
FOIA Number: 2013-0661-F 
(3) 

FOIA 
MARKER 

This is not a textual record. This is used as an 
administrative marker by the William J. Clinton 

Presidential Library Staff. 

Collection/Record Group: Clinton Presidential Records 

Subgroup/Office of Origin: Americorps 

Series/Staff Member: General Files 

Subseries: 

OA/ID Number: 24223 

FolderID: 

Folder Title: 
Decision Memos [2] 

Stack: Row: Section: Shelf: 

s 66 1 4 
Position: 

1 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

WASHINGTON , D.C. 202ei0 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRET ARY 

FROM: Victor Vasquez • / J , 
Deputy Administrator 
Office of Community Development 

SUBJECT: Organizational Structure of USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps 

ISSUE 

There is a need to structure the AmeriCorps national service program within the Rural 
Development mission area in order to clarify the management and functions of the President' s 
initiative. 

BACKGROUND 

The USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps program is a major success. Among other projects, 
AmeriCorps members have helped families obtain running water; provided early childhood 
developmental services; and helped counties improve their ability to respond to emergencies. 
Most of these activities have occurred within the borders of Empowerment Zones (EZ), 
Enterprise Communities (EC), and Champion Communities. 

There are currently two USDA Rural Development employees working with the AmeriCorps 
program on a full-time basis. One employee is a State Rural Development Coordinator in the 
Wisconsin USDA Rural Development state office who has been detailed to Rural Business 
Service (RBS) to work on AmeriCorps. The other has been detailed from Policy and Planning to 
work on AmeriCorps for Rural Housing Service (RHS) in the national office. Since the 
inception of the program, Norm Reid (RBS) and John Pentecost (RHS) have served as policy and 
program staff advisors. Policy decisions are generally made by obtaining approval from the 
Administrators of both RHS and RBS. 

At present, there is little linkage between USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps and USDA 
Rural Development management in the national office. There is no formal structure of reporting 
to appropriate management officials. 

OPTIONS 

OPTION 1: Create a position, the Director USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps, who 
would be responsible for the management of the USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps 
program and would report directly to the Under Secretary. Current USDA Rural Development 
AmeriCorps staff would report directly to this staff person. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLO YER 



PRO: 

There should be a single point of contact for the USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps 
program to ensure that policy decisions are made efficiently and consistently. As an 
important Presidential Initiative, the AmeriCorps program should be centralized and 
administered through the national office by an USDA Rural Development policy-making 
staff member. 

As the work of the AmeriCorps program crosses traditional agency lines, it is important 
that the USDA Rural Development Under Secretary have direct responsibility and 
oversight over its management. 

CON: 

This would create a new layer within the organizational structure of USDA Rural 
Development, and would require an additional staff member. 

This option would not encourage coordination between the Empowerment 
Zone/Enterprise Community program, where most of the work of USDA Rural 
Development AmeriCorps occurs. 

This option would require a significant change in the way the traditional chain-of­
command is viewed and could give the impression that RHS and RBS will have less of a 
role in USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps. 

OPTION 2: Place the management of the USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps program 
under the umbrella of the rural EZ/EC initiative. Under this option, USDA Rural Development 
AmeriCorps staff would report through the Director of the EZ/EC initiative to the USDA Rural 
Development Under Secretary. The EZ/EC Director would communicate with the USDA 
Director of National Service to ensure further ensure proper management of USDA Rural 
Development AmeriCorps. EZ/EC staff would be assigned to work directly with the agency 
coordinators of RBS, RHS, Rural Utilities Service (RUS), and USDA AmeriCorps. 

PRO: 

There should be a single point of contact for the USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps 
program to ensure that policy decisions are made efficiently and consistently. As an 
important Presidential Initiative, the AmeriCorps program should be centralized and 
administered through the national office by an USDA Rural Development policy-making 
staff who can make decisions impacting both rural EZ/EC and the AmeriCorps program. 

Combining management functions would be more efficient. The EZ/EC initiative already 
crosses traditional agency lines and and reports directly to the Under Secretary ' s office, 
meaning that it is organized to address issues applicable to the entire mission area. 



The majority of USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps sites are located in EZ/EC and 
Champion communities. Therefore, it makes sense to strengthen the administrative ties 
and policy guidance between these two high profile presidential initiatives. 

CON: 

Not all members work in offices located within the borders of EZ/EC or Champion 
Communities. In FY 1996, for example, 40 AmeriCorps members operate out of USDA 
Rural Development state offices. Even these members, however, usually perform work 
for EZ/EC or Champion Communities. 

This option would require a significant change in the way the traditional chain-of­
command is viewed and could give the impression that RHS and RBS will have less of a 
role in USDA Rural Development AmeriCorps. 

OPTION THREE: Maintain the current management structure. 

PRO: 

This option would require the fewest changes in current policy. 

CON: 

The current ad-hoc management structure is ill-defined, does not ensure an adequate 
future for the AmeriCorps program, and often leads to a inefficient decision-making 
process. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Option Two would provide for the best management structure of the USDA Rural Development 
AmeriCorps program and would help ensure the continued viability of the program. Working 
closely with the office of the USDA Rural Development Under Secretary and the Director of 
USDA's AmeriCorps program, the Director of the EZ/EC program is best situated to oversee this 
inter-agency program in an efficient manner. 

DECISION BY THE UNDER SECRETARY 

Approve 

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 

~ -~ Date 
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DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY { 

FROM: Victor V asqucz 
Deputy Admlnl1trator 
Office of Community Development 

SUBJECT: RECD AmcrlCorpt 

ISSUE 

P001/004 

There is a need to structure the AmeriCorps national service program within the RECD mission 
area in order to clarify the management and functions of tho Presidont,s initiative. 

BACKGROUND 

The RECD AmeriCorps program is a major success. Among other projects, AtneriCorps 
members have helped families obtain rutu1ing water; provided early childhood developmental 
services; and helped counties improve tl1eir ability to respond to emergencies. Most of these 
activities have occurred within the borders of Empowerment Zones (EZ), Enterprise 
Communities (EC), and Champion Communities. 

There are currently two RECD employees working with the AmeriCorps program on a full-time 
basis. One employee is a State Rural Development Coordinator in the Wisconsin RECD state 
office who has been detailed to Rural Business Service (RBS) to work on AmeriCorps.- The 
other has been detailed from Policy and Planning to work on AmeriCorps for Rural Housing 
Service (RHS) in the national office. Since the inception of_the program, Norm Reid (RBS) and 
John Pentecost (RI-JS) have served as policy and program staff adviso-is. Policy decisions are 
generally made by obtaining approval from the Administrators of both RHS and RBS, 

At present, there is little linkage between RECD AmeriCorps and RECD management in the 
national office. There is no formal structure of reporting to RECD management. 

OPTIONS 

QPTION 1: Create a position, the Director RECD AmeriCorps, who would be responsible -fo-r 
the management of the RECD AmcriCorps program and would report directly to the Under 
Secretary. Current RECD AmeriCorps staff would report directly to this staff person. 

Drafi - Sean O 'Neal J-27-96 



NO.466 P002/ 004 

PRO: 

There should be a single point of contact for the RECD AmeriCorps proaram to ensure 
that policy decisions are made efficiently and consistently. As an important Presidential 
Initiative, the AmoriCorps program should be centralized and administered through the 
national office by an RECD policy-makinii staff member. 

As the work of the AmeriCorps program crosses traditional agency lines, it is Important 
that the RECD Under Secretary have direct responsibility and oversight over its 
management. 

CON: 

This would create a new layer within the organizational structure of RECD, and would 
require an additional"staff member. 

This option would not encourage coordination between the Empowerment 
Zone/Enterprise Community program, where most of the work of RECD AmeriCorps 
occurs. 

This option would require a significant change in the way the traditional chain-of­
command is viewed and could give the impression that RBS and RBS will have less of a 
role in RECD AmeriCorps. 

OPTION 2: Place the management of the RECD AmeriCorps program under the umbrella of 
the rural EZ/EC initiative -lJ11der this option, RECD AmeriCorps staff would report through the 
Director of the EZ/EC initiative to tl1<: RECD Under Secretary. The EZ/EC Director would 
communicate with the USDA Director of National Service to ensure fu11her ensure proper • 
management of RECD AmeriCorps. EZ/EC staff would be assigned to work directly with the 
agency coordinators of RBS, RHS, Rural Utilities Service (RUS), and USDA AmeriCorps. 

PRO: 

There should be a single point of contaclfor-the RECD AmeriCorps program to ensure 
that policy decisions are made efficiently and consistently. As an important Presidential 
lnitiativc, the AmeriCorps program should be centralized and administered through the 
national office by an RECD policy-making staff who can make decisions impacting both 
rural EZ/EC and the AmeriCorps program. 

Combinina management functions would be more efficient. The EZ/EC initiative already 
crosses traditional agency lines and and reports directly to the Under Secretary,s office, 
meaning that it is organized to address issues applicable to the entire mission area. 

Draft - Sean O 'Neal J-27-96 



NO.466 P003/ 004 

The majority of RECD AmcriCorps sites are located in EZ/EC and Champion 
communities. Therefore, it makes sense to strengtl1en the administrative ties and policy 
guidance between these two high profile presidential initiatives. 

CON: 

In FY 1996, of the 110 RECD AmeriCorps sites, there arc approximately 40 that are not 
stationed inside EZ/EC or Champion Communities. Even tl1ese members, however, 
almost always perfonn work for EZ/EC or Champion Communities. 

This option would require a significant change in the way the traditional chain-of­
command Is viewed and could give the impression that RHS and RBS will have less of a 
role in RECD AmeriCorps. 

OPTION ]'HREE: Maintain the current management structure. 

PRO: 

This option would require the fewest changes in current policy. 

CON: 

The current ad-hoc management structure is ill~defined, does not ensure an adequate 
future for the AmeriCorps program, and often leads to a inefficient decision-making 
process. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Option Two would provide for the best management structure of the RECD AmeriCorps 
program and would help ensure the continued viability of the program. Working closely with the 
office of the RECD Under Secretary and the Director of USDA's Amer1Corps program, the 
Director of the EZ/EC program is best situated to oversee this interragency program in an 
efficient manner. 

DECISION UY THE UNDER SECRETARY 

Approve 

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Date 

Drafl r Sean O 'Neal 3-27-96 
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Reviewed by 

Draft - Sean O'Nrtal 3-27-96 
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i ~pril 6, 199-t 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY/DEPUTY SECRETARY 

THROUGH: James Michael Kelly ~~ 
Associate General · Counsel • 
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FROM: Joel Berg J1 K 
Deputy Dfk't6r, Office of Public Affairs 

SUBJECT: Justification of Non-Competition of Current National Service Projects 

ISSUE: 

The Corporation for National and Comrrunity Service has given tentative approval to our grant 
request for money to operate our Summer of Safety project with the Chicago High School of 
Agricul tu ral Sciences. Their grant will make it possible to run the program this summer. It 
will provide jobs to participants, many of whom will be recent graduates of the high school, 
service to the community, and up to 50 education awards worth $1,000 each for participants who 
successfully serve the entire summer. In order to accept the Corporation's funds for the Chicago 
project _as well as the major yearlong programs we have planned in the areas of rural 
development, anti-hunger, and the environment, the Department must award the necessary 
discretionary cooperative agreements non~mpetitively for this year's round of applications. 

BACKGROUND·: 
I ·• 

In September of 1993,. Congres5-passed the National and:eommunity Service Tom A~. which 
enables Federal Departments to manage national service programs indivic!~Y. or manage them 
in partnership with others. The basic mechanism for the Department to enter into •pa.vtnerships• 
with non-profit groups and State and local organizations for the purpose of implementing 
national service programs iJ a discretionary cooperative agreement. Under normal 
circumstances, such agrecmena should be awarded on a competitive basis. However, the time 
between publication of the Corporation for National and Community Service's final rules on 
March r1, -1994 and the-application deadlines of March 14 ,for Summer of Safety programs and 
April 29, 1994 far AmeriCorps FY 95 yearlong projects, make it impractical to engage in a 
competitive process. 

Departmental regulations allow for the award of agreements non-competitively where such 
awards are in the best interest of the Government and/or where such competition is impractical. 
The National and Community Service Trust Act makes it clear that Federal departments are 
expected to manage national service programs and that ~uclt participation is necessary for the 
Corporation to meet its objectives. The lack of sufficient time to ·compete awards was a factor 



• I 
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imposed on us externally by the Cq�ration and not ·the: result of any delay within the
Department. Combined, these two facton would seem � fonn a n�sary justification for
making non-competitive awards in thi! tint yeax of the proaram. • 1 

' 

In addition to the ��ve issues, I believ� that the ·bther factors listed below further i�
1

stify a 
decision to make our initial awards non-competitively: 

l. The Department is using the imp�emcntation of pilot projects for FY 94 Summer of
Safety and FY 95 AmeriCofl)s' programs as the mechanism to develop the necessary
regulations, procedures, and p�sscs for ensuring maximum competition in future
awards.

2. While it is impractical for the Department to initially make awards competitively, the
award process is not devoid of competition. The Corporation's approval of applications
is base.d on their own formal competitive process which confonns to all applicable
Federal laws and regulations. For the Department's applications for FY 94 Summer of
Safety and FY 95 AmeriCorps programs to be approved, they must first be reviewed and
graded by a panel of independent experts and then selected on the basis of objective and
subjective rankings.

3. • The projects that will be sent to you for your final approval are the result of meetings,
briefings, calls and mailings to hundreds of farming, anti-hunger, rural devclopmen�
environmental, and other constituency groups over the last 11 months. We have
endeavored to give the broadest possible exposure to TEAM USDA's national service
program.

OPTIONS: 

1. Participate in the rtational service program for the summer of 1994 and the yearlong
programs beginning in September of �994 and ru�g ��gh ,�ne of1_1995 by relying
on the attached justification for r1bn=com�tition � ��,:8-:S �-'.*!i,l�tjp.,n �� by
the Corporation.1 In addition, use the experience ·gamed in ·running programs to establish
the necessary competitive procedures for all awards in following years beginning with
the Summer of Service programs in June of 1995.

PRO: • The Summer of Safety program we are proposing to run in partnership with the
Chicago High School of Agricultural Sciences will be able to proceed. This 
program alone will result in the Corporation awarding up to 50, $1,CXX> education 
awards to participants. The yearlong programs we are proposing will result in 
the award ofup to 1,500, $4,725 education awards from the Corporation's funds. 
Both the summer and yearlong programs will also result in significant benefit to 
the public in the areas of rural development, anti-hunger, and the environment. 

CON: An organization or member of Congress may protest based on the lack of 
competition in our selection process. However, it must be pointed out that our 
regulations do provide for exemptions to competition and OOC has concurred 
with the attached justification laying out the rationale for non-competition in this 
instance. 

.. __ _ 



2. 

I· 
' Do not partl~lplie in the national service progta111 for lhe summer of 1994 and the 
, yearlong propan1s beginning in Sept.ember of 1994 and running through June of 1995 

until the necessary competitive procc.durcs can be established. 
' 

• I' - • -:: '' . - . 

PRO: No discretionary cooperative agreements would be &ranted without competition. 

CON: The Summer of Safety project involving the Chicago High School of Agricultural 
Sciences would have to be canceled. We would not be able to run ihe major 
yearlong programs we have planned in the areas of rural development, anti­
hunger, and the environment you have previously announced. The Department 
could not ' participate in any projects until the next Summer of Service period 
which would be June 9f 1995. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

I recommend implementing option one. I request that you endorse the attached justification for 
non-competition of current national service projects, which will allow us to proceed with any 
projects the Corporation for National and Community Sttvice approves this year. 

As manager of the Department's national service program I want to assure you that I recognize 
the need for and value of competitive awards. Given the circumstances, every effort is being 
made to minimize the negative impact of non~mpetition and to use the existing circumstances 

,i to ensure that a sound, long-tenn process is set in place to foster competition in all future 
awards. In the interim, the projects that ·are forwarded to you for final selection as~ of the 
USDA AmeriCorps application were not formulated.in a vacuum. They arc the result of almost 
a year's worth of conversations and presentations to the widest variety of constituent groups, 
non-profit groups, members of the public, and State and local organizations. 

As a final note, I would add that the approach recommended here, that is to award non­
competitively now while developing p_roper procedures fof·fOt:npetitioq _~ all_:~ award~, i$ 
an approach that is being adopted by other Federal d~ts, most notably Health and Human · 
Services. 

Agree Date 

Disagree 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 
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JUSTIFICATION FOR NON-COMPETITIVE SELECTION OF SITF.S 
AND PARTNERS FOR USDA FY 94 •sUMMER OF SAFETY• 

AND 
FY 95 AMERICORPS YEARLONG PROJECTS 

, I 
' I 

Pursuant to the regulations contained in 7 CFR 3015.158 (d), the Deputy Director for 
Public Liaison who serves as the Department of Agriculture's National Service Program manager 
hereby determines that it is-in the best interest of the government and necessary to the 
accomplishment of the goals of the program to award co-operative agreements for FY 94 
Summer of Safety and FY 95 AmcriCorps programs non-a>mpctitively. As these agreements 
are being executed, a concurrent effort will be undertaken to develop the rules, policies, and 
procedures necessary to ensure that all subsequent awards are made competitively. This 
determination was made after careful consideration of several factors including: 

l . USDA participation in national services programs is needed for the Corporation for 
National and Community Service and the Government to meet the goals for the nation's 
naticmal service program; 

2. The limited time available to apply to the Corporation for funds makes competition 
impractical; 

3. The national service program is new and pilot projects are needed to maximize the 
Department's ability to define the proper procedures and rules for implementing the 
program in the future; _ . 

4. Because Federal agency involvement in national services programs is designed to build 
on existing structures, the Department opted to focus on .proj~ that most closely , 
resembled current service structures in. order to-provide ~ foµndation for- expanding ·i -1 

structures and services in the future; and r I 

. 5. The process of awarding funds for projects is not completely devoid of competition . 
because the Department's application to AmeriCorps is approved by the Corporation on 
a competitive basis. 

T ! following discussion presents a detailed explanation of each factor considered in 
making the determination to award cooperative agreements non-a>mpetitively. 

1 
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I. ACCOMPLISHMENT OF PROGRAM GOALS 

The National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993, P.L. 103-82, clearly states that 
one of its main objectives is to, •build on the existin1 or&anizational service infrastructure of 
Federal, State, and local programs and agencla to expand full-time .and, !part-time service 
opportunities for all citizens ... •1 The important role of Federal agency participation in national 
service programs is reinforced in the Act's provision to allow the Corporation for National and 
Community Service to, • ... enter into a contract or cooperative agreement with another Federal 
agency to support a national service program carried out by the agency. •2 It is clearly the intent 
of the program to use participation by Federal agencies to accomplish its goals. There are even 
speci fic funds set aside solely for the purpose of awarding money to Federal agencies who apply 
to run programs individually or in partnership with other Federal agencies, non-profit 
organizations, institutions of higher learning, etc. A failure by Federal · departments to 
participate would adversely-affect the Corporation for National~and __ ~mmunity Service's (AKA 
AmeriCorps) ability to achieve its goals. • . ~ ;:. · ·.:.-• . _. • 

·--;~,,.. 

II. TIME CONSTRAINTS 

In order to participate, Federal agencies (Federal departments and ind~dent agencies) 
must submit applications for funds to the Corporation for National and Comm~nity Service by 
the deadlines established by the Corporation's rules. Because the ·mtional : and Community 
Service Trust Act of 1993 was not signed into ~w until Sepicml?ei~21, -1~~, _there has J,een . 

. little time for the Corporation for National and <;omll)unitt:'~etyice (~!_AmeriCorps) to 
establish the necessary rules to guide Federal ,departments~~ :~ ~~~tation of the 
program. Prior to enactment of the law, _the Department undertook·several initiatives to prepare 
for its implementation. A work group was established in March of 1993 to beginning defining 
how to implement national seryice within USDA ~d to structure the •mc;,<1cJs• that form the 
guides for such service. ~nfortunately, the late signing of the bill left ins~fficient time for 
USDA to compl~te a!!.~ step$ necessary to en~c in full ~f!lpetitlon f9f _i~ projects. _ 

I I I I ! • I 
I • • l 

AmeriCorps did not publish its notice of availability of funds for Summer of Safety 
programs until February 3, 1994. The time between this notice and the application deadline of 
March 14, 1994 was insufficient to allow for a publication by USDA of a request for proposals, 
review the applications, and submit an application to Ameri~orps. This left two options: one, 
do net submit a Summer of Safety application; two, identify projects that had previously been 
discussed' within the Department and see if they were candidates for submission to AmeriCorps. 
In view of the time constraints, it was determined to be in the best interest of the Government 
and necessary to .carry out the objectives of the USDA National Service program to choose the 
later option. The precise mechanism for choosing projects is described in Paragraph IV. 

1P. L. 103-82, Sec. 2(a)(7} 

2P.L. 103-82, Sec. 121(b)(l) 

2 
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The severe time constraints pla~ on applicants in the initial year of the program can 
be seen in table 1. These tim. constraints are imposed on the Department externally and arc not 
caused by delay within the Department. 

- ' 
I ; , -1 • - . . . ' - .. :~ · j ., • ·, - -

Table 1. Time~ for Significant Events in Preparation of CNCS Application for FY 94 ·Summt 
of Safety AppliGation Due 3/14/94 and Yearlong FY 95 AmeriCorps P,rograms dL 
3/29/94. 

EVENT DATE DATE DATE TIME REASONABLE 
OCCI.JlUlID SUMMEJl YEAR-LONO AV All.ABLE FOR pouoo OF 

OF AMEUCORPS USDA TO TIME 
SER.VlCE APPUCATIO~ ESTABLISH NEEDED TO 

APPLICATION DUE AND CONDUCT CONDUCT 
DU'I COMPEmTION1 COMPETmON1 

t:!•t iorul 1!!.4 9121/93 
Communi!)'. ~rvice1 
Trust Acl of )993 
sie ned by Prc1iden1 
C linton 

Drat\ Corporation for l nl9◄ 

National and 
Coaunuairy Service 
(CNCS) rci'Jlatio01 
published 

NOlice of availabil ity 2!.3/94 
of Fuod..s for Summer 
of Safety proenr:m 
publiuied 

Comment period oa 21719◄ 

. drat\ rci'Jl.a.tio01 coda 

CNCS llcplati0111 3/11/94 
approved by 0MB 

CNCS final 3/11/94 3/29194 42 DAYS ISO DAYS 
' I 

..... --. -.--. -r--- •· ~ ..-- ......... - :- -i -
.I repl.a.tiom publilhcd ! - .:::---. ~ ... ~:.,..· --; .. ' • ' - · · I. • .-=.~- - ·- ~ 

1 TUDC from the approval o( Niu IO 1be time 1.11 applk&tioa..,... due IO be dclivc~ IO 1be CNCS. 

2 Tune required IO pubwh I requal for propow,., have propoals evaluated by indepelldc1ll review ~. and make award o( coo,pcratiw 
•ircemeol, includina 1be time IO dewlap 1be neceu,ary rulca, publimiaa them, p rommcnu atid publilh !hem in fi1IAl fonn. The UltiR proccaa 

could take 120 IO ISO days. 150 days ia UIOd hcTC u 1.11 avcnp. 

3 
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111. DEVELOPMENT OF INTERNAL RULF.S 

Because Federal Department involvement in national ~ce programs is ; ndw, it is 
necessary to establish the most effective process for ensuring that~ all future awards arc made 
with the maximum degree of competition. The Office of Communications is establishing a 
schedule for the development of the necessary rules and regulations that will allow 1 for full 
competition of awanu beginning with the Corporation for Nation~ and Community Service· s 
·summer of Service program in FY 95. The experiences gained in the initial awards will serve 
as a valuable "testing• ground to final rules and procedures that emphasize the integrity of the 
Department's program and the maximum benefit to the public. 

IV. INTEGRATION OF NATIONAL SERVICE INTO USDA STRUCfURE 

In addition to establishing departmental rules and procedures, it is necessary to evaluate 
how national service programs can be integrated into the Department's organizational structure. 
It is an obvious goal of the national service program to allow existing Fe.deral organizations to 
merge, wh<-rc practicable, their existing program del ivery with national service projects. This 
is a 'formidable task in a department with 43 agencies and 115,000 plus employees. 

Part of the process for developing rules and procedures involves an assessment of how 
the Department's existing resources can be focused to provide support to national service 
projects~ . This assessment involves three steps: 1) identify key agencies; 2) establish national 
service teams; and, 3) identify pilot projects for FY 94 applications. 

1. Identify :Key Agencies. 

a. In March of 1993, a national service work group was established in 
USDA. The I group consist,ed of representatives .. from all agencies and 
offices. This !group··developed·a proposed.JfflXlcFfor. deliver of national , 
service programs within USDA. The model consists of~ •Teams•: 

(1) An Environmental Team 

(2) An Anti-Hunger and Empowerment Team 

(3) A Rural Development Team 

4 
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b. In conjunction with the wor-k group, the Office of Communication 
identified the key agencies that would need to be involved in pilot efforts. 
Initially, a total of four key agencies ~r groups of agencies were 
determined to already have: program delivdry mechanisms that mirror- i>r 
closely resemble those necessary Tor national service · ptojects. ~ The 
Extension Service (ES), Food and Nutrition Service (FNS), and the 
Agricultural Research Service (ARS) were determined to be the key 
groups associated with the Anti-Hunger team. , The Forest Service (FS), 
the Soil Conservation Service (SCS) and ES were determined to be the 
key group associated with the Environmental Team. The Rural 
Development Administration {RDA), Farmers Home Administration 
(FmHA), and Rural Electrification Administration (REA), SCS and FS 
were determined to be the key groups associated with the Rural 
Development Team. 

Several of these agencies have large existing programs or delivery 
mechanisms that lend themselves to most effectively defining how national 
service should be implemented within USDA. · The Extension Service 
supports the world's largest volunteer group, the 4-H Clubs. The Forest 
Service through its human resources division runs Youth Conservation 
Corps and National Forest Founda·tion camps that are similar to the type 
of project expected to be run under national service. The new Rural 
Development Team groups those agencies which form the focus of 
services in rural development which is one of the Corporation's priority 
areas. Finally, the Soil Conservation Service deals daily with the public 
in an interactive mode quite similar to that proposed for national service. 

2. Establish National Service Teams. 

Once the key agencies were identified, teams were established to develop the 
necessary procedures and propose pilot projects for submission in FY 94 
applications. The teams were an expansion of the agencies' representatives on 
the national service work group. Their purpose is to move from a •work group• 
structure toward integration of national service within the agencies' established 
organizational structure. 

3. . Identify Pilot Projects. 

a. As part of the efforts to establish models for national service within the 
Department, USDA representatives attended a wide variety of forums, 

. meetings, conventions, and briefings where the public was informed of the 
proposed national service program and the role that Federal departments 
might play if the law was enacted. In addition to the meetings, interviews 
were given to magazines and newsletters that would most likely be read 
by groups interested in engaging in partnerships with the Department. 

5 



b. 
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While these efforts were not official requests for proposals, they served 
to alert ,the public of the national service pro1ram. As a result of these 
efforts. a few organizatiqns submitted unsolicited proposals to the 
De~ent. Three criteria· were used to identity candidate-pilot projects. 
Note that these projects arc called •candidate• because their identification 
by USDA does not guarantee that they will be approved by AmcriCorps. 
The criteria are: 

(1) Docs the project conform to the criteria established by the 
Corporation for . National and Community Service; 

(2) Does the project maximize the Department's ability to use its 
resources in unique ways with an emphasis on the greatest number 
of partnerships between other Federal agencies, public, and non­
profit organizations; 

(3) . Does the project maximize the Department's ability to establish 
sound Department-wide rules, policies, and, procedures for the 
implementation of national service within its agencies. 

Table 2. shows the projects selected for the FY 94 Summer of Safety 
application submitted by the Department and the reasons for their 
selection. 
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Table 2. FY 94 Summer of Safety Pilot Projects 

' : 

' CRITERIA ·- RATION~ . 
... ~ 

PROJECT 
FOR • .. 

SELECTION 

Chicago High School of 1. Conform to AmeriCorps Participants will be doin1 work 
Agricultural Sciences 

I criteria. in three areas identified u 
I 

- appropriate for Summer of 
l Safety: 

Youth u a Resource 

Rcstori.na Safety to 
Public .~paca 

' 

Youth Safety Initiatives 

2. Maximize Department's Run in c:oojunctioo with the 
abi Ii ty to use it resources Justice Departmeat, thit project 
and partner with other involves the participatioo of the 
agencies. Extension Service, Forest 

Service, Soil Cooserva.tioo 
Service, The Chicaao Public 
School District, and The Chica,o 
Housin1Authori~. Tbi1mixof 
partnen WU not found Lil lily 
other potential pilot project. 

.. 

3. Mui mi ze Depa.rtmeot' 1 The wie numbet of partneii; • 
ability to establish sound ~ relationship~ USO~ 
policies and procedures and the Justice Depa.rtmeot and 
for future awards. se-.·eral local qcuciea leads it 

self to ideotifyin1 issues and 
solutioos in a wide variety of 

- - situatioos 

ArizooaDcpartmenlofYouth l. ~nform to AmeriCorps_ Participants will be doin1 work 
Treatment and Rthabilitatioo criteria. in three areas identified u 

appropriate for S~ 'of 
S•Jety: 

Youth as a Resource 

Restori.o1 Safety to 
Public Spaces 

Youth Safety Initiativea 
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PROJECT CRITERIA RATIONALE 
FOR 

I 

' SELECTI9N 

Ariz.ooa Department of Youth 2. Muimize Departmeat'a Participants in this project 
Treatment a.ad Rehabilitation ability to use it resources include the State of Arizona 

and partner with other Department of Youth Trutment 

' 
a&cocies. and Rehabilitation, Arizona State 

I University, the Forest Service 
I 

and the Maricopa County Court 
I - System. It provides an expansion 

of the existina Youth 
ConsetVatioo Corps coocept with 
the providina of service in an 
urban settioa. 

3. Mwmize Department's Tho taraest existini proif&JD in 
ability to establish sound USDA that mirrors the oatiooal 
policies and procedures service concept is the Youth 
for future awards. Conservation Corps. Thi, 

projects provides the opportunity 
to explo--e ways to expand that 
coocc:pt and interrate it with 
national service. It also providea 
an opportunity to work witb 
elements of tho local justice 
system to detenni.oe ways to best 
structure nation.al service 
propms larieted at crimo 
related issuel. 

I I 

V. EXISTING COMPETITION 

There is already an clement of competition in the award process. Projects developed by the 
Department are submitted to the Corporation for National and Community Service. All applications 
are reviewed by panels of independent experts, graded, and then evaluated by the Corporation's 
managemen·t before they arc rejected or approved. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

WASHINGTON , D. C. 20250-1300 

September 20, 1993 

DECISION MEMO FOR THE SECRETARY 

Joel Berg, Deputy Director of Public Affairs' ~ t 
Ali Webb, Director of Public Affairs ~ 

From: 

Through: 

Subject: Next Steps for National Service at USDA 

ISSUE: 

As you know, the National Service Trust Act will be signed by President Clinton tomorrow. 
While slightly scaled-down in cost and size, the final law basically resembles the broad outlines of 
the national service program that Clinton proposed during the campaign . It is a major victory for 
both President Clinton and the "New Democrat" politics championed by the DLC. 

The House version of the bill contained an amendment by Congressman George Miller mandating 
that USDA run an environmental corps on public lands. Since you had previously testified in the 
Senate about your intention for USDA to run precisely such a program, we strongly supported the 
amendment and it was included in the final conference bill. 

As a direct consequence of your vocal public support for national service, I have been able to 
obtain strong backing for our long-term planning efforts from most USDA agencies. The White 
House has continually recognized USDA as the leading Cabinet department in promoting the 
initiative, which is one of the President' s top priorities. 

USDA is also playing a major role in coordinating flood relief efforts tied to youth service. Ron 
bnkered a compromise between myself and the Extension Service wherein a minimum of 10 % of 
the disaster relief money spent by the Extension Service in the Midwest -- a minimum of $290,000 
-- \\- ill be used for 4-H youth service projects. Additionally, John Maynor and I are working 
closely with Secretary of Education Riley ' s office to determine what role we can have in helping 
manage a program authorized by the disaster bill that will allow up to $8 million in work-study 
funds to be used for Midwest college students involved in community flood relief projects. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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With regard to our long-term, non-flood related planning, we have made great progress. I have 
informally solicited help from over 30 different USDA employees in 10 different agencies. 
However, now that the bill has become law, I believe we should institutionalize our planning group 
into a cross-agency management team, which will eventually run our Anti-Hunger, Nutrition , and 
Empowerment Corps, our Rural Development Corps, and our Environmental Corps. 

In order to properly run a complex and challenging new program, I believe we need to build a 
management team comprised of some of the most talented and highly motivated employees from a 
wide range of USDA agencies. My goal is to make the assignment to the national service 
management team one of the most prestigious and sought-after jobs in the Department. With your 
continued support, national service will be a flagship project demonstrating the effectiveness of 
your "Team USDA." 

DECISION # 1: 

I recommend detailing six career employees from various USDA agencies to work full-time on 
developing our national service initiatives. I recommend selecting the detailees after conducting a 
Department-wide search open to all USDA employees. I recommend that at least three of the six 
employees will have program experience in nutrition, rural development, and natural resources. I 
further recommend that you direct the Assistant Secretary for Administration to find office space 
for at least nine employees to work together. (The six detailees, my assistant, and two full-time, 
non-paid interns.) 

Agree ________ _ Date~) 

Disagree _______ _ 

Discuss with me _ ..... ~~---

DECISION # 2: 

I recommend that, by either meeting or memo, you communicate to your Sub-Cabinet and the 
relevant Agency Administrators that national service is an important priority for both the President 
and yourself. I recommend that you ask them to give full support for non-reimbursable details for 
the six employees mentioned above. 

Agree to do in a meeting --~-----

Agree to do by memo ________ _ 

Disagree-----------,----­

Discuss with me---~~--------

Date 



,~ United States 
!{l.lJ)) Department of 
~ Agriculture 

Office of 
Communications 

To: 

From: 

Dennis Kaplan, Ken Cohen 

Joel Berg '~ 

Washington, D.C. 
20250-1300 

February 14, 1995 

Subject: Revised National Service Decision Memorandum for the Secretary 

( ( 

) 

On Friday, I met with Acting Secretary Rominger to discuss long-term legal, budgetary, and structural 
issues regrading the Department's AmeriCorps national service program. He instructed me to revise 
the decision memorandum on these issues that I had previously submitted to former Secretary Espy, 
which both your offices had approved. 

He asked me to submit the memorandum for his review and potential signature as soon as possible, 
indicating that these issues should not be kept in limbo until the new Secretary is confirmed. 

In most respects, the memorandum is nearly identical to the previous memorandum: it requests the 
Secretary sign a formal delegation of authority for the program and approve specific staffing and 
funding levels for the structure coordinating the program for the Department. Unlike the previous 
memorandum, the revised memorandum does not request the Secretary to ask the sub-cabinet to identify 
funding sources for actual AmeriCorps project costs, since the agencies have already enthusiastically 
taken such action . This revised memorandum does, however, include two new recommendations: 1) that 
the AmeriCorps management functions for the Department be moved from the Office of 
Communications and into Executive Operations, and 2) that the Secretary propose language for the Farm 
Bill that would further institutionalize national service at USDA. 

Please provide me your comments on this draft as soon as possible, and I will incorporate your 
comments and get you a final copy for signature immediately by Dewhurst and Kelly. 

Thank you for your help. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 



1~ United States 
\\UJJJ Department of 
~ Agriculture 

Office of 
Communications 

Washington , D.C. 
20250-1300 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

THROUGH: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE: 

James Michael Kelly 
Assistant General Counsel 
Office of General Counsel 

Stephen Dewhurst 
Director 
Office of Budget and Program Analysis 

Joel Berg 
Director of National Service 
Office of Communications 

INSTITUTIONALIZING THE USDA AMERICORPS PROGRAM 

To date, the Office of Communications has coordinated the AmeriCorps national service 
program for the Department based on the authority of the National and Community Service Act 
of 1993 and on the instructions --- mostly verbal --- of former Secretary Espy. Thus, there is 
a need for you to legally formalize and institutionalize the AmeriCorps national service program 
within the organizational structure of USDA. 

This memorandum requests that you: 1) formally delegate authority to manage the 
AmeriCorps/USDA national service program, 2) decide upon where the Departmental function 
for managing AmeriCorps should be housed within in the USDA organizational structure, 3) 
approve a process for staffing the Departmental management function, 4) approve a process for 
funding the Departmental management function for FY95 and FY96, 5) and decide upon 
whether or not the Department should propose inclusion of national service language in the 1995 
Farm Bill. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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BACKGROUND; 

In September of 1993, Congress passed the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993, 
which enables a wide variety of entities --- including Federal agencies --- to manage AmeriCorps 
national service programs. Using the authorities contained in the Act and the existing authorities 
of USDA programs, I have worked with the Department's agencies a to develop the 
Department's AmeriCorps program this year. Eleven different USDA agencies --- NRCS , FS , 
FCS, RHCDS, RBCDS, CFSA, RUS, ARS, CSREES, AMS, FSIS --- are actively involved in 
supporting AmeriCorps; to the extent permitted by law, some of these agencies are providing 
funding and staff support while others will be providing critically needed technical assistance. 

While my efforts to coordinate our planning efforts with all these sometimes competing agencies 
have been a difficult challenge, most of the agencies have been ultimately supportive. The 
manner in which representatives from different agencies have worked together has been 
extremely encouraging to all those engaged in the process. 

This program has provided proof of the viability of the Administration's vision of a reorganized 
and unified Department acting as "Team USDA." The national service program demonstrates 
that there are significant benefits to the employees and to the public when we plan and act as a 
team and not a group of disparate agencies. 

My staff and I have been able to function to date within an informal structure based upon both 
the expressed interest of the former Secretary --- and the current Deputy Secretaries, Under 
Secretaries, and Assistant Secretaries --- and upon the applicable laws, rules, and regulations. 

Yet due to the great speed at which such a massive and complex program was launched by this 
Department on behalf of the President, some of the steps normally taken to institutionalize such 
a program at all levels of the bureaucracy have not yet been taken. 

For instance, the Secretary has never formally delegated authority, in writing, for the program' s 
management and the Secretary has never formally decided how and where in the Department the 
program will be managed. As a result, the program has been managed through the Office of 
Communications --- mostly because that is the office in which I began work for the Department 
-- even though the Office of Communications may not be the entity best suited to run such a 
program. 

Thus, there is now an urgent need to take concrete actions to formalize the program legally , 
make a conscious decision about exactly where in the Department the AmeriCorps management 
function should be placed, institutionalize management of the program at the Departmental level , 
and develop long-term solutions for funding the support functions of the program. 

Such actions are particularly necessary given the increased scrutiny from the USDA Office of 
Inspector General of the cooperative agreements the Department has signed to run AmeriCorps 
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ISSUE # 1 - Delegating Authority for Managing the AmeriCorps Program 

Both the Office of General Counsel and the Office of Inspector General agree that the USDA 
. AmeriCorps program now needs a formal delegation of authority in order for me or anyone else 
to continue signing documents on behalf of the program. Specifically, there is a need for one 
person to be delegated the authority vested in you to oversee and coordinate the efforts of the 
USDA's agencies in developing and managing national service programs. 

Based on my two years of experience in the Department, I am more convinced than ever that 
we need a strong, non-bureaucratic, but fully empowered mechanism for managing national 
service at the Secretarial level. This program is too important to the President and too visible 
to be left to the agencies alone to manage. 
Furthermore, the regulations of the Corporation for National and Community Service, which 
oversees AmeriCorps, require that only one AmeriCorps application be submitted by each 
Federal department. Since the USDA AmeriCorps program is funded from multiple USDA 
mission areas, the Departmental application filfilt be submitted at the Secretarial level. 

Such a central coordinating role can only be carried out by someone with the authority to 
establish priorities and to create partnerships between agencies, and who has a clear picture of 
your vision and the President's vision. 

Normally, the delegation of authority would be handled by identifying the organization that will 
manage the program and then amending the Code of Federal Regulations (CPR) containing their 
existing authorities to add the national service program. However, because the program is 
operational now there is a need for an immediate delegation of authority to the Director of 
National Service for the Department. The more formal amendment of the appropriate 
delegations of authority can be integrated into the revision process being initiated by the overall 
reorganization of the Department. 

OPTIONS For ls.sue #1 - Delegating Authority for Managing the AmeriCorps Program 

1. Do not delegate authority to anyone to oversee centrally, manage and coordinate the 
USDA AmeriCorps program. 

PRO: The agencies might feel that they were not being burdened by another layer of 
bureaucracy and will have more freedom to implement national service. Another 
advantage is that no paperwork would have to be done. 

CON: The Office of General Counsel and the Office of the Inspector General would 
probably not allow me or any other informal designee of the Secretary to sign 
documents. In addition, it would be difficult to guarantee that the Department 's 
program could be successfully implemented without a such central authority to 
manage the program. 
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2. By Secretary's Memorandum, immediately delegate the authority to manage the 
USDA AmeriCorps program to the Director of National Service for the Department, 
a position I currently hold. Such a memorandum is attached for immediate 
signa(ure. 

PRO: Such a delegation would only formalize the current role of the Department in the 
managing the program --- a role which has helped USDA build the largest, most 
complex, and, I believe, the highest quality program in the Federal government. 
Furthermore, by approving my appointment as Director of National Service for 

USDA, President Clinton has indicated his support for ensuring that his national 
service initiative is managed at the Departmental level. 

CON: Again, the agencies might view the establishment of a formal national service 
group as impinging on their authority. 

RECOMMENDATION for Issue # 1 - Deleeatine Authority for the AmeriCorps Proeram: 

I recommend you implement option 2 by signing the attached memorandum. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 



SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 

USDA National service Program 

1 PURPOSE 

This memorandum establishes the USDA AmeriCorps National Service Program 
and designates the Director of National Service as the manager of the 
program for the Department. 

2 BACKGROUND 

The National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 established the 
Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS) and the Public Lands 
Corps. The intent of the legislation is to engage Americans of varied ages 
and backgrounds in community-based service. This service addresses the 
nation's educational, public safety, human, and environmental needs to 
achieve direct and demonstrable results. In doing so, national service 
will foster civic responsibility, strengthen the ties that bind us 
together as a people, and provide educational opportunity for those who 
make a substantial commitment to service. Federal departments are 
eligible to apply for funds to run national service programs directly or 
in partnerships with others. 

3 POLICY 

As the People's Department, it is the responsibility of all USDA agencies 
to strive for the maximum allowable participation by the USDA in the area 
of national service. By identifying existing programs that can be used to 
support national service initiatives or proposing new programs or 
projects, the Department will strive to the fullest extent possible to use 
Americorps grants, services, and educational awards to leverage existing 
resources and to integrate the national service concept more fully into 
Departmental programs and activities. USDA will run programs in which 
both the AmeriCorps Members and the managers at every project site will 
represent a socio-economically diverse group of Americans. 

4 DELEGATION 

The Director of National service will manage the USDA national service 
program, and coordinate the Department's national service initiatives, 
including those involving the Public Lands Corps. The Director is 
authorized to prepare the Department's annual application to the 
Corporation for National and Community Service. The Director is further 
authorized to develop and oversee implementation of detailed guidelines 
and procedures for agencies to follow in planning, operating, staffing, 
and funding the program. 

5. This Memorandum shall expire in ninety days. 
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ISSUE# 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Management Function: 

To date, the USDA AmeriCorps program has been managed by a staff of three working within 
the Office of Communications (OC) and working in tandem with staff from multiple USDA 
agencies. This situation developed mostly by happenstance in that I worked in OC and former 
Secretary Espy directed me to run the program. Although this structure has worked well to 
date, it is unclear whether, form a policy standpoint, OC is the entity best suited within the 
Department to house this function; on general, OC communicates the policies administered by 
the Department, but does not administer those policies itself. In addition, Congress has continue 
to focus on cutting both the budget and FfEs for the Office of Communications. As 
AmeriCorps continues to grow as a program with budgets in the tens of millions and sites in 
most of the nation's sites, the AmeriCorps management functions place an increasing burden on 
oc. 

In order to continue managing the program with even minimal Departmental coordination, the 
functions of managing the program should be either moved out of OC or OC should receive 
some additional resources. 

OBP A has suggested that one of the most appropriate places to put this management function 
would be under the umbrella of Executive Operations, reporting directly to the Secretary and 
the Deputy Secretary. This would required moving three FfEs and their budgets from 0c to 
Executive Operations. 

OPTIONS For Issue # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function: 

1. Place the management functions of AmeriCorps under the umbrella of Executive 
Operations reporting directly to the Deputy Secretary and the Secretary, moving 
three FfFS and their budget from the Office of Communications. 

PRO: By placing the program under Executive Operations, you would send a clear 
signal that AmeriCorps is an important priority to both the President, and 
yourself. This would also reinforce your intention that program is being 
coordinated at the Departmental level, thereby building "TEAM USDA." This 
action would also clarify the authority of the Director of national Service to 
submit one Departmental application to the Corporation for National service that 
incorporate projects funded by multiple USDA agencies in multiple USDA 
mission areas. 

CON: Such a move would increase the size of the Office of the Secretary by three 
FfEs, thereby potentially bringing Congressional criticism from opponents of 
AmeriCorps or those who want to reduce the size of the Office of the Secretary. 
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2. Maintain the management functions for the USDA AmeriCorps program within the 
Office of Communications. 

PRO: Keeping AmeriCorps management functions within the Office of Communications 
allows the Department to keep a lower profile for such management functions, 
potentially muting Congressional criticism. 

CON: Without increased resources, OC will not be able to indefinitely continue proving 
such a high level of coordination to the AmeriCorps program. 

RECOMMENDATION for Is.sue # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function 

I recommend you implement option 1. By placing AmeriCorps under the Office of the 
Secretary, it will have the stature necessary for one of the President's top initiatives. While such 
a move might generate opposition from some in Congress -- the fact is that the national and 
Community service Act was passed with broad bipartisan support, including the 27 Republicans 
in the House and seven Republicans in the Senate. The USDA program should be highly 
popular among most Members of Congress because it reinvents government by improving 
service delivery for less cost. You will be able to point out that, by placing this function under 
your direct leadership, you are nQ1 hiring more staff and you are nQt spending more taxpayer 
money, but that you are simply bringing together the efforts of multiple, pre-existing efforts , 
into one structure for unified program delivery. Moreover, given that fact that the USDA 
AmeriCorps programs spans so many different USDA mission areas , placing the program 
directly under the Office of the Secretary creates the best long-term institutional structure for 
balancing the interests of competing agencies. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE # 3 - Staffin& of the AmeriCorps Mana&ement Function: 

At present, my staff includes myself and two other FTES, one at GS-15 and one at GS-12 . In 
addition, my staff includes five other employees on temporary detail to AmeriCorps; I secure 
such temporary rotating detailees only after lengthy and repeated negotiations with agency 
administrators. This small and unstable staff is inadequate for running such a large, complex 
program, geographically diverse, and important program. 

While it is difficult to make truly useful comparison to other programs, it provides at limited 
perspective to note that the USDA EZ/EC initiative --- managing sites in less than a dozen states 
--- has about 27 employees and is still understaffed. Thus, it is obvious that the AmeriCorps 
initiative --- managing projects in 38 states --- is highly understaffed with only three permanent 
employees and five rotating detailees. 

Our problem is so acute that, from 3:30 to 7:00 pm., when the one and only support employee 
on detail to my office has left for the day, I am personally forced to answer our toll-free 800 
recruitment line. 

OPTIONS For Issue # 3 - Staffin& of the AmeriCorps Mana&ement Function: 

1. Approve a specific staffing plan attached for the AmeriCorps national service 
working group in which three employees work permanently but agencies are directed 
to provide the 11 specific positions specified in the plan. 

Detailees would still be rotated into the national service support unit to learn T e a m 
USDA AmeriCorps procedures and polices and then return to their agencies to serve as 
a resource to manage the agency's individual program(s). However, this approach would 
provide far greater stability to the process. 

PRO: This would formalize a staff for the program that would still be incredibly small , 
but would be able to carry out the minimal duties inherent in managing such a 
large program. It would help the Department guarantee that it now only has the 
largest single AmeriCorps program, but the highest quality AmeriCorps program 
as well. 

CON: Agencies, now facing severe staffing cuts, may resent being required to provide 
more detailees to a Departmental initiative. 

2. Continue current method of attempting to obtain rotating temporary detailees. 

PRO: This option would impose the smallest burden on the agencies. 
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CON: This option would hamper the USDA AmeriCorps program by providing little 
continuity and long-term structure to a very complex initiative. 
This option may result in agencies giving AmeriCorps less support than 
is required of a major Presidential and Secretarial initiative. As 
agencies resources dwindle, AmeriCorps might be one of the first 
casualties. 



POSITION' 

Director 

Deputy Director 

Coord. of Communications 

Administrative Coord. 

Office Manager 

Anti-Hunger Coordinator 

RHCDS Agency Liaison 

EZ/EC and RBCDS Liaison 

Extension Service and 4-H Liaison 

Forest Service State and Private 
Forestry Liaison 

Evaluation Coordinator 

Resource/Grants Coordinator 

Technology Support 

Clerical Support/Office Automation 

Staffing 
for 

USDA National Service Group 

NAME 

Joel Berg 

TBD 

Katherine Gibney 

Ron De Munbrun 

Denise Bennet 

Donna Hines 

Jim Coyne 

David Gibson 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

GRADE2 ORG3 STATUS 

ES--01 oc Permanent 

TBD TBD Detailee 

GM 13/14 oc Permanent 

GM 15 oc Permanent 

GS 6/4 CFSA Detailee 

GM 13/1 - FCS Detailee 

GM 12/7 RHCDS Detailee 

GM 14 RBCDS Detailee 

TBD ES Detailee 

TBD FS Detailee 

TBD TBD Detailee 

GS 9/11 TBD Detailee 

GS 9/11 CSREES Detailee 

GS 8 TBD Detailee 

1 Some positions may be filled on a part time basis or they may filled on a rotating basis. This can be worked out 
between the Director and the agencies. 

2 Some grade levels are dependent on the grade of the current incumbent. Grade levels may increase or decrease 
as new personnel are rotated through the group and as requirements change. 

3 The organization is determined by the subject matter of the position and/or the willingness or desire of an agency 
to lend support to the TEAM USDA national service group. 



RECOMMENDATION for Is.we # 3 - Staffin2 the AmeriCorps Mana2ement Function 

I recommend you implement option 1 by approving a specific staffing pattern for the 
Department's AmeriCorps management structure. This structure will allow us to institutionalize 
the program for the remainder of the Administration , and also build important structures to 
ensure that this critical program survives and prospers in future Administrations. Because staff 
would work for the program for a year on detail before returning back to their agencies, this 
would combine the benefits of central management while reducing the burden on agency 
resources and, in fact, enhancing those resources through the training of agency personnel. 

Still, the eleven Member staff I have proposed will still be one of the smallest staffs in the 
Federal government for a program so large and complex. Furthermore, because all new 
employees will only be on detail, we will still be able to truthfully tell Congress and the media 
that our program _only has three permanent employees managing it. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE # 4 - Funding the AmeriCorps Management Function; 

The central management function of the USDA AmeriCorps program has virtually no operating 
budget whatsoever provided by the Office of Communications other than Greenbook costs and 
than the salaries for the three FfES. In addition, for both policy and political reasons, I have 
chosen to take virtually no funds from the $2.6 million grant to the Department from the 
Corporation for National and Community Service (CNCS). Out of that grant, $2.3 million is 
transferred directly to our anti-hunger sub-grantees, $270,000 is transferred to NRCS, FS , 
RHCDS, RBCDS, and ARS, and only about $30,000 was retained my by office. 

Thus the central management function has virtually no money for the critical tasks of 
recruitment, project oversight, AmeriCorps Member Development, evaluation, or the support 
of Secretarial or sub-cabinet travel. 

I now spend a great deal of my time literally begging agencies to fund small items on a rotating 
basis. For instance, every time we want to mail a wave of application to young people who 
have called our 800 line, we have to call various agencies just to obtain the envelopes and 
mailing labels. The problem is so severe that we cannot now obtain a phone line (Costing $700) 
for a second fax machine we have already obtained. (To give you some idea of the vast volume 
of our work, I point out that we typically receive over 100 pages and send over 50 pages of 
faxes each day.) 

Early start-up costs -- such as funding for travel and applications, copying the public service 
announcement you taped, and printing recruitment posters and brochures -- have been paid for 
primarily from the Office of Communications with some contributions from NRCS and FS. As 
we move towards expanding the Team USDA AmeriCorps, it is important to fund the formal 
management structure we have proposed to support the program. 

OPTIONS for Is,we 4 - Funding the AmeriCorps Management Group; 

1. Do not fund the central management group. 

PRO: This will cause the least burden on the agencies. 

CON: Without even minimal funding or staffing, it will be nearly impossible to continue 
management the program at the Departmental level. It will extremely difficult to 
continue coordinating a coherent set of operational guidelines, recruitment, 
training, and management procedures, and program objectives. In addition , many 
of the requirements of the CNCS involve interaction at the Departmental level. 
If a central organization is not funded to perform this role it would be necessary 
to create various task forces throughout the year to coordinate the agencies ' 
efforts to evaluate programs, recruit participants, and submit an application to 
CNCS for a grant. 



02/07/95 

RECRUITMENT 
Recruitment Materials 
(~ Phone Number 
Meeting Fees 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

PROJECT OVERSIGHT 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Equipment 
Software 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

AMERICORPS MEMBER 
DEVaOPMENT 

EVALUATION 

Tr811'81 
Electronic Conferences 
Meeting fees 
Administrative 

Travel 
Materials 
Photography 
Video 
Administrative 

Sub- Total: 

Sub- Total: 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
AND SUB- CABINET 
SITE VISITS 

Travel (national service group only) 
Photography and Video 

Sub-Total: 

TOTAL: 

Total number of AmeriCorps members 
in the USDA AmeriCorps program: 

Average cost per participant of the 
National SeNice Director's budget: 

NATIONAL SERVICE GROUP 
FY96 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF 11-iE DIRECTOR 

$5,500 
$14,400 

$1 ,500 
$20,248 

$41 ,648 

$10,954 
$8,150 

$0 
$0 

$20,248 

$39,351 

$10,954 
$8,150 
$1 ,500 

$20,248 

$40,851 

$10,954 
$5,500 
$6,191 

$0 
$20,248 

$42,892 

$10,954 
$3,007 

$14,051 

$178,793 

1211 

$148 



02/07/95 

SECTION I 

1100 Salaries: 
Salaries 
Overtime 
Awards 
l.1Jmp Sum Payment 

1200 Benetta 

TOTAL, SECTION I 

SECTION II 
----------

2100 Travel 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
Leases 
Mail/Communications 

NATIONAL SERVICE GFOUP 
FY96 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

OPERATING ACTUAL PFOJECTED PFOJECTED VARIANCE 
PLANS OBLIGATIONS COMMITMENTS FOR YEAR FFOM PLAN 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

COMMITMENTS UNOBLIGATED 
OPERATING ACTUAL THFOUGH OBLIGATION/ ASOF 

PLAN OBLIGATIONS COMMITMENTS 

43,815 0 0 0 43,815 

2,000 0 0 0 2,000 

0 0 0 0 0 
14,400 0 0 0 14,400 

--------------------------------------------------------------
Rent/Etc., Subtotal 14,400 0 0 0 14,400 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 6,000 0 0 0 6,000 
Photography 9,300 0 0 0 9,300 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

Print/Repro, Subtotal 15,3)() 0 0 0 15,3:>0 

2500 Other Services 
Training 0 0 0 0 0 
Design 5,000 0 0 0 5,000 
Video and Film 0 0 0 0 0 
Repair and Maintenance 1,300 0 0 0 1,300 
Electronic Conferences 16,3)() 0 0 0 16,3:>0 
Contractors/ Agreements 11 ,000 0 0 0 11 ,000 

0 0 0 0 0 
Miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 
Fees 3,000 0 0 0 3,000 

--------------------------------------------------------------
Other Ser. , Subtotal 36,000 0 0 0 36,000 

2600 Supplies/Materials 
Subscript/Public 0 0 0 0 0 
Supplies/Materials 2,550 0 0 0 2,550 
ADP Software 0 0 0 0 0 
GasoUne 0 0 0 0 0 

---------
Supplies/Mat., Subtotal 2,550 0 0 0 2,550 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 
ADP Equipment 0 0 0 0 0 

- - - - -- - - - - ---·-----------------·-------------------------------------
Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Costs 

Reserve 

TOTAL, SECTION II 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 

0 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

178,805 

178,805 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

178,805 

178,805 
= = = = == = = = = ==========================------------------------- ------ -



SECTlONII 

2100 Trawl 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
Leases 
Mail/Communications 

Rent/Etc ., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

Photography 

Print/Repro, Subtotal 

2500 OtherServices 
Training 
Design 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic Conferences 

Contractors/Agreements 

Labor Employment 
Miscellaneous 
Fees 

Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Supplies/Materials 
Subscript/Public 
Supplies/Materials 
ADP Software 
Gasoline 

Supplies/Mat., Subtotal 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Costs 

Reserve 

TOTAL, SECTION II 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 

OPERATING 
PLAN 

43,815 See Travel estimating sheet 

2,000 100 packages at $20 

0 
14,400 1,200 month for800 number (12 mo) = 14,400 

14,400 

1,000 10,000 copies 8 page newsletter once a year 
5,000 Miscellaneous printing 

6,000 

3,300 Photo coverage of 11 events X $300 per event 
0 
0 
0 

9,300 

0 
5,000 Design 3 newsletters and 2 pamphlets a 22 hours each X $45 per hour 

0 
1,300 
4,300 20 person audio conference 6 times a year X $860 

12,000 Teleconference 2 times a year X $6,000 

1,800 5 pagers X $30 month X 12 months 
3,200 Miscellaneous contracts, interpreters, etc. 
6,000 (internet 500 mo.) 

0 
0 Move furniture, reserve, etc. 

3,000 10 meetings X $300 each 

36,600 

0 
2,550 envelopes, printer cartridges, labels, etc. 

0 
0 

2,550 

0 
0 

0 

0 

64,140 

0 

. 0 

172,805 

172,805 



02/07/95 

RECRUITMENT 
Recruitment Materials 
(Boq Phone Number 
Meeting Fees 
Administrative 

POOJECT OVERSIGHT 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Equipment 
Software 
Administrative 

AMERICORPS MEMBER 
DEVB..OPMENT 

EVALUATION 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Meeting fees 
Administrative 

Travel 
Materials 
Photography 
Video 
Administrative 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
AND SUB- CABINET 
SITEVISrTS 

Sub- Total : 

Sub- Total: 

Sub- Total: 

Sub- Total: 

Travel (national service group only) 
Photography and Video 

Sub- Total: 

TOTAL: 

Total number of AmeriCorps members 
in the USDA AmeriCorps program: 

Average cost per participant of the 
National Service Director's budget: 

NATIONAL SERVICE GOOUP 
FY95 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

$4,750 
$10,800 
$1,500 

$21 ,734 

$38,784 

$6,682 
$8,150 
$7,988 
$3,150 

$21,734 

$47,703 

$6,682 
$8,150 
$1 ,500 

$21 ,734 

$38,065 

$6,682 
$4,750 
$2,197 
$2,500 

$21 ,734 

$37,862 

$6,682 
$3,599 

$10,280 

$172,696 

1211 

$143 



02Jr:r7/95 

SECTION I 

1100 Salaries: 
Salaries 
Overtime 
Awards 
Lump Sum Payment 

1200 Benetta 

TOTAL, SECTION I 

SECTION II 
----------

2100 Travel 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
leases 
Mail/Communications 

Rent/Etc., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 
Photography 

Print/Repro, Subtotal 

2500 Other Services 
Training 
Design 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic Conferences 
Contractors/ Agreements 

Miscellaneous 
Fees 

NATIONAL SERVICE GROUP 
FY95 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

OPERATING ACTUAL PROJECTED PROJECTED VARIANCE 
PLANS OBLIGATIONS COMMITMENTS FOR YEAR FROM PLAN 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

COMMITMENTS UNOBUGATED 
OPERATING ACTUAL THROUGH OBUGATION/ AS OF 

PLAN OBUGATIONS COMMITMENTS 

26,726 0 0 0 26,726 

2,000 0 0 0 2,000 

0 0 0 0 0 
10,000 0 0 0 10,000 

10,000 0 0 0 10,000 

4,500 0 0 0 4,500 
3,300 0 0 0 3,300 

0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 
0 0 0 0 0 

7,800 0 0 0 7,800 

0 0 0 0 0 
5,000 0 0 0 5,000 
5,000 0 0 0 5,000 
1,300 0 0 0 1,300 

16,3'.Xl 0 0 0 16,3'.Xl 
8,950 0 0 0 8,950 

0 0 0 0 0 
3,996 0 0 0 3,996 
3,000 0 0 0 3,000 

--------------------------------------------------------------
Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Supplies/Mate rials 
Subscript/Public 
Supplies/Materials 
ADP Software 
Gasoline 

Supplies/Mat , Subtotal 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Costs 

Reserve 

43,546 

0 
2,550 
3,150 

0 

5,700 

0 
12,000 

12,000 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
----------------------------- ------------------ -------

TOTAL, SECTION II 172,712 0 0 0 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 172,712 0 0 0 

43,546 

0 
2.550 
3,150 

0 

5,700 

0 
12,000 

12,000 

0 

64 ,1 40 

0 

0 
-- ------

172.712 

172.71 2 
= = = = = = = = = = ==============================----------------------------- -



SECTION II 

2100 Travel 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
Leases 
Mail/Communications 

Rent/Etc ., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

Photography 

Print/Repro , Subtotal 

2500 Other Services 
Training 
Design 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic Conferences 

Contractors/ Agreements 

Labor Employment 
Miscellaneous 
Fees 

Other Ser. , Subtotal 

2600 Supplies/Materials 
Subscript/Public 
Supplies/Materials 
ADP Software 
Gasoline 

Supplies/Mat., Subtotal 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Costs 

Reserve 

TOTAL, SECTION II 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 

OPERATING 
PLAN 

26,726 See Travel estimating sheet 

2,000 100 packages at $20 

0 
10,000 1,200 month for 800 number (9 mo) = 10,800 

10,000 

3,000 10,000 copies 8 page newsletter 3 times a year 
1,500 Miscellaneous printing 
4,500 

3,300 Photo coverage of 11 events X $300 per event 
0 
0 
0 

7,800 

0 
5,000 Design 3 newsletters and 2 pamphlets a 22 hours each X $45 per hour 
5,000 Write and film two promo videos at $2,500 
1,300 
4,300 20 person audio conference 6 times a year X $860 

12,000 Teleconference 2 times a year X $6,000 

1,250 5 pagers X $30 month X 8 months 
3,200 Miscellaneous contracts, interpreters, etc. 
4,500 Ontemet 500 mo.) 

0 
3,996 Move furniture, reserve, etc. 
3,000 10 meetings X $300 each 

43,546 

0 
2,550 envelopes, printer cartridges, labels, etc. 
3,150 

0 

5,700 

0 
12,000 3 PC's at $4,000 - FAX modem 250, printer 1500, software 500, PC 1750 

12,000 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

172,712 

172,712 
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2. Provide limited funding to the Departmental AmeriCorps function by ~ing small 
amounts of fu_nds from all the agencies involved in running the program. 

Attached is a suggested $172,696 budget for the remainder of FY95 and a suggested 
$178,793 budget for FY96. Each agency would be "assessed" by OBPA for an amount 
to cover a portion of the cost for the national support structure. Departmental initiatives 
such as MAP are already funded in this manner. The amount of the assessment would 
be based on the size of the organization's existing programs and those planned for the 
next year which must be worked on during the current fiscal year. 

The budget sheets are broken down into five categories that better demonstrate the 
specific programmatic needs: recruitment, project oversight, AmeriCorps Member 
development, evaluation, and costs of staff travel associated with Secretarial and sub­
cabinet travel. Given that six different USDA agencies have a major role in running 
AmeriCorps, such coordinating functions are best performed at the Departmental, not an 
agency, level. Such Departmental coordination is critical to ensure that our programs 
meet both the President's vision of AmeriCorps and the Secretary's visions of "Team 
USDA." 

PRO: The program is managed centrally for the Secretary. No new organization has 
to be created. No separate budget has to be submitted. Yet the Department 
would have at least minimal funds with to manage the program. 

CON: 
Again agencies may feel they are "losing" dollars. However, if the Secretary is 
to be guaranteed consistent and accountable management of the Team USDA 
national service initiatives, this money is a necessary expense associated with 
implementing national service. 

RECOMMENDATION for Issue # 4 - Fun dine a National Service Group; 

I recommend you implement option 2, provide an extremely low management budget for the 
program. The $172,696 for the remainder of FY95 and the $178, 793 for FY96 would equal only 
about $145 per Member per year to manage central functions relating to recruitment, project 
oversight, Member education and development, Member and staff training, evaluation, and 
support of Secretarial and sub-cabinet travel. This exceedingly low overhead percentage is 
highly defensible to the Congress, the media, and the general public. 
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It is important to note that most of the funds requested are already being expended by our 
agencies and this decision memorandum would simply clarify the ability of the Department to 
target and prioritize such spending. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE # 5 - Proposine National Service Laneuaee for the Fann Bill 

While the National and Community Service Act of 1993 clearly grants authority to Federal 
agencies to run national service programs, it leaves many questions unanswered about 
technicalities of how Federal agencies in general -- and USDA is particular -- can run such 
programs. 

Furthermore, the Act's authorization expires in 1996, and if Congress fails to re-authorize it, 
USDA will no longer be able to run AmeriCorps programs. 

Therefore, including AmeriCorps and national service in the Farm Bill could potentially be a 
vital way to institutionalize and expand the program at USDA. 
If enacted, such language could accomplish three goals: 

A) Institutionalize the Secretary's ability to run national service programs, regardless of the 
status of the re-authorization of the National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993. 

B) Increase the Department' s flexibility in finding creative ways to use appropriated funds to 
support national service. 

C) Create a new non-profit foundation --- similar in structure and legal status to the National 
Forest Foundation, the National Parks Foundation, and the Friends of the National Arboretum -
-- to legally and ethically raise money from the private sector. 

OYfIONS for Issue 5 - Proposine National Service Laneuaee for Fann Bill: 

1. Propose Fann Bill language to clarify the legal authority of USDA to run national 
service projects. 

PRO: Such language would greatly aid and support every aspect of the Department 's 
AmeriCorps program and build a firm institutional structure that would last for 
at least five years. 

CON: Members of Congress who oppose AmeriCorps might oppose such language 

2. Propose Fann Bill language to create the USDA National Service Foundation with 
the legal authority to raise private money to support USDA national service 
programs. 

PRO: Some Members of Congress who normally oppose AmeriCorps might 
nevertheless support our efforts to obtain private funds to support the program 
that might eventually supplant Federal funds. 
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CON: There are still some Members of Congress that are so opposed to AmeriCorps 
that they might oppose any attempts to aid AmeriCorps, even if such attempts are 
based on the conservative idea that such programs should be funded with private, 
not public, funds . 

3. Propose Farm Bill language on both of the above matters. 

I would work with Bill Galston at the White House, with the USDA Office of General 
Counsel, and with the Corporation for National Service to draft such language. 

PRO: This comprehensive approach would simultaneously signal the Administration 's 
desire to expand AmeriCorps while eventfully lessening the program' s 
dependence on Federal funds. 

CON: The more comprehensive the AmeriCorps proposals, the higher visibility target 
it becomes for opponents who want to harm either AmeriCorps or the 
Administration's other Farm Bill proposals. 

RECOMMENDATION for ls.sue # 5 - Proposing National Service Language for the Fann 
Bill 

I recommend option three, which would be to propose both types of national service language 
in the Farm Bill. While it is uncertain whether Congress would accept such language, such a 
proposal would likely to be popular with the public, which overwhelmingly supports 
AmeriCorps. If, ant any time whatsoever in the legislative process, such proposed national 
service language threatens to hamper the progress of the rest of the Farm Bill, such national 
service could immediately be dropped. 
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I believe both the White House and the Corporation for National and Community Service would 
embrace this proposal. Bill Galston, who is heading up the Farm Bill planning for the White 
House, was my supervisor on the Presidential Transition Team and is an enthusiastic supporter 
of AmeriCorps. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 



G United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Office of 
Communications 

Washington, O.C. 
20250-1300 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR IBE SECRETARY 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE; 

- - ~oel Berg~~ 

Director of National Service 
Office of Communications 

INSTITUTIONALIZING THE USDA AMERICORPS PROGRAM 

Since June 1994, the Office of Communications has coordinated the AmeriCorps national service 
program for the Department based on the authority of the National and Community Service Trust 
Act of 1993 and on the instructions --- mostly oral --- of former Secretary Espy. Thus, there 
is a need for you to legally formalize and institutionalize the AmeriCorps national service 
program within the organizational structure of USDA. 

This memorandum requests that you: 1) formally delegate your authority to manage the 
AmeriCorps/USDA national service program to the Director of National Service; 2) decide upon 
where the Departmental function for managing AmeriCorps should be housed within the USDA 
organizational structure; 3) approve a process for staffing the Departmental management 
function; and 4) approve a process for funding the Departmental management function in FY95 
and FY96. 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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BACKGROUND: 

In September 1993, the Congress passed the National and Community Service Trust Act of 
lm, which enables a wide variety of entities --- including Fe.deral agencies --- to manage 
AmeriCorps national service programs. Using the authorities contained in the Act and the 
existing authorities of USDA programs, I have worked with the various USDA agencies to 
develop the Departmenfs AmeriCorps program this year. Eleven different USDA agencies --­
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Forest Service (FS), Food and Consumer 
Service (FCS), Rural Housing and Community Development Service (RHCDS), Rural Business 
& Cooperative Development Service (RBCDS), Consolidated Farm Service Agency (CFSA), 
Rural Utilities Service (RUS), Agricultural Research Ser;vice (ARS), Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Exte-rfsiorr Service (CSREES), Agricultural Research Service (AMS), and Food 
Safety Inspection Service (FSIS) --- are involved in supporting AmeriCorps. 

While my efforts to _coo~dinate our planning with all these sometimes competing agencies have 
been a difficult challenge, most of the agencies have been ultimately supportive. The manner in 
which representatives from differ~nt _agencies_ h~ve worked together has been extremely 
encouraging to all those engaged in the process. 

This program has provided proof of the viability of the Administration's vision of a reorganized 
and unified Department acting as •Team USDA•. The national service program demonstrates 
that there are significant benefits to USDA employees and to the public when we plan and act 
as a team and not as a group of disparate agencies. Our first quarterly report (summary 
attached) documents our remarkable accomplishments throughout the country. 

To date, my staff and I have been able to function within an informal structure based upon both 
the expressed intent of the former Secretary --- and the Deputy Secretary, Under Secretaries, 
and Assistant Secretaries --- and upon the applicable laws, rules, and regulations. Yet due to 
the great speed with which such a massive and complex program was launched by this 
Department on behalf of the President, some of the steps normally taken to formalize such a 
program at all levels of the bureaucracy have not yet been taken. 

For instance, the Secretary has never formally delegated authority, in writing, for the program's 
management nor formally decided how and where in the Department the program will be 
managed .. The White House did, however, appoint me as the Director of National Service for 
USDA. As a result, the program has been managed by me as the Director of National Service 
through the Office of Communications --- mostly because that is the office in which I began 
work for the Department --- even though the Office of C()mmunications may not be the entity 
best suited to run such a program. • • 

Thus, there is now an urgent need to take concrete actions to formalize the program legally, 
make a conscious decision about exactly where in the Department the AmeriCorps management 
function should be placed, institutionalize management of the program at the Departmental level, 
and develop long-term solutions for funding the support functions of the program. 
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ISSUE # 1 - Deleeatine Authority for Manaeine the AmeriCorps Proeram 

Both the Office of the General Counsel and the Office of the Inspector General agree that the 
USDA AmeriCorps program now needs a formal delegation of authority in order for me as the 
Director of National Service or anyone else besides the Secretary to continue signing documents 
on behalf of the program. Specifically, there is a need for one officer to be delegated the 
authority vested in you to oversee and coordinate the efforts of the USDA's agencies in 
developing and managing national service programs. 

-
Based on my two years of experience in the Department,:.._! am __ m(?!C__c~nvi_n~ ~~ ever_ that 
we need a strong, non-bureaucratic --- but fully empowered --- mechanism for managing national 
service programs. AmeriCorps is too important to the President -and -too visible-to the public 
to lack strong direction at the Secretarial level. Furthermore, the regulations of the Corporation 
for National and Community Service,- which oversees AmeriCorps, require that only one 
AmeriCorps application be submitted by each Federal department. Since the USDA AmeriCorps 
program is funded from multiple USDA mission areas, the Departmental application ~ be 
submitted at the Departmental level. 

The delegation of your authority to manage this program to the Director of National Service will 
allow the Director to submit the application on behalf of the Department to the Corporation, to 
sign necessary agreements relating to the USDA AmeriCorps Program, and to provide direction 
and management to all USDA agencies concerning the program. Such a central coordinating 
role can be carried out only by someone with the authority to establish priorities and to create 
partnerships between agencies, and who has a clear picture of your vision and the President's 
vision. 

Your approval of this memorandum will function to formally delegate your authority over the 
USDA National Service Program to the Director of National Service. 

OPTIONS For Issue #1 - Deleeatine Authority for Manaeine the AmeriCorps Proeram 

1. Do not delegate authority to anyone to oversee, centrally manage and coordinate the 
USDA AmeriCorps program. 

PRO: The agencies might feel that they were not being burdened by another layer of 
bureaucracy and will have more freedom to implement national service. Another 
advantage is that no paperwork would have to be done to establish the formal 
delegation. 

CON: The Director of National Service would not have the authority to sign documents 
or make policy decisions on behalf of the Secretary relating to the USDA 
National Service Program. The Secretary would be required to sign personally 
all such documents. In addition, it would be difficult to guarantee that the 
Department's program could be successfully implemented without such 
management by a Director of National Service. 
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2. By Secretary's Memorandum, immediately dele&ate the authority to manaie the 
USDA AmeriCorps proiram to the Dlrector of National Service for USDA. Such 
a memorandum ls attached for immediate si&nature. 

PRO: Such a delegation would only formalize the current role of the Director of 
National Service in managing the program -- a role which has helped USDA 
build the largest and I believe, the highest quality national service program in the 
Federal government. Furthermore, by previously approving my appointment as 
Director of National Service for USDA, President Clinton has indicated his 
support for ensuring that his national service initiative is managed effectively at 
the Departmental level. Your delegating this authority to the Director of National 
Service will affirm your support for this important initiative. 

CON: The agencies might view the establishment of a formal national service group as 
impinging 011 _their authority. 

RECOrt™ENDATION for Issue # 1 - Dele&atine Authority r or the AmeriCorps Proeram; 

I recommend you implement option 2 by signing the attached memorandum. 

DECISION BY mE SECRETARY; 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 



SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 

USDA Americorps National service Program 

1 PURPOSE 

This memorandum:: _establishes the USDA--AmeriCorps National 
Service Program and delegates the authority to manage the 
program for the Department to the Director of National 
Service. 

2 BACKGROUND 

The National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 
established the Corporation for National and Community 
Service (CNCS), the Americorps and Public Lands Corps 
Programs. The intent of the legislation is to engage 
Americans of varied ages and backgrounds in community-based 
service. This service addresses the Nation's educational, 
public safety, human, and environmental needs to achieve 
direct and demonstrable results. In doing so, national 
service will foster civic responsibility, strengthen the 
ties that bind us together as a people, and provide 
educational opportunity for those who mak~- a substantial 
commitment to service. The Act authorizes the CNCS to 
provide assistance to private organizations, States, and 
Federal departments to conduct national service programs. 
The Act further authorizes Federal departments to run 
national service programs directly or in partnerships with 
others. 

3 POLICY 

As the People's Department, it is the responsibility of all 
USDA agencies to strive for the maximum allowable 
participation by USDA in the area of national service. By 
identifying existing programs that can be used to support 
national service initiatives or by proposing new programs or 



projects, the Department will strive to the fullest extent 
possible to use assistance from the CNCS to leverage 
existing resources and to integrate the national service 
concept more fully into Departmental programs and 
activities. USDA will run programs in which both the 
Americorps members and managers at every project site will 
represent a socio-economically diverse group of Americans. 

4 DELEGATION 
.. 

The Director of National Service is hereby delegated the 
authority to manage -the USDA AmeriCorps National Service 
Program, including the Public Lands Corps, and coordinate 
the Department's national service initiatives. The Director 
is authorized to . prepare _the Department's annual application 
to CNCS and to execute on behalf of the Department 
agreements with the CNCS and other entities concerning the 
USDA Natio~al ~ervice Pr?~ram. 

The Director is further authorized to develop and oversee 
implementation of detailed guidelines and procedures for 
agencies to follow in planning, operating, staffing, and 
funding the program. 

5 EXPIRATION 

This memorandum shall expire after one year. 

DAN GLICKMAN 
Secretary 
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ISSUE # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCoeps Mana~ement Function: 

To date, the USDA AmeriCorps program has been managed by a staff of three working within 
the Office of Communications (QC) and working in tandem with five staff on detail from other 
USDA agencies. Although this structure has worked well to date, it is unclear whether, from 
a policy standpoint, OC is the entity best suited within the Department to house this function; 
in general, QC communicates the policies administered by the Department, but does not 
administer those policies itself. In addition, Congress has continued to focus on cutting both the 
budget and FTEs for QC. As AmeriCorps .continues to grow as a program with a budget in the -
tens of millions and numerous sites across the nation, the AmeriCorps-management functions 
will place an increasing burden on QC. 

In order to continue managing the program with even minimal Departmental coordination, the 
functions of managing the program should either be moved out of QC or OC should receive 
some additional resources. 

OPTIONS For Issue # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function: 

1. Maintain the management functions for the USDA AmeriCorps program within the 
Office of Communications. 

PRO: Keeping AmeriCorps management functions within the Office of Communications 
allows the Department to keep a lower profile for such management functions, 
potentially muting Congressional criticism. 

CON: As the OC budget is reduced through Congressional action and through the 
Secretary's reorganization efforts, the dedication of three FrE to the management 
of national service will pose an increasingly greater burden on QC. In addition, 
OC is not a line organization and possess little experience in running programs. 

2. Place the management functions of AmeriCorps under the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration reporting to the bead of the personnel function, moving three FfES 
and their budget from the Office of Communicatio~. 

PRO: By placing the AmeriCorps management function in the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration you avoid increasing the size of the Office of the 
Secretary. There is also the potential to utilize O)e greate~ resources ,of the , ....... - -
Assistant Secretary. • • 

CON: By placing AmeriCorps in the same structure as the Office of Personnel, under 
an Assistant Secretary with no program functions, this action would reinforce the 
completely erroneous view that AmeriCorps is a jobs program, which could cause 
severe repercussions on the Hill and the White House. This action also would 
give the appearance of changing AmeriCorps from a line function to a support or 
administrative function, which is inconsistent with the nature of AmeriCorps 
programs. 
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3. By Secretary's Memorandum, place the management functions of AmeriCorps 
directly ln the Office of the Secretary, moving three FfF.s and their budget from the 
Office of Communications. Such a memorandum ls attached r or lmmediate 
signature 

PRO: By placing the program within the Office of the Secretary, you would send a 
clear signal that AmeriCorps is an important priority to both the President and 
yourself. This would also reinforce your intention that the program is being 
coordinated at the Departmental level, thereby building •TEAM USDA.• This 
action would also clarify-the authority of the Director of National Service to 
submit one Departmental application to the Corporation for National and 
Community Service that incorporates projects funded by multiple USDA agencies 
in multiple USDA mission areas. 

CON: Such a move would increase the size of the Office of the Secretary by three 
FfEs; ·thereby potentially bringing Congressional criticism from opponents of 
AmeriCorps or those who want to reduce the size of the Office of the Secretary. 

RECOMMENDATION for Issue # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Management Function 

I recommend you implement option 3. By placing AmeriCorps under the Office of the 
Secretary, it will have the stature necessary for one of the President' s top initiatives. Even 
though their AmeriCorps programs are smaller than that of USDA, other Federal agencies, such 
as the Department of Health and Human Services and the Environmental Protection Agency, 
have placed the AmeriCorps management function within the Office of the Secretary or the 
Administrator. While such a move might generate opposition from some in Congress --- the fact 
is that the National and Community Service Trust Act was passed with broad bipartisan support, 
including 27 Republicans in the House and seven Republicans in the Senate. The USDA portion 
of AmeriCorps should be highly popular among most Members of Congress because it reinvents 
government by improving service delivery for less cost. This view seems to have been borne 
out by the fact that although there is a substantial amount of rhetoric coming from some in 
Congress concerning the need to cut national service in general, there does not appear to be a 
highly visible effort to attack the USDA program. This would seem to confirm that there is a 
base of support for USDA national service programs, in particular because of their effectiveness 
as relayed to Members of Congress through their constituents. Thus, the external risk to 
AmeriCorps that might be posed by moving the management function seems to be far 
outweighed by the tremendous internal benefits of such a move. 



9 

You will be able to point out that, by placing this function under your direct leadership, you are 
nm hiring more staff and you are nQ1 spending more taxpayer money, but that you are simply 
bringing together the efforts of multiple, pre-existing efforts, into one structure for unified 
program delivery. Moreover, given the fact that the USDA AmeriCorps programs spans so 
many different USDA mission areas, placing the program directly under the Office of the 
Secretary creates the -best long-term institutional structure -for balancing the interests of 
competing agencies. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETAR-V: -

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE II 3 - Stamoe or the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function; 

At present, my staff includes myself and two other FrES, one at the GS-15 and one at the GS-
12 level. In addition, my staff includes four other employees on temporary detail to 
AmeriCorps; I secured such temporary rotating detailees only after lengthy and repeated 
negotiations with agency administrators. This small and unstable staff is inadequate for running 
such a large, complex, geographically diverse, and important program. 

While it is difficult to make truly useful comparisons to other programs, it is interesting to note 
that the USDA EZ/EC initiative --- managing sites in less than a dozen states· --- has about 27 
employees and is still understaffed. Thus, it is obvious that the AmeriCorps initiative --­
managing projects in 38 states --- is highly understaffed with only three permanent employees 
and four rotating detailees. 

Our problem is so acute that, from 3:30 to 7:00 pm., when the one and only support employee 
on detail to my office has left for the day, I am personally forced to -answer our toll-free 800 
recruitment line. 

OPTIONS For Issue # 3 - Staffine of the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function; 

1. Continue current method of attempting to obtain rotating temporary detailees. 

PRO: This option would impose the smallest burden on the agencies. 

CON: This option would hamper the USDA AmeriCorps program by providing little 
continuity and long-term structure to a very complex initiative. 
This option may result in agencies giving AmeriCorps less support than 
is required of a major Presidential and Secretarial initiative. As 
agencies resources dwindle, AmeriCorps might be one of the first 
casualties. 
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2. Approve a specific staffin& plan attached for the AmeriCorps national service 
workin& &roup in which three employees work permanently but a&encies are directed 
to provide the 11 specific positions specified lo the plan. 

Detailees would still be rotated into the national service support unit to learn Team 
USDA AmeriCorps procedures and polices and then return to their agencies to serve as 
a resource to manage their agency's individual program(s). 

PRO: This would formalize a staff for the program that would still be incredibly small, 
but would be able -to carry oat the minimal duties-inherent in managing such a 
large program. This approach would provide far greater stability to the process. 
It would help the Department guarantee that it not only has the largest single 
Ameri_<;?rps program, but also the highest qu~ity AmeriCorps program as well. 

CON: Agencies, now facing severe staffing cuts, may resent being required to provide 
detailees to a Departmental initiative. 



Staffing 
- for -

USDA National Service Group 

POSITION' 

Director 

Deputy Director 

Coord. of Communications 

Administrative Coord. 

Office Manager 

Anti-Hunger Coordinator 

RHCDS Agency Liaison 

EZ/EC and RBCDS Liaison -

Extension Service and 4-H Liaison 

Forest Service State and Private 
Forestry Liaison 

Evaluation Coordinator 

Resource/Grants Coordinator 

Technology Support 

Clerical Support/Office Automation 

---

NAME 

Joel Berg 

Elizabeth Jones 

Katherine Gibney 

Ron De Munbrun 

Denise Bennet 
-

Donna Hines 

Jim Coyle 

David Gibson 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

TBD 

GRADE2 ORG3 STATUS 

ES-01 oc Permanent 

GS 12/13/14 FSIS Detailee 

PemwiCDi . ·-

GS lS Permanent 

GS 6/4 CFSA Detailee 

GS 13/1 FCS Detailee 

GS 12/7 RHCDS Detailee 

GS 14 RBCDS Detailee 

TBD CSREES Detailee 

TBD FS Detailee 

TBD ERS Detailee 

GS 9/11 TBD Detailee 

GS 9/11 CSREES Detailee 

GS 8 TBD Detailee 

1 Some positions may be filled on a part time basis or they may filled on a rotating basis. This can be worked out 
between the Director and the agencies. 

1 Some grade levels are dependent on the grade of the current incumbent. Grade levels may increase or decrease 
as new personnel are rotated through the group and as requirements change. 

3 The organization is determined by the subject matter of the position and/or the willingness or desire of an agency 
to lend support to the TEAM USDA national service group. 

TBD = To Be Determined 
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RECOMI\:IENDATION for Issue I 3 • Staffine the AmeriCorps Manaeemeot Function 

I recommend you implement option 2 by approving a specific staffing pattern for the 
Department's AmeriCorps management structure. This structure will allow us to institutionalize 
the program for the remainc:ter of the -Administration, · and also build important structures to 
ensure that this critical program survives and prospers in future Administrations. Because staff 
would work for the program for a year on detail before returning back to their agencies, this 
would combine the benefits -of-central- management while reducing_ the burden on agency 
resources and, in fact; enhancing those resources through the training ef-agency personnel. 

Still, the eleven member staff I have proposed will be one of the smallest staffs in the Federal 
government for a program so large and complex. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY; 

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE 11 4 - Fundine the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function; 

The central management function of the USDA AmeriCorps program has virtually no operating 
budget whatsoever provided by the Office of Communications other than Greenbook costs and 
the salaries for three FfES. In addition, for both policy and political reasons, I have chosen to 
take virtually no funds from the $2.6 million grant to the Department from the Corporation for 
National and Community Service (CNCS). Out of that grant, $2.3 million is transferred 
directly to our anti-hunger sub-grantees, $270,000 is transferred to NRCS, FS, RHCDS, 
RBCDS, and ARS, and only about $1_5_._(X)0 _was .retained by my office. 

Thus the central management function has virtually no money for the critical tasks of 
recruitment, project oversight, ~ember development, evaluation, or the support of Secretarial 
or sub-cabinet travel. 

I now spend a great deal of my time literally begging agencies to fund small items on a rotating 
basis. For instance, every time we want to mail a wave of applications to young people who 
have called our 800 line, we have to call various agencies just to obtain the envelopes and 
mailing labels. The problem is so severe that we cannot now obtain a phone line (costing $700) 
for a second fax machine we have already obtained. (fo give you some idea of the vast volume 
of our work, I point out that we typically receive over 100 pages and send over 50 pages of 
faxes each day.) 

F.arly start-up costs -- such as funding for travel and applications, copying the public service 
announcement Secretary Espy taped, and printing recruitment posters and brochures -- have been 
paid for primarily from the Office oLCommunications with some-contributions from NRCS and 
FS. As we move towards expanding the Team USDA AmeriCorps, it is important to fund the 
formal management structure we have proposed to support the program. 

OPTIONS for Issue 4 - Fundine the AmeriCorps Manaeement Group; 

1. Do not fund the central management group through transfers from agencies. 

PRO: This will cause the least burden on the agencies. 

CON: Without even minimal funding, it will be nearly impossible to continue 
management the program at the Departmental level. It will be extremely difficult 
to continue coordinating a coherent set of operational guidelines, recruitment, 
training, and management procedures, and program objectives. In addition, many 
of the requirements of the CNCS involve interaction at the Departmental level. 
If a central organization is not funded to perform this role it will be necessary to 
create various task forces throughout the year to coordinate the agencies' efforts 
to evaluate programs, recruit participants, and submit an application to CNCS for 
a grant. 
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2. Provide limited fundin& to the Departmental AmeriCorps function by executin& 
separate cost-reimbursement agreements between the or&anlzational entity in which 
the national service function is placed throu&h the decision reached in issue # 3 and 
each or the agencies Involved in running the program. 

Attached is a suggested $172,696 budget for the remainder of FY95 and a suggested 
$178,793 budget for FY96. The Office of the Secretary (or other organizational entity 
determined in issue # 3) would enter into separate cost-reimbursable agreements pursuant 
to 7 U.S .C. § 2263, providing for each agency to advance the funds to the organizational 
entity housing the national service function for the costs of the national service support 
structure reasonably related to the respective agencies' national service programs. The 
amount of the reimbursement would be based on the size of the organization's existing 
programs and those planned for the next year which must be worked on during the 
current fiscal year. 

The budget sheets are broken down into five categories that better demonstrate the 
specific programmatic needs: recruitment, project oversight, member development, 
evaluation, and costs of staff travel associated with Secretarial and sub-cabinet travel. 
Given that six different USDA agencies have a major role in running AmeriCorps, such 
coordinating functions are best performed at the Departmental, not agency level. Such 
Departmental coordination is critical to ensure that our programs meet both the 
President's vision of AmeriCorps and the Secretary's vision of •Team USDA.• 

PRO: The program is managed centrally for the Secretary. No new organization has 
to be created. No separate budget has to be submitted. Yet the Department 
would have at least minimal funds with which to manage the program. It is also 
important to note that most of the funds requested are already being expended by 
our agencies and this decision memorandum would simply clarify the ability of 
the Department to target and prioritize such spending. 

CON: Again agencies may feel they are "losing" dollars. However, if the Secretary is 
to be guaranteed consistent and accountable management of the Team USDA 
national service initiatives, this money is a necessary expense associated with 
implementing national service programs. 
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RECOI\1MENDATION for Issue 114 - Fundio2 a National Service Group; 

I recommend you implement option 2, provide an extremely low management budget for the 
program. The $172,696 for the remainder of FY95 and the $178,793 for FY96 would equal only 
about $145 per Member per year to manage central functions relating to recruitment, project 
oversight, Member education and development, Member and staff training, evaluation, and 
support of national service related Secretarial and sub-cabinet travel. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY; 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 



SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 

Assignment of the USDA .Arnericorps National Service Program 

1 INTRODUCTION 

Prior to the formal establishment of the USDA AmeriCorps 
National Service Program and delegation of 
responsibility -'f·or 1nanagement of the program to' the 
Director of National Service, USDA AmeriCorps National 
Service Program functions were performed within the 
Office of Communications. Given the need for Department 
level management of this vital program, it is necessary 
and in the interests of economy and efficiency to 
transfer to the Office of the Secretary the activities, 
operations, personnel, funds, and staff currently 
performing these functions within the Office of 
Communications. 

2 ACTIONS ORDERED 

All activities, operations, functions, personnel, and 
funds of the staff performing USDA AmeriCorps National 
Service Program duties within the Office of 
Communications are hereby ordered transferred to the 
Office of the Secretary. 

3 INCIDENTAL TRANSFERS 

The Assistant Secretary for Administration and the 
Director, Office of Budget and Program Analysis, are 
authorized to approve such transfers of funds, 
personnel, employment authority, space, records, 
property and incidentals as may be necessary to 
implement the provisions of this Memorandum. 



4 EXISTING DIRECTIVES 

Prior delegations of authority, administrative 
regulations, and other directives not inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Memorandum shall remain in full 
force and effect. 

5 EFFECTIVE DATE 

The provisions of this Memorandum are effective 
immediately. 

6 EXPIRATION 

This memorandum shall remain in effect for ninety days 
or until such earlier time as published delegations or 
authority have been revised to incorporate its 
provisions and all actions ordered herein have been 
accomplished. 

DAN GLICKMAN 
Secretary 



04/26/95 

RECRUITMENT 
Recruitment Materials 
(800) Phone Number 
Meeting Fees 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

PROJECT OVERSIGHT 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Equipment 
Software 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

AMERICORPS MEMBER 
DEV8-OPMENT 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Meeting fees 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

EVALUATION 
Travel 
Materials 
Photography 
Video 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
AND SUB- CABINET 
SITE VISITS 

Travel (national service group only) 
Photography and Video 

Sub-Total: 

TOTAL: 

Total number of AmeriCorps members 
in the USDA AmeriCorps program: 

Average cost per partic ipant of the 
National Service Director's budget 
(Does not include Salary costs): 

NATIONAL SERVICE GROUP 
FY95 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

$4,750 
$10,800 

$1 ,500 
$21 ,734 

$38,784 

$6,682 
$8,150 
$8,000 
$3,150 

$21 ,734 

$47,715 

$6,682 
$8,150 
$1 ,500 

$21 ,734 

$38,065 

$6,682 
$4,750 
$2,200 
$2,500 

$21 ,734 

$37,865 

$6,682 
$3,000 

$10,281 

$172,712 

1211 

$1 43 



SECTION II 

2100 Travel 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
Leases 
Mail/Communications 

Rent/Etc ., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

Photography 

Print/Repro, Subtotal 

2500 OtherServices 
Training 
Design 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic Conferences 

Contractors/Agreements 

Labor Employment 
Miscellaneous 
Fees 

Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Supplies/Materials 
Subscript/Public 
Suppl ies/Materials 
ADP Software 
Gasoline 

Supplies/Mat. , Subtotal 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Costs 

Reserve 

TOTAL, SECTION II 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 

FY 95 DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 

OPERATING 
PLAN 

26,726 See Travel estimating sheet 

2,000 100 packages at $20 

0 
10,800 1,200 month for 800 number (9 mo) = 10,800 

10,800 

3,000 10,000 copies 8 page newsletter 3 times a year 
1,500 Miscellaneous printing 
4,500 

3,300 Photo coverage of 11 events X $300 per event 
0 
0 
0 

7,800 

0 
5,000 Design 3 newsletters and 2 pamphlets a 22 hours each X $45 per hour 
5,000 Write and film two promo videos at $2,500 
1,300 
4,300 20 person audio conference 6 times a year X $860 

12,000 Teleconference 2 times a year X $6,000 

1,250 5 pagers X $30 month X 8 months 
3,200 Miscellaneous contracts, inte rpreters, etc. 
4,500 (internet 500 mo.) 

0 
3,996 Move furniture , reserve, etc . 
3,000 10 meetings X $300 each 

43,546 

0 
2,550 envelopes, printer cartridges, labels, etc . 
3,150 

0 

5,700 

0 
12,000 3 PC's at $4,000 - FAX modem 250, printer 1500, software 500, PC 1750 

12,000 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

172,712 

172,712 



04/'2!3/95 

RECRUITMENT 
Recruitment Materials 
(800) Phone Number 
Meeting Fees 
Administrative 

Sub- Total: 

PROJECT OVERSIGHT 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Equipment 
Software 
Administrative 

Sub-Total: 

AMERICORPS MEMBER 
DEVaOPMENT 

EVALUATION 

Travel 
Electronic Conferences 
Meeting fees 
Administrative 

Travel 
Materials 
Photography 
Video 
Administrative 

Sub-Total : 

Sub- Total : 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
AND SUB-CABINET 
SITE VISITS 

Travel (national service group only) 
Photography and Video 

Sub- Total: 

TOTAL: 

Total number of AmeriCorps members 
in the USDA AmeriCorps program: 

Average cost per participant of the 
National Service Director's budget 
(Does not include Salary costs) : 

NATIONAL SERVICE GROUP 
FY96 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

$5,500 
$14,400 

$1,500 
$20,248 

$41 ,648 

$10,954 
$8,150 

$0 
$0 

$20,248 

$39,351 

$10,954 
$8,150 
$1 ,500 

$20,248 

$40,851 

$10,954 
$5,500 
$2,200 

$0 
$20,248 

$38,901 

$10,954 
$1 ,100 

$12,054 

$172,805 

1211 

$143 



SECTION II 

2100 Travel 

2200 Transportation of Things 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utilities: 
Leases 
Mail/Communications 

Rent/Etc ., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

Photography 

Print/Repro, Subtotal 

2500 OtherServices 
Training 
Design 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic Conferences 

Contractors/Agreements 

Labor Employment 
Miscellaneous 
Fees 

Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Supplies/Materials 
Subscript/Public 
Supplies/Materials 
ADP Software 
Gasoline 

Supplies/Mat., Subtotal 

3100 Equipment: 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

Equipment, Subtotal 

Reserve 

TOTAL, SECTION II 

TOTAL, SEC. I & II 

FY 96 DETAILED COST BREAKDOWN 

OPERATING 
PLAN 

\.., 

43,815 See Travel estimating sheet 

2,000 100 packages at $20 

0 
14,400 1,200 month for 800 number (12 mo) = 14,400 

14,400 

1,000 10,000 copies 8 page newsletter once a year 
5,000 Miscellaneous printing 

6,000 

3,300 Photo coverage of 11 events X $300 per event 
0 
0 
0 

9,300 

0 
5,000 Design 3 newsletters and 2 pamphlets a 22 hours each X $45 per hour 

0 
1,300 
4,300 20 person audio conference 6 times a year X $860 

12,000 Teleconference 2 times a year X $6,000 

1,800 5 pagers X $30 month X 12 months 
3,200 Miscellaneous contracts, interpreters, etc. 
6,000 (internet 500 mo.) 

0 
0 Move furniture , reserve, etc. 

3,000 10 meetings X $300 each 

36,600 

0 
2,550 envelopes, printer cartridges, labels, etc. 

0 
0 

2,550 

0 
0 

0 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

172,805 

172,805 
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United States 
Department of 
Agricutture 

Office 
of the 
Secretary 

Office of Budget 
and Program 
Analysis 

Washington, 
D.C. 
20250 

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY/DEPUTY SECRETARY 

FROM: S~ephen B. De~ \ 
Director --:-b~-....s;._) 

SUBJECT: USDA AmeriCorps Decision Memorandum 

APR 2 8 1995 

We have cleared the attached memoranda requesting decisions on the fo llowing 
issues and the corresponding recommendations as li sted below. 

(1) Delegation of authority for managing the USDA AmeriCorps programs 
--recommends that the authority be delegated to the Director of National 
Service . 

(2) Placement of the USDA AmeriCorps management function 
--recommends that the staff of AmeriCorps be moved from the Office of 
Communications to the Office of the Secretary. 

(3) Staffing of the management function 
--recommends that specific agencies be directed to supplement the current 
permanent staff of three FTE's with eleven detailees whose salaries and 
benefits would be paid by the donating agency. 

(4) Funding the management function 
--recommends the transfer of about $180 ,000 from the agencies involved in the 
program for the AmeriCorps staff to meet oversight costs , such as 
teleconferences , travel, publications, and other administrative costs. 

The Director of National Service for USDA has been managing the program without 
any formal delegation from the Secretary. We agree that the program wou ld be more 
efficiently and effectively managed if the Secretary officially delegates such authority to 
the Director. 

On the other issues, we do not have a specific recommendation , but we suggest that 
a few points be kept in mind. If the AmeriCorps function is moved out of the Office of 
Communications, Congress should be notified. The Department has a long tradition of 
advising Congress when we are making organizational changes. In fact , the 
Department has recently run into some difficulty for not advising Congress of all the 
changes underway as part of the reorganization. In addition, if the decision is made to 
put the AmeriCorps function in the Immediate Office of the Secretary, the Secretary's 



,. 
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office would be in the position of having eleven detailees. There has been in the past 
some Congressional concern about supplementing the Office of the Secretary with 
detailees. Moreover, while such a move would not entail an increase in staffing for 
the Office of the Secretary, it may raise--fairly or unfairly--questions about the 
Department's commitment to streamlining. 

We suggest that the policy officials whose agencies are supporting AmeriCorps 
projects be made aware of the proposal to require them to support the central office 
with funds and details. A decision on funding and details could be deferred until the 
FY 1997 Budget process begins this summer to provide for a review of the total 
operation of US0A's AmeriCorps program. 

Attachment 



Givens: 

Issue 1. 

Issue 2. 

Issue 3. 

Issue 4. 

oru s \oJ 

M\lfJ\O~ 
AMERICORPS DECISION M 

SYNOPSIS 

OGC has determined that: 

1. It is legal to have a National Service Program. 

2. Agency appropriated funds can be used to support national service 
programs. 

3. 

4. 

The Director of National Service can be delegated the authority to enter 
into agreeme~egardless of the director's organizational placement 
(OSEC, OC, c~, 

It is legal for agencies to fund a Departmental National Service 
management function through cost-reimbursable agreements. 

5. It is legal to augment a permanent Departmental National Service staff 
with detailees from the agencies. 

Delegate authority to the Director of National Service via a Secretary's 
Memorandum. 

Place the AmeriCorps function directly in the Office of the Secretary, moving 3 
FTE from the Office of Communications. 0 ,.J.i" 3 ~ 
Staff the AmeriCorps management function t~~ou1{i the use of detailees from the 
agencies. 

Fund the AmeriCorps ~i;~;ment 
agreements under 7 U.S.C~~, 

function through cost-reimbursement 
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.. USDA AMERICORPS ACTIVITIES 

Proj ec t Areas 

FOREST SERVICE (FS): 
Public Lands & Envir. Corps ..... 
Rural Development Corps 

Subtotal, FS ................. . 

NATURAL RESOURCES 
CONSERVATION SERVICE (NRCS): 
Public Lands & Envir. Corps ..... 
Rural Development Corps 

Subtotal, NRCS 

FOOD AND CONSUMER SERVICE (FCS): 
Summer Food Service Program .... . 
Food Stamp Program ............. . 
Child Nutrition 

'j;oijbtot a l, FCS 

RURAL HOUSING AND COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT SERVICE (RHCDS): 
Subtotal, RHCDS ........ . ....... . 

Total, USDA AmeriCorps 
Activities . ................ . 

(Dollars in Thousands) 

FY 1994 

Funding Number of 

Level 

$368 

293 

661 

0 

0 

0 

200 
100 

50 

350 

2,100 

3, 111 

Particips. 

65 
25 

90 

0 

0 

0 

125 

215 

Estimated 
FY 1995 

Funding 
Level 

Number of 
Particips. 

$6,30D 
4,000 

10,300 

$3,198 

4,645 

7,843 a/ 

0 

0 

0 

0 c/ 

0 

18, 143 

281 
74 

355 

291 
280 

571 

0 

926 

Est imated 
FY 1996 

Funding 
Level 

$9,500 
500 

10,000 

$3,500 
5,000 

Number of 
Particips. 

500-550 
30-50 

530-600 

250 
350 

8,500 b/ 600 

' 0 

0 

0 d/ 

0 0 

18,500 600 

funding. No funding from the 

Na Y\'nal Seri ce Corps was received 

Assu□ b ir)fr~ Nat t al ?el--e?arps of $2~ million. 

AmeriCorps funds are shown as being received in FY 95 because that is the project year for which 
they are to be us ed. In addition, these funds do NOT include the amount of any pos t service 
education award granted by the Corporation for National and Community Service to participants in 
USDA programs . The amount of such awards granted for the FY 95 project year is $5,670,000. 
Thi s money i s not under USDA control. 

d/ AmeriCorps funds for FY 96 can not be estimated because RHCDS has not submitted a proposal to the 
Corpora t ion for Nati onal and Community Service for that year. 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Office of 
Communications • 

Washington, D.C. 
20250-1300 

April 10, 1995 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION, 
ANO CONSUMER SERVICES 

FROM: Joel Berg ~ ~ 
Director of \./J~onal Service 

SUBJECT: FNCS' Participation in AmeriCorps/USDA for 1996 

ISSUE: 

First, I would like to thank you for your tremendous support of the 
Department's AmeriCorps program during Fiscal Year 1995. The five Anti-Hunger, 
Nutrition, and Empowerment projects have been extremely successful so far, 
particularly in promoting nutrition education for schoolchildren. I have just 
completed a visit to the anti-hunger project site in Mississippi (Humphreys and 
Sunflower Counties), where it is graphically evident that USDA's AmeriCorps 
Members are performing critical community services based on mainstream values 
supported by both parties. 

We are now in the process of planning our second year of AmeriCorps 
USDA operations, and the time has come to finalize commitments from the 
participating agencies, such as yours, for both cash and staff contributions for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 1996. 

Because the Department's AmeriCorps application is due to the Corporation 
for National and Community Service (CNCS) on April 28, a decision needs to be 
made within a week about funding next year's anti-hunger program. 

BACKGROUND: 

I would like to share with you one of the more dramatic examples of the 
Ant i-Hunger Teams' success and effectiveness: a young pregnant woman in rural 
Mississippi, who was dangerously losing we ight during her pregnancy because she 
could not afford the food or the prenatal care she needed, was turned away from 
the local food stamp office when she went in to apply for assistance. (We are also 
investigating, through the appropriate channels, the circumstances that empowered 
the local caseworker to refuse to take this young woman's appl ication based on 
that caseworker's personal bias against the Food Stamp Program in general.) 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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Fortunately, Members of the AmeriCorps/USDA Anti-Hunger Team were able 
to provide the young woman with referrals to both WIC and Food Stamps, and she 
was then able to start receiving benefits. Her physician told her that the 
intervention of AmeriCorps/USDA Members essentially saved the life of the young 
woman's unborn child. 

Obviously, not every AmeriCorps activity is going to be a life-saving event, 
but this example does bear out our conviction that all 150 AmeriCorps Members 
working in the anti-hunger projects have grasped, and been very successful in, 
spreading the message to low-income families that there is a great deal more 
involved in fighting hunger than simply enrolling people in the Food Stamp 
Program. In fact, the majority of projects underway in these five sites have 
focused primarily on improving the nutritional status of low-income Americans 
through a variety of methods, such as nutrition education, promotion of the School 
Breakfast and Summer Food Service Programs, WIC referrals, Earned Income Tax 
Credit outreach to eligible recipients, and school/urban gardening initiatives. They 
have actively supported and promoted the FNCS goals through school-based 
nutrition education presentations and gardening projects, such as the one that you 
visited in Los Angeles last December. We also plan to involve the Anti-Hunger 
Teams in FCS' Children's Nutrition Campaign in the very near future. 

Based on the site visits that both Donna Hines (the Food and Consumer 
Services' AmeriCorps liaison and Anti-Hunger Project Coordinator) and I have 
made, as well as the accomplishments detailed in the first quarter reports, I ~m 
more convinced than ever that AmeriCorps is an important tool in building public, 
Congressional, and media support for USDA's food assistance programs. 
Additionally, AmeriCorps/USDA anti-hunger projects have been extremely effective 
in building bridges between the Department and grass-roots community 
organizations dedicated to fighting hunger in America, and have also helped to fill 
some of the gaps that exist in local food assistance offices where the existing 
infrastructures are no longer sufficient to cope with the current demands for 
services. 

In spite of the fact that FCS' matching contribution to USDA's AmeriCorps 
Program was relatively small ($350,000) for the first year of operation, the five 
anti-hunger projects received $2.3 million of the total _$2.6 million grant from 
CNCS this fiscal year. USDA's AmeriCorps anti-hunger Teams have clearly 
demonstrated that they can --- and do --- play a vital role in fighting hunger in 
America while furthering the mission and objectives of FCS. We have also recently 
learned that AmeriCorps Members working with the Department's Rural 
Development Teams across the country are actually performing some anti-hunger 
work as well. In fact, the Rural Development Team has requested training in the 
basics of USDA's food assistance programs so that they can provide accurate 
referral information to those f~milies who are in need. 
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I do understand that the funding structure of FCS is one that does not allow 
for a great deal of latitude in how appropriated funds are disbursed; however, it is 
essential that FC_S provide continued ·evidence of your support for this Presidential 
initiativs in order for the Department be able to continue the AmeriCorps Anti­
Hunger projects ; As a point of reference, other agencies are contributing over $25 
million, including about $10 million each from the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service and the Forest Service. Consequently, the senior managers in these 
agencies have called for a more equitable distribution of Corporation monies in FY 
1996. This problem is exacerbated by the fact that Corporation funds continue to 
be very limited. 

Regardless of the level of cash funding FCS is able to provide, it is extremely 
important that the full-time staff person (Donna Hines) continue to be assigned, as 
a GS-13, to work with USDA's National Service for the rest of FY 1995 and the 
entirety of FY 1996. Please keep in mind that, in addition to her duties related to 
oversight of the Department's anti-hunger projects, Donna also serves as the FCS 
liaison to other USDA agencies, the Corporation for National and Communhy 
Service, and all of the "outside" groups, organizations, and individuals who are 
interested in any aspect of the AmeriCorps Anti-Hunger program. In-kind support, 
i.e., occasional supplies and a minimal, reasonable amount of travel funding is also 
essential to the successful oversight of the AmeriCorps/USDA Anti-Hunger 
projects. NRCS and the other agencies involved in the Department's National 
Service operations have all assigned multiple staff to work with AmeriCorps, and 
while I am satisfied with the work that Donna is doing, I must point out once again 
that FCS is receiving the bulk of the monetary support while providing only minimal 
support in terms of both cash and staffing. 

Given t!iat, in the past few weeks, President Clinton has consistently 
reinforced his belief that AmeriCorps is a vital centerpiece of his Presidency, I hope 
we can count on your continued or expanded support for this critical initiative. 
Funding options are listed below. 

I am available to discuss this matter with you in greater detail, at your 
earliest convenience. Please feel free to contact me, at 720-6350. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon; 



OPTIONS: 

1. FCS will provide $350,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation and support of the five existing AmeriCorps/USDA anti-hunger 
projects in Vermont, the District of Columbia, Milwaukee, the Mississippi 
Delta, and Los Angeles dur!ng FY ·1996. 
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2. FNS will provide $700,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation of the five existing project$ liste·d in Option 1, plus the addition 
of one new project (in a location to be determined through a fair and open 
competition) during FY 1996. 

3. FNS will provide $1,000,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation of the five existing projects listed in Option 1, plus the ·addition 
of two new projects (in a location to be determined through a fair and open 
competition) during FY 1996. 

DECISION BY THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION, AND CONSUMER 
SERVICES: 

Approve Option #1 

Approve Option #2 

Approve Option #3 

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Date 

cc. William Ludwig 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

Office of 
Communications 

Washington, D.C. 
20250-1300 

April 1 2, 1996 

Paul Johnson, Chief, Natural Resources Conservation Service 

Joel Berg, Director of National Service~ ~ 
Decision Memorandum on Regional Facilitators 

I have just received a copy of the attached March 20 decision memorandum 
asking Under Secretary Lyons to oppose the AmeriCorps facilitator positions. I was 
unaware that the memorandum existed until yesterday, when your staff learned that 
I would be meeting with Tom Hebert on this and related matters. 

Unfortunately, the memorandum contains a number of inaccurate or misleading 
statements that were provided to you by your staff. 

1) The memorandum implies that the Forest Service opposes the facilitators, when, 
in fact, the Forest Service supports the facilitators. The only original hesitation from 
the Forest Service was over whether the Forest Service should supply and pay for any 
of the facil itators, not over whether the positions should exist. The current Forest 
Service AmeriCorps Coordinator --- as well as many Forest Service staff with whom 
I have visited in the field --- strongly support the position and personally attest to how 
the facilitators have greatly improved all USDA AmeriCorps projects. In the one case 
in which there was greatest conflict between the facilitator and the NRCS staff --- in 
Minnesota --- the Forest Service field staff agreed with the facilitator and stated that 
the NRCS staff had acted improperly. 

2) The memorandum implies that NRCS never agreed to the fac ilitators and states that 
"it was unclear what the role of facilitators would be ." This is untrue. Attached are 
the two pages from the USDA AmeriCorps manual --- which were approved and 
subsequently pr inted by NRCS --- which specifically provide a f low chart and narrative 
representing the duties of the facilitators. Please also note my November 29, 1994 
memo --- which was approved personally by Lloyd Wright --- further clarifying the 
duties of the facilitators. 

3) The memorandum states that "only one State has expressed this arrangement as 
beneficial." This is also incorrect. Throughout my site visits across the country, 
many line NRCS staff involved in AmeriCorps have attested to the benefits provided 
by the facil itators. Please note the attached letter from the State Conservationist in 
Kansas to a facilitator, stating that "Your help in recruiting and arranging details. for 
initial program implementation has been invaluable. In fact, we could not have done 
it without you." 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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4) The memorandum incorrectly states that the fac ilitators are full -time jobs costing 
taxpayers $1 .25 mill ion. In fact, few of the fac ilitators are working on AmeriCorps 
full-time --- most only spend between 5%-35% of their time on AmeriCorps; 
therefore, the true cost to taxpayers is, at most, a few hundred thousand dollars. 

5) The memorandum states that the facilitators have provided "micromangement." 
In truth, the fac ilitators have reported serious, sustained -- and often uncorrected 
problems --- with NRCS AmeriCorps sites, as well as problems with RECD, FCS, and 
FS sites. However, while the other agencies found this constructive criticism to be 
helpful to their efforts at continuous improvement of their sites, some in NRCS 
responded by "blaming the messenger" instead of attempting to resolve the problems. 

6) The memorandum implies that the Corporation for National and Community Service 
f inds the fac ilitators unnecessary. In fact, as you know from your meeting with Meg 
Maguire, the Corporation is very concerned that we have too little, not too much, 
structural support for many NRCS AmeriCorps projects. Please note the letter signed 
by both Meg Maguire and myself outlining joint activities for the facilitators and the 
Corporation's state directors. While the Corporation will not take a stand on the 
internal issue of whether the facilitators exist, the Corporation has continuously 
expressed the need for the functions of the facilitators to be carried out. The fact is 
that currently, many NRCS project managers do not receive the AmeriCorps 
information they need from the NRCS Washington office. Both the Corporation and 
I agree that is absolutely critical to improve the two-way flow of information between 
AmeriCorps Members, their local project managers, the state contacts, ~nd 
Washington . My November 29, 1994 memo outlines the specific ways that the 
facilitators are improving that flow of information. In fact, many of your field staff 
have told me directly that" they get their best information from the facilitators, not 
from the NRCS Washington office. Thus, the decision memorandum never addresses 
the basic issue: if the facilitators were eliminated, who would perform their duties? 

7) The memorandum also implies that the facilitator reports are secret reports given 
only to me; that is also false --- I provide copies of the reports each week to every 
agency. In addition, as clarified in my November memorandum, all the reports are 
prepared collaboratively by all the agencies involved. 

I do not want to seem confrontational with your staff, but I believe you deserve 
to know that you received misleading information, which easily could have been 
corrected had the memorandum been shared with me before it was presented to you. 
If you have any additional questions or comments, please feel free to contact me at 
any time. I am fully confident that, working together, we can promote a "Team 
USDA" approach to collaboratively managing AmeriCorps that also respects the 
unique structures of each USDA agency. 

CC: Tom Weber, Lloyd Wright 



DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR JAMES R. LYONS, UNDER SECRET ARY 
NATURAL RESOURCES AND E~ONMENT 

FROM: Paul W. Johnson 
Cbief 11M 2 0 191 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

SUBJECT: AmeriCorps Program Delivery and Facilitator Positions 

ISSUE. 

Toe existing facilitator positions of the AmaiCorps projects of the NRCS arc not needed and are 
not. considered a wise use of existing resources. 

n1scussI0N; 

The existence of 2.5 USDA AmeriCorps facilitators has created both micromanaicment of the 
program and conflict within USDA. Qn.site instructions arc being provided from two directions: 
(1) through.the facilitators and (2) through the NRCS line and staff structure. 

In FY 94, NRCS prepared for full involvement in the USDA AmcriCorps program. We planned 
to implement AmeriCorps through a structure that utilizes the aaency's existin& delivery system. 
This delivery system was offered a., one of the strengths of NRCS in carrying out community 
service work. We also expressed the importance of intcgratin& AmeriCorps into the operations 
of USDA aaencies as a means ofinstirutionali2ing this program. 

Joel Berg, Director for National Service, USDA, proposed that facilitators be included in the 
structure for irnplementini AmeriCorps. This propo!al was met with resistance from both NRCS 
and the Forest Service. We were con.cern.ed that we could not nm a project with two people 
providing directions. Both a&encies decided not to detail employees to this assignment With 
reorganization and downsilins, we decided we had sufficient resources committed to 
AmcriCorps, and that the facilitators were not really needed. As this is.sue was discussed. it was 
unclear what the role of facilitators would be. It 'W'B.S also pointed out that the proposed role 
could result in conflicts, and that these positions should not be used to go around the chain of 
command of the agencies that had accepted the responsibility for fundini and administering 
AmeriCorps members and project sites. 

A Tftt Son eon■ttvatlon 11.,..;01 ·­
~UJ ii • ., IQlflcy al N 
~ C.Owmf"I of AQnculMa 

__ ..c,AN ~OP.P0'1T.Ultt1TY EMPLQYU _ ______ . . , 
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Decision Memorandum for James R.. Lyona 

The Corporation for National and Community Service approved 1200 slot., for the proposed 
USDA AmeriCorps proarams. The 1200 slou were allocated to agenc[~ as follows: 

571 NRCS 
334 FS 
66 RDA 
66 FmHA 

150 FNS 
13 CFSA (CFSA did oot host any of the 1200 slots.) 
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Each participating State Conservationist lw designated an AmeriCorps project director to 
coordinate the activities in the State and to be the point of contact with the national NRCS office. 
Each project site has an AmeriCorps project manager. In most cases, they arc District 
Conservatiooists or RC&D coordinators. NRCS also has facilitators trained in Total Quality 
M&toaiement, tcambuildini and problem solvina and the technical, administrative, and public 
information staff support. 

. 
FACILITATORS 

In Auaust 1994, a i1'()up of ten facilitators were assembled to provide support in the midwest 
flood States. This number Im since increased to 25 facilitators nationwide. Twenty-three of the 
facilitators arc CFSA employees. Only one State has expressed this arrangement u beneficial. 
We have received complaints from some States due to conflicts in perceived authorities. 
Although most States have established a working relationship, most of the NRCS employees 
have expressed a preference for eliminating the facilitator position. 

If y;c look at it in terms of cost. on the conservative side, 25 facilitators at an average cost for 
GS-11 at $50,000 each makes this an additional proaram cost of Sl.250,000. This is the 
equivalent of 78 AmeriCorps Rw-al Development members or 119 Public Lands and 
Environment Corps members. It has been stated that one objective of the AmeriCorps program 
is to avoid buildin& another bureaucracy. The Corporation for 'Sational and Community Service 
has been given the flexibility to apply AmcriCorps to a wide range of organiz.ational settings. 
This is a USDA choice. not a rcquirenu:m of the program. 

Micromanagement has been the result of this arrangemcut. We do not need an additional 25 
people to manage the program. With the scrutiny this program is receiving and will continue to 
receive, we need to deliver AmeriCorps in a cost-effective rnmmer. The presence of facilitators 
also creates a potential weakness in that ~encies need to be fully capable of managing 
AmeriCorps, should the level of support change ftom the USDA office. 

The network of facilitators bccam.e a serious issue around November 1994, when it was exposed 
that tM '11r:mt11to~ had beco askod to submit weekly teports to the USDA Director for National 
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Decision Memorandum for James R. Lyons 3 

Service. These reports were beina compiled without the input ofNRCS and were not beina 
shared with NRCS. It was ~sumcd that the facilitators were being uaed as a parallel structure fur 
the AmerlCorps proaram to be managed from the USDA office rather than managed fully 
through tbc aacnc:y's management system. 

It is important to recogni21 where we are on the lelfflin& curve during this start up phase in the 
AmerlCorps PfOil'IJil. In the fl.rst yw-, we have gone from a few people with little knowledge of 
AmeriCorps, to employees in 35 States and the national office with experience in designing and 
m.anagina AmcriCorps projects. The needs in the teeond year of the proara,n are not the wne 8! 

they were for the first year. Thi, cap&bility needs to be factored into the decision about whether 
or not facilitators arc needed. Alt agencies involved should be engaged ln a process of evaluation 
and program improvement 

We arc making the followina improvements to strengthen the NRCS participation in 
AtneriCorps. 

1 . . The NR.CS Community Assistance and Resource Development Division will work with the 
Quality Management and Program Evaluation Division to develop a plan for the evaluation and 
improvement ofNRCS AmeriCorps projects. 

2. Applications from State offices to participate in AmeriCorps are to be submitted with 
proposed sites for team! of AmcriCo~ members with no less than five members located 
toaether. This policy helps us to better meet the Corporation's requirement for AmcriCorps 
members support and national program identity. 

3. Each AmeriCorps team, including the Public Lands and Envi?Onmemal Corps and the Rural 
~elopment Corps, will have a team leader who is an AmeriCorps member. We are currently 
working with employees in State and field offices who are manqin& AmeriCorps projects to 
detennine the skills needed for the team to be effective. The NRCS nationAl Employee 
Development Staff is working with us to desi&n leadership training. We will use distant learning 
to deliver some of this training to the States throuah satellite downluik. 

4. Consistent with the six newly orianizcd NRCS regions, we will work with our Regional 
Conservationists to have persons designated as Regional AmeriCorps Coordinators. They will 
have experience with AmeriCoips and will function to improve communication. coordination, 
and monitoring at the local level. 

OPTIONS; 

1. Eliminate all facilitators and allow agencies to be responsible for full implementation at the 
State and or looal level. Self-directed teams can 1,c established locally to facilitate intcragcncy 
coordination and support for AmeriCorps projects or other methods as agreed to by the agencies 
involved. 

- ·----
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Decilion Memorandwn for James R. Lyons 

2. Make no ChaniC3 to the cun-ent USDA structw'c for AmeriCorps. 

R,ECOMMENJ)ATION; 

Establish aelf-<iirccted teams during FY 95 and completely eliminate facilitaton by the start up 
of FY 96 projects, which is scheduled for September 1995. 

DECISION BY THE UNDER SECRETARY; 

Approve 

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 

4 



( 

Regional Facilitators 

Facilitators are responsible for 

• planning and managing regional training and orientation 
programs, 

• planning and developing regional communications 
activities, 

• helping to ensure USDA/ AmeriCorps members establish 
a national identity, 

• providing coordination with Anti-Hunger and Public 
Lands and Environment Corps where appropriate, 

• providing leadership in developing Internet capabilities, 

• participating in identifying and recommending methods 
and criteria to improve USDA/ AmeriCorps procedures, 

• participating in planning for future USDA/ AmeriCorps 
activities and projects, and 

• consulting with state ancV or regional offices and 
facilitating cluster meetings. 

Members 

Members are responsible for 

• completion of assigned work plan and tasks; 

• coordinating with designated community leaders; and 

• attending training and AmeriCorps meetings as 
scheduled. 

USDNAmeriCorps Operations ManuaJ-Oraft, August 1994 31 



Team USDA AmeriCorps-Management Structure 
Public Lands and Environment Corps 
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Rural Development Corps 
Anti-Hunger Corps 
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Local Project 
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Environment and 
Anti-Hunger Corps 
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and Participants 

Rural 
Development Corps 

Site Cluster 
Minimum 5 
Participants 10: 1 Ratio 
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To: 

From: 

Subject: 

DEPARTMENT OF AORICUL TURE 
0prpr1c! opr TH! S!Ci.!TAi.v 

WASHINOTON, 0 .C . 20250 

November 29, 1994 

USDA/ AmeriCorps Project Managers and Regional Facilitators 

Joel Berg, Director of National Service ~ i 
Weekly Duties for AmeriCoros Regional Facilitators 

Many project managers and facilitators have asked for clarification of the 
specific duties of facilitators. While the responsibilities are listed on page 31 of the 
USDA/AmeriCorps Operations Manual, this memorandum specifies concrete tasks 
that the facilitators should complete each week: 

1 l Help plan and execute the eauivale.pt of a day a week in which all Members of 
each Rural Development Team Cluster physically get-together for training. project 
planning. critical reflection. or a joint service project, If once per week is too rigid, 
perhaps every other week they can get together for two days in a row. If weather 
emergencies or other rare circumstances occur that prevent a weekly meeting in 
person, you should schedule a conference call between the members. 

21 Implement at least one "spirit building" activity --- in addition to the cluster 
meeting --- jn at least one site weekly in the region. Some suggested activities are 
provided in the attached memorandum" A Dozen Things You Can Do To Build the 
'AmeriCorps Spirit'." • 

3) Prepare a weekly report for the region that is shared with all the agencies and 
with myself, These reports should be prepared in consultation with all the 
agencies involved. The reports will be due to my office, at fax# (202) 720-4614, 
by COB each Thursday. These regional r~ports will be then compiled by my office 
into a weekly national newsletter sent to the Secretary's office, other key USDA 
policy-makers, and the Corporation for National and Community Service. This 
newsletter report will be made available each Friday to Members and staff via 
USDA computer bulletin board, Internet, and in paper copies . The reports should 
be general summaries of weekly highlights in each region and do not need to 
Include every single Item from every single site. In most cases, the information 
can be communicated from the project managers to the facilitators in brief phone 
conversations and should require little or no weekly paperwork. The reports should 
relate major developments, if they occur that week, in any of these areas: 
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A) Progress towards meeting community service objectives 
B) Any major staff, structural, or service changes made 
C) List of any new members joining or quitting 
D) Primary accomplishments of our projects 
E) Primary challenges or problems at our sites 
F) Primary training, technical assistance, and equipment needs 
G) Copies of media coverage 
H) Other documentation such as photos or thank-you letters 
I) Other data occasionally requested -- such as computer inventory 
F) Plans for future team-building activities 
G) Recommendations for improving our programs 
H) Feedback from AmeriCorps Members 

Again, I stress that every report does not need to have every one of the above 
items from any or all sites. Most reports should be, at most, two or three pages 
long for the entire region. 
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4l Visit with staff. Members, and project sponsors at service sites, Each state 
facilitator should generally visit one site each week, and every site at least once a 
month. Every regional facilitator should generally visit at least two states a month, 
and visit every site in the region at least four times in the year. Facilitators should 
spend significant blocks of time working side-by-side on the field with AmeriCorps 
Members, not just meeting with them in offices. 

5l Work with agency public affairs personnel to set-up media events and site visits 
by elected officials, However, no USDA staff should speak with any members of 
the media before they are thoroughly trained on the philosophy and details of all 
our programs. 

6l After consulting with agencies about their prior contacts, the facilitators should 
serve as the principle contacts with both the executive directors of state 
commissions on national service and the state staff of the Corporation for National 
and Community Service. It is critical that we keep both entities in each state 
apprised of our activities. (Contact names will be provided on request.) 

7l Once computer needs are clarified in the next two weeks, facilitators will help 
implement our Internet communications. (Details will be provided soon). 

Please also note that we want to continue building trust, respect, and 
cooperation between project managers and facilitators. Thus, no project manager 
or facilitator should exclude the other from any AmeriCorps meetings. 
Additionally, any reports prepared for Washington offices should be made available 
to all USDA agencies involved. 



Mr. ames iJ . Meisenheimer 
Am ·corps Facilitor 
Ag cultural Stabilization and 

C nservation Service 
111 1/2 West U.S. Highway 24 
Osb me, Kansas 67473 

USDA/AmeriCorps 
Soll Conservation Service 
760 South Broadway 
Salina, KS 67401-4642 
(913) 823-4500 
FAX (913) 823-4540 

October 20, 1994 

Jim, I want to thank you for )l ur special efforts in getting the Kansas/USDA AmeriCorps 
projects up and running. Ste ping in at the last moment to serve as emcee at the Kanopolis 
Lake kickoff is only one ex ple of the special effort and excellent manner of how you have 
assisted the USDA Team in implementing the AmeriCorps program in Kansas. 

Your help in recruiting and arranging details for initial program implementation has been 
invaluable. In fact, we could not have done it without you. 

We appreciate you very much, Jim. Keep up the good work. 

James N. Habiger 
State Conservationist 

cc: 
Adrian Polansky, State Executive Director, ASCS, Manhattan, KS 
Richard Herrman, District Director, ASCS, Lacrosse, KS 
Paula Jones, AmeriCorps Program Manager, Community Assistance and Resource 

Development Division, Washington, DC 
Joel Berg. USDA. Washin~on, DC 
Charles Simms, ASCS, Washington, DC 

The Soil Conservation Service 
is an agency of the 
Uni~d States Department of A2riculrure A~ E< 'JAL OPPORTIJNITY EMPLOYER 



February 24, 1995 

AmertCorpt National Service CO RPO RATIO ~ 

To: USDA AmeriCorps Regional Facilitators 
CNS State Directors 

FOR NATIONA i 

fJSERVIC~ 

From: Meg Maguire, Senior Program Officer, National Directs, CNS 
Joel Berg, Director of National Service, USDA~ 

-fl~ 

Subject: Partnership to Strengthen USDA Rural Program 

This memorandum is to establish a working relationship between USDA 
AmeriCorps Rural Programs and the Corporation for National Service (CNS) 
state offices in 35 states. We have worked closely with Mal Coles to insure 
that this partnership builds on the needs and strengths of both USDA and 
CNS. 

The USDA AmeriCorps Rural Program, representing 1200 AmeriCorps 
Members serving in over 200 sites in 38 states and the District of Columbia, is 
the largest joint effort involving CNS and another federal agency. The 
Program has three components - Anti-Hunger and Empowerment, Public 
Lands and Environment, and Rural Development. 

Anti-Hunger and Public Lands/Environment Members typically operate in 
teams of ten or more; Rural Development AmeriCorps Members meet 
regularly in clusters of at least five, but on a daily basis they often serve alone 
in remote areas. Rural Development Program activities include boosting 
local economies by developing economic development plans, finding 
alternative uses for resource products, improving rural housing, protecting 
watersheds, promoting heritage tourism, preserving cultural and historic 
resources, and advancing sustainable agriculture. 

Given the capaciy of Corporation Sate Offices to support development and 
enhancement of service programs, we believe that a partnership between the 
USDA Rural Development and CNS field staff will strengthen the entire 
AmeriCorps Program. Attached please find : 

1) Roster of 25 USDA regional facilitators for 30 states (sent only to CNS) 
2) Roster of the Directors of the CNS State Offices (sent only to USDA) 
3) List and map of counties in which USDA AmeriCorps Members from all 3 1201 N": vonAVfflu~. : 

programs are located wuhin,ton. oc 20525 
T~~hoM 202~5000 

Gettinc Thir,et 0.-. 
~riCorps. N•tionol S.. r 
~am .,,d S,m, ~ric, 

National Senior S..rvic, ( 



We strongly encourage you to contact each other, but we have no specific 
formula for action. Activities might include: 

• An initial meeting to discuss USDA Rural Development program needs 
and to explore opportunities to link with other CNS-sponsored efforts, 
including AmeriCorps• VISTA and National Senior Service Corps 
projects; 

• A limited number of site visits to provide technical assistance or to 
familiarize CNS State staff with USDA programs, especially where these 
visits dovetail with other CNS in-state travel; 

• Joint training and technical assistance; 

• Peer exchange between AmeriCorps• VISTA and USDA AmeriCorps• 
Members; and 

• Review and refinement of field program design incorporating both the 
Principles of High Quality Programs (previously distributed to all CNS 
offices) and previous experience with VISTA rural programming. 

As we capitalize on the tremendous knowledge and resources of our field 
offices, we welcome your observations about the results of the new 
partnership. In late June, we will assess this joint effort. We will also keep 
you posted about particularly effective strategies as they develop. 

You do not need to report to us on all that you are doing, but feel free to call 
us with any questions or comments. 

Meg Maguire - (202) 606-5000 - x441 
Joel Berg - (202) 720-6350 

We look forward to working with you to realize the full potential of the 
USDA AmeriCorps program for rural America. 

cc. Shirley Sagawa 
Diana R. Algra 
Mal Coles 
Hank Oltmann 



~ United States 
• ,· Department of 

• Agriculture 

Office of 
Communications 

lF-; (Q) 
Washington, D.C. 
20250-1300 

April 10, 1995 

DECISION MEMORANDUM FOR THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION, 
AND CONSUMER SERVICES 

FROM: Joel Berg ~ ~ 
Director of\jJWional Service 

SUBJECT: FNCS' Participation in AmeriCorps/USDA for 1996 

ISSUE: 

First, I would like to thank you for your tremendous support of the 
Department's AmeriCorps program during Fiscal Year 1995. The five Anti-Hunger, 
Nutrition, and Empowerment projects have been extremely successful so far, 
particularly in promoting nutrition education for schoolchildren . I have just 
completed a visit to the anti-hunger project site in Mississippi (Humphreys and 
Sunflower Counties), where it is graphically evident that USDA's AmeriCorps 
Members are performing critical community services based on mainstream values 
supported by both parties. 

We are now in the process of planning our second year of AmeriCorps 
USDA operations, and the time h9s come to finalize commitments from the 
participating agencies, such as yours, for both cash and staff contributions for 
Fiscal Year (FY) 1996. 

Because the Department's AmeriCorps application is due to the Corporation 
for National and Community Service (CNCS) on April 28, a decision needs to be 
made within a week about funding next year's anti-hunger program. 

BACKGROUND: 

I would like to share with you one of the more dramatic examples of the 
Anti-Hunger Teams' success and effectiveness: a young pregnant woman in rural 
Mississippi, who was dangerously losing weight during her pregnancy because she 
could not afford the food or the prenatal care she needed, was turned away from 
the local food stamp office when she went in to apply for assistance. (We are also 
investigating, through the appropriate channels, the circumstances that empowered 
the local caseworker to refuse to take this young woman's application based on 
that caseworker's personal bias against the Food Stamp Program in general.) 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 
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Fortunately, Members of the AmeriCorps/USDA Anti-Hunger Team were able 
to provide the young woman with referrals to both WIC and Food Stamps, and she 
was then able to start receiving benefits. Her physician told her that the 
intervention of AmeriCorps/USDA Members essentially saved the life of the young 
woman's unborn child. 

Obviously, not every AmeriCorps activity is going to be a life-saving event, 
but this example does bear out our conviction that all 1 50 AmeriCorps Members 
working in the anti-hunger projects have grasped, and been very successful in, 
spreading the message to low-income families that there is a great deal more 
involved in fighting hunger than simply enrolling people in the Food Stamp 
Program. In fact, the majority of projects underway in these f ive sites have 
focused primarily on improving the nutritional status of low-income Americans 
through a variety of methods, such as nutrition education, promotion of the School 
Breakfast and Summer Food Service Programs, WIC referrals, Earned Income Tax 
Credit outreach to eligible recipients, and school/urban gardening initiatives. They 
have actively supported and promoted the FNCS goals through school-based 
nutrition education presentations and gardening projects, such as the one that you 
visited in Los Angeles last December. We also plan to involve the Anti-Hunger 
Teams in FCS' Children's Nutrition Campaign in the very near future. 

Based on the site visits that both Donna Hines (the Food and Consumer 
Services' AmeriCorps liaison and Anti-Hunger Project Coordinator) and I have 
made, as well as the accomplishments detailed in the first quarter reports, I c!m 
more convinced than ever that AmeriCorps is an important tool in building public, 
Congressional, and media support for USDA's food assistance programs. 
Additionally, AmeriCorps/USDA anti-hunger projects have been extremely effective 
in building bridges between the Department and grass-roots community 
organizations dedicated to fighting hunger in America, and have also helped to fill 
some of the gaps that exist in local food assistance offices where the existing 
infrastructures are no longer sufficient to cope with the current demands for 
services. 

In spite of the fact that FCS' matching contribution to USDA's AmeriCorps 
Program was relatively small ($350,000) for the first year of operation, the five 
anti-hunger projects received $2 .3 million of the total _$2.6 million grant from 
CNCS this fiscal year. USDA's AmeriCorps anti-hunger Teams have clearly 
demonstrated that they can --- and do --- play a vital role in fighting hunger in 
America while furthering the mission and objectives of FCS. We have also recently 
learned that AmeriCorps Members working with the Department's Rural 
Development Teams across the country are actually performing some anti-hunger 
work as well. In fact, the Rural Development Team has requested training in the 
basics of USDA's food assistance programs so that they can provide accurate 
referral information to those families who are in need. 
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I do understand that the funding structure of FCS is one that does not allow 
for a great deal of latitude in how appropriated funds are disbursed; ho~ever, it is 
essential that FCS provide continued evidence of your support for this Presidential 
initiativs in order for the Department be able to continue the AmeriCorps Anti­
Hunger projects. As a point of reference, other agencies are contributing over $25 
million, including about $ 10 million each from the Natural Resources Conservation 
Service and the Forest Service. Consequently, the senior managers in these 
agencies have called for a more equitable distribution of Corporation monies in FY 
1996. This problem is exacerbated by the fact that Corporation funds continue to 
be very limited. 

Regardless of the level of cash funding FCS is able to provide, it is extremely 
imp9rtant that the full-time staff person (Donna Hines) continue to be assigned, as 
a GS-13, to work with USDA's National Service for the rest of FY 1995 and the 
entirety of FY 1996. Please keep in mind that, in addition to her duties related to 
oversight of the Department's anti-hunger projects, Donna also serves as the FCS 
liaison to other USDA agencies, the Corporation for National and Commun°ity 
Service, and all of the "outside" groups, organizations, and individuals who are 
interested in any aspect of the AmeriCorps Anti-Hunger program. In-kind support, 
i.e., occasional supplies and a minimal, reasonable amount of travel funding is also 
essential to the successful oversight of the AmeriCorps /USDA Anti-Hunger 
projects . NRCS and the other agencies involved in the Department's National 
Service operations have all assigned multiple staff to work with AmeriCorps, and 
while I am satisfied w ith the work that Donna is doing, I must point out once again 
that FCS is receiving the bulk of the monetary support while providing only minimal 
support in terms of both cash and staffing. 

Given t!iat, in the past few weeks, President Cl inton has consistently 
reinforced his belief that AmeriCorps is a vital centerpiece of his Presidency, I hope 
we can count on your continued or expanded support for this critical initiative. 
Funding options are listed below. 

I am available to discuss this matter with you in greater detail, at your 
earliest convenience. Please feel free to contact me, at 720-6350. I look 
forward to hearing from you soon. 



OPTIONS: 

1. FCS will provide $350,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation and support of the five existing AmeriCorps/USDA anti-hunger 
projects in Vermont, the District of Columbia, Milwaukee, the Mississippi 
Delta, and Los Angeles dur!ng FY 1996. 
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2. FNS will provide $700,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation of the five existing project$ listed in Option 1, plus the addition 
of one new project (in a location to be determined through a fair and open 
competition) during FY 1996. 

3. FNS will provide $1,000,000 in agency funds in order to sustain the 
participation of the five existing projects listed in Option 1, plus the ·addition 
of two new projects (in a location to be determined through a fair and open 
competition) during FY 1996. 

DECISION BY THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR FOOD, NUTRITION, AND CONSUMER 
SERVICES: 

Approve Option #1 

Approve Option #2 

Approve Option #3 

Disapprove 

Discuss w ith me 

Date 

cc . William Ludwig 



United States 
Department of 
Ag'riculture 

Office of 
Communications 

Washington, D.C. 
20250-1300 

DECISION l\1EMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

ISSUE; 

Joel Berg-.: ~ Q _ _ 
Director of National Service 
Office of Communications 

INSTITUTIONALIZING-THE USDA AMERICORPS PROGRAM= 

Since June 1994, the Office of Communications has coordinated the AmeriCorps national service 
program for the Department based on the authority of the National and Community Service Trust 
Act of 1993 and on the instructions --- mostly oral --- of former Secretary Espy. Thus, there 
is a need for you to legally formalize and institutionalize the AmeriCorps national service 
program within the organizational structure of USDA. 

This memorandum _ requests that you: 1) formally _ delegate your authority to manage the 
AmeriCorps/USDA national_ service program to the Director of National Service; 2) decide upon 
where the Departmental function for managing AmeriCorps should be housed within the USDA 
organizational structure; 3) approve ·a process for staffinf -the Departmental management 
function; and 4) approve a process for funding the Departmental management function in FY95 
and FY96. • 

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
PRINTED ON RECLAIMED MATERIALS 

--- ---- -~-
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BACKGROUND: 

In September 1993, the Congress passed the National and Community Service Trust Act of 
122.3., which enables a wide variety of entities --- including Federal agencies --- to manage 
AmeriCorps national service programs. Using the authorities contained in the Act and the 
existing authorities of USDA programs, I have worked ,,.,ith the various USDA agencies to 
develop the Department's AmeriCorps program this year. Eleven different USDA agencies -
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), Forest Service (FS), Food and Consumer 
Service (FCS), Rural Housing and Community Development Service (RHCDS), Rural Business 
& Cooperative Development Service (RBCDS), Consolidated Fann Service Agency (CFSA), 
Rural Utilities Service (RUS), Agricultural Research Service (ARS), Cooperative State Research, 
Education, and Extension Service (CSREES), Agricultural Research Service (AMS), and Food 
Safety Inspection Servjce-(FSIS) -:-- are involv~ in supporting AmeriCorps. - - •• 

While my efforts to coordinate our planning with all these sometimes competing agencies have . 
been a difficult challenge, most of the agencies have been ultimately suppo_rtive. The manner in 
which representatives -_--from · different agencfos have _-worked together tias been extremely 
encouraging to all those engaged in the process. 

This program has provided proof of the viability of the Administration' s vision of a reorganized 
and unified Department acting as NTeam USDA•. The national service program demonstrates 
that there are significant benefits to USDA employees and to the public when we plan and act 
as a team and not as a group of disparate agencies. Our first quarterly report (summary 
attached) documents our remarkable accomplishments throughout the country. 

To date, my staff and · I have been able to function within an informal structure based upon both 
the expressed intent of the former Secretary --- and the Deputy Secretary, Under Secretaries, 
and Assistant Secretaries --- and upon the applicable laws, rules, and regulations. Yet due to 
the great speed with which such . a massive and complex program was launc~e4 _by this 
Department on behalf of the President, some of the steps normally taken to formalize such a 
program at all levels of the bureaucracy have not yet been taken. 

For instance, the Secretary has never formally delegated authority, in writing, for the program's 
management nor formally decided how and where in the Department the program will be 
managed. The White House did, however, appoint me as the Director of National Service for 
USDA. As a result, the program has been managed by me as the Director of National Service 
through the Office of Communications --- mostly beca\lse that is the office in which I began 
work for the Department - even ~o_u_gh -the -office of Communications may not ~ the. entity . • • •• 
best suited to run such a program. - -- • •• • •• • • •••• • 

Thus, there is now an urgent need to take concrete actions to formalize the program legally, 
make a conscious decision about exactly where in the Department the AmeriCorps management 
function should be placed, institutionalize management of the program at the Departmental level, 
and develop long-term solutions for funding the support functions of. the program. 
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ISSUE# l - Dele1atin1 Authority for �fanaeine the AmeriCorps Pro1ram 

Both the Office of the General Counsel and the Office of the Inspector General agree that the 
USDA AmeriCorps program now needs a formal delegation of authority in order for me as the 
Director of National Service or anyone else besides the Secretary to continue signing documents 
on behalf of the program. Specifically, there is a need for one officer to be delegated the 
authority vested in you to oversee and coordinate the efforts of the USDA's agencies in 
developing and managing national -service programs. , 

Based on my two years of experience in the Department, I am more convinced than ever that 
we need a strong, non-bureaucratic --- but fully empowered-�- mechanism for-managing national 
service programs. AmeriCorps is too important to the President and too visible to the public 
to lack strong direction at the Secretarial level. Furthermore, the regulations of the Corporation 
for National and Community Service, which oversees AmeriCorps, require· that only one . • 
AmeriCorps application be submitted by each Federal department. Since the USDA AmeriCorps 
program is funded from multiple USDA mission areas, the Departmental application lillW be 
submitted at the Departmental level. 

The delegation of your authority to manage this program to the Director of National Service will 
allow the Director to submit the application on behalf of the Department to the Corporation, to 
sign necessary agreements relating to the USDA AmeriCorps Program, and to provide direction 
and management to all USDA agencies concerning the program. Such a central coordinating 
role can be carried out only by someone with the authority to establish priorities and to create 
partnerships between agencies, and who has a clear picture of your vision and the President's 
vision. 

Your approval of this memorandum will function to formally delegate your authority over the 
USDA National Service Program to the Director of National Service. 

OPTIOXS For Is.sue #1 - Dele&atine Authority for Mana1in1 the AmeriCol])S Promm 

1. Do not delegate authority to anyone to oversee, centrally manage and coordinate the
l.-SDA AmeriCorps program.

PRO: The agencies might feel that they were not being burdened by another layer of
bureaucracy and will have more freedom to implement national service. Another 
advantage is that no paperwork would have to be done to establish the formal 
delegation. 

CON: The Director of National Service would not have the authority to sign documents 
or make policy decisions on behalf of the Secretary relating to the USDA 
National Service Program. The Secretary would be required to sign personally 
all such documents. In addition, it would be difficult to guarantee that the 
Department's program could be successfully implemented without such 
management by a Director of National Service. 
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2. By Secretary's Memorandum, immediately delegate the authority to manage the
USDA AmeriCorps pro&ram to the Director of National Service for USDA. Such
a memorandum ls attached for immediate si&nature.

PRO: Such a delegation would only formalize the current role of the Director of
National Service in managing the program --- a role which has helped USDA 
build the largest and I believe, the highest quality national service program in the 
Federal government. Furthermore, by previously. approving my appointment as 
Director of National Service for USDA, President Clinton has indicated his 
support for ensuring that his national service initiative is managed effectively at 
the Departmental level. Your delegating this authority to the Director of National 
Service will affirm your support for this important initiative . 

. 
· ' -

.
_ 

CON: The agencies might view the establishment of a formal national service gi:oup as. 
impinging on their-authority.· • ·  ,

RECO�ATION [or Issue # 1 - Dele&atin& Authority [or the AmeriCom, Prnmro:

I recommend you implement option 2 by signing the attached memorandum. 

DECISION BY mE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 
: . t �.., 



SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM 

USDA Americorps National Service Program 

l PURPOSE 

• - - -
This memorandum establisb.es _the_ -TJ~A AmeriCorps _Nat.iona1- _:_; ______ __ _ 
Service Program and delegates the authority to manage the 
program for the Department -to- ~he Dir~ctor of National 
Service. 

2 BACKGROUND 

The National and Community Service Trust Act of 1993 
established the Corporation for National and Community 
Service (CNCS), the AmeriCorps and Public Lands Corps 
Programs. The intent of the legislation is to engage 
Americans of varied ages and backgrounds in --communi ty-based 
service. This service addresses the Nation's educational, 
public safety, human, and environmental needs to achieve 
direct and demonstrable results. In doing so, national 
service will foster civic responsibility, strengthen the 
ties that bind us together as a people~ . and .provide 
educational opportunity for those who make a substantial 
commitment to service. The Act authorizes the CNCS to 
provide assistance to private organizations, States, and 
Federal departments to conduct national service programs. 
The Act further authorizes Federal departments to run 
national service programs directly or in partnerships with 
others. 

3 POLICY 

As t~e People's Department, it is the responsibility of all 
USDA agencies to strive for the maximum allowable 
participation by USDA in the area of national service. By 
identifying existing programs that can be used to support 
national service initiatives or by proposing new programs or 



projects, the Department will strive to the fullest extent 
possible to use assistance from the CNCS to leverage 
existing resources and to integrate the national service 
concept more fully into Departmental programs and 
activities. USDA will run programs in which both the 
AmeriCorps members and managers at every project site will 
represent a socio-economically diverse group of Americans. 

4 DELEGATION 

The Director of National Service is hereby delegated the 
authority to manage the USDA Americorps National Service 
Program, including the Public Lands Corps, and coordinate 
the Department's national service initiatives. The Director 
is authorized to prepare the Department's annual application 
to CNCS and to execute on behalf of the Department 
agreements with the CNCS and other entities concerning the 
USDA National Service Program. 

The Director is further authorized to develop and oversee 
implementation of detailed guidelines and procedures for 
agencies to follow in planning, operating, staffing, and 
funding the program. 

5 EXPIRATION 

This memorandum shall expire after one year. 

DAN GLICKMAN 
Secretary 
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ISSUE# 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Mana~emeot Function; 

To date, the USDA AmeriCorps program has been managed by a staff of three working within 
the Office of Communications (QC) and working in tandem with five staff on detail from other 
USDA agencies. Although this structure has worked well to date, it is unclear whether, from 
a policy standpoint, QC is the entity best suited within the Department to house this function; 
in general, QC communicates the policies administered by the Department, but does not 
administer those policies itself. In addition, Congress has continued to focus on cutting both the 
budget and FTEs for QC. As AmeriCorps continues to grow as a program with a budget in the 
tens of millions and numerous sites across the nation, the AmeriCorps management functions 
will place an increasing burden on QC. 

In order to continue managing the Pf~&.~ wit):l even . minimal Departmental coordination, the 
functions of managing the program should either be moved out of QC or QC should receive 
some additional resources. _ - - ~- _. .- ;:·-:- ,· - - - _ .. ....... . 

OPTIONS For Issue 112 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Management Function; 

1. Maintain the management functions for the USDA AmeriCo~ program within the 
Office of Communications. 

PRO: Keeping AmeriCorps management functions within the Office of Communications 
allows the Department to keep a lower profile for such management functions , 
potentially muting Congressional criticism. 

CON: As the QC budget is reduced through Congressional action and through the • 
Secretary's reorganization efforts, the dedication of three FfE to the management 
of national service will .pose-an..increasingly.greatet burden on .QC.. In addition, -
QC is not a line organization and possess little experience in running programs. -

2. Place the management functions of AmeriCorps under the Assistant Secretary for 
Administration reporting to the head or the personnel function, moving three FTF.S 
and their budget from the Office. _Q( CQmmun,iw.fons... . . _ . _ _ ... - . . . . 

PRO: By placing the AmeriCorps management function in the Office of the Assistant 
Secretary for Administration you avoid increasing the size of the Office of lh:e_ 
Secretary. There is also the potential to utillze -the greater resources of the 
Assistant Secretary. 

CON: By placing AmeriCorps in the same structure as the Office of Personnel, under 
an Assistant Secretary with no program functions, this action would reinforce the 
completely erroneous view that AmeriCorps is a jobs program, which could cause 
severe repercussions on the Hill and the White House. This action also would 
give the appearance of changing AmeriCorps from a line function to a support or 
administrative function, which is inconsistent with the nature of AmeriCorps 
programs. 
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3. By Secretary's Memorandum, place the management functions of AmeriCorps 
directly in the Office of the Secretary, moving three FTEs and their budget from the 
Office of Communications. Such a memorandum is attached r or immediate 
signature 

PRO: By placing the program within the Office of the Secretary, you would send a 
clear signal that AmeriCorps is an important priority to both the President and 
yourself. This would also reinforce your intention that the program is being 
coordinated at the Departmental level, thereby building •TEAM USDA." This 
action would also clarify the authority of the Director of National Service to 
submit one Departmental application to the Corporation for National and 
Community Service that incorporates projects funded by multiple USDA agencies 
in multiple USDA mission areas. - _ _ _ 

CON: Such a move would increase the size of the Office of the Secretary by three 
FfEs, thereby potentially bringing Congressional criticism from opponents of 
AmeriCorps or those who want to reduce the size of the Office of the Secretary. 

RECOr,IMENl)ATION for Issue # 2 - Placement of the AmeriCorps Management Function 

I recommend you implement option 3. By placing AmeriCorps under the Office of the 
Secretary, it will have the stature necessary for one of the President's top initiatives. Even 
though their AmeriCorps programs are smaller than that of USDA, other Federal agencies, such 
as the Department of Health and Human Services and the Environmental Protection Agency, 
have placed the AmeriCorps management function within the Office of the Secretary or the 
Administrator. While such a move might generate opposition from some in Congress --- the fact 
is that the National and Community Service Trust Act was passed with broad bipartisan support, 
including 27 Republicans in the House and seven Republicans in the Senate. The USDA portion 
of AmeriCorps should be highly popular among most Members of Congress because it reinvents 
government by improving service delivery for less cost. This view seems to have been borne 
out by the fact that although there is a substantial amount of rhetoric coming from some in 
Congress concerning the need to cut national service in general, there does not appear to be a 
highly visible effort to attack the USDA program. This would seem to confirm that there is a 
base of support for USDA national service programs, in particular because of their effectiveness 
as relayed to Members of Congress through their constituents. Thus, the external risk to 
AmeriCorps that might be posed by moving the management function seems to be far 
outweighed by the tremendous internal benefits of such a move. 
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You will be able to point out that, by placing this function under your direct leadership, you are 
ill21 hiring more staff and you are nQ£ spending more taxpayer money, but that you are simply 
bringing together the efforts of multiple, pre-existing efforts, into one structure for unified 
program delivery. Moreover, given the fact that the USDA AmeriCorps programs spans so 
many different USDA mission areas, placing the program directly under the Office of the 
Secretary creates the best long-term institutional structure for balancing the interests of 
competing agencies. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY: 

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

. Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 



SECRETARY'S MEMORANDUM -----
~$signment of the USDA AmeriCorps National Service Program 

~ INTRODUCTION 

-

Prior to the formal establishment of the USDA Americorps 
National Service Program and delegation of 
responsibility for management of the program to the 
Director of National Service, USDA AmeriCorps National 
Service Program functions were performed within the 
Office of Communications. Given the need for Department 
level management of this vital program, it is necessary 
and in the interests of economy and efficiency to 
transfer to the Office of the Secretary the activities, 
operations, personnel, funds, and staff currently 
performing these functions within the Off i ce of 
Communications. 

- ACTIONS ORDERED 

All activities, operations, functions, personnel, and 
funds _of the staff performing USDA AmeriCorps National 
Service Program duties within the Office of 
~omnunications are hereby ordered transferred to the 
~ffice of the Secretary. 

=:NCIDENTAL TRANSFERS 

-:"he Assistant Secretary for Administration and the 
~ i rector, Office of Budget and Program Analysis, are 
~~thorized to approve such transfers of funds, 
personnel, employment authority, space, records, 
;:roperty and incidentals as may be necessary to 
::Jr.plement the provisions of this Memorandum. 



4 EXISTING DIRECTIVES 

Prior delegations of authority, administrative 
regulations, and other directives not inconsistent with 
the provisions of this Memorandum shall remain in full 
force and effect. 

5 EFFECTIVE DATE 

The provisions of this Memorandum are effective 
immediately. 

6 EXPIRATION 

This m~m6r~ndum ~hill remairi in effect for ninety days 
or until s.uch earlier time as publ.ished delegations or 
authority .fia·v·e been:_revised to incorporate its - --
provisions and all actions ordered herein have been 
accomplished. 

DAN GLICKMAN 
Secretary 
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ISSUE # 3 - Staffin& of the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function; 

At present, my staff includes myself and two other FfES, one at the GS-15 and one at the GS-
12 level. In addition, my staff includes four other employees on temporary detail to 
AmeriCorps; I secured such temporary rotating detailees only after lengthy and repeated 
negotiations with agency administrators. This small and unstable staff is inadequate for running 
such a large, complex, geographically diverse, and important program. 

While it is difficult to make truly useful comparisons to other programs, it is interesting to note 
that the USDA EZ.JEC initiative --- managing sites in less than a dozen states --- has about 27 
employees and is still understaffed. __ Thus~: it is obvious that the AmeriCorps initiative --­
managing projects in 38 states --- is highly understaffed with only three permanent employees 
and four rotating detailees. ------ · ·- -- -- ---: ___ -· ~--~ -- - -- ---· -·-

Our problem is so acute that, from 3:_30 to 7:00 pm., when the one and-only support--employe.c--:-­
on detail to my office has left for the day, I am personally forced to answer our toll-free 800 
recruitment line. 

OPTIONS For Issue # 3 - Staffin& of the AmeriCorps Manaiement Function; 

1. Continue current method of attemptin& to obtain rotatin& temporary detailees. 

PRO: This option would impose the smallest burden on the agencies. 

CON: This option would hamper the USDA AmeriCorps program by providing little 
continuity and long-term structure to a very complex initiative. 
This option may result in agencies giving AmeriCorps less support than 
is required of a major Presidential and Secretarial initiative. As 
agendes • resources dwindle, AmeriCorps might be one of the first 
casualties. 
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2. Approve a specific staffing plan attached for the AmeriCorps national service 
working group in which three employees work permanently but agencies are directed 
to provide the 11 specific positions specified in the plan. 

Detailees would still be rotated into the national service support unit to learn Team 
USDA AmeriCorps procedures and polices and then return to their agencies to serve as 
a resource to manage their agency's individual program(s). 

PRO: This would formalize a staff for the program that would still be incredibly small, 
but would be able to carry out the minimal duties inherent in managing such a 
largeaprogram;~is -approach would provide far greater stability to the-process. 
It would help the Department guarantee t!tat i! n_9t only has the larg_~t single 
AmiriCorps -progtain, but also the highest quality AmeriCorps program u -well. 

- - ---- - -·-- -- - -- - - - - -- -· - - --- - ------ - - ·- ----
CON: Agencies, now facing severe staffing cuts, may resent being required to provide 

detailees to a Departmental-initiative. 

-- - -. -- ·. - • · -· - . ·-



_ _ Staffing 
for 

USDA National Service Group 

POSITION1 NAME 

Director Joel Ber1 

Deputy Director Elizabeth Jones 

Coord. of Communications Katherine Gibney 

Administrative Coord. Ron De M unbrun 

Office Manaaer Denise Bennet 
- . .. --- -- - · 

Anti-Hunpr Coordinator Donna Hines 

RHCDS Aaeocy Liaisoo Jim Coyle 

EZ/EC and RBCDS Liaison David Gibson 
. . - - -

Extension Service and 4-H Liaison TBD 

Forest Service State and Private TBD 
Forestry Liaison 

Evaluation Coordinator • TBD 

Resource/Grants Coordinator TBD 

Technology Support TBD 

Clerical Support/Office Automation TBD 

GRADE2 ORG3 STATUS 

ES--01 oc Permanent 

GS 12/13/14 . FSIS Detailee __ · - - - . . . 

GS 12/13/14 oc Permanent 

GS lS oc Permanent 

GS 6/4 CFSA Detailee 

GS 13/1 FCS Detailee 

GS 12f7 RHCDS Detailee 

GS 14 RBCDS Detailee 

TBD CSREES Detailee 

TBD FS Detailee 

TBD ERS Detailee 

GS 9/11 TBD Detailee 

GS 9/11 CSREES Detailee 

GS 8 TBD Detailee 

1 Some po.gtions may be filled on a part time basis or they may filled on a rotatina basis. This can be worked out 
between the Director and the a,encies. 

1 Some arade levels are dependent on the ,rade of the current incumbent. Grade levels may increase or decrease 
as new personnel are rotated throuah the ,roup and as requirements chanae. 

1 The orpnizatioa ii determined by the subject matter of the position and/or the willingness or desire of an a1eocy 
to lend support to tbe TEAM USDA natioml service 1roup. 

TBD = To Be Detennined 



15 

RECOrrtMENDATION for Issue # 3 - Staffine the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function 

I recommend you implement option 2 by approving a specific staffing pattern for the 
Department's AmeriCorps management structure. This structure will allow us to institutionalize 
the program for the remainder of the Administration, and also build important structures to 

ensure that this critical program survives and prospers in future Administrations. Because staff 
would work for the program for a year on detail before returning back -to their agencies, this 
would combine the benefits -of central management while reducing . the burden on agency 
resources and, in fact, enhancing those resources through the training of agency personnel. 

Still, the eleven member staff I have proposed will be one of the smallest staffs in the_ Federal 
government for a program so large and complex. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY; 

Approve Date ------

Disapprove 

Discuss with me 

Reviewed by 
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ISSUE # 4 - Fundine the AmeriCorps Manaeement Function; • -

The central management function of the USDA AmeriCorps program has virtually no operating 
budget whatsoever provided by the Office of Communications other than Greenbook costs and 
the salaries for three ITES. In addition, for both policy and political reasons, I have chosen to 
take virtually no funds from the $2.6 million grant to the Department from the Corporation for 
National and Community Service (CNCS). - Out of that grant, -$2.3 -millioo-, is transferred 
directly to our anti-hunger sub-grantees, $270,000 is transferred to NRCS, FS, RHCDS, 
RBCDS, and ARS, and only about $15,000 was retained by my office. 

Thus the central management function has virtually no money for the critical tasks of 
recruitment, project oversight, member development, evaluation, or the support of Secretarial 
or sub-cabinet travel. 

I now spend a great deal of my time literally begging agencies to fund small items on a rotating -· 
basis. For instance, every time we want to mail a wave of applications to young people who 
have called our 800 line, we have to call various agencies just to obtain the envelopes and 
mailing labels. The problem is so severe that we cannot now obtain a phone line (costing $700) 
for a second fax machine we have already obtained. (fo give you some idea of the vast volume 
of our work, I point out that we typically receive over 100 pages and send over 50 pages of 
faxes each day.) 

Early start-up costs -- such as funding for travel and applications, copying the public service 
announcement Secretary Espy taped,-~priAti-ng-recruitment posters and brochures -- have been 
paid for primarily from the Office of Communications with some contributions from-NRCS and 
FS. As we move towards expanding the Team USDA AmeriCorps, it is important to fund the . 
formal management structure we have proposed to support the pro~rarn. -

OPTIONS for Is.we 4 - Fundine the AmeriCorps Manaeement Group: 

1. Do not fund the central management group through transfers Crom agencies. 

PRO: This will cause the least burden on the agencies. 

CON: Without even minimal funding, it will be nearly impossible to continue 
management the program at the Departmental level. It will be extremely difficult 
to continue coordinating a coherent set of operational guidelines, recruitment, 
training, and management procedures, and program objectives. In addition, many 
of the requirements of the CNCS involve interaction at the Departmental level. 
If a central organization is not funded to perform this role it will be necessary to 
create various task forces throughout the year to coordinate the agencies' efforts 
to evaluate programs, recruit participants, and submit an application to CNCS for 
a grant. 
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2. Provide limited- fundin&-to the Departmental AmeriCorps function by executin& 
separate cost-reimbursement agreements between the or&anizational entity ln which 
the national service function is placed throu&b the decision reached ln ~e # 3 and 
each of the agencies involved in nmnin& the proaram. 

Attached is a suggested $172,696 budget for the remainder of FY95 and a suggested 
$178,793 budget for FY96. The Office of the Secretary (or other organizational entity 
determined in issue# 3) would enter into separate cost-reimbursable agreements pursuant 
to 7 U.S.C. § 2263, providing for each agency to advance the funds to the organizational 
entity housing the national service function for the costs of the national service support 
structure reasonably related to the respective agencies' national service programs. The 
amount of the reimbursement would be based on the size of the organization's existing 
programs and those planned for the next year which must be worked on during the 
current fiscal rear, 

The budget sheets are broken down into five categories that better demonstrate the 
specific programmatic needs: recruitment, project oversight, member development, 
evaluation, and costs of staff travel associated with Secretarial and sub-cabinet travel. 
Given that six different USDA agencies have a major role in running AmeriCorps, such 
coordinating functions are best performed at the Departmental, not agency level. Such 
Departmental coordination is critical to ensure that our programs meet both the 
President's vision of AmeriCorps and the Secretary's vision of •Team USDA.• 

PRO: The program is managed centrally for the Secretary. No new organization has 
to be created. No separate budget has to be submitted. Yet the Department 
would have at least minimal funds with which to manage the program. It is also 
important to note that most of the funds requested are already being expended by 
our agencies and this decision memorandum would simply clarify the ability of 
the Department to target and prioritize such spending. 

CON: Again agencies may feel they are •1osing• dollars. However, if the Secretary is 
to be guaranteed consistent and accountable management of the Team USDA 
national service initiatives, this money is a necessary expense associated with 
implementing national service programs. 



18 

RECOl\tMENDATION [or Issue # 4 - Fundioe a National Service Group; 

I recommend you implement option 2, provide an extremely low management budget for the 
program. The $172,696 for the remainder of FY95 and the $178,793 for FY96 would equal only 
about $145 per Member per year to manage central functions relating to recruitment, project 
oversight, Member education and development, Member and staff training, evaluation, and 
support of national service related Secretarial and sub-cabinet travel. 

DECISION BY THE SECRETARY; 

Approve 

Disapprove 

Discuss 

Reviewed by 

Date 



04/2419f5 NATIONAi.. SERVICE GFOUP 
FY SIS BUDGET 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 

RECR.JrTMENT 
Recruitment Mmri• $4,750 
(80q Phone Numti.r $10,800 
MNtlngF .. $1 ,~ 
Aanlnlltrllllw $21 ,734 

SUb-Total: $38,784 

P00JECT OVERSIGHT 

Tr...i $6,1382 
Electronic Cont.renc•• $8,150 
Equipment $8,000 
Sottw.. $3,150 
Aaninletrllllw $21 ,734 

SUb-Total: $47,715 

AMERICORPS MEMBER 
DEVB.OPMENT 

Tr...i $8,682 
Electronic Confel'WICH $8,150 
Mfftlngfffe $1 ,5)() 
Aaninlatrllllw $21 ,734 

SUb-Total: $38,065 

EV Al.UA TION 
Tr..,..I $8,682 
Mmri• $4,750 
Photography $2,3)0 
Video $2,5)() 
Aaninlatr ...... $21,734 

SUb-Total: $37,865 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
ANO SUB-CABINET 
SITEVISfTS 

Trawl (national MNlce group only) $6,682 
Photography end Video $3,8)0 -

·- ··- --- -
SUb-Totll: $10,281 

• -J..-- - • ' 

lOTAL: $172,712 

Total number of AmeriCorpe membei9 
In 1he USDA AmeriCorpe pros,am: 1211 

Awrage coet per pe,11clpent of h 
National S.Nlc• Olrectol'• budget 
(Doe• not Include S.a,y co.ta}: $143 



SECTIONII 

2100 Tr..,.I 

2200 Tr1n1portatlon of Thinga 

2300 Rant. Comm, Utili11e1: 
lAuea 
Meil/Communic ationa 

Rant/Etc ., Subu>tal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

PhotQg,:~ - - --- .. .. . .. 

Print/Rlp,o, Subtotal 

~ o.herS.rvieea 
Training 
O.ai~ 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Beetronic: Conference, 

Contractorl/AgrNmenta 

Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Suppiel/Mat.rill1 
&.ibecript/Public: 
Suppiel/Mai.rilla 
N:>f'Software 
Gaoine 

Supp.I/Mil., Subtotal 

3100 ~ 
~ 
M:Jf'E~pnent 

EqJipMnt.Sublotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

~kCosta 

FY 95 DETAILED COST BREAl<DONN 

OPERATING 
PLAN 

26,726 S.. Tr ... I t11imallng ahNt 

2,000 100 package a ■ $20 

0 
10,ll)() 1,200 month for 800 number (9 mo) • 10,800 

10,ll)() 

3,000 10,000 eople1 8 page newsletter 3 timH • .,.., 
1,500 ~enaneou, printing 
4,500 

3,300 Pho'° eowrage of 11 ...ma X $300 per .... nt 
0 
0 
0 

7,8CX) 

0 
5,000 0.aig, 3 newalettera -,d 2 pemphleta • 22 houn each X $45 per hour 
5,000 Wrilt and film two promo video•• $2,500 
1,300 
4,300 20 peraon &1clo conference 8 time• • .,.., X $880 

12,000 TeJeeonferenee 2 timea a.,.., X $6,000 

1,25) 5 pagera X $30 month X 8 montha 
3,200 ~elaneoua eontraic11, lnterpr9t.rw, etc. 
4,500 (intlemet 500 mo.) 

0 
3,996 Mow fumitu,., ,...,..., etc. 
3,000 1 O mNtinge X $300 each 

0 
2. 550 ef'lll91ope1, printll r e artridge1, label 1, elc. 
3,19> 

0 

5,700 

0 
12,000 3 PC'a ■ $4,000 - F,-:X modem 250, printlr 1500, 90ftwln 500, PC 1750 

12,"Q)() ' ' a 

64,140 

0 

0 

lOTAL.. SECTION U 172.712 

lOTAL.. SEC. I & II 172.712 ---------------·- -



AECR.JITMENT 
Recruitment Mmrialt 
(8(q Phone Number 
MeetingF .. 
Adminiatratlw 

PR:>JECT OVERSIGHT 

T, .. 1 
Electronic Confer-,cH 
Equlpment 
Sottw.... 
Admlnlatratlw 

AMERCORlS MEMBER 
DEVaDPMENT 

EVAUJATION 

Tr-I 
Electronic Cont.rencH 
Meetingfffe 
Admlnlatr-.. 

Tr..i 
Mmri• 
Photography 
Video 
Adminiltrllllw 

SUPPORT OF SECRETARIAL 
AND SUB-CABINET 
SITEVISITS 

Sub-Total: 

Sub-Total: 

Sub-Total: 

Sub-Total: 

Tr ..... 1 (nation■ service group only) 
Photography -,d Video 

Su~Total: 

TOTAL: 

Total number of AmeriCorpe inembera 
in the USDA Amer!Corpe program: 

Average colt per participant of the 
Nation■ Service Olr9Ctol't budget· ~--_:- - - · 
(Doe• not include Su,y com): 

NATIONAL SERVICE GFO.JP 
FY96 BUDGET 

OFFICE OF 11-iE DIRECTOR 

$5,500 
$14,400 

$1 ,500 
$20,248 

$41,648 

$10,954 
$8,150 

so 
so 

$20,248 

$39,351 

$10,954 
$8,150 
$1,500 

$20,248 

$40,851 

$10,954 
$5,500 
$2,3)0 

so 
$20,248 

$38,901 

$10,954 
$1,100 

$12,054 

$172,805 

1211 

$143 



SECTION II 

2100 Tr..i 

2200 Tranaportallon of lhinge 

2300 Rent, Comm, Utllitlea: 
LA ... , 
Mal/Communication, 

Rent/Etc., Subtotal 

2400 Print, Reproduction: 
Printing 

Photography 

Print/Rlpro, Subtotal 

2500 Other Service, 
Training 
O.aign 
Video and Film 
Repair and Maintenance 
Electronic ConlerencH 

Contractol'I/Agreementa 

Labor Employment 
MiaceUaneou, 
FMI 

Other Ser., Subtotal 

2600 Suppliel/Material• 
Subecript/Public 
Suppiel/Matarial• 
ADP Software 
Guollne 

Supplle.n.411L, Subtotal 

3100 Equipment 
Equipment 
ADP Equipment 

FY 96 DETAILED COST BAEAKIXJNN 

OPEAATING 
PLA.N 

43,815 S.. r,-I estimallng ahNt 

2,000 100 package• at $20 

0 
14,4'00 1,200 month for 800 number (12 mo)• 14,4'00 

14,4'00 

1,000 10,000 co pie, 8 page newaletter once a ye• 
5,000 MlaceUaneoua printing 

6,000 

3,300 Photo co-..rage ol 11 ewnta X $300 per .-..nt 
0 
0 
0 

9,300 

0 
5,000 0.aign 3 newsletter1 and 2 pamphlet. a 22 hour1 each X $4S pet hour 

0 
1,300 
4,300 20 pel'90n aiclo cont..nce 61ime1 a yew X $SEO 

12,000 Teleconfwence 2 timH a yew X $6,000 

1,800 5 pager1 X $30 month X 12 monthe 
3,200 Mlscelaneou1 contracts, lntierpretel'I, etc. 
6,000 (Internet 500 mo.) 

0 
0 Mo-.. furniture, reMtYe, etc. 

3,000 10 mfflings X $300 each 

36,800 

0 
2,55:> enwlope1, printer cartridge,, labela, etc. 

0 
0 

2,55:> 

0 
0 -----------------

Equipment, Subtotal 

4100 Prompt Payment Act 

Greenbook Cotta 

TOTAL. SECTION II 

TOTAL. SEC. I & II 

0 

0 

64,140 

0 

0 

172,805 

172,805 ----·--------~-----· 
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Q United States 
Oeper1ment of 
Agricun,e 

Office • 
of the 
Secretary 

Office of Budget 
and Program 
Analysis 

Washington, 
o.c. 
20250 

INFORMATIONAL MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY/DEPUTY SECRETARY 

FROM: S~ephen 8 . De~ \ 
Director_ _ b~~ 

. - -- . - -

A.PR 2 8 1995 

SUBJECT: USDA AmeriCorps Decision Memorandum 

We have cleared the attached memoranda requesting decisions on the following 
issues and the cor(esponding recommendations as listed below. 

(1) Delegation of authority for managing the USDA AmeriCorps programs 
--recommends that the authority be delegated to the Director of National 
Service. 

(2) Placement of the USDA AmeriCorps management function 
--recommends that the staff of AmeriCorps be moved from the Office of 
Communications to the Office of the Secretary. 

(3) Staffing of the management function 
--recommends that specific agencies be directed to supplement the current 
permanent staff of three FTE's with eleven detailees whose salaries and 
benefits would be paid by the donating agency. 

(4) Funding the management function 
--recommends the transfer of about $180,000 from the agencies involved in the 
program for the AmeriCorps staff to meet oversight costs, such as 
teleconferences, travel, publications, and other administrative costs. 

The Director of National Service for USDA has been managing the program without 
any formal delegation from the Secretary. We agree that the program would be more 
efficiently and effectively managed if the Secretary officially delegates such authority to 
the Director. 

On the other issues, we do not have a specific recommendation, but we suggest that 
a few points be kept in mind. If the AmeriCorps function is moved out of the Office of 
Communications, Congress should be notified. The Department has a long tradition of 
advising Congress when we are making organizational changes. In fact, the 
Department has recently run into some difficulty for not advising Congress of all the 
changes underway as part of the reorganization. In addition, if the decision is made to 
put the AmeriCorps function in the Immediate Office of the Secretary, the Secretary's 
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office would be in the position of having eleven detailees. There has been in the past 
some Congressional concern about supplementing the Office of the Secretary with 
detailees. Moreover, while such a move would not entail an increase in staffing for 
the Office of the Secretary, it may raise--fairly or unfairly--questions about the 
Department's commitment to streamlining. 

We suggest that the policy officials whose agencies are supporting AmeriCorps 
projects be made aware of the proposal to require them to support tlie central office 
with funds and details. A decision on funding and details could be deferred until the 
FY 1997 Budget process begins this summer to provide for a review of the total 
operation of USDA's Am·e·riCorps progra_m. • 

Attachment 
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