list temporary or outdated addresses,
such as a parent’s address that was provided when the service member
enlisted or an address where he or she plans to stay temporarily while
making longer-term plans. By the time CalVet receives a discharge file,
the veteran often has moved on to a new address or new state.18

CalVet is working toward a memorandum of understanding with the
federal government that would give state officials the option of accessing
veterans’ information electronically.1® Until now, the delay in processing
and relaying the information in printed form has hindered efforts by state
and county agencies to connect with veterans soon after they arrive in
California and begin to sort through next steps and needs. Currently,
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when CalVet receives a veteran’s records, it mails a letter and packet of
information about the veteran’s benefits to the address on file, a wasted
effort if it never reaches the veteran.

Separately, CalVet collects its own data on veterans’ needs and
whereabouts, through the department’s own databases and through
information processed by county veterans service offices. Many veterans
first connect with CalVet and county offices through the “State of
California Veterans Reintegration Form” printed in the back of the state’s
“California Veteran’s Resource Book” that is distributed widely to
veterans throughout the state. Women veterans also have begun joining
an official roster within the CalVet Women Veterans Division.

Internal Hurdles to Sharing Data

A significant hurdle in collecting and using the information on veterans
among state agencies that could offer their services to veterans is the
issue of sharing data across relevant agencies, CalVet officials and
veteran advocates told the Commission. Many agencies and departments
at the state and local government levels provide services to veterans.
Broader access to pertinent information — through proper channels and
for appropriate objectives — would help them address veterans’ needs
more comprehensively, these advocates said.

Though state departments often balk at sharing data, citing privacy
concerns, stakeholders have told the Commission that this type of
collaboration is legally possible and that agencies in municipal
governments or other areas of government manage to share databases
and maintain privacy. At the county level, for example, Placer County
agencies that provide a wide range of programs for children and families
share data about clients as part of a collaborative effort to consolidate
services under a single service plan when possible with the goal of
administering more comprehensive approach to addressing needs. In
Humboldt County, officials have merged six former services departments,
including veterans services, into an integrated health and human
services model. State legislation enabled this merger, along with those of
other counties, but the state has had less success in merging its own
related operations. In the 2011-12 legislative session, three bills, SB
893, SB 1258 and SB 1279, aimed at data-sharing and measuring
success across related topic areas in children’s, adults’ and veterans
services, but failed.

As better economic times spur mobility, California officials will continue
to face hurdles in identifying and locating veterans. CalVet officials told
the Commission that the agency’s efforts would be aided by having
veterans’ contact information and records relayed from the federal
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Military Sexual Trauma

Women veterans have taken issue with the ways in which
the federal government learns of, investigates and
prosecutes military sexual trauma, and with its practices in
compensating victims. Estimates indicate that one in five
women and one in 100 men are victims of military sexual
trauma. Often, these victims are reluctant to report the
incidents out of fear they will be punished or retaliated
against, or because the superiors to whom they would
report are the perpetrators. At times, these higher-level
officers are simply moved to new positions, often with a
clean slate. Members of the California Military Department,
which oversees the California National Guard, told the
Commission that that service members on active duty have
an option of reporting incidents of military sexual trauma in
manner in which victims are able to receive treatment
without triggering a formal investigation. Members of the
U.S. Congress are attempting to change laws and the
organizational structure governing reporting. President
Obama and Defense Secretary Chuck Hagel called for
reforms following the release of a report in early May that
military sexual trauma had increased from 19,000 cases in
2010 to 26,000 cases in 2012.

U.S. Congresswoman Jackie Speier’s proposed “STOP Act,”
the Sexual Assault Training Oversight and Prevention Act,
would move the reporting, oversight, investigation and
victim care out of the chain of command and under the
jurisdiction of an autonomous office. In California, state
lawmakers and CalVet officials have proposed additional
state-run training for county veterans service officers,
including addressing the aftermath of military sexual
trauma.

Women veterans told the Commission that military sexual
trauma victims face difficulty after separating from the
military, as they seek compensation or help with treatment
through the federal claims process. Participants in a March
2013 Commission meeting on women veterans’ concerns
said that those who seek federal assistance in battling post-
traumatic stress brought on by combat are able to support
their claim with a firsthand account of the experience, but
that those who seek the same federal assistance due to post-
traumatic stress created by military sexual trauma are not
afforded this opportunity. Proposed federal legislation, the
Ruth Moore Act of 2013, would address this.

Sources: California Research Bureau. September 2012. “California’s
Women Veterans and Military Sexual Trauma (MST).” Also, Little Hoover
Commission Advisory Committee Meeting. March 13, 2013. Sacramento,
CA. Also, Congresswoman Jackie Speier. “New Bill Aims to Help Victims
of Military Rape, Sexual Assault.”
http://speier.house.gov/index.php?option =com content&view =article&id
= 534:new-bill-aims-to-help-victims-of-military-rape-sexual-

assault&catid = 2:jackie-in-the-news&ltemid = 15. Also, Assembly Budget

Subcommittee No. 4. May 21,2013. Background document for hearing.
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government through an electronic data
transfer, rather than the existing printed
format and the postal system.

The California
Changing Identity

Veteran: A

Such information will become even more
important as
estimated additional 35,000 or more Iraq

California welcomes an

and Afghanistan veterans each year for
the next several years, as military service
members separate from the military and
California
already is home to approximately 1.8
million veterans, the most of any state in
the country, and roughly 12 percent of the
nation’s total. It is a population that is
changing. The end of the conflicts in Iraq

join California communities.20

and Afghanistan will create an influx of
younger veterans, who join the aging of
veterans who served during the Vietnam,
Korean and first Gulf wars. As a result,
the distribution of the state’s population
will swell at each end of the age spectrum.
In effect, the population will grow older
and younger simultaneously. Currently,
more than 70 percent of the state’s
veteran population is age 50 or older; the
number of veterans who are age 85 or
older is projected to increase 20 percent

between 2010 and 2019.2!

California’s veteran population also is
becoming more female, as women veterans
increase as a percentage of the veteran
population nationwide and in California.
Currently, women comprise 10 percent of
the U.S. veteran population. They are
expected to grow to 15 percent by 2030
and to nearly 18 percent by 2040.22
California is home to approximately
185,000 women veterans, second only to
Texas among U.S. states.23
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This new face of the California veteran will bring with it increased needs
in several areas. To handle the increasing number of elderly vets, CalVet
officials told the Commission they are anticipating a rise in demand for
residence and care in the veterans homes.2* Simultaneously,
organizations that provide assistance in career development and job
searches for veterans say that those newly separated from the military
widely cite finding a job as their highest priority as they begin or resume
civilian lives.?> Newly separated veterans, eager to quick-start civilian
life, also seek help with immediate goals and needs, such as attending
school or receiving training, or obtaining housing, transportation or
services for dealing with post-traumatic stress or medical conditions. As
these veterans return, they will need assistance in filing claims with the
U.S. Veterans Administration for compensation and benefits offered by
the federal government.

Women veterans have told researchers and the Commission that, while
many of their needs are the same as their male counterparts, they also
seek some services that are gender specific or are more common for
women.26  These include help with child care, transportation and
housing for women veterans with children, emergency and transitional
housing for women with children and standard women’s medical
procedures. Many women also have said they simply need more
information about their benefits.

Stakeholders told the Commission that women veterans often face
greater challenges as they leave the military and re-enter civilian life.
First, they struggle with identity and recognition hurdles, as they at
times do not realize their own statuses and entitlements as veterans
alongside their male counterparts. At other times, they are not
acknowledged as equal veterans by the general public. Many women
veterans testified that, upon visiting federal Veterans Administration
health clinics, it was assumed they were there as spouses of veterans,
rather than as veterans themselves. Finally, estimates indicate that one
in every five women in military service is a victim of military sexual
trauma. This experience for these women, as well as the one in 100 male
service members who are victimized, creates psychological trauma and
exacerbates identity challenges upon departure from the service.
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Recommendation 1: Now that the Legislature has allocated one-time money to fund the
California Department of Veterans Affairs’ plan to help alleviate the backlog of claims in
U.S. Veterans Administration offices in California, the Legislature should monitor the
department’s results to determine whether additional funding is warranted.

Recommendation 2: California’s state and federal representatives should continue to
work with and press federal agencies to obtain up-to-date information from veterans and
relay it to appropriate state agencies through electronic means, enabling state agencies to
reach veterans sooner after their departure from the military. Following this, the
California Department of Veterans Affairs should move quickly to create a reliable
database of California veterans capable of connecting veterans with their county and
state representatives in the field.

Outreach Underfunded, Unconnected

Veterans representatives who work for the state, counties and service
organizations across California employ a wide range of efforts to identify
veterans and inform them of their benefits. They host stand-down events
designed to combat homelessness, job fairs, women veterans’ networking
events, and regional meetings for veterans — all aimed at connecting
veterans to each other and helping them learn about state and federal
benefits.

Outreach efforts typically become the only way for service providers and
advocates to find these client veterans. These organizations lack a leader
to connect their efforts and to provide uniform guidance.

While many well-intended organizations provide benefits, services and
assistance for veterans in need, they operate largely independently of
each other. Government agencies that serve veterans often lack
coordination, as well as modern tools and strategies that would provide
the best service to these citizens. The lack of a structured and
responsive network creates a labyrinth difficult to navigate and at times
sluggish in producing results. Not surprisingly, veterans look to the
California Department of Veterans Affairs for leadership through this
thicket, and to serve as a voice.

CalVet officials told the Commission that the department’s goal is to be
the central reference point for veterans and organizations, but it is a goal
that has yet to be realized, according to the stakeholders CalVet seeks to
serve. They point to the small share of the department’s budget allocated
for the operations of the Veterans Services Division, less than 3 percent
for operations and salaries. Veterans Service Organizations such as the
Veterans of Foreign Wars and American Legion note that the work their
members do on behalf of veterans is done without state funding.
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Counties play the biggest direct government
role in outreach through 56 county veterans
services offices.
made only a small contribution to these
county efforts, though in the most recent
budget, the
increased funding to $5.6 million for the
2013-14 fiscal year, in addition to the
$7 million in operations funding for the

The state historically has

Governor and Legislature

division. The $5.6 million is up from an
annual $2.6 million in state funding for the
previous eight years.27

County veterans service officers told the
Commission that with more money, they
could do more to help veterans, and in
doing so, bring more money into the state.
With the 2013-14 budget, they have been
given the opportunity to demonstrate this.
According to the California Association of
County Veterans Service Officers, claims
filed with the assistance of the county
offices brought into the state more than
$346 million in the 2011-12 fiscal year, for
a state investment of $2.6 million. Ted
Puntillo, a former CalVet deputy secretary
for veterans services, and now a county
veterans services officer in Solano County,
said CalVet should introduce a performance
incentive system for at least part of the
funding that counties receive for veterans
outreach. Texas, for example, uses a
performance-based funding structure for
some of its outreach staff.28

Mr. Puntillo said the state should invest its
dollars for outreach officers strategically,
working with county veteran services offices
and using state outreach staff to regularly
contact each of the 27 military posts and
bases where military personnel are
demobilized, and work more closely with the
military to be included in discharge
preparation briefings that soon-to-discharge

personnel are required to attend.

Interagency Council on Veterans

Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr., created the
Interagency Council on Veterans in August 2011 with
the goal of eliminating the barriers that typically exist
between government agencies. The council, which
was established at the Governor’s direction by the
secretary of the California Department of Veterans
Affairs (CalVet), was charged with identifying and
prioritizing the needs of veterans and coordinating
programs and services across levels of government.

The membership officially includes the secretaries of
the California Labor & Workforce Development
Agency, California Volunteers, California Business,
Transportation & Housing Agency, California Health
& Human Services Agency, California Department of
Corrections and Rehabilitation, and the directors of
the California Employment Development Department,
California Department of Consumer Affairs, California
Department of Rehabilitation and California
Department of Housing and Community
Development. Additionally, each member secretary
and director was instructed to appoint an ombudsman
for veterans affairs, and the CalVet secretary was
asked to invite representatives of certain federal
agencies, associations, higher education systems,
other state organizations and the Legislature.

Created by executive order, the council has no
permanent status; its staff, office space and equipment
are pieced together using resources of existing related
agencies. The council officially is under the direction
of the CalVet secretary, who is the council’s chair.

The council participated in a conference in

February 2012, at which time the members identified
veterans’ needs and divided the council into four
work groups, on employment, education, housing
and health. The work groups have met regularly
since that conference and have pursued numerous
projects and collaborative efforts, as have
subcommittees of the four groups. These projects
include changes to state apprenticeship programs to
better assist veterans, and designing a California
version of the federal transition assistance program in
which service members participate as they prepare to
leave the military.

The four work groups rarely meet as a whole body,
although some work group subcommittees have
cross-membership.

Sources: Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. August 23, 2011.

Executive Order B-09-11.
http://www.icv.ca.gov/files/ExecutiveOrder.pdf. Also,

communication with council staff. August 2013.
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The increased mobility of today’s veterans, together with new social
media technology and, most important, the changing demographics of
the nation’s youngest veterans suggest that new outreach approaches
are essential. The four major veterans service organizations, likewise,
have expressed awareness that women veterans and younger male
veterans do not relate to their organizations the same way as previous
generations did. These organizations, as well as the many non-profits
that provide veterans’ programs, fill a gap in the nation’s service to these
individuals. They exist as peers, rather than government agencies, and
their role is vital. To evolve and appeal to a changing veteran population,
these organizations should consider launching subgroups developed by
and for younger and female veterans, perhaps coordinated more often
through social media than traditional in-person meetings. CalVet, to
meet its own mission, must help them in this effort.

In response to the changing veteran population, county veterans service
officers are adapting with a wide range of outreach efforts. The recent
additions of younger executives who are themselves veterans to CalVet’s
management warrant optimism that CalVet is moving in this direction as
well. The dawning of this new arena of veterans services — the evolving
population and their changing needs and priorities, as well as the media
they use — warrants new approaches at all levels. County, state and
federal officials alike must take fresh looks at the ways in which they
fund and prioritize their outreach to veterans. Education of veterans and
their families will be crucial and will require funding and focus.

For CalVet, it is a transition that has taken considerable time to gain
traction, the delay being one product of extended vacancies at the
executive management level. In 2009, the California State Auditor found
that the department then was undertaking a new approach to the work
of its Veterans Services Division, but that many of these efforts were, in
effect, in their infancy. The auditor reported:

“The department has only recently shifted its attention from
focusing primarily on the veterans homes, deciding that
Veterans Services should take a more active role in
increasing awareness among veterans about available
services and benefits. To increase such awareness,
Veterans Services is implementing various activities to
further its outreach efforts, such as gathering veterans’
contact information, updating its outreach materials, and
better coordinating with organizations that provide services
to veterans, although many of these efforts only began in
2008.729
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The auditor noted that the department
previously had poorly organized agreements
with partnering agencies and organizations,
at times being unable to sufficiently track
the success of funding that the division had
allocated. The auditor recommended the
division continue with its planned changes,
along with strengthening its role in working
with county veterans service officers and
its
of
veterans’ needs and developing measurable

partnering organizations, updating

website, conducting an assessment
goals related to that assessment.30

Four years later, these are still areas that
need to show progress, yet CalVet can point
to concrete achievements. The department
has established a small, but active, Women
Veterans Division that, among other work,
has created a women veterans roster and
collaborated in research and outreach with
the California Research Bureau and the
state’s Commission on the Status of Women
and Girls.

media presence and has developed a cell

CalVet also now has a social

phone application to help veterans or family
In 2014, CalVet
will CalVet
Connect, that gives the department a new
way of reaching veterans and providing them

members locate services.

launch its website portal,

information about their benefits.

In February 2012, with the appointment of
Veterans Services Division Deputy Secretary
Keith Boylan, the agency is planning new
programs and a new approach to how the
services and reaches

division offers

veterans.

The Veterans Services Division also is
adding a department-run training program
for county veterans service officers, using
already included the
department’s budget. @ The program will
enable the division to offer a uniform set of
information to these county officers, and to

funding in
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Previous Reviews of CalVet Programs

The California Department of Veterans Affairs
(CalVet) has come under scrutiny several times as its
programs have evolved. In May 2013, the
California State Auditor released a report on the
department’s Homes Division. The review
acknowledged the initiatives, efficiency efforts and
programs under way, but told the Legislature that
CalVet could take bigger strides in bringing in
reimbursements for homes operations. The
auditor’s office recommended CalVet review its
practices for enrolling residents in appropriate
insurance programs to maximize revenue for
covering costs, as well as evaluate its cost-recovery
model and the state laws that dictate the amount
that CalVet can collect from residents. These
recommendations were accompanied by ideas for
better utilizing space in the homes, serving a higher
number of veterans, and increasing the use of
technology for conducting outreach to veterans.

In its separate 2009 report, in addition to evaluating
the Veterans Service Division, the State Auditor
criticized the department for administering an
underutilized home loan program — although it
acknowledged that the results were in part due to
restrictive federal law. Prior to that, reviews by the
Legislative Analyst’s Office and the State Auditor, in
1994, 2001 and 2002, found that the Homes
Division lacked needed software and employee
training; lacked policies that enabled them to collect
enough to cover their costs; neglected to recover all
of the federal reimbursements and revenue from
residents possible; and failed to submit for
reimbursements in a timely manner, and, in the case
of the Barstow home, lost federal reimbursements
because of poor patient care.

Sources: California State Auditor. May 2013. “California
Department of Veterans Affairs: It Has Initiated Plans to Serve
Veterans Better and More Cost-Efficiently, but Further
Improvements Are Needed.” Report 2012-119. Also, California
State Auditor. October 2009. “California Department of
Veterans Affairs: Although It Has Begun to Increase Its Outreach
Efforts and to Coordinate With Other Entities, It Needs to Improve
Its Strategic Planning Process, and Its CalVet Home Loan Program
Is Not Designed to Address the Housing Needs of Some
Veterans.” Report 2009-108. Chapter 4. Also, California State
Auditor. December 2001. “Department of Veterans Affairs:
Weak Management and Poor Internal Controls Have Prevented
the Department From Establishing an Effective Cash Collection
System.” Report 2001-113. Also, Legislative Analyst’s Office.
“Analysis of the 2002-03 Budget Bill.” Also, California State
Auditor. April 1994. “The Veterans Home of California Has Not
Maximized Revenue From Residents and Reimbursements From
the Federal Government.”
http://www.bsa.ca.gov/reports/summary/93027.



http://www.bsa.ca.gov/reports/summary/93027

LitTTLE HOOVER COMMISSION

Broader Housing Options? have a more direct role in the work and

outreach efforts these offices employ as they
The Legislature is considering Assembly Bill 639, assist and advocate for veterans. The
which would reform the way in which the state

. Veterans Services Division also will launch a
offers housing to veterans.

website portal for veterans titled CalVet

The bill, authored by Assembly Speaker John Connect. The portal will enable the
Pérez, would redirect $600 million in bond

funding from the CalVet home and farm loan
program to other options of housing for veterans,

department to offer information about a range
of programs and services in one online

combined with services offered in the same location.
locations, if voters approve the measure in 2014.
Sources: AB 639 (Pérez). Better Homes Operation Should

Benefit Services

The changes in Veterans Services have without question been slow in
coming. Turnover at the top is one reason. The departmental effort to
open five new veterans homes in five years during a fiscal crisis is
certainly another. But with the homes in Fresno and Redding due to
open this year, the department and the Governor and Legislature have
the opportunity to reassess how the department can serve the greatest
number of California veterans.

The Homes Division initially accounted for the department’s entire
mission, and as noted earlier, still accounts for nearly 80 percent of the
department’s $385 million operating budget and a similar share of its
2,677 headcount. It has come under scrutiny for the operations of the
homes, but in the past year in particular, under new undersecretaries, it
has implemented several major initiatives that should improve efficiency
and patient safety and reduce costs.

Among the initiatives:

= Rather than being operated as separate facilities as they have
been in the past, the eight homes are being integrated into a
single system that offers a broad range of care.

= The new system is using an automated pharmacy that officials
say will reduce pharmacy waste and increase patient safety.

= The division is changing its staffing model to a social model from
a medical model, including standardizing qualifications, to better
reflect the needs of its residents, which will cost less and increase
efficiency.

In recognition of the expected efficiencies these changes will bring, the
Veterans Homes Division has an agreement with the Department of
Finance to reduce its dependence on the state General Fund by 7 percent
per year for three years.
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Set Goals, Reward Efficiency, Incentivize Progress

Advocates for California veterans and county veterans services officers
make the case that the state should spend more money on outreach and
strengthening veterans services. This money does not have to be new
spending. It could reflect General Fund dollars the department has been
receiving. A natural place to look is in efficiencies or increased revenues
that can be realized in other part of the department’s budget, starting
with the biggest program, the homes division. In testimony to the
Commission, however, CalVet Secretary Peter Gravett said that there is a
“misperception that resources can be redirected from the homes to
support other parts of the CalVet mission. The resources can’t be
redirected without breaking federal contracts and reducing the quality of
care and the scope of services to the neediest veterans living in our long-
term care facilities. The misperception continues to foster the false
expectation that adequate funding has already been allotted to serving
veterans in this state through CalVet’s other programs and divisions.”31

The Commission would not endorse spending money already allocated as
part of federal contracts, but notes that CalVet already is trying to reduce
spending in its homes division through efficiencies and by recovering
more reimbursement for care. This represents savings that will be
reflected in lower General Fund allocations for the homes in the future.
The department has committed to reduce its reliance on General Fund
support for its homes division while promising to improve quality and
scope of services to the state’s neediest veterans. The Secretary’s
comment that a “false expectation” exists that adequate funding already
has been allocated to the department’s other programs reflects a view
common in government departments that programs are not adequately
funded. Without judging the adequacy of any individual allocation, it is
worth noting that the General Fund budget allocates the money that is
available.

If the department can fulfill its homes mission while committing to
finding efficiencies and raising revenues, a stronger argument might be
in showing how more spending on the services division serves the state’s
interests as well — as long as that spending produces improved outcomes.
The added money the Veterans Services Division will receive in the FY
2013-14 budget provides the opportunity to demonstrate that the
department can use the money to improve outcomes, whether through
reaching more veterans or helping them file more claims. Ultimately,
linking more eligible veterans to federal benefits holds the potential to
bring more disposable income into the state and, in the cases where
veterans without federal benefits are relying on state services such as
Medi-Cal, the state can avoid costs it otherwise would incur. This
argument does not preclude reinvesting some of the efficiency savings or
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“It is simply not good
enough to keep doing
business as usual. This
administration’s lack of
proactive response to
seeking resources to
address the issue of
connecting our returning
veterans to their
benefits, to continuing to
do business as usual,
tells us where these
battle torn veterans lie
on the priority list — at
the bottom.”

Ted Puntillo, Solano County

Veterans Service Officer
January 2013
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increased revenues into the homes division to further increase efficiency.
The Yountville home, for example, could be operated more efficiently if
some of the savings were redirected to maintenance and spare parts for
broken cooking equipment and cold storage units for the home’s central
kitchen.32

It does, however, require a vision of a unified department, rather than
collection of programs, in which all divisions work together to improve
the lives of California veterans. And this requires leadership that can
communicate that vision to the department as well as to other parts of
government and to stakeholders.

Considering CalVet as a single enterprise, rather than a collection of
different programs, the flows of money for services and homes should be
linked. All inefficiencies have a cost, including foregone opportunities to
capture more reimbursement, no more so than when the state is
operating in a tight financial environment. Eliminating efficiency should
not require an incentive, but it often does when the cost or tradeoffs for
inefficiency are not easily identified or the department achieving the
savings does not benefit from its efforts. Before the savings from the
homes division’s efficiencies are scored in future budgets, the
administration and Legislature should consider redirecting at least part
of the projected General Fund savings to outreach efforts. This argument
depends most on CalVet demonstrating that it has a strategy for
managing its existing resources across programs to maximize its mission
outcomes. Once it has done so, and shown that it has used the added
Veterans Services funding well, it should be given the flexibility to use at
least part of the savings from realized efficiencies to invest in strategies
that will help veterans and benefit the state.

The state should continue to focus on increasing efficiency. But after
years of using efficiencies to cut budgets, the state now can focus on
turning efficiencies into opportunities. It can do so most effectively when
it aligns the incentives properly. This would seem to be one of those
opportunities.
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Recommendation 3: To improve outreach to veterans and to increase the amount of
veteran benefits entering California, the state should allow greater funding flexibility for
the California Department of Veterans Affairs, including the redirection of savings from
operational efficiencies for demonstrated strategies that help veterans file benefit claims
and pursue referrals for services.

O The California Department of Veterans Affairs and the Department
of Finance should discuss the potential for redirecting additional
homes division revenues from reimbursements for use in outreach
and other work of the Veterans Services Division, rather than
returning the money to the General Fund.

O Upon providing increased funding for county veterans service
officers in the 2013-14 budget, the Legislature should monitors the
performance of the county veterans service offices. Increased
funding for the county offices in future budgets may include money
for an additional county staff person at each of California’s 27
military service discharge sites, but its allocation must be
dependent upon the county offices showing effective, efficient use of
the additional resources.

O The Legislature and CalVet should tie the distribution of this
funding to individual counties’ performance in successfully securing
benefits for their veterans. CalVet should track the counties’ work
using the department’s VetPro software and formal performance
metrics.

U The Legislature also should specify that some of this money be used
to increase outreach to women and minority veterans.

O The department should pursue social media strategies to reach out
to younger veterans, and invite the participation of media experts
and engage non-profit veterans organizations to raise money for this
effort.

O The department should regularly review its training courses and
requirements to ensure programs are responsive to evolving needs
among veterans, including those of women veterans. The
department also should ensure county offices are appropriately
staffed for addressing the needs of women veterans. This may
include coordinating services with those of nearby larger offices
when appropriate.

CalVet Legal Foundation Needs Updating

Over the course of its study, the Commission found that not only
programs needed to be modernized, the California Military and Veterans
Code, the legal foundation for CalVet, is obsolete and needs updating to
reflect changes in the veteran population and changes in the department.
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The code was first written decades ago and has been updated only in
piecemeal fashion over the years. Many stakeholders representing a wide

range of roles in the delivery of services to veterans told the Commission
the code is convoluted, confusing, at times contradictory. Among the
topics warranting review:

Eight Homes. The code was written prior to all of the state’s eight
veterans homes being built. It has not been updated to outline
uniform procedures across all of the homes in the system.33

Morale, Welfare & Recreation Fund. Integrating the homes into a
system will require addressing the debate over the Morale,
Welfare & Recreation Fund for each home. This will involve
standardizing the processes and levels of authority required in
making decisions about how these funds are spent. The assets in
each fund largely represent money from the estates of residents of
the homes who die while receiving care or living in the homes.
Upon their death, the home may take from their estates an
amount that represents the outstanding balance on fees due the
home; this money is deposited as directed by the Military and
Veterans Code into the Morale, Welfare & Recreation Fund for the
home, rather than into a more general state fund. The Morale,
Welfare & Recreation Fund may be used only for projects or
activities on the home’s site that enhance veterans’ quality of life
and experiences at the home. The question is whether that
money is more properly owed to the General Fund, as the
resident’s care was subsidized by the General Fund while they
were alive, or should be available for broader CalVet use. The
homes do not have a standard approach in how this money is
disbursed or accounted for.

California Veterans Board. The Military and Veterans Code
establishes a California Veterans Board and charges its seven
members with meeting several times each year to “determine the
policies for all operations of (CalVet).” In reality, the board
devotes a great deal of its time hearing appeals of veterans who
object to a CalVet decision regarding veterans home admissions,
the home loan program or a school fee waiver. Regarding
changes to CalVet policy, though there is ambiguity and debate
regarding the board’s role. The board’s policy document on its
website indicates that the board’s role in “determining the policies
for all operations” of the department pertains to setting the tone
with which the department designs its programs.

Use of Force Discretion. Section 366 of the code outlines a
procedure and level of authority that warrant revisiting. The
section states:
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“Whenever any portion of the National Guard, or of the
unorganized militia when called into the service of the State or
Naval Militia is called into active service to suppress an
insurrection or rebellion, to disperse a mob, or in an emergency
or in any of the cases provided for in Sections 128, 143, or 146
of this code, or to enforce the execution of the laws of the State
or of the United States, the commanding officer shall use his
own discretion with respect to the propriety of attacking or
firing upon any mob or unlawful assembly, or of attacking or
using fire power in the military situation present. His honest
and reasonable judgment in the exercise of his duty shall be
full protection, civilly and criminally, for any act or acts done
while on duty.

A renewed look at the Military and Veterans Code would afford officials
an opportunity for the state’s leaders to reevaluate and perhaps redefine
a vast spectrum of regulations that govern the state’s primary agencies
that provide services to veterans and oversee state military operations.

Recommendation 4: State lawmakers should review and update the Military and
Veterans Code. The process should include strong consideration of the perspectives of
the following:

U Members of the Assembly and Senate legislative committees on
veterans;

U Representatives of relevant state agencies such as CalVet, the
Military  Department and the Employment Development
Department;

U County veterans service officers;
O Veterans Service Organization representatives;

O Representatives of community-based organizations that serve
veterans;

O Administrators of veterans homes;
O Members of allied councils of the veterans homes;

U The general public.
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CONCLUSION

Conclusion

he federal government, through its armed forces, is good at

turning civilians into warriors and preparing them for battle. In

the aftermath of the conflicts, however, the system for returning
veterans back to civilian life is nowhere as efficient or thorough,
especially with the individuals who need assistance in rebuilding those
lives. Many fail, and fail completely, before they seek help.

For some veterans, tapping into funding and programs aimed at helping
with education costs, job searches, medical and mental health treatment
or housing may be the final steps needed to cement a civilian lifestyle
that already is on track. For others, such services may be a lifesaver,
keeping veterans from homelessness, prolonged unemployment or the
pain and consequences of untreated medical or mental health conditions.
Further, for those in more dire need, using programs that are dedicated
to veterans may help them avoid needing to rely on other state- and
county-funded services.

The emphasis must be on outcomes, not just on inputs and process. If
these agencies measure only the steps they have undertaken, and not
the results, they will not be able to be sure they have succeeded in
helping veterans in their transition back to civilian life. = California’s
leaders must hold the Department of Veterans Affairs accountable for the
added money it has been allocated to expand veterans services and to
form strike teams to help reduce the backlog of benefit claims at VA
regional offices. At the same time, the department must hold county
veterans service offices accountable for their outreach efforts.

Veterans are promised benefits, and many need them in order to
complete that transition. California’s approach to helping veterans
currently lacks a mnetwork structure, and some parts of it lack
accessibility, cohesion or flexibility needed to provide the most efficient,
effective service now and as veterans’ needs change from generation to
generation. The department’s leadership team now is in place. It will be
up to them to forge a strategy that will make the most of the state’s
assets and the very real value that veterans groups, volunteers and non-
profit organizations can deliver to help California veterans.

California can do better, and to honor those who have sacrificed for the
many, it must do better.
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Appendix A

Public Hearing Witnesses

Public Hearing on Veterans Services
January 22, 2013
Sacramento, California

Brigadier General Matthew Beevers, Assistant

Adjutant General, California Military
Department

Keith Boylan, Government Relations Liaison,
California Association of Veteran Service
Agencies

Peter Cameron, Executive Director, Vietnam
Veterans of California, Inc.

Lt. Col. Susan Pangelinan, CNG Behavioral
Health Coordinator/Joint Staff Medical
Advisor, California Military Department

Ted Puntillo, Director of Veteran Services,
Solano County

Lindsey Sin, Deputy Secretary for Women
Veterans Affairs, California Department of
Veterans Affairs

J.P. Tremblay, Deputy Secretary for
Communications and Legislation, California
Department of Veterans Affairs

Public Hearing on Veterans Services
April 23, 2013
Sacramento, California

Major General (Retired) Peter Gravett,
Secretary, California Department of Veterans
Affairs

Dean Lee, Assistant State Adjutant, Veterans
of Foreign Wars Department of California

Scott McKee, Department Service Officer,
American Legion Department of California

Pouneh Simpson, Chief Financial Officer,
California Department of Veterans Affairs
Veterans Homes Division

Tom Splitgerber, President, National
Association of County Veterans Service
Officers, and County Veterans Service Officer,
San Diego County
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Appendix B

Little Hoover Commission Public Meeting

Advisory Committee Meeting on Women Veterans
March 13, 2013
Sacramento, California

Mary Baker, Surgeon and Women Veterans
Chair, Veterans of Foreign Wars Department
of California

Rebecca Blanton, Senior Policy Analyst,
California Research Bureau

Rea Cichocki, American Indian Veterans
Association of Northern California

Juliene Crisostomo, Analyst, Women Veterans
Affairs Division, California Department of
Veterans Affairs

Lieutenant Colonel Kimberely Derouen,
Director of Human Resources, California
Military Department

Patricia Jackson-Kelley, Women Veterans
Outreach Coordinator, American Legion
Department of California

Starlyn Lara, Women Veterans Coordinator,
Swords to Plowshares

Lieutenant Colonel Susan Pangelinan,
California National Guard Behavioral Health
Coordinator/Joint Staff Medical Advisor,
California Military Department

Lindsey Sin, Deputy Secretary for Women
Veterans Affairs, California Department of
Veterans Affairs

Stephanie Stone, Chief Deputy Director, Los
Angeles County Department of Military and
Veteran Affairs

Captain Shannon Terry, California Military
Department

Colonel Laura Yeager, Chief of Staff, Joint
Staff, California Military Department

39



LitTTLE HOOVER COMMISSION

40



APPENDICES & NOTES

Appendix C

2012 Federal Expenditures, California Counties

FY12 GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF VA EXPENDITURES (GDX)

CALIFGRNIA
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“Democracy itself is a process of change, and satisfaction

and complacency are enemies of good government.”

Governor Edmund G. “Pat” Brown,
addressing the inaugural meeting of the Little Hoover Commission,
April 24, 1962, Sacramento, California
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