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What should be the Administration’s reauthorization strategy?

Pros;

Cons:

- pSuft"
X

Pros:

95-1596

Regardless of the strategy, the goal is to preserve National Service while addressing major 
criticisms (primarily cost per participant). Discussed below are some cost-saving measures some 
of which can be accomplished administratively, some of which require legislation.

Can Participant Living Allowances at SlOO/wcck,
Reduce the current CNCS portion of the weekly stipend of between $130-160 to $100. 

Sponsoring programs may match up to that amount for a total of $200/week or more. Consider 
exception an for up to 10-20% of programs, providing more than $100 per week for unusual 
circumstances. Legislation required.

Cap Federal Program Support (overhead) to $5.000 Per Participant.
Program support includes: travel, uniforms, project materials, materials, training, 

program staffing costs, overhead, and evaluation. Local programs could match dollar-for-dollar 
up to an additional $5,000. Consider an exception for up to 10-20% of programs for unusual 
situations. Can be done administratively.

- Require more local buy-in by enlisting more private sector, local, and state support
- Would greatly simplify and streamline CNCS grant negotiations.

Cons:
- Require a larger match and could lead to some programs dropping out.
- Problems in auditing match funds and in determining types of funds allowed for match.
- Support needs vary widely based on program design, location, size, and demographics.

1

1

• Prepare a formal reauthorization bill to send to the Hill.
• Propose no changes.
• Prepare broad principles for Hill negotiations. |
• “Inoculate” against Congressional opponents by proposing administrative reforms and 
revisions based on experience over past two years and results of successful programs.
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Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) Rcauthorization Issues
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- Combats perception that compensation is too generous; adds an element of sacrifice.
- Similar to other programs (City Year, Catholic lay ministry) which provide stipends of 
$ 100 per week or less.
- Would greatly simplify and streamline CNCS grant negotiations. /

- Probably will lose middle class participants altering demographic mix in program. <
- Requires additional funds from locals if they want to pay minimum wage. (Paying the 
minimum wage is an organized labor concern and sometimes a State requirement.)
- Programs with highly skilled participants (Legal Corps, Public Allies) that provide 
between $10K and $14K stipends must raise more money or drop out of the program.

* /V*
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Pros:

Eliminate the National Civilian Community Corps (NCCC).

The NCCC was created as demonstration to assess: 1) whether residential service 
programs administered by the Federal Government can increase support for national service and
2) whether former members of the military can provide guidance and training in such programs. 
There have been approximately 865 participants in each of the past two years. Participants arc 
18-24 years old and serve full-time for 10-11 months. Change can be done administratively.

Increase to 25% the Proportion of Participants Receiving Only Education Awards.
The CNCS currently provides: 1) education awards only to nearly 700 participants, and 2) 

some program support and the education award to an additional 2,800 participants. Most are 
through the “Teach for America” program, with the rest through VISTA projects where local 
sponsors provide the VISTA stipend and program support costs. Can be done administratively.
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In his confirmation testimony, Harris Wofford stated that it would be worthwhile to 
consider making the CNCS more of a “trust of the American people, chartered by Congress, like 
the American Red Cross, but not controlled by the government.” Further work needed to 
examine viability and legal ramifications. Legislation required.

1

Pros:
- Large increase in participants with modest increase in costs ($4,725 vs $19,000).
- Infinite number of opportunities for creating education award only programs. 

Cons:
- May be rewarding persons already engaged in “volunteer” service rather than 
expanding the number of participants engaged in national service.
- Difficult to monitor and maintain CNCS high quality standards for its programs.
- Limited near-term cost savings; resource intensive to market to higher ed institutions, 
States, and municipalities; will take several years to reach the 25% level.
- Greater potential for inequitable treatment among volunteers.

Eliminate the Federal Agency AmerlCorps Programs.
The CNCS already has taken steps to eliminate this program by notifying federal agency 

grantees that the CNCS will no longer provide grants to federal agencies. This cutback was 
initiated in response to cost and related concerns raised by Senator Rond and Senator Grassley. 
In a letter sent to the President last fall, Senator Grassley suggested eliminating the Federal 
agency program. High cost programs have been a lightning rod for critics.

0MB LABOR BRANCH 
r

- Eliminates an extremely costly program: 1996 NCCC participant costs are estimated to 
be $25,428 without the educational award; 1997 will be cut to $19,800 (without award).
- No clear federal role; many Stales already operating similar programs. 

Cons:

- Lose ability for a Federal rapid volunteer response to disaster situations.
- High visibility, especially in disaster situations, brings good local press for the CNCS.
- Ties to military enable the NCCC to have access to DOD facilities and resources.
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NOTE TO

Ken ApfelFROM:

National ServiceRE:

I

I

2/i'l

I

JACK LEW
GENE SPERLING 
MELANNE VERVEER

Attached please find a CLOSE HOLD document that my staff has prepared on National 
Service. It is a quick summary of the packet which was delivered to us on Wednesday evening 
from the Corporation for National and Community Service. For your convenience, I have 
attached the packet as well.

i
I will see you at 10:00 in my office to discuss the issue further.
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February 29,1996

MEMORANDUM

TO:

X

Pamela B. VunWi<FROM;

cases.

1) reduce CNCS spending on the national service participants’ living allowance;

2) limit the program overhead financed by federal contributions to $5,000 per 

member and require a local match;

Because AmeriCorps took such a beating for its high federal program costs, most of the 
issues arc for cost cutting or cost shifting. The key ingredients of the CNCS reform proposal are:

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESDENT
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

WASMNGTON. D.C. 20503

I

d

Ihc CNCS does not intend to submit a formal rcauthorization package to the Hill. This is 
probably wise considering the bearing it has taken on the budget and the GAO report. What 
CNCS hopes to do is assemble some broad principles and concepts on reforms that the 
Administration approves and use them as a basis to begin negotiations on the Hill, This lactic is 

similar to what was used in Job Training legislation.

The CNCS is pressing for guidance so it can respond to Senator Grassley and in the 
House Subcommittee on Labor-HHS Appropriations on March 12th testifying on the FY 1997 

budget and, more importantly, the House Oversight Committee on March 21 st testifying on 

AmeriCorps.

Ken Apfcl

THROUGH: Bony White
Larry Matlacktv''

SUBJECT: Response to National Service "Reautborization Paper"

You received a package of documents from the Corporation for National and Community 

Service (CNCS) comprised of the following: 1) a draft response to Semator Charles Grassley’s 
February 9, 1996 letter in which he asked the CNCS to implement reforms; 2) a memorandum 
outlining proposed long-term “reforms”; and 3) an analysis of the reform proposal. The issues 
itaised below by the Corporation are in their very early stage of development. We do not believe 

they have thoroughly explored these or other options for efficiencies. The draft response 
to the Grassley letter and the ideas raised in the other documents do not necessarily track in all 
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3) expand the number of participants who receive only education awards; and

4) make the CNCS a non-govemmental entity.

I

1

I

1

Although mentioned in the draft response to Senator Grassley, the CNCS needs to 

explore thoroughly options to target AmeriCorpS dollars to young people who are attending 
college or accredited vocational programs, further reduce total costs for the National Civilian 
Community Corps (NCCC) program, and eliminate the underlying authorization for Federal 

agencies to run AmcriCoips programs.

Expand the number of participants who receive only education awards front-the CNCS
This was Senator Grassley’s idea and the CNCS has already tried this in a small pilot 

project with the Jesuit based “Teach for America” program. Expanding this program would 

allow larger numbers of students to cam their way through college performing service. Possible 
areas for expansion would include federal agencies, state financed opportunities, higher 
education, opportunities using local government funds (e.g. school districts, police departments 

and municipalities).

Harris Wofford stated in his confirmation testimony that we should consider making the 
CNCS more of a “trust of the American people, chartered by Congress, like the American Red 

Cross, but not controlled by the government ” The CNCS is exploring and will continue to 
explore this idea with leaders of major corporations, foundations, educational institutions and 
non-profit agencies. While it is a worthy goal, it is not a realistic option in the near future.

Reduce CNCS spending on livinp allowance for participants
The CNCS would provide $100 per week rather titan the cunent almost $130 per week 

while allowing sponsoring programs to supplement the wage up to another $100 per week. This 
would reduce the CNCS cost per member and combat the perception that compensation received 
is overly generous as depicted in the GAO report and highlighted by many members of Congress. 
We think this is a good idea, however, this will affect AmeriCorps programs. If programs 
choose not to supplement the living allowance, the demographics of the program may be 
affected. Based on current data, middle class AmeriCorps members arc most likely to forego 
participation in AmeriCorps if the living allowance were lowered or eliminated. Similarly, if the 
CNCS eliminates the health and child care benefits currently provided (not under consideration 

at this time), most single parents would choose not to participate in AmeriCorps.

Eimit program support foverhead) to S5.000 per member on a matching basis 
The CNCS would provide funds to support AmeriCorps members on a matching basis up 

to $5,000 per member. This would cap federal spending per participant (currently up to $10,000 

« + per member) and would encourage the programs to seek private sector as well as state and local 
funding. This is a good idea but several issues would have to be worked out regarding 
determining the availability of the match funds and what types of funds could be counted 

towards the match, i.c. in-kind, only non-federal, etc.
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Attached, for your consideration, are three documents:

Distribution:

cc:

Eli Segal

Alice Rivlin
Jack Lew 
Ken Apfel
Melanne Verveer
Gene Sperling 

Getting Things Done. 

AmeriCorps, National Service 

Learn and Serve America 

National Senior Service Corps

1201 New York Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20525 

Telephone 202-606-5000

3) Analysis of reform proposal. I prepared this analysis of the reform proposal for Harris. It may be 
helpful to you in understanding the effects that the proposal, if implemented, would have on our 
existing portfolio of programs.

1) Draft response to Senator Grassley’s letter to the Corporation. We believe that Senator Grassley, our 
most vocal critic, may be willing to endorse AmeriCorps if we can work out a package of “reforms.” 
The letter is designed to lay out steps the Corporation has already taken that address his concerns. A 
second round of letters might work to formalize a deal.

2) Memorandum outlining proposed long-term “reforms.” Although we are very satisfied with the 
quality and cost-effectiveness of AmeriCorps, we believe that steps should be taken to further reduce 
costs, increase private sector involvement, simplify the program, and expand the number of 
AmeriCorps Members. This memo suggests legislative reforms that move in these directions which 
might be negotiated in the reauthorization bill or 1997 appropriations agreement.

Finally, not included in this package are a series of more minor and technical amendments that we would 
like to propose. These will be provided to our 0MB contact as soon as they are available, within the next 
two weeks. Please note that several authorizing and appropriations committee hearings have been 
scheduled for the Corporation over the next two months. We hope to be able to talk about the long-term 
direction of the Corporation in our testimony, and therefore would like to reach consensus with you and 
the President as soon as possible.

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION
I I ft
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MEMORANDUM
CORPORATION

TO: Distribution

FROM:

SUBJECT: Draft Outline of Proposed Long-Term Reforms

DATE: February 28, 1995

The key ingredients would be:

This has several advantages. First, it would lower the cost per member, thereby answering 
critics and allowing expansion of the program. Second, it would combat the perception that 
AmeriCorps compensation is overly generous. The more Spartan living allowance, combined

Clearly, the reforms should be phased in, starting with the passage of legislation (either the 
reauthorization or 1997 appropriations) that gives us the flexibility to move in this direction. 
One possibility is to start with the National Direct programs (one third of AmeriCorps 
assignments), and for at least the first year to leave it optional to state commissions and their 
grantees.

The net effect of these changes should be to reduce the per person cost by at least $3,600. 
And, even without any increase in overall funding, it would increase the number of 
participants by up to 25 percent, and possibly much more.

Getting Things Done. 

AmeriCorps, National Service 

Learn and Serve America

National Senior Service Corps

Reducing Corporation Spending on the Living Allowance -- The Corporation would provide 
$100 a week for a stipend, the amount originally proposed in the 1992 campaign. (Currently 
the federal government puts up about $ 150/week.) Programs could supplement the wage if 
they wish up to another $100/week.

1201 New York Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20525 

Telephone 202-606-5000

These proposals were designed to significantly expand the political support for AmeriCorps 
while simultaneously strengthening its existing mission. They would make it possible to
(1) expand the size of the program to bring it closer to the original goal of 100,000 or more;
(2) ensure that AmeriCorps is viewed as service that involves sacrifice; (3) strengthen the link 
between service and education; (4) reduce costs; (5) simplify the structure and reduce red 
tape; and (6) increase private sector involvement.

Harris Wofford and Shirley Sagawa 
Corporation for National Service

MARKING

FOR NATIONAL

QS E R V I C E
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In addition to limiting federal costs per person, this approach would have the added advantage 
of ensuring more local buy-in for individual programs and AmeriCorps generally.

with a continued emphasis on “getting things done,” would ensure that AmeriCorps, like the 
military and the Peace Corps, is viewed as service and not a jobs program. Yet this approach 
would also provide programs the flexibility to supplement the living allowance if necessary 
to guarantee a diversity of participants.

Providing More “National Service Scholarships” — The Corporation could increase the 
number of members who receive only the education voucher. This should have a special 
appeal to religious organizations and other large non-profit groups. The competition for these 
awards should have a key criterion a plan to expand the numbers of those serving in their 
programs. The Act already authorizes such education-only awards and it has been tried on 
a small pilot scale. We have both been interested in trying it on a larger scale. It happens also 
that this is an idea of Senator Grassley’s, who suggested it in his letter to the President last 
August, and would undoubtedly help with other Republicans as well Even more important, 
this approach would allow for a larger number of Americans to earn their way through college 
by performing service.

Eventually Making the Corporation a Non-Governmental Entity -- In Harris Wofford’s 
confirmation testimony before the Senate Labor and Human Resources Committee, he stated 
that we should consider making the Corporation more of a “trust of the American people, 
chartered by Congress, like the American Red Cross, but not controlled by the government.” 
In recent months, in meetings with leaders of major corporations, foundations, educational 
institutions and non-profit agencies, we have been posing the question: To what extent can 
the private and independent institutions — including colleges and universities, and also units 
of state and local government such as schools and police forces — contribute more of the 
resources and assume even more of the responsibility? There are many practical and legal 
questions that would need to be addressed, but the concept is powerful. It could establish 
national service as a permanent fixture of American society, effectively wiping out partisan 
opposition.

Giving Program Money Through a Challenge Grant System — The Corporation would 
provide program assistance on a matching basis - programs that put up money would get 
money - up to a certain amount, perhaps $5,000. This would be far simpler and less 
bureaucratic than the current system in which program officers negotiate in painstaking detail 
each item in a program’s budget. It would effectively establish a cap on federal spending per 
participant that is significantly below the current maximum, and it would encourage programs 
to seek private sector, as well as state and local government funding. There are ways of 
phasing this in gradually-perhaps doing a 3 for 1 match or including in-kind contributions as 
part of the calculations-so as not to adversely affect bootstrap programs in rural and urban 
low income areas.
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MEMORANDUM FOR HARRIS WOFFORD

FROM: Shirley Sagawa

RE: Analysis of reform proposal

DATE: February 16,1996

Our assumptions about the proposal are as follows:

The education award stays the same as under current law.o

We assume that some of the goals of the proposal are:

1

On the next page is a chart showing our current program and the reform program, as we 
understand it. The chart is a little confusing because the current program numbers are not the 
average costs, but rather, the "normal" costs assuming (1) a grantee provides the minimum 

A group of us spent some time analyzing the reform proposal. The following represents 
our conclusions about the effect of the proposal and steps we should take to prepare to implement 
it.

o The Corporation would provide up to $5,000 per member in program costs, 
provided on a one to one matching basis. (We understand that the exact formula might vary, and 
discuss options later in the memo.)

o The Corporation would provide $100 per week living allowance (or "field 
fellowship') plus $100 per month in health insurance (and would foot all child care costs for 
eligible members as under current law).

o To decrease the average federal cost per FTE for AmeriCorps Members 
significantly below the GAO-reported average of $17,629 (Corporation costs).

o Potentially, to decrease the average Member living allowance so that it is clear that 
AmeriCorps Members are making a sacrifice.

o To gain the support of a significant number of Republicans for the funding and 
reauthorization of the program.

o To increase the proportion of federal funds going to Member support verses 

program support.

o We would set a target for the number of education awards only Member we would 
hope to enroll.
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What the chart does show is that for the average program, the reform plan would not pose 
a serious hardship, depending on what type of funding counts toward the match. The 
implications of various match restrictions are discussed later in the memo.

matching funds for Member support, and (2) the actual "average" program support grant. 
Therefore, the numbers seem high relative to what we know to be the overall average per FTE 
amounts. For state programs, the average per FTE amount is about $17,125 including all 
Corporation costs. About 60% of that amount goes to members (this percentage increases to 
about 66% if you exclude Commission and Corporation "overhead").



Current program — full time members

CorporationMEMBER COSTS Other Total

SUBTOTAL 13,264 1,464 14, 728

5,511 5,236 10,747

SUBTOTAL 7,511 5,336 12,847

TOTAL 20,775 6,800 27,575

Reform proposal —

Corporation Other TotalMEMBER COSTS

up to 5,59811,773 up to 17,371SUBTOTAL

up to 7,000 up to 5,100 up to 12,000SUBTOTAL

up to 18,773 up to 10,698 up to 29,371TOTAL

3

100
0

Program grant 
State Commission
Corporation***

400
1,600

4,725
5.200

398
1.200

250

398
0
0

4,725
6,753

516
1,020

250

796
1,200

250

500
1,600

Program grant 
(state average) 
State Commission 
Corporation***

52-week full-time members (shorter programs 
would have lower costs)

0
up to 5,200 
up to

Ed award
Living allowance
FICA*
Health care
Child care**

Ed award
Living allowance
FICA*
Health care
Child care**

up to 5,000
400

1,600

4,725 
7,945(+)

608(+)
1,200

250

0
1,192( + )

92( + )
180

0

up to 5,000
100

0

4,725 
up to 10,400 
up to

up to 10,000
400

1,600

***Corporation costs are a very rough calculation that includes federal 
administration, t/ta, recruitment, evaluation, etc.

*FICA is calculated based on 7.65% of living allowance. Not all programs have 
had to pay FICA, although currently most do. It is a legal determination. To 
get an across the board exemption for AmeriCorps Members would require the 
support of the Finance/Ways and Means Committees.

**Child care is calculated based on current total expenditures for child care 
benefits divided among all AmeriCorps Members. In reality, some Members 
receive a benefit of up to several thousand dollars, but most do not qualify 
for this assistance.



Policy issues related to this proposal:

Living allowance

Program support

4

Requiring amounts of the living allowance that exceed $100 per week to be raised by the 
programs would increase the "match" burden for most current programs by about $1,500.

Capping the living allowance at $10,000 would affect approximately 23 existing programs. These 
programs tend to recruit higher skilled, more highly educated Members.

We have assumed that the Corporation would continue to pay most or all of a health care policy 
and child care benefits. If these are eliminated, the effect of lowering the living allowance would 
be more severe, and would effectively eliminate most single parents from AmeriCorps.

Lowering the minimum living allowance to $100 per week would possibly cause concern to the 
youth corps community and labor unions, who have lobbied in the past for a minimum wage-level 
living allowance.

Current program support grants range from almost nothing to more than $10,000 per member, 
with the average being about $5,500. The reform proposal would have the effect of requiring a 
larger match from most programs (currently about one-third programs are providing a 50% or 
better match).

We are assuming that programs would be free to raise and spend more than the required match, 
and that the proposal does not cap total available resources. If this is true, the effect would 
mainly be that most programs would have to raise more funds than they are now raising or lower 
costs significantly. (In a few cases, programs that want to maintain their current levels of support 
from the Corporation would have the incentive to increase overall program costs - for example, 
Volunteer Maryland currently receives $5,224 per Member from the Corporation and contributes 
only $3,723. Such a program might want to increase its contribution so it could receive the 
maximum.)

Significant issues are raised around the administration of a challenge grant. If the challenge works 
like a typical government match, in which the grantee says "I will go out and raise $5,000 if you 
give me $5,000," with compliance being monitored after the fact, no such problems arise. If, on 
the other hand, grantees must have the cash in hand in order to draw down the corresponding 
amount of the grant, there would have to be a significant auditing capacity put into place that 
does not now exist. When such challenge grants have been proposed in the past, the Corporation 

Assuming that many programs end up dropping the living allowance to the minimum amount by 
not augmenting it, there may be an effect on the demographics of the program; based on current 
data, it is the middle class Members who say they are most likely to forego AmeriCorps if the 
living allowance were lowered or eliminated.



The effect on the actual design of programs is hard to predict. Consider a few circumstances:

5

A policy issue to be decided is what would count toward the "challenge." Federal agency funds 
would presumably not count. Would the funds have to be in cash or could it be in kind? 
Programs have an easier time with in kind, but could more easily "pad" an in-kind match. Perhaps 
that matters less when the amount of the Corporation grant is effectively capped at $5,000. If 
more than 10 -15% of the match must come from nongovernmental sources, staff predict a 
majority of programs would drop out.

Geographically dispersed programs tend to have high travel costs. Many programs would have to 
be redesigned to eliminate large group trainings and other events demanding that Members gather 
together. Would this have an effect on quality (usually the trainings are conducted by the 
substantive experts) and the sense of unity Members have? Could this be offset by more local 
gatherings across programs, new training designs that do not require travel, and use of technology 
(such as internet)?

has not been able to administer them in this fashion. If, as City Year has proposed, we rely on an 
independent audit to verify that funds are indeed in the bank, there would be a timing problem - 
in many cases, it takes up to 18 months for an audit to be completed. We are investigating other 
challenge grant systems (like the FEC) and hoping to find a simple way to administer the dollar 
for dollar match.

Programs that exist primarily as national service programs tend to have higher overhead costs 
attributed to AmeriCorps than those that are organized by entities that exist to carry out other 
missions.

Youth corps and other programs involving at-risk youth tend to rely heavily on federal funds. 
Eliminating use of federal funds as a match (coupled with our cutting off of grants to federal 
agencies) will cause a good portion of these programs to drop out.

Rural programs tend to have high transportation costs, tend to use federal funds as their base of 
support, and have more difficulty raising nongovernmental funds. Would we provide a "rural 
supplement"?



Education award only issues

Existing service programs: Providing education awards to existing service programs could be 

6

Does the field have the capacity to significantly increase the number of ed awards only and cost 
share agreements? That depends on the assumptions about who will pay the related costs. Here 
are options:

Higher education: Higher education institutions may be an excellent source of cost-share funds, 
provided that we are comfortable with part-time Members. A review of our part-time portfolio 
indicates that most of our part-time programs are higher education-sponsored programs or those 
that use college students as Members. Issues to consider are the fact that part-time programs 
have tended to be lower quality than full-time programs; implications of providing education 
awards to unstipended part-time Members; whether we would be effectively "displacing" current 
volunteers with AmeriCorps Members (by providing an education award to those who would 
otherwise be regular volunteers); and whether we are concerned with creating more situations in 
which individuals receiving ed awards are serving alongside those who are not.

State funding: State funding could be a fertile source of cost-share funds, especially if national 
service can be positioned as a strategy to solving critical social problems targeted by states for 
reform. State Commissions and state offices could pursue these arrangements more effectively 
than Washington-based staff.

Local government funds: We have not fully explored whether school districts, police, and 
munipalities might be a source of cost-share funds. Currently, municipal funds are the funding 
source for a few education awards only programs. Note potential union issues (AFSCME has 
been our closest ally among the unions up to now).

Federal programs: We have pursued these aggressively through the Office of Federal 
Partnerships, which at one time had as many as 6 staff. We are down to 1 staff person in this 
office and have determined that this is no longer a priority. However, this is the most likely 
source of funding for additional cost-share arrangements.

A key part of this proposal is that "education awards only" programs would become a significant 
part of the AmeriCorps portfolio. Currently, the Corporation has 3 education awards only 
programs in AmeriCorps*State and National and another 13 in which the Corporation provides 
only minimal program support and no Member support. (In another 16 programs, the Corporation 
provides significant program support, but no Member support.) In addition, there are currently 
40 A*VISTA cost share agreements (covering 600 A*VISTAs). Staff estimate that most of the 
current "ed awards only" and "cost shares" are supported by federal funding. Concerns about ed 
award only programs in the past have centered on quality and fit with AmeriCorps. For that 
reason, other than in the federal partnerships arena, we have not worked aggressively to promote 
this option outside of the existing grantee universe. A*VISTA on the other hand, has made it a 
priority to pursue these kinds of relationships. Interestingly, as we learned in the meeting 
yesterday, most A*VISTA cost-shares were created after an organization had had experience with 
fully funded A*VISTAs. This will be critical to our marketing plans for cost-shares.
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perceived as "displacing" current full-time servers (if we end up simply providing ed awards to an 
existing corps or program for their existing slots). If we expect these programs to add additional 
members, staff feel it is unlikely that many will want to participate due to the high cost involved.

Non-profits: Given the costs of operating a program of a significant size (a program of 20 full- 
time Members would cost more than $100,000), staff believe it is unlikely that many non-profits 
would be interested in paying for an education award only program similar to the programs 
funded by AmeriCorps. Much more attractive would be a A*VISTA-style cost-share 
arrangement for one or two Members. Either would have to be marketed strategically and 
aggressively to achieve the large numbers contemplated.



Next steps

We should firm up the specifics of the proposal and provide a memo to OMB for review.o

We should develop a phase in for the plan.o

8

The issues identified in this analysis suggest several action steps that should be taken immediately, 
if we are to pursue the reform plan.

o We should explore additional ways to support local programs' fundraising capacity, 
including technical assistance, partnership agreements, the Partnership for National Service, and 
new initiatives.

o We should consider differential matching rates or dedicated "pots" of funding for certain 
types of programs and funding. For example, we might provide two dollars for every private 
dollar (2:1), no dollars for each federal dollar (0:1), one dollar for each dollar of other types of 
funding (1:1); we might also have a higher (2:1 or 3:1) matching rate for start-up programs, rural 
programs; programs that have other kinds of hardships, etc. Providing these kinds of incentives 
could mitigate against unintended negative effects on the portfolio of programs.

o We should develop a plan to market and manage more education award-only programs 
and A*VISTA cost-share partnerships.

o We should develop a plan for consulting with our constituency groups and the staff about 
the proposal.

o We should do a legal review to determine if legislative amendments would be needed to 
implement any of the pieces of the plan.

o We should come to terms with what kind of assignment appropriately constitutes an 
AmeriCorps assignment.
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February 28, 1996

Dear Senator Grassley,

I also appreciate the emphasis you put on fulfilling President Clinton’s original vision of 
helping young people to pay for college by serving their communities. I would add my own 
emphasis that this principle of reciprocity, like the G.I. bill’s investment in veterans’ education 
after their national military service, is a longstanding ground for bipartisan agreement. As one 
who paid for college through the G.I. bill after World War II service in the Air Force, I was 
a beneficiary of that bipartisanship.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
United States Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510-1501

Thank you for your letter of February 9, 1996, and for the special concern for 
AmeriCorps you have shown during the last year. I have appreciated our talks and the 
constructive spirit with which you have worked with me, as you say, not to terminate but to 
improve AmeriCorps. Working together with you and your colleagues in Congress, I’m 
convinced we can make it a program in which all Americans - Republicans as well as 
Democrats — take pride. I look forward to your being a partner in that effort, just as you are 
with the senior programs of the National Senior Service Corps which the Corporation also 
administers.

Though the Peace Corps was President Kennedy’s favorite program and is his special 
legacy, it earned - and has maintained - strong bipartisan support. The same is true of the 
Points of Light initiative of President Bush, which is retained as part of our national service 
legislation. As you well know, the National Service Trust Act of 1993, through which 
AmeriCorps was created, built on the first National Service Act signed by President Bush in 
1990. Under that Act’s Commission on National and Community Service, the same kind of 
grants to support full-time and part-time national service were made, albeit on a smaller scale. 
And the National Civilian Community Corps (now a branch of AmeriCorps) was created in 1992 
with support from both sides of the aisle and was also signed by President Bush. That 
bipartisanship in Congress and nonpartisanship in the country is the key to the success of 
national service and community volunteering, and it is my goal to reclaim that tradition, even 
in this inevitably partisan political year. I welcome your help in doing this.
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1. Reduce Member Costs

And, as you know, I am especially interested in your proposal that AmeriCorps increase 
the number of programs where the Corporation provides only educational awards. I believe that 
approach can be undertaken in a way that will benefit many nonprofit service organizations, 
enabling them to increase the numbers serving in their programs and enabling more of those 
serving in their programs to go to college, pay off their student loans, or receive approved job 
training through the educational awards.

The Corporation has held itself out as a new kind of entity — sensitive to the bottom line, 
actively involved with our partners in the private and independent sectors, aggressively 
promoting competition to achieve quality and economy. We are committed to producing the best 
possible program at the lowest possible cost.

Turning to the particular points and proposals of your letter to me of February 9, 1996, 
and your letter to President Clinton of August 29, 1995, I want to assure you again that I am 
committed to achieve the cost and performance goals set by the President and Congress. 
Specifically, I am committed to reducing costs per full-time AmeriCorps member. This will 
enable more corpsmembers to serve and to get help to pay for college or job training. We will 
also take steps to increase substantially the contributions to the programs by the private sector ' 
and by all nonfederal sources. This will enable us to decrease the proportion of federal dollars 
going into program support and administrative overhead.

As you know, most start-up enterprises have high costs as investments are made in 
infrastructure and system-building. Those costs come down as the investments pay off. The 
Corporation for National Service has already reduced costs from our first year to now. Our 
second year awards in the AmeriCorps state grant program represented an average real reduction 
of about 7 percent per member when compared to first year costs, when accounting for inflation. 
In the renewal process this third year, we are asking grantees whose grant costs exceed the 
average to reduce their per full-time equivalent cost by 10 percent. We are also eliminating 
funding for planning grants and for relocation costs for AmeriCorps members. Our goal is to 
focus Corporation resources directly on corpsmember support, not on program overhead and 
administrative costs. In addition, we have cut $7 million out of the Corporation’s 1996 
administrative budget — $2 million in personnel and the rest in travel and other expenses.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page two
February 28, 1996

Let me report some of the steps we have been taking in recent months, which I think you 
will find move AmeriCorps in the direction you favor. While I very much appreciate the 
contributions made by your criticisms and proposals, I also want to underscore that these are 
directions that I supported when I took this job. These directions, as you have noted, are also 
consistent with President Clinton’s original vision; and I am happy to report they are directions 
that the Corporation, by its own trial and error process, has been quietly and diligently pursuing.
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2. Eliminate Grants to Federal Agencies

3. Continue to Enforce Prohibitions Against Lobbying

4. Decrease Reliance on Corporation Funding

5. Increase "Education Award Only" Programs

In response to concerns raised by Senator Bond and others, we have notified our federal 
agency grantees that we will no longer provide grants to federal agencies. Local nonprofits who 
had been affiliated with the federal agency programs will be free to apply for funding on their 
own to support AmeriCorps members utilized by those nonprofits.

As you have urged, we are developing a plan to expand substantially the number of 
sponsors who receive no direct funding from the Corporation, but whose members receive 
education awards from the National Service Trust. This arrangement may have special appeal

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page three
February 28, 1996

We have also addressed concerns raised by Senator Bond and Representative Hoekstra 
by again requesting that state commissions and national direct grantees firmly remind 
AmeriCorps sponsors of all prohibited service activities, including lobbying and partisan political 
activities. In their renewal requests, programs must now delineate specific actions they will take 
to ensure that members do not engage in improper political activities. Such actions could 
include programs signing a certification, highlighting prohibitions in a member training manual, 
and adding a clause to the member contract. The Corporation will continue to investigate, on 
a priority basis, every allegation brought to our attention. It is important to note, however, that 
fewer than two percent of AmeriCorps programs have been accused of such activities. The 
Corporation has investigated every case brought to its attention and, in the case of ACORN 
Housing, acted quickly to terminate the grantee for improper activities.

As a group AmeriCorps programs exceeded goals for private sector fundraising, raising 
more than $41 million last year. To further encourage such private sector partnerships, in the 
1996-97 renewal documents the Corporation makes it clear that all AmeriCorps programs should 
secure some funding from nongovernmental sources. We are also increasing the matching 
requirement for program support for which grantees are responsible from 25 to 33 percent.

Regarding the National Civilian Community Corps (AmeriCorps*NCCC), our residential 
CCC program, we have taken significant steps to reduce our first year per member start up cost. 
We closed the Aberdeen, Maryland, Campus for a savings of $1 million. We reduced members’ 
living allowance from $8,000 to $6,000 this year, and plan to reduce it further to $4,000 in FY 
1997. By consolidating functions and making other structural changes, we cut headquarters staff 
by 25 percent, and plan additional cuts in campus staff of 30 percent next year.
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6. Increased Collaboration with National Nonprofit Organizations

7. Increase State Autonomy

8. Improve the Grant Review Process

for religious organizations, higher education institutions, and other organizations with alternative 
sources of funding. The Act authorizes such awards, and we have piloted a program providing 
such awards on a competitive basis to the nation’s governors. Expanding this program will 
increase the Corporation’s cooperation with the larger world of nonprofit service organizations.

We are strengthening and increasing our collaboration with national nonprofit service 
organizations. Working with such groups as Habitat for Humanity, Big Brothers/Big Sisters, 
the American Red Cross, and with a growing number of religious service organizations such as 
the Sisters of Notre Dame de Namur and the National Council of Churches, members of 
AmeriCorps and of other programs of the Corporation such as Learn and Serve America and 
the Senior Corps are contributing directly to the strengthening and expansion of the independent 
civic and service sector of our society. Our special partnership with the American Red Cross, 
for instance, is enabling hundreds of Red Cross trained AmeriCorps members to respond on call 
by the Red Cross to serve as team leaders in natural disasters such as the recent floods along the 
Susquehanna River.

From the beginning, the Corporation has been a partnership between the Federal 
Government and the states. Consistent with this outlook, we have informed the governor- 
appointed national service commissions in each state that if they have instituted appropriate peer 
review processes, the Corporation will no longer review their formula grant selections. As the 
states enhance their capacity, further devolution will occur.

As you know. Senator Bond has expressed interest in the Corporation’s grant review 
process. Our Inspector General has recently completed an examination of that process. While 
concluding that the Corporation acted within its discretion in those few instances when it 
awarded grants to lower ranked applicants at the expense of higher ranked applications, the 
Inspector General also finds some areas where we could strengthen grant competitions. We are 

When I recently visited AmeriCorps teams working to help the 10,000 families hit by the 
flood in Pennsylvania, Red Cross officers emphasized the vital role they were playing in helping 
to utilize effectively more than 2,000 local volunteers. Millard Fuller, founder of Habitat for 
Humanity, turned from skeptic to enthusiast for the work of AmeriCorps members by seeing 
how their dedicated service in Habitat projects multiplied the number of unpaid volunteers 
effectively used and the number of houses built. We intend greater emphasis on such 
partnerships.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page four
February 28, 1996
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9. Expand Efforts in Evaluation

10. Increase and Strengthen Unpaid Volunteers

George Romney called full-time national service and traditional unpaid community 
volunteering "the twin engines" for civic action that pulling together could solve some of our 
critical educational, environmental, and social problems. A few days before he died George 
proposed that the Act itself, when reauthorized, should be named the "National Service and 
Community Volunteering Act of 1996". I agreed with him to propose that change and other 
changes emphasizing the role of AmeriCorps members as recruiters, organizers, and leaders of 
part-time, unpaid volunteers. I assured him I would do everything in my power within the 
present law to see that in AmeriCorps projects, high priority is given to such assignments.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page five
February 28, 1996

currently reviewing the Inspector General’s draft recommendations regarding the improvement 
of the peer review process and plan to implement quickly those that are workable. We will keep 
you informed of the steps we take. We have identified other ways to improve this critical 
process as well, and will pilot test them during our next review of new grant proposals.

Many of the best programs in which AmeriCorps members work already do just that, 
multiplying the number of community volunteers and the things that get done by the two forces 
working together. In addition to the examples already noted of volunteer generation in our work 
with such large nonprofits as Habitat for Humanity and the Red Cross, we are increasing the 
number of projects in which AmeriCorps members organize and lead secondary school or 
college volunteers in unpaid community service. We have now made this volunteer-generation 
factor a priority in the 1997 competition for project renewals.

The Corporation has taken seriously its commitment to make evaluation a central 
component of the management of AmeriCorps. The evaluation system we have in place provides 
valuable information about the impact of the program and encourages individual sponsors to 
track their efforts. As AmeriCorps matures, however, our evaluation needs will change, and 
as it becomes larger and more decentralized, we will be increasingly constrained in our capacity 
to monitor and evaluate. Among our goals are to develop evaluation systems that make 
increasing use of our network of service programs and their expertise, and to encourage and 
work in close coordination with private and independent sector efforts to evaluate service 
programs.

I should note that the AmeriCorps record in volunteer generation in its first year was 
quite remarkable. In the fourth quarter, over three additional community volunteers were 
recruited for every AmeriCorps member serving. From July 1, 1995, through September 30, 
1995, it is estimated AmeriCorps members recruited at least 73,000 volunteers who contributed 
over 700,000 hours of service to their communities, or an average of about ten hours for every 
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* * *

volunteer recruited. By further emphasizing this role we will increase the value added by each 
AmeriCorps member and by each federal dollar invested in national service.

The items I have outlined above are some of the steps we are taking to achieve these 
goals. These are steps we can take under the existing statute. These changes significantly 
address concerns raised by our critics. Further reform can occur during the reauthorization 
process this spring and summer. That process, which I hope will begin soon, will be the 
appropriate venue to determine other significant changes.

You have proposed increasing the private sector or nonfederal match, and have suggested 
a specific cap on costs per AmeriCorps member. As you know, this is a complex matter and 
we want to consider carefully any unintended consequences that would adversely affect rural 

areas and economically disadvantaged urban communities whose access to the private sector may 
be limited, or affect the autonomy of local nonprofit organizations and youth service corps 
supported in part by state or local governments. Nevertheless, I believe an increase in the match 
can be phased in, and per member Corporation costs can be further reduced and limited, whether 
through a cap or other measures.

In my Senate confirmation hearing, I said that I would put to leaders of major 
corporations, foundations, and educational and nonprofit organizations the question: To what 
extent can the private and independent institutions, including colleges and universities, and also 
units of state and local government such as schools and police forces contribute more of the 
resources and assume even more of the responsibility? I am pursuing that possibility actively 
and will keep you up-to-date.

The President and the Congress intended that the Corporation for National Service evolve 
to face changing situations with creativity, agility, and lack of bureaucracy. From the 
beginning, we have been engaged in a process of continuous improvement to lower our costs, 
to improve the ability of our partners to increase the share of costs they bear through 
fundraising, to devolve responsibility to the states, to root ourselves squarely in the continuum 
of service that runs from traditional volunteering to full-time service with living allowances and 
education awards, and from school-based service to Senior Corps programs, to be nonpartisan 
and firm in our policies against political advocacy, and to make our internal systems more 
effective.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page six
February 28, 1996
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Sincerely,

Harris Wofford
Chief Executive Officer

So I hope very much you will work with Senator Bond and Senator Specter in the 1996 
and 1997 appropriations process for AmeriCorps and other Corporation programs, and with 
Senator Kassebaum and the Committee on Labor and Human Resources to reauthorize the 
Corporation. Together I believe we can create a national service program in which we can all 
be proud partners.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley
Page seven
February 28, 1996

I am ready to sit down with you and other Members of Congress to consider all the 
above - and other - ways to improve and strengthen the program. I look forward to such 
discussions with you about legislative or administrative changes that can be accomplished to 
move us further along the lines you and I and the President favor.
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The President’s Interagency Council on Women

February 27, 1996

TO:

Lycia Sibilla, President's Interagency Council on WomenFROM:

Diplomatic Corps CoffeeSUBJECT:

’X

Please let us know of your principal's availability so that 
we can move ahead with the invitations and program.

Melanne Verveer, Office of the First Lady 
Elaine Shocas, US Mission to the UN/Washington
Sarah Kovner, Office of the Secretary, HHS

The White House • New Executive Office Building • Suite 3212 • Washington, D.C. 20503 

Telephone (202)456-7350 • Fax (202)456-7357

Ambassador Molly Raiser, Chief of Protocol, has offered to 
host a coffee for foreign Ambassadors and their spouses on March 
22 in the Ben Franklin room at the State Department. The focus 
of the meeting will be for governments to share ideas on 
implementing the Women's Conference Platform for Action.

*• i i

cleared:X
TLoar /V
JBaldridge/Office of Protocol ^2^.

We welcome the participation of the First Lady, Ambassador 
Albright and Secretary Shalala at this event. This is a 
wonderful opportunity to strengthen support for Beijing follow-up 
activities and would demonstrate continued U.S. leadership in 
these efforts.



Service and Volunteering 
The 'Twin Engi.nes of Citizen Power 

By Hanis ·wofford 

As Washington rethinks its role 
in everything from health care to 
welfare, from education co the envi­
ronment, one theme consistently 
emerges from leaders of both parties: 
the need for ordinary citizens to take 
a more active role in solving 
problems in their community. This is 
not a new idea-it's as old as 
America. But it has acquired a new 
urgency in the face of government 
downsizing and mounting problems 
in our communities. 

Our greatest problems in the 
post-Cold War era are not from abroad 
but from within-disintegration of 
families, teenage pregnancy, drugs, 
homelessness, crime, illiteracy, to 
name some of the worst. Topping this 
off is a pervasive cynicism and a 
feeling of powerlessness which 
paralyzes many into inaction. 

All this cries out for a vibrant 
voluntary sector and an expanding 
program of national and community 
service. Full-time service and part­
time volunteering are twin engines 
of citizen power that can help us 
meet many of the cha11enges we face 
in our neighborhoods and our nation. 

If key pans of the welfare state 
are to be dismantled and the career 
bureaucracy of federal, st.ace and 
local governments greatly reduced, 
the problems of education, neighbor­
hood safety, healch and the environ-
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Hanis Wofford, CEO, Co1poratto11 for 
Narional Service 

ment call for alternative and more 
effective ways to act. 

The trends of government 
downsizing and growing social prob­
lems make the work of volunteer 
engagement more important t0day 
than ever before. 

To help mobilize millions of new 
volunteers and make their service 
have more impact, we must be more 
creative and more persistent. We 
need to target the vast untapped 
potential of seniors and students, and 
cry new approaches like the 
workplace and family volunteering 
models being promoted by The 
Points of Light Foundation. People 
volunteer when they are asked. We 

need to do more asking-and be 
prepared with more assignments for 
those who answer the call. 

One clue of what to do is to 
practice what we preach. We preach 
that it is more blessed to give than to
receive, that it is better tO serve than 
to be served. Yet we often overlook 
the obvious-asking the people we 
serve to volunteer themselves. Big 
Brothers and Big Sisters are beginning 
to do just chat with their panner 
brothers and sisters through the 
Shared Service Experience program. 
The two million young people being 
served through the Boys and Girls 
Clubs are being asked to lift their 
sights to service. lmagine the 
powerful contribution that would be 
involved if senrice became a major 
dimension of these youth-serving 
organizations-if every such organi­
zation asked its members t0 serve? 

At the Corporation for National 
Service we are working with The 
Points of Light Foundation and our 
other partners to strengthen the 
voluntary sector and unleash citizen 
power. Through Learn and Serve 
America, hundreds of thousands of 
students from kinderganen through 
graduate school are helping their 
communities and improving their 
academic skills in the process. Our 
three National Senior Corps 
programs-Foster Grandparents, 
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Retired and Senior Volunteer 
Program and Senior Companions­
are tapping the skills and experience 
of a half million older Americans. 
But together we must do far more to 
realize the potential for service of 
40 million seniors and about that 
number of young people. 

In its short existence, Ameri­
Corps, too, is proving itself to be a 
cost effective way to meet commun­
ity needs. The accomplishments of 
the first class of AmeriCorps were 
judged impressive by every indepen­
dent observer and by the 1,000 com­
munities it operated in last year. A 
cost-benefit study by a team of con­
servative economists predicted that 
each dollar invested in AmeriCorps 
returned at least $1.60 to S2.60 in 
direct, measurable benefits. These 
solid results led Newsweek writer 
Steve Waldman to suggest giving 
AmeriCorps 50 cents of every dollar 
cut from downsized government 
programs. 

AmeriCorps members get things 
done in education, the environment, 
public safety and health through 
their direct service, and perhaps just 
as importantly, through the 
volunteers they enlist and help 
organize. Because they serve every 
day, AmeriCorps members can 
recruit, train and supervise more 
unpaid volunteers. They can become 
a cadre of leaders who stay with a 
project from beginning to end. 

That's why the American Red 
Cross has joined in a special 
partnership with the Corporation in 
using AmeriCorps members in 
disasters and emergencies. Moreover, 
the iutensity of the full time 
experience for AmeriCorps members 
instills "habits of the heart" that will 
lead them into a lifetime of 
volunteering. 

In Miami, 23 AmeriCorps 
members with Habitat for Humanity 
worked with residents recovering 
from Hurricane Andrew. They 
recruited and trained and worked 
alongside 5,000 volunteers, 
including college students who 
came to Miami over spring break. 

January-March 1996/LEADERSH!P 

They built more than 90 new homes 
for working families, and Habitat 
says they never could have done it 
without AmeriCorps. This is just one 
example of the constructive power 
that can be released when the twin 
engines of full-time service and pan­
time volunteering run in harmony. 

Service, whether full or part 
time, is a powerful way to 
strengthen our communities and 
unite people from all different 
backgrounds in the common effort 
to solve common problems. With 
Americans looking at each other 
across a racial divide, our land cries 
out for something to bring us 
together. National service can be 
that reconnection-that rediscovery 
of the bonds of friendship, team­
work and community that should 
bind us together as fellow citizens. 

A century ago the American 
writer Herman Melville said, "We 
cannot live for ourselves alone. Our 

lives are connected hy a thousand 
invisible threads, and along these 
sympathetic fibers, our actions run 
as causes and return to us as 
results." Service reminds us rhat we 
are all connected, that we are all 
part of that intricate fabric. 

To release the full power of 
community volunteering and 
national service, there is an essential 
precondition. We must work together 
to get national service established in 
the public mind as a non-partisan 
institution in which the American 
people can all take pride. 

Service isn't a Democratic or 
Republican, a conservative or liberal 
idea. If there is any idea that is truly 
all-American, that is the common 
ground for citizens tired of the 
politics of politics-it is national 
service. And it will prove itself, not 
by anyone's words, but by the 
deeds of Corps members and 
community volunteers. ■ 

THIS NEW YEAR, MAKE A FEW 

RESOLUTIONS Fon SOMEONE ELSE 

A L L I A N C E F O R 

NATIONAL RENEWAL 

magine the result if 
every American resolved in 

I 996 to do three, five, or even a 
dozen constructive things for his 

1 or her community.

In its work to build volun­
teerism, the Points of Light 
Foundation is proud to be a part of 
the Alliance of National Renewal, a 
national coalition of more than 
130 organizations dedicated to 
bringing about this kind of change. 
To that end, Al�R is offering a spe­
cial poster/calendar designed to 
make rnlunteering easier. 

Entitled "96 Things You 
Can Do for Your Community in 
'96," these 22-by-36-inch poSters 
are a valuable resource and guide 
to community services and pro­
grams offered by such ANR part­
ners as the American Association 
of Retired Persons, United Way, 
Habitat for Humanity, �eighbor­
hood Reinvestment Corporation 
and, of course, Points of Light. 

To order an ANR calen­
dar, call the National Civic 
League, 800-223-6004. 

Price, including shipping {rolled in a tube): $6.50 for 1st calendar; 
$4 each for up to four additional calendars, $3 each for six or 

more additional copies. 
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MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION 

FROM: 

Re: 

Dote: 

Harris Wofford and Shirley Sagawa 

AmeriCorps Reauthorization and Cost-Cutting Proposal 

March 6, 1996 

Reeuthoti7.ation StretelD' 

16:10 No.006 P.02 

We need to come to consensus, as quickly as possible, on a strategy that will enable AmeriCorps 
to COA1tinue to thrive in 1997 and beyond. Our authorization expires at the end of FY 1996. 
Some of the option� we have considered are: 

1. Pursue a "traditional" reauthorization. with a Senate-first strategy, with the Administration
submitting a reauthorization bilJ with only modest changes, or preparing a "statement of

principles" for discussion.

2. Pun;ue a reuuthorization with no Administration bill, but asking a bipartisan group of
supporters off of the Labor and Human Resources Committee to introduce a bill and push the
Committee t\) tnkc action.

3. Assume no rcauthori2.ation thi:s year, due to election year politics and the short schedule, seek
an appropriation without an authorfaation, w1d work on a reauthorization bill next year.

4, Develop and unveil a "reform plan" that will inoculate the progrum against criticisms of 
opponents. TI1e plan may be either a legislative package that could ho prut of o FY 1997 
appropriations deal, the basis for a reauthorization bill, or a �et of administrative changes. 

These strategics are not mutually exclusive. We are currently preparing for any of the above 
options to unfold. We have reason to believe that our most vocal critic, Senator Gn1.sslcy, would 
be willing to endorse AmeriCorps if we could public1y agree to a refonn plan that would limit 
AmeriCorps costs. This memo lays out the core of a cost-cutting plan that could allow us to gnin 
Senator Grassley's support while enabling the program to grow more rapidly. We believe these 
changes can bo achieved without amending the statute, although they may also fon11 the basis of 
a n,authorizotion.proposal, appropriations deal, or rcfonn package. 

Cost•CuUioa Propoaals 

1. Establish cost-savings goals.

We believe we could responsibly agree to an averaic per Member cost to the Corporation of not 
more than $15,000, to be phased in by FYl 999. In addition. we could agree that no AmcriCorps 
program would have a per Member cost exceeding $20,000, to be phased in by FY1999. The per 
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Member cost would be calculated by adding the budgeted Corporation costs of the education 
award, AmcriCorps grant (living allowance nnd Member support,. plus program support), and 
Corporation and State Commission overhead that is directly attributable toAmcriCorps. The

GAO estimated that the comparable figure for the average per Member cost in FY 1995 was 
$17,629; we believe it is actually slightly higher. See the options at the end of the discussion for 
achieving tills objective. 

2. Living allowonce

ln order to achieve the above goAb, we would need to review our policies relating to the living 
allo�nce paid to Members. Under the cxi:sting statute, the standard living allowance is $7,945. 
For a 52-wcek program, that works out to 11 little bit more than $150 per week with the 
Corporation share being a tittle more than $125 per week. However, due to the way the stalute is 
written, a 40 week program (in which the Members serve the full 1700 hours over 40 weeks 
instead of 52 weeks), end up providing a living allowance of aln1ost $200 a week-- this amount is 
derived by dividing the annual Jiving allowance of $7945 by the number of weeks of the 
program. We may be able to save money by using our waiver authority to enable programs that 
operate for less than 52 weeks to pay $150 per week, rather than the higher amount they are now 
required to pay. The net effect would be that the Corporation's share of tho living aJlowancc 
would go from $6,800 to SS,200 for those programs that are 40 weeks, and the Member's actual 
pciy would go from $7,900 to $6,100 for that period, unless the local program increases the 
match. 

3. Progran1 costs

TI1cre are scverol w11ys to reduce program costs (the amount of the grunt provided to progran1s 
thnt is not usod for Member living allowances and benefits). Program costs cover staff, Member 
training, transportation. insurance, recruitment, nnd other items. Currently, the average grant 
amount to cover program costs is about $5,500, although the range is large. To reduce this 
amount and simplify the program, we could determine a flat amount that the Corporation would 
provide per full-time Member and increase the matching funds required. To ensure continued 
pai1icipation of high qua lily programs for whom the restricted grant amount would pose a 
hardship, we might reserve a fund that could be tapped by rural programs, new start-ups. 
residential programs, etc. 

Options range from a cap of $3,000 plus 10% in a hardship fund; to $5,000 plus no hardship 
fund; to varying cups per type of program, with an average ofno more than $5,000. 

3. Cl,st-share purtncrships

To bring down the average per Member cost, the Corporation plans to work aggressively to 
develop partnerships with organizations that can pay the living 11llowances and program co:,ts of 
AmeriCorps from other sources, with the Corporation providing only the education award. We 
might emphasize: 



0MB LABOR BRANCH 10:202-395-1596 MAR 07'96 16:11 No.006 P.04 

• 

A. VISTA cost share arrangements, in which VIS'fA sponsors receive a VlSTA free
of charge for two years, but agree to pay the VISTA Jiving allowance in
subsequent years.

R. Higher education part-time programs, especially tllos� that use college students to
organize younger volunteers. Students would serve a minimum of 900 hours over
two years.

C. Progrnms operated by religious organizations, such as Catholic, Protestant, or
Jowish lay volunteers, who do not want to apply for grant money.

The suboptions under this cost saving option ure rcJated to what percent of the total program is 
comprised of such "cost share partnerships." The potential range i:s between l 0-25%. 
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Summary of Potential Options for Mcctin&: Corporation Cost-Cuttin& Goals 

Average Corporation Cods Where Corporation Supporb All Items 

Member Costs Current Pro1:ram Reform 

Education Award 4,725 4,725 
Living Allowance 6,800 upto 6,800 
Other 1,800 1,800 

Subtotal 13,325 up lO 13,325 

Program grant S,500 upto 5,000 

Recruitment, admin .. etc. 2/ 2,000 2,000 

TOTAL 20,775 up to 20,275 

Average, taking into account 
cost sbar� proposals/other items 19,000 15,000 1/ 

1/ By 1999. Assumes about 25% of program will be "cost share proposals," that living 
allowance will be lowered an average of $1,000, and that program grcmts will be lowered an 
average of $1,500. 

'21 Rough calculation that includes administration, recruitment, evaluation, etc. 
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May 6, 1996 

MEMORANDUM FOR: ALICE RIVLIN 
JACK LEW 

FROM: Ken Apfel 

10, 

SUBJECT: Next St.eps on National Service 

PAGE 3/4 

As a follow-up to the favorable treatment the Corporation for National and Community 
Service (CNCS) received in the final FY 1996 appropriations acti_on, I met Friday with Harris 
Wofford, and bis staff. 

The CNCS made an agreement with Senator Grassley to develop goals and timetables 
for cost-cutting measures in exchange for his support for CNCS funding in the VA-HUD 
appropriations bill. The CNCS bas developed a framework that will reduce overall costs and, 
in particular, per participant costs. Through implementing a variety of cost-reductions, the 
CNCS will seek to reduce it's cost share per participant to $17,000 in 1997, $16,000 in 1998 
and $15,000 in 1999. The CNCS's current per participant cost is over $18,000. 
The main tenets of the plan follow. 

• Multi-year Gran.ts. CNCS plans to make multi-year grants to proven, quality
programs. These grants may be renewed without recompeting each year but will be
subject to review to determine if they are meeting their goals. CNCS grantees report
that it is easier to raise funds long-term if a long-term commitment for a grant is
received. CNCS can reduce costs if grantees can raise funds more easily.

•. Standardize Sqpends. The CNCS can save up to $1,000 per member in support costs if
members are paid $150 per week and if programs operate the same number weeks (e.g.
roughly 40 weeks as is the case for many projects operating from September through
June).

• Standardize SJ.uwort Costs_ To reduce program and administrative costs, the CNCS
proposes phasing in a "fixed grant" system that would provide a flat amount of support
per member, about $3,000. Reducing support costs would require the programs to
increase matching funds raised from the coillIIlllirity. Disadv�taged communities that
would find a higher match a hardship may apply to the CNCS for additional funds.
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This is in line with the FY 1996 appropriation language that encourages the CNCS to 
increase the match amount. 

Increase F.ducation Award Partnerships. As part of the Grassley agreement, the CNCS 
has committed to creating $10 million worth of education award partnerships in 
Program Year 1996-97. In these partnerships the CNCS contnbutes the education 
award and administrative costs. and the partner contributes the member and program 
support costs. An education award partnership averages about $7 .000 ($4,725 
education award + $2,275 CNCS/State Commission administrative costs) compared to 
the current per participant cost of over $18,000. 

Consider Increasing Part-time Program&. The CNCS bas found that part-time service 
programs cost more per member than full-time programs. Although Senator Mikulski 
has been a key supporter of pan-time programming. reducing part-time programming 
would reduce costs. The CNCS will identify part-time·programs in higher educational 
institutions or other organizations where part�time or education award partnerships are 
feasible (CNCS provides only a pro-rata education award based on the amount of 
service). 

If national service participants increase over the current level of 25,000, CNCS will 
realize additional savings since overhead costs will not increase proportionally to the increase 
in members. 

Toe CNCS has a Senate reauthorization hearing on May 21, 1996 and Harris would 
like to roll-out the cost-cutting measures in his testimony at that time. We think the 
framework makes sense and will continue to work with the CNCS as it develops the details of 
this framework. 

If you agree with the CNCS proposed cost-cutting measures outlined above, then I will 
shop it around to the appropriate people at the White House. 

4/4 
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MEMORANDUM FOR:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

DATE:

ID• 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT ANO BUDGET 

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503 

GENE SPERLING
1--ffiLANNE �VEER

Ken Apfel / f--

Cost-Reduction Plan for National Service

May 14, 1996

PACE 

As you know, the Administration made a commitment to develop a non-legislative plan
to improve National Service by reducing costs in the program. Harris Wofford plans to roll-out
the proposal when he testifies on May 21 at a Senate hearing on the reauthori2.ation of National 
Service. I recently met with Harris to talk through his proposals for cost-reduction measures and
am sending you the memo I gave to Alice Rivlin and Jack Lew so:mmarizing th.is plan. 0MB 
agrees that this proposal has merit and that it is consistent with principles for improving National
Service that we have all discussed. 

I want you to have a chance to take a look at the plan before we receive and clear Harri.s's
testimony next week. Please give me a call right away if you see any problems. 

2/4 
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PRBSBNTATIOH OW TBB PRBSIDBNT'S SBRVICB AWARDS 

I. PURPOSB

DATBa 
LOCATIOHa 
TIKBJ 
FROXa 

April 2,, 199, 
Rooa 450, OBOB 
10115 aa 
Katy Button 

To present the President's Service Awards to this year's
honorees before an audience of distinguished corporate,
philanthropic, religious and civic leaders as part of
National Volunteer Week.

II. BACKGROUND

The President's Service Award, created in 1982 by Executive
Order, is the highest honor that the President can bestow in
the field of national service and community volunteerism.
The purpose of the Service Award is to recognize
approximately twenty individuals and organizations for their
outstanding service efforts, and to draw public attention to
the contributions made by the 90 million volunteers across
the country. The awards have been presented by the
President and/or First Lady every year for the past four
Administrations.

The Service Award is sponsored and managed by the Points of
Light Foundation, in cooperation with the Corporation for
National Service. This year, over 4,000 nominations were
submitted and reviewed in five categories: education, human
services, the environment, public safety, employee volunteer
programs, and union member volunteer programs. The winners
are selected by Eli Segal and a group of prominent leaders
in the volunteer and community service sector (see attached
list). A complete list of the winners is also attached.

In addition to this awards presentation, over two hundred
service events are taking place this week as part of
National Volunteer Week. These service efforts, which are
being led by AmeriCorps and other national service projects
across the country, include Earth Day clean-ups, National
Youth service Day community playground construction
projects, Christmas in April rehabilitations, Mitzvah Day
projects, Habitat for Humanity projects, immunization
drives, literacy campaigns, and others. It is estimated
that up to a million volunteers are participaing in these
events nationwide.



Every year as part of National Volunteer Week, USA TODAY 
presents the USA WEEKEND'S "Make a Difference Day Award" to 
10 honorees who performed extraordinary acts of volunteerism 
on Make a Difference Day (October 28). These Award winners 
will also be in the audience for today's event and will be 
recognized during your remarks. 

III. PARTICIPANTS

The First Lady 
Harris Wofford, CEO, Corporation for National Service 
Mr. Bob Goodwin, CEO, Points of Light Foundation 
20 President's Service Award winners 
15 Make a Difference Day Award winners 
150 invited guests, including corporate leaders, public 

officials, leaders of national charities, religious 
organizations, civic institutions and non-profits 

IV. SBQUBNCB OP BVENTS

- HRC arrives in the OEOB and drops by the Indian Treaty
Room to greet the Award winners and the event sponsors 
and do a photo receiving line (approximately 25-30 
people). 

- HRC proceeds to hold outside 450, where she is briefed
with Harris Wofford and Bob Goodwin, CEO of the Points 
of Light Foundation (bio attached). 

- HRC, Harris Wofford and Mr. Goodwin are announced on
stage. 

- Harris Wofford makes remarks and intros HRC
- HRC makes remarks
- Awards are presented in the following format:

- Harris Wofford reads the name of the winner and a 20
second description of the individual/organization. 

- Mr. Goodwin hands the award to HRC, who presents it
to the winner. 

- HRC returns to podium and closes program.
- HRC departs

V. PRESS PLAlf

Open Press 

VI. RBMARKS

Provided by Gabrielle Bushman 
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Working in portiwohip wMi Volunteer Center I, busmen, nonprofit ond the niedln.

Prior to joining the Foundation, Mr Goodwin served xs executive director of the U.S. 
Department of Education's White House Initiative on Historically Black Colleges and Universities 
(HBCUs). As executive director, he brought together representatives front the Federal 
government, HBCUs, other institutions of higher education and the private sector to formulate 
creative strategies for strengthening the nation's black institutions of higher learning.

Robert K. Goodwin joined The Points of Light Foundation in March, 1992 as Executive 
Vice President and Chief Operating Officer, In this postion, he manages every aspect of the 
Foundation's mission and operations.

ROBERT K. GOODWIN
President and Chief Operating Officer

04-25-1996 16:54
SENT BY:EXEC. OFFICE

Before that, Mr. Goodwin was assistant deputy chancellor for external affairs for Texas 
A&M University. He wu responsible for coordinating congressional legislative and community 
outreach activities for the university system.

Mr. Goodwin is married to Harricttc Lott of Austin, TX. They have two sons; Perry, 26 
and Sean, 24.

Mr. Goodwin received his BA degree from Oral Roberta University in 1970. After 
completing course work for a MA in Social Psychology at tha University of Tulsa, he received a 
MA in Philosophy (Christian Ethics) from the San Francisco Theological Seminary and did further 
graduate study at Texas A&M University. He is the recipient of honorary doctorates from the 
University of Maryland-Eastern Shore and LeMoyne Owen College.

In 1985, after managing the marketing and sales activities of the Houston, TX branch of 
the National University Society for five years. Mr. Goodwin served as director of public 
information and then as associate vice president for university relations at Prarie View A&M 
University.

Earlier in his career,‘Kir. Goodwin was publisher of his family-owned weekly newspaper, 

the OKLAHOMA EAGLE. He expanded the readership of the publication into other 
communities in Oklahoma and Kansas. He has also served as an associate pastor of several 
churches in Oklahoma and California,
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1996 President', Service Award Winnen 

Afler Ho11n 
Chicago, 1Dlnof1 

Al Albany Park Multicultural Acadm,,y. a mlddle achool where 92% of iU 1tudenta reooivo 
frcdtedu<:Od rate brcaJma,t1 and lundlel, 21 different la.aguqeai ltns spoken and molt 
students do not have opportunities (or col'\ltl\activc after-school aetivitict. In reaponae au 
thi� situation. ncarl,y North Park CoUes••• Urban Outreach Program developed an after­
lChool program c:aJlod Aftor Houn. Sinoe it, inception in 1994, the prosram hu 
expanded to offer seventeen programs including mentoring. athletic team,, poetry and art 
cluses. and dtscwalon groups on multicultural isiue1. There are eun-ently over I 00 
wlteae 1tudenta Involved aa volunteers. twenty of whom are raponafble fbr admlnf atering 
tho various proar-,n1. 200 middle tchool st\&darta paciiciJmc in After Hourw. 

Dol�tts Sheen Blunt 

· Lot Anaelr.a, CaHfomla

Founded in.\ 971, the Sheen way School and Culture Center i1 a private independent
school (K-12) and c:ommunlty center which offcni the youth in the Watts/South Central
area opportunities to excel and esupc the cycle or poveny. Dolo� Sheen Blunt ia tbe
driving force behind the sucecaaes of the IChool. &,celving no salary for her work.,
Dolore• hu created a unJque educational envtronmeni that 1.nowa the IChOOl·s 60 student,
to graviiAt� tow&rd their interat,. The ldiool often student, e"cellcrrt humanttJea and
langua� COUl'Nt u woU u regular oclcbratloM ot different c;utcurea and tradltiooa.
Studwta aleo maintain wptabl• aa,dtnt and eve ror animate, ltAfflina tMponfibjlity.
Delore• bu also llarted a Sheenway tcboot in Ghana.

Kelly Baller
Lot Anaela, Callfonlia

In January of 199S, KcUy BuDer, a .second year UCLA medical student, established the
Prenatal and P�ltrl� .w��� �� Pr�J� for 1� i���.�af!-£1.•�pa:ean,.nt women
many of whom aro teenagers. By matchins first and aecond year UCLA mcdi<-ll ,iudenta
with the expectant mother-.. tho �t mother-. have experfonoed better roJatJonahipa
and oommunioatlon with the dooton, lnc.r.uod IOCial 11,apport lhroup tho .iudcnta,
improved edueation on he&ltb-Allated topics and enhancod ho&Jtb for thamcJvca and their
children. Tha Prenatal Project now includes 67 students and matchina womw in llx clinic,
and four boapitala.
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Carpencc" 'Union Local ll 7 
Poatcr CkJ, C.Urorala 

.. 

POIM'S Of LIOHT .. 

Tha Cupenterw Union Local� 17 off.-. the unamployed of But Palo Ako uniquo
opportunltJea f'or job tralnin, and re&.diJy reaponda to c,omri,unity requem fbr help �h 
buildlna projectl. Throuah I program called Projec,t Build. the Union tupportl craft 
apprenticeship progrvn, fbr unempJoyed cit.iuna of P.ut Palo Alto. W1th tho help of the 
OpportunltJes Jndustrial Center Welt (OICW), a tralnlna and support apncy for tho 
commuolty that admlni1tcr1 the proan,m. the Carpcmer'1 Union has worked with over 60 
individuals who are now receivina a&larlea and benefits u .-,t oftheir apprenticeships. 
"111c Union aJao engagea tu membcn 1n hand&-<>n outreach and renovation programs such 
u a rcc«1t projeot involving tho buiJdina or a 500-fbot redwood fence tbr the YMCA.

Fiaye and Frank Clarke 
Clncln11ati, Oblo 

Jn 1993, the Ctarlces c;ccetcd the Educate the Children Foundation to eccurc 1urplu1 achool 
,uppllm ft-om bualnouee and other school dist.ri�• and arrange for tho trantportation of 
the material• lo school dlttrictt In need. In 1994 aJone, the Clarke• coordinated tho 
don&tion of S6,5 mtruon worth otgoodt and aervtcea. In addl\Jon to their wort with 
needy U.S. tchooh. the Clackes coordinated the dlmibutloo ot'scvcral tons of educatlonaJ 
paekeu ofp,q>er, crayon,. •cla110n and caJeulaton that were trBDllported to Haiti and 
Individually diltributed by U.S. troop, to public and parodual ■tudenta °'°"'· 11\o Clukoe 
have also Involved area prisons in tho project, havina inmates refurbish old and damased 
desks. chain and tables whleh are then re-diatributed to the schools. 

luon Dinpr 
Nubville. Ttllnt,He 

To �drcsa the ia,uo ofbomeJcaancu in Nuhville and t<> lt><;tQso tbe atudont body's 
awan:ncaa about homelessness, luoo I>lnser, a student It Vanderbilt University, 
catabli■h«t a ttudent wvl� orpnlution called Chry,all1. The sroup'• p la to build 
oommunlty botwom Veodotbllt ttudmtl and Nuhvillc'1 humdcu pci-.ona by focutJng oo 
educatlon, awarenc,a_ empowerment and catccm-buildlft8. Slneo ha locc,ptJon in 199-4, tho 
orpni�tion hu developed 1bc dl.ff'eront p,oerama ttaff'ed by over 30 ltlldent voluntttra. 
Pro warn• include displays or art by bometeu children, production and di1tn'bution or a 
card with the phone numbers of help Unu ror the homel111, and a MW&letter f'eaturlns the 
&tori� ofhomdeo poopJe. 

• ... • e I •... • • • t f ...... .. ·• ..... t. o•t h 
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Jrranmco (Bnak) J. Garda, Sr. 
Anabctm. Ca_lll'oraia 

PO I NTS OF LI otn' � 

IA 1911, Frank o.rda, a restaurant oW1\tt, aaved a Tiw,baivlna meal to 0vtr 3.000 
needy indlviduata. Over the yeat1, he bu al)andcd hi, capacity. fccdlna moro and more 
people a special holiday meal. tut Thanksaivlna. Prank led S00 volunteers in preparina 
and ac:rvina a complete home cooked turkey dlnntl' to l S,000 needy individuals and 
famines. Each year, .Frank organizes the event, conecu the food througJ\ cwnallons and 
wholesale pricea. aecurct apace in the ldtcMnl of reatauranu and hotcla roe food 
preparation and rectllit1 voluntc,c,rs to hdp prepare and ,crve the food. Alona wlth good 
food, those attending the mcaJ rocolve information Oft aaencica that oft'er a variety of 
IJl0l'V1CQJ to the homcl�u and needy. 

Betty An11 Good 
Mlaml. F1orld• 

Betty Ann Good hu initiated at least 10 major �iti� crime prevention prosram, that ar, 
considered vital components of Florida'• eff'orta to prevent and combat crime and drug 
uto. She created the Citizen'• Crlmo Watch of Dade County which p-aw to l�udc 
MveraI c;ommunities ln Florida &nd spread nationwide. To help childrco avoid 
victimization and self-destruction. ahc .taned the Dade County Youth Crime Watch in 
1979. Bued on the su� ofthil offon. .he foundod Youth Crime Watch of America. 
Inc. (VCWA) in 1986. Unlike other youth crime preYetttion proarams where well­
intentioned ac:Mu attempt to solve the problemt, YCW A enables youth to actively 
participate in planning and implementlna proarama indudina dtug and crime prevention 
education. achool bus aa(cty projects. youth mentoring proarama, conflict resolution 
forums and youtll acdon projea,, 

Indq,endtllt Blken For Toyw For Tot, 
Oioae Park. N.w York 

In 1911, a group of 27 motorcycliltl approached varioua qonQiee, looktna for • 
meudngf\JI way to bolp othcnt. Aft« bcmg turned away by othen. lM group ettabli&hed a 
rdalionehtp with 8omard FineeM �opmettt-1 Center (BFDC}, a residential center 
serving ovw 500 mentally NICI d�opmentally diaabJed children. Tbt group, 
Independent Biken Cor Toys for Tota, hu orpnized many project, to benefit Bt-1>C. A 
umotorcycle parade" party. admi1aion to which I• donation of a tny, wu attended by 6000 
bilcers lut year. The bilrert aJao pattlcipated In the conatruction ot outdoor pt&)' and 
aporu facilitia at the unt.er. anclrailed.moaey. to �110C !Clidcata to DilnGf 
World. Th• b,'1tera' group now bu 7,000 membcn who regularly respond to rcquc1u t'or 
wiltance from BFDC. 
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Allee Lawrance 
Anehorace. Awka 

POIITTS Of LIOHT .. 

Jn the put 2S )'tlrt. Allc.e LI� hu � he1' �ahborhood become increaslna{y 
erfme-ridden and drua-lnf'etted. In responN. •he began feeding the hunary ft-om her 
kitmen. he1pina the homeJea find housing. carlna for children in her home. and aivins out 
fbod. clothing and houuhotd ltemt to the needy. To combat crime. Alice Initiated a 
neighborhood orime watch. Allee now helps 200 people • day from her home. six daya a 
week. Her only request to those she helps Is that they spend somo time helping her aecure 
and son donadona or pn,pan, fbod tor othen. 

David RaNdl Levitt 
Semlnole, 1'1orida 

lnapfred by an article about achoo11 In Kentucky donating rooo to the needy, David 
Ru1seU Levitt. an tighth-arader, coordinated tho regular donation ofleftova- school rood 
to the hungry through the Tampa Bay Hatvcat. David ovetcame many obrtaclea. 
obtaining the nt.ce1Ury approval and meeting health department standards, in order to 
launch a pilot food donation program ti hil IChool ln November of 1994. By lune 1995, 
72 1chool1 were donwna Jeftoven, Siace Sepiembar 1995. all en tchoola In the school 
distiict have been Involved and David ls worldD¥ to involve other di,trieta io tho projoct. 
In 1995, tlvoush David'• effort-, over S5,000 pouftd• of'fb<wt were donated to the 
hunsry. 

LoewaBottll 
New York. New York 

In May 1991. Loewi Hotels launched their Good Neighbor Policy to expand ita 
community outreach effbnt. Backed by the endonement and panJcipatJon of senior 
offlciala, the program bu been hi!Jhly su�lful. Loewi encour1ge1 and enables each 
botd branch 1cro11 the country to engage in regular scrvloc projecta. Project• range itom 
collccdna &oodl fbr lht ntedy 10 enpg)ng employees and auests in uecmblina gift 
baskets tor poor dilldrc:n with AIDS to QfJlllllWnl a huge "Monopoly Powe, Brcakf'ut" 
to ralao ftlnds fbr c:haritlce. Sinc;e 1988, Locwa bu nuaod OY« ss,o.ooo fbr oharity. 

Th• Natural G•at'd 
Ne. Bavef\e Coaaeetle•t 

The Natural.Duard,..atabli,hed.l.ft.1990, itwoJves.youth age 6 toJ..tln projects to protect 
the environment and promote awarcnou. The aroup currently lnvolvu over 1,000 
people. Maintaining prden, on city plotl. tho proar-am aff'cn lcarnlna CX£)Ctlcnoc, for 
votunteera and donates 80'� ortbe produce to J<X:al toup ldtcbeoa. Tbe youth aJao ensaae 
In major beach dean-up eftbr11 and have dcvdopod progr.ma to educate the public 
QOnc;cmna the dangen ot paint and load pollutton. 
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Northrop Grutllftl .. 

; 4-17·86 8:39AM: 

BlaJJ Scllool lPvolnmcnt l'artncnhlp r» op a.a 
Lot Auplet, CaJtfonda 

POINT� OF LIGHT ... 

The Hlah School lnvolvemet\t Partnenhlp (HIP). utabJi&hed by Nonhrop Grumman in 
1971. ofrcn innor-oty ttudent1 the opl)Ol'tunlty to prtf)are rC\r vocational careen throuah 
a lcam-by-doina inltt'Uetional program. Off'erlng a choice of trainina in �o care« an:u and 
ono-on-onc pairina or student• with Northrop Grumman employee,, HIP providca 
aclcctcd high school kftion with 16 weekt of <>M�ob trainins and meaninsfW 
mentorina rolacionlhfpe. currently 250 emptoycc1 panlclpaie In tho prognm whJcb 
ICC\'CI ciaht tehool di,uicta. fn 1995, 2001tUdcnt1 sraduatcd from the program. 

Ray Slmo11l 
Toledo. Ohio 

Over the years. the Jmtoric north end of Toledo hu be(ome ptaaued with crime and the 
streets have boen lna-euingty littered wfth needles and condom,. A re.,ident of the ar:ca, 
by Simoni, decldod ,ornethi"g had to be done. During the summer of 1992, he knocked 
on every door in hia neighborhood and mobilized 350 pooplc to fonn a group r.a.lled the 
North Comdor Coalition. The group hu worked tlreJe11ly to rid their neighborhood of 
proltitution and dtuga. Ualng lMovadve methods auch II publlcl.z:in& the namca and 
photograph• ofthoao who come to their neighborhood to aollcit prostiwtc, and buy druSJ 
and nmning addren ohocka on t0llcfton by oheelnns Heet\se platN. die group emburuaet 
cllcnta and attack, tho demand (or illtpl wvice• and ,ubatanc.t. Ray hu alao 
spearhoaded the demolltloti or 19 b11ghted and condemned hou,e1 and led marchet to 
campaian for community palicina. 

Phillip l, Steve111 
Newport Buch, C1llfoml1 

For Lhc put 27 ye..-., Pbilllp J. Stevena hu worked to improve lhe quality ofllvo on two 
Sioux raervationa tn South Dakota through a poup he lntilared called 1ho Wa.tldng Shldd 
Amon� wsi.a Society. The Society"a work includea the rebuilding ofdilapid.tcd 
housing and the c.oostNctlon oC new homot for thote ll\ "°8d u wet1 11 the aoouring of 
ldiolartbipa ror Native American youth. Philllp hu boon l"Nponalbl• ror coUectlna 
-410,000 pound, ofdothaa; 15,000 pain otnew 1hoet and boot,; 400,000 pounds of food; 
600,000 new boob tor the ruen,atforu' IC.hoots and Ubnrlea: J 5.000 now toya ft,r 
Chriwnaa: 500,000 pounds ofbuUcliq materials; 153 fully winterized, reconditiontd, 

.. transportable lloutea..,&nd, lo..ttaetor..ualler toad&,ot pews for the clwrdiea. .. 
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Stone Soup l'artaenblp 
Fraao, Callromla

POINl'S OF LIGHT .. 

Sinoa 1991, Tho Stone Soup Partnonhip (SSP), a coTiaboratJvc project of oducatlooaJ 
lntt1tutiona. community-bued o,p.ruqdon-. looal ohurchea. bu,IM1N1 and hundred, ot 
wfunteen. hu worked to build youth leadenhlp, ofter p<>sitive a.ltematlvot f'or ohildren at 
risk and empower the adults In the eonvnunity. Usina the di»tinciive competenda of 
volurrteen, the aroup began by oft"eri.q fun and educational activitiu for youth to oc.cupy 
their tlme productively in tbs eveninaa. Aetivltlea have expanded to involve literacy 
duses, mentoring proarama, leadership tralnJng. ,ummer camps, and clothing and food 
distribution. Over 7500 reaidenta ln Bl Dorado Parle, a low-income high-risk neighborhood 
of Frcano. now r«:dvc a variety of service.a provided by the 200.JOO SSP volunteer,. 

Sunsm,t 80111• 
Blah Pola� North Ca.roUna 

Eatablilhcd in 1987, the Summit HOUJc i1 a prison residential proaram f'or female 
offlsnders which malntain.a lhe f'.rniJy unit while empowerlna mothen to become 
competent, productive mcmbera of society. The purpo,e i, to mcn¥thcn the tamily and 
change behavior that leads to crime by providing a cloaely eupetvised and highly 
1uuctured proaram of therapeutic intetVentlon and rehabilitation. Summit Houac: hu � 
highly succes,tuJ - 80-1. or the women who panldpate do not rotum to pri90n aa 
com9111od to a S� rccidiviam rate 1n the prlton l)'ltcm. The Si.,mmll Houae program 
ia now uMd at thrM prison altea. 

nma'tnc. 
Provldmu, Rhode lslud 

Tima2 Inc. was established in 1979 to e:neourage and inorcue the number of Mican 
American, Latino and Natlw American ttudcnta interested in learnins and pursuina 
careers in math, lclenu and englnecrlna by bringing youth together with community 
vo1untecn and cxpau In tllae fleles&. By aoMOCtiftg votuntett teachers. parents, bualneu 
� ldcntlsu_ machcmaticlana Ind qlneon with untvcnlUet, C011>9ratlona, 
research labs, govctnmcnt agcndu and other related organiDtionl, runei2 oftb's minority 
� a variety otaca.demlc �t activitlet lndudJna fidd trips. dcmonatratlona_

science rain -.nd handfi>n wotkabop1 to oompJoment atid c,ariQh ihoir pcrapcaive alld 
knowledae. 
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Yakima Allq Cata 
YakJ,.-. W■1hlnctoa 

POINTS Of LIGHT◄ 

Started in t 992. a aroup aaJt8d the Yakima Alley Catt oflen aa altornatJv• to ganga and 
drugs for iMer�ity youth �e 1-21 fiom alt economic. social and ethnlo baalc8f011nda 
while working to clean up the city. The grou1> conaJ1t1 of over 100 youth and eevenl 
pUBllt volunteers &om two high achoola. two middle, 1Chool1 and an elemenwy tchool 
who work to remove graffiti from the Yakima's aDey waya. paint cultural murals, and 
clean up litter and vacani lots. The program alt0 offers youth leadcr1hlp opportunftlu u 
they panlclpate ln eomnwnlty scminan foeulifll on conflict resolution and offers them 
usistan<.e in tralning f'or and finding summer Jobs. In 1995, the youth were rcaponsible for 
oompletlng over 60 major clean-up project,. T1lG)' aleo wmpleted Ii• murals. the largcat 
befns over 3,000 feet Ions. _: 
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Barris Wofford 

President's Service Awards 

Old Executive Office Buildin1 Auditorium 
Friday, April 26, 1996 

It is my great pleasure to welcome all of you to the 1996 President's 
Service Awards. We are here today to recognize outstanding groups and 
individuals in the world of service and to celebrate the spirit of service that 
is' the essence of America. 

The President's Service A wards are the highest honor given by the 
President for volunteer service. A bipartisan tradition since 1982, these 
awards are given to individuals and organizations who are addressing unmet 
needs in education, public safety, human needs and the environment. The 
recipients we honor today represent the best of America, carefully selected 
from more than 4,000 nominations. 

In a few minutes, the First Lady will present this year's award 
winners. But first, I want to recognize just a few of the service leaders with 
us today. 

With great wai-mth I salute Eli Segal, who presided over the creation 
of AmeriCorps and brought us successfully to this new stage. Stand up Eli. 
Eli continues to be a leader serving on the Corporation Board and as Chair 
of the Partnership for National Service. 

Recognizing the best in America and making it contagiou, is what the 
Points of Light Foundation i:, all about, and I salute Bob Goodwin and the 
Foundation for cosponsoring these awards and for helping to light the flame 
of service and volunteering in the heart of every American. 

Thanks to Marcia Bullard from USA Weekend for reminding us that 
"there is so much good we can do", not just on Make A Difference Day, but 
everyday. 

And a salute to this year's panel of judges, chaired by Eli Segal, who 
had the impossi�le task of choosing from so many outstanding nominations: 

raioo21oos 
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Adrian Washington of the Washington Ti.mes 
Tommy Dortch of 100 Black Men of America 
Raul Yzaguirre of the National Council of La Raza

Sue Hagan of the National Civilian Community Corps 
Maggie Fogarty of the Catholic Network of Volunteer Services 
Sam Singh of Volunteer Centers of Michigan 

We are joined by our key partners in National Volunteer Week and 
every week, our friends from busine��, labor unions and foundations, youth 
service and adult volunteer organizations, and religiou� and civic groups. 
�et me recognize a few here: 

Youth Service America 
Toe Knights of Columbus 
American Red Cross 
Aid Association of Lutherans 
The Prudential Company 
The Ca.res Organizations 
Avon 
Lenser afters 
Salvation Army 
Veterans of Foreign Wars 
The Home Depot 
The Urban League 
Allstate Company 
National Park Service 
The Anti-Defamation League 
The W.K. Kellogg Foundation 
and the Student Conservation Association 

Last night as I heard the stories of these award winners - people who 
have met the challenge of service in a phenomenal way - I was both 
humbled and Inspired. These ordinary American� have made extraordinary 
sacrifices for the common good. Their quiet acts of heroism prove that 
everyone can make a difference. That we can shape our destiny. That 
against the cynicism and skepticism of our times we can solve our problems 
and create a better future. 

llJ003/005 
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1b.is spirit is the secret heart of America and the secret to its success. 
It has kept us together for more than two centuries through all kind:s of 
challenges, in spite all of our differences. 

And never has our country needed that spirit more. 

As government programs are cut back. and problems in our 
communities continue to mount, we need new ways to act. As Americans 
look at each other across a re.cial and economic divide, OUT country is crying 
out for ways to come together. 

Full-time service and part-time volunteering are the twin engines of 
citizen change that working together can solve our most difficult problems 
and bring our nation together. 

National service goes beyond government to unleash the power of the 
people. It is based on a simple but profound idea - that we should look out 
for each other, that we should take responsibility for what goes on in our 
communities, that we are all in this together. 

Today 25,000 citizens of all ages and walks of life are serving in 
AxneriCorps -- tutoring children, building homes, fighting crime, cleaning 
the environment and doing a hundred other thing5 to improve our lives and 
make our communities stronger. AmeriCorps members are getting things 
done through their direct service, but perhaps just as important, through the 
volunteers they help enlist and organize. And with yesterday's approval of 
the budget, AmeriCorps is alive and well and stronger than ever - an4 in 

need of new recruits! 

But national service is so much more than Am.eriCorps. It's a half 
million older A.rpericans using their skills and experience in the tried and 
te5ted programs of the Senior Corps- Foster Grandparents, Senior 
Companions, and R:ctired and Senior Volunteers. And it's a half million 
students from kindergarten through graduate school who are learning 
citizenship in a dir�ct and vital way, not by textbook.,, but by serving, by 
working on real world problems through service-learning. 

�0041005 
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Together we must do far more to realize the potential for service of 
fifty million students and fifty million senior5. If we succeed, ifwe can 
crack the atom of civic power and release that power on a grand scale, there 
is no limit to what we can accomplish. 

So to those we honor and who have done so much, thank you for your 
courage and commitment. And to those of you who have been inspired, as I 
have been, let us rededicate ourselves to our common goal - to make 
service the common expectation and experience of every American, 

And now, it is my great privilege and pleasure to present a woman 
who needs no introduction, th� First Lady of the United States, Hillary 

Rodham Clinton. 

AFl'ER FIRST LADY SPEAKS, READ AW ARD DESCRIPTIONS. 

AFfER AW ARllS H
A 

VE BEEN PRESENTED: 

Ladies and Gentlemen, let us now recognize, as a group, all of the 
1996 President's Service Awards winners. This concludes today's 
ceremony. 

\ . 

1l.10051oos 



MAR-11-96 13,05 FRQM,QMB ID, 

DATE; 

TO: 

FROM: 

EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESmENT 
OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

W ASBINGTON D.C lOSOZ 

FAXSHEE1' 

LEON P.ANE'ITA 
MARTHA.FOLEY 
SOHNBUJ,EY 
GEORGESTEPHANOPOlJLOS 

MELANNE VERVEER 
GENE SPERLING 
BRUCEREED 
JACKLEW 

KEN APFEL 

PAMVANWIE 

MATERIALS FOR TODAY'S 4:30 p.m.MEETING WITH BARRIS WOFFORD 

The attached DRAFT lett.er to �r Grassely contains an additional sentence 
(underlined) on the next to the last page that Senator Otassley' s staff asked the CNCS to add to 
1he letter. The :sentence is: 

PAGE 1/13 

., .am committed to establiShing measurable goals for private sector and nonfederal match 
as well as per capita costs within 1hc next 60 days ... 

Whether to �Jude this sentence or a revised sentMC:e 1hat drops the ro day language in 
the letb:::r may be an issuc·to discuss at todayts 4:30 p.Ill. mt.ding with Harris Wofford. _: 

A copy of the revised memo from Harris on AmcriCorps Reauthorization and C.ost­
Cutting propooals dated Mardl 6 is also included. 
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DRAFT

March 7, 1996

Dear Senator Grasdey,

Adniifiisten.

I »UO apprecialc the emphatU you put on fulfilling President Clinton'B original vision of
helping young people to pay for college by serving (heir communiiies. I would add my own

Enns

Though the Peace Corps was President Kennedy's favorite program and is his special

ARC»trwr«. MrtonU Scnto 

I m nd tew Awri™ 

MiteMiMvSmwCttos

«WwmlDCIO»}

The Honorable Charles E. Gmstey
135 Hart Senate Office Building 
Uxdtod SiaUw Senate
Washington, D. C. 20510-1501

legacy, it earned - and has maintained - strong bipartisan support the same is true of the 

Points of Light Initiative of President Runh, wWch w retained as part of outr national service 
legitlation. As you well know, the National Service Trust Act of 1993, through which 
AnwriCorps was created, built on the first National Service Act signed by Pnsskteot Bu8b in 
1990. Under that Act's commission on National and Community Service, the same Mod of 
grants to wppott fbll-tinie and part-time national service: were made, albeit on a smaller scale. 
And the National Civilian CornnMuty Corps (now a branch of AmeriCorpa) was created in 1992 
with support from both aides of the ahie and was also signed by PresldAnt Bush. That 
bipartisanship in Congress and nonpartisanship in the country is the key to die success of 
national vcrvkx and community vohmcccrtng, and it is wy goal to reclaim cm tradition, even 
m this inevitably partisun political year. I welcome your help in doing this.

impmve AmeriCorps. Working together with you and yow colleagues in Congress, I’m 
□onvmcad we con make it * pregram in which all Americana — Rqpublteans as well «« 
Democrats ~ take pride. I look forward to your being a partner In that effort, JUffi as you are 
with the senior programs of the National Senior Service Corps which the Corpomion also

CORPORATION

FOK national

Qs s « v i c s

Thank you for your letter of February 9, 1996, and for the special concern for 
AmeriCotps you have shown during the last year. I have appreciated our talks and the 
constructive Spirit with which you have worked with me. as you say, not to terminate hut to

emphasis that this principle of reciprocity, tike the G t bill's iovestment in veterans’ education 
after their national military service, is b longstanding ground for bipartisan agreement. As one 
who paid for college through the G.T. MH after World War H service in the Air Force. I was 
a beneficiary of that bipartisanship.
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1. RaiBCg Member Oostt

Lpt cw report same of the steps we have been taking in recent months, which I think ymj 
will find move AmeriCorps in the direction you favor While I very much appreciatn the 
contrihurtoM made by yow cHdcbme and proposals, I also want to undcncorc thkt those are 
directions that I supported when I toot this job. These directions, as you have noted, are also 
consistent with Preskfcnl Cltaod's ortglnal vision; and I am happy to report they are directions 
that the Corporation, by its own trial and error process, has been quietly and diligentiy pursuing.

The Corporaikm Ims hcW itself out k a new kind of entity - sensitive to the bottom line, 
actively Involved with our partners m the private and independent sectors, aggressively 
promoting competition to achieve quafity and economy. We are comm ined to producing the best 
possible program at the lowest postiHr cost.

The Honorable Charles E. Grassley 
Page two
March?. 1996

And, as you know, I am especially interested in your proposal that AmetiCorps increase 
the numbw of programs where the Corporation provide only educational awards. I believe that 
approach can be undertaken in a way that will benefit many nonprofit ^rvicc o^aniTatious, 
enabling than to increase the numbers serving in their programs and enabling more of (how 
serving in their programs to go to coiles<», pay off their student loans, or receive approved job 
training through the educational awards.

As you know, nxsi surt-up enterprises have high costs as myertments are made in 
inftasttwrure and systan-buiidtng. THosc costs come down as the investments pay off. The 
Corporation for National Service has already reduced costs from our first year to now. Our 
second year awards in the AmeriCorps stara grant program represented an average real reduction 
of about 7 percent per member when compared to first year costs, when acccODtfog for inflatiun. 
In the renewal process fins third year, ws arc asking grantees whore grant costs acred the 
average to reduce their per full-time equivalent cost by 10 percent. We are also dkninating 
funding for planning grants and for relocation costs for AmcriCorps memhera. Onr goal is to 
focus Corporation resource# directly on cocpwncmber support, not on program overhead and 
administrative costs. In addition, we have cut $7 million cut of the Cforparation's 1996 
adramistmtivc budget - $2 million in pcraonnel and the rest in travel and Oiher expenses.

Turning to the particular points and proposals of your letter to me of Fcbmary 9.1996, 
and your letter to President Clinton of August 29,1995,1 wont to assure you again that I am 
committed to achieve the cost and perfwrnwnce goals set by the Prerideni and Congress. 
Specifically, I am committed to reducing costs par fiili-tunc AnwriCofpa member. This will 
enable more coipamcnibera to serve and to got help to pay for college or Job training. We will 
also taU atop* to incroue mibauntially the contributions to the programs by the private sector 
and by ati nonfederal sources. This will enable us to decrease foe proportion of fedniol dolhre 
going into program support and administrative overhMd.
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DRAFT
The Houuujblc QstrJcs E. Grassley
Psge three
Ward! 7.1996

We tave also addressed aww® raised by Senator Bond and Representative Hodcnm 
by ^ain reouefling that state commissions and national direct grantees finnly remind 
AtmriCf^ sponsorscf^prahibhed service wnivitiea, taciudmg lobbying and partisan political 
activities. In their ivncwal requeats, programs must now dcliocatc specific actiunK (hey will take 
to own© that moubcre do not engage in Improper political activities. Such actions could 
inctode programs signing a certification, highlighting prohibitions in a member training manual, 
and adding a clause to the member contract The Conmtinn will continue to invest^ «t 
a pdority basis, every allegation hrou^it to our attention. It is important to note, however, that 
fewer thin two percent of AmcriCorpa programs have been accused of well activities. The 
Corpor ation Ihuj invt^tigatod every cas© brought to tot aneution and, to the case of ACORN 
Housing, acted quiody to tetmmato the grantee for improper activities.

4. pBcreate Reliance <m C^mnration!

As a grex^p AmcriCotps programs exceeded goals for private sector fimdraisiDg, raising 
more than $41 million last year. To further encourage such private sector partnerahips. in ihe 
1996-97 renewal documents the Corporation makes it cicar tiwt all AmeriCotps programs should 
secure some funding from nongovernmental sources. We are also increasing the matching 
requirement for program support for which gnmtcca ore responsible from 25 to 33 percent.

5, Increase "Education Award Only" ]

As you have urged, we we developing a plan to expand submnttaDy the number of 
Bponsors who receive a> dhoct fending from the Carporation. but whose members receive 
education awards from the National Service Trust This arrangement rruiy have special appeal

Regarding the National Civilian Community Corps (AmeriCorps^CCQ, our residential 
CCC program, we Jmw taken significant steps to reduce our first yw per member start up cost 
Wc ctorcd the Aberdeen, Maryland. Campus for a savings of $1 million. We reduced membora* 
living allowance from $$,000 to $6,000 thk yaw, and plan to recta©© it ftirthcr to $4,000 in FY 
1997. By ©onat^daiiag fenctions and making other structural changes, we cut head^utners waff 
by 25 percent, and plan additional cuts in campus staff of 30 percent next year.

2L Eliminate Grants to Federal Agtndtt

In rcq»onsc to concerns raised by Senator Bond and uthcis, w© have notified our federal 
that wcwfli no longer provide gratw k> federal agencies. Local nonprofits who 

had been affiliated with the federal agency programs will be fie© to apply for fmailnp on their 
own to support AmcriCorps members utilized by those tunprofta.

3^_Contimia to Enforce Prohibitions Aeamxt Lobbying
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awarded grant* to lower ranked s^plic&Dt* at the axpenw of higher ranked applications, the 
Inspector General also finds some areas where we could strengthen grant competiiiores. Wc are

From the beginning, the Corporation has been a partnership between the Federal 
Government and the states. Consistent with this wtJook, WC have Informed the gOVCmof- 
appomwd national servkc commissions in cadi state that If they have losrinited appropriate peer 
review processes, the

W Honorable Chute E. Grassley
Page four
March?, 1996

_____ _ _____________ _ . will no longer review their formula grant selections. As the 
states enhance their capacity, fofther devolution will occur.

process. Our Inspector General has recently completed anexannnation of that process. While 
concluding that the Corporation acted within its discretion in those few hisunces what it

We art wreugthentag and increasing onr collaboration with national nonprofit service 
orgutizatfoos Working with such groups as Habitat for Humanity, Big Brothers/Big Sistcra, 
the American Red Crott, and with a growing number of religious service utputetioDS such as 
the Sisism of Nutre Dome de Nantor and the National Ccyncil of Ctxnchei, memben of 
AmeriCorps and of other programs of the Corporation such as Learn and Serve America and 
the senior Corps are coutribmtag directly to the

for idighMu organizations, higher education tetitutfons, and other organizations with alternative 
sources Of fonding. The Act authorizes such awards, and we have piloted a progtam providing 
such awards on a competitive bask to the nation's governor. Expanding tttis program wifi 
increase the Corporation** cooperation with the larger world of nonprofit service organization#.

8, Improvfl tlte Grant Rnview Prooam

Ai you know. Senator Bond has expressed interest to the Corporation's grant review

enfog and expansion of the independent 
civic and service sector of our society. Our special partnership with the Amorten Red Cross, 
fur fastnnee, is enabling hundredn of Red Cro» trained AnieriCorp* nmubers tv respond on call 
by the Red Cross to mmre as team teadcre in namral dteaflcrx such as the recent floods along tito 
Susqoehanna River.

When I TEcentiy visited AmeriCorps teams worictog to help the 10,000 familte hit by the 
flood la Pennsylvania, Red Cross efifow emphasized the vital rote they were playing in bc^ng 

to utilize effoctivcly more than 2,000 local volunteers. Millard Fuller, founder of Habitat for 
Humanfcy, turned from skeptic io enthusiast for the work of AmeriCorps members by seeing 
how titeir dedicated service in Habitat projects mnMpHed the number of unpaid volunteers 
effectively hmm! and the number of houies built. We intend greater emphasis on such 
partDerridps*
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currently reviewing the Inspector GeneiuTs *uft rvcoirnDcwUtkw rcgarJing the improvement 
of die peer review process #nd phm to imptement quickly those that art woftaWe. We Will keep 
you informed of the steps we Uke. Wc have idemifled other ways to improve this critiwl 
process as wdU and wfl! pttoticst them toiog our next review of new grant proporafc.

10. Increase mid.

George Romney called fiiB-time national service end treditiowU unpaid community 
volunteering ‘the twin engines" for civic actitm that pulling together cwH solve some of our 
critica! educational, environmental, and social prablcuis. A (cw day# before he died George 
proposed (bat (he Act IttdC when reatahnrized, should be named the 'National Service and 
Community Votontccrlng Act of 1996’, I agreed with him to propose that change afid Other 
cfemges empha^zing the role of AmeriCorps memberc as reenriters, organizers, and leaden of 

pM14hne. unpaid vohmteera. I assured him I would do everything fa my power within the 
prerent law to st* that fa AmcriCorps project*, high priority 1* given to *uch usidgnmcnis.

Many of the best programs in which AmeriCorps members work already do just that, 
multiplying the number of community vrfunteers and the things that got done by the two forces 
woridng together, fa addltitm to the examples already noted of volumoergeneratioti fa oar work 
with such targe nonprofits as Habitat for Huntafaty and tim Red Cross, we are inercasing the 
number of projects fa which AmaiCurp* nwrobers organize and lead secondary school or 
college volunteers fa impafa community service. We have now made this vohfaicer-generation 
factor a priority in the 1997 competition for project renewals.

I should note that the AmeriCorps record in volunteer generation fa ft* first year was 
quite remaritablc. In the fourth quarter, over three additional communhy volunteers were 
recruited for every AmeriCorps member serving- Rom July 1,199S. through September 30. 
1995, it is estimated AmeriCorpS members recruited at least 73.000 volunteers who contributed 
over 700,000 houra of service to their rramnunitfec, or an average of about ten hours for every

9. EKoand EfForta fa Evaluation

The Cotporaiton has taken seriously its commitatcnt to make evaluation a central 
cornpooemofdiemawetoemrfAnwriCfaps, The evaluation system we have fa place providea 
valuable infarrnttjon about the impact nf the program and encourages individual sponsors to 
track their efforts. As AmeriCosp* matures, however, w evaluation needs win change, and 
90 it become* larger and more dccwfaulfaxd, wc will be toercHsfasty consnuinEd in our cspadty 
to monitor and rvaluwc. Among our goals are to develop evaluation systems that make 
increasing use of cur network of service programs and their expertise, and to encourage and 
work in close coordination with private and fadependent sector efforts to evaluate rervfco 

programs.
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Ute Honorable Charfca E- Grassley
Page six
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vdorxeer recrofted. By ttatlicr emphasizing this role we will increase the value added by eadt 
AmcriCorps member and by each federal dollar invested in national service.

The item* I have outHned above are xnnie of the steps we arc taking to achieve these 
goals. These are steps we can take under the existing statute. These changes signiflewtiy 
Bddrau concerns raised by uur critics.

* *

You have proposed increasing the private sector or nonfcderal match, and have suggested 
a specific cap on costs per AmcriCorps member. As you know, this « * complex matter and 
we warn tn ennrider auefelly any unintended consaquencos that would adversely affect rural 
areas and economically disadvantaged wban communities whose access to (he private sector my 
t» limited, or affect the autonomy of local nonprofit organizations and youth service corps 
supported in pan by Kate or tocai governments. Nevertheless, I believe an increase in the match 
can be phased in, and per member Corporation costs can be fiirther reduced and Swifted, whether 
through a cap or other meaauRm. I am committed to estabUshlng measurable kq»1» few private 
sector and nonfederri match asR*i|w^enM4ilb ^aW'IKLhi hc'TLL'^O days. ”

In my Senate omflnnaticc hearing, 1 said that I would put to leaden of major 
corporations, foundations, and educational and nonprofit organizationfi the queriion: To what 
extent can the private and independent institutions, including colleges and vnivoraitieG, and also 
unite of ■tale and local goveewnant such as schools and police force® contribute tUQrc of the 
resources and auunxe even mote of the rwpoqribility? I am pursuing thai possibility actively 
and wilt keep you up-to-date.

The President and the CongreRs intended that the Corporation for National Service evolve 
to face changing situations with creativity, agility, and lack of bureaucracy. From tie 
bogiming, wo have been engaged in a process of umtinuum taprovemont co lower our costs, 
to improve tte nbilfty of our partners to foenrase the share of cotte they bear through 
fundraising, to devolve responriMity to the states, to root ourselves squarely in the ccntinnuin 
of service that runs from traditional vohmteering to foil-time service with living allowanoos and 
education awards, and from school-based servica to Senior Corps programs, to be nDopartlsan 
and firm in cur policies against political advocacy, and tu make our Internal systems nwre 
effective.
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DRAFT

Siocody,

• •

Hsrris Woffdid 
Chief Executive Officer

The Honorable Charles E. Orossley
Page seven
March?, 1996

1 am rcady to ak down with you and other Members of Congress to aJJ the

___ , -------- ------------- r—«»-— I took forward to rah 
discusstom with you about legislative or admfaittntive changes that can be accomplished to
above ~ and other - ways to taiprove and strengthen the program.

move us further along the lines you and I and the President favor.
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MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRIBUTION

Hanis WoiTord and Shirley SagawaFROM:

AmeriCorps Reauihorization and Cost-Cutting ProposalRe:

March 6,1996Date;

Reauthorization

Cost-Cnttiny Proposals

L Establish cost-savings goals.

2. Pursue a reauthorization with no Administration bill, but asking a bipartisan group of 
supporters off of the Labor and Human Resources Committee to introduce a bill and push the 

Committee to take action.

3. Assume no rcaulhorization this year, due to election year politics and the short schedule, seek 

an appropriation without an authorization, and work on a reauthorization bill next year.

We believe we could responsibly agree to an average per Member cost to the Corporation of not 
more than $15,000, to be phased in by FY1999. In addition, we could agree that no AmeriCorps 
program would have a per Member cost exceeding $20,000, to be phased in by FYI 999. The per

We need to come to consensus, as Quickly as possible, on a strategy that will enable AmeriCorps 
to continue to thrive in 1997 and beyond. Our authorization expires at die end of FY1996. 

Some of die options we have considered are:

These strategies are not mutually exclusive. We arc currently preparing for any of the above 
options to unfold. We have reason to believe that our most vocal critic. Senator Grassley, would 

be willing to endorse AmeriCorps if we could publicly agree to a reform plan that would limit 
AmeriCorps costs. This memo lays out the core of a cost-cutting plan that could allow us to gain 

Senator Grassley’s support while enabling the program to grow more rapidly. We believe these 
changes can be achieved without amending the statute, although they may also form the basis of 
a reauthorization proposal, appropriations deal, or reform package.

4. Develop and unveil a "reform plan" that will inoculate the program against criticisms of 
opponents, 'fhe plan may be either a legislative package that could be part of a FY 1997 
appropriations deal, the basis for a reauthorization bill, or a set of administrative changes.

I. Pursue a "traditional" reauthorization, with a Scnate firsl strategy, with the Administration 
submitting a reauthorization bill with only modest changes, or preparing a "statement of 

principles" for discussion.
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2.

Program costs3.

3. Cost-share partnerships

To bring down the average per Member cost, the Corporation plans to work aggrcssiveJy to 
develop partnerships with organizations that can pay the living allowances and program costs of 
AmcriCorps from other sources, with the Corporation providing only the education award. We 

might emphasize:

Options range from a cap of $3,000 plus 10% in a hardship fund; to $5,000 plus no hardship 

fund; to varying caps per type of program, with an average of no more than $5,000.

There arc several ways to reduce program costs (the amount of the grant provided to programs 
that is not used for Member living allowances and benefits). Program costs cover staff. Member 

training, transportation, insurance, recruitment, and other items. Currently, the average grant 
amount to cover program costs is about $5,500, although the range is large. To reduce this 
amount and simplify the program, wc could determine a flat amount that the Corporation would 
provide per full-time Member and increase the matching funds required. To ensure continued 

participation of high quality programs for whom the restricted grant amount would pose a 
hardship, we might reserve a fund that could be tapped by rural programs, new start-ups, 

residential programs, etc.

Member cost would be calculated by adding the budgeted Corporation costs of the education 

award, AmcriCorps grant (living allowance and Member support, plus program support), and 
Corporation and State Commission overhead that is directly attributable toAmeriCorps. The 

GAO ^timsted that the comparable figure for the average per Member cost in FY1995 was 
$17,629; we believe it is actually slightly higher. Sec the options at the end of the discussion for 

achieving this objective.

Living allowance

Tn order to achieve the above goals, wc would need to review our policies relating to the living 
allowance paid to Members. Under the existing statute, the standard living allowance is $7,945. 
For a 52-week program, that works out to a little bit more than $150 per week with the 
Corporation share being a little more than $125 per week. However, due to the way the statute is 

written, a 40 week program (in which the Members serve the full 1700 hours over 40 weeks 

instead of 52 weeks), end up providing a living allowance of almost $200 a week- this amount is 
derived by dividing the annual living allowance of $7945 by the number of weeks of the 
program. We may be able to save money by using our waiver authority to enable programs that 
operate for less than 52 weeks to pay $150 per week, rather than the higher amount they are now 
required to pay. The net effect would be that the Corporation's share of the living allowance 
would go from $6,800 to $5,200 for those programs that are 40 weeks, and the Member’s actual 
pay would go from $7,900 to $6,100 for that period, unless the local program increases the 

match.
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A_

B.

C.

organize younger volunteers. Students would serve a minimum of 900 hours over 

two yearn.

VISTA cost share arrangements, in which VISTA sponsors receive a VISTA free 

of charge for two years, but agree to pay the VISTA living allowance in 

subsequent years.

Higher education part-time programs, especially those that use college students to

Programs operated by religious organizations, such as Catholic, Protestant, or 
Jewish lay volunteers, who do not want to apply for grant money.

The suboptions under this cost saving option arc related to what percent of the total program is 

comprised of such "cost share partnerships.'’ The potential range is between 10-25%.

PAGE 12/13
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r Goals

Average Corporation Costs Where Corporation Supports All Items

ReformMember Costs

up to 13,32513325Subtotal

up to 20,27520,775TOTAL

154)001/J9,000

2/ Rough calculation that includes administration, recruitment, evaluation, etc.

11

5,500
2,000

Program grant
Recruitment, admin., etc. 2/

4,725
6,800
1,800

Average, taking into account
cost share proposals/odier items 

Education Award

Living Allowance 

Other

up to 5,000
2,000

4,725
up to 6,800

1,800

1/By 1999. Assumes about 25% of program will be "cost share proposals," that living 
allowance will be lowered an average of $1,000, and that program grants will be lowered an 

average of $1,500.


