[bookmark: _GoBack]INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING OF ONE-STOP DELIVERY SYSTEM REVIEW WORKSHEET – FINANCIAL (Governmental)								

	Local Workforce Development Area (LWDA) / Subgrantee:

	Staff Interviewed:
	Review Date:

	

	· Was the funding provided by the one-stop partners to cover the operating costs, including infrastructure costs, based on the partner program’s proportionate use of the system and relative benefit received? [Reference: WIOA sec. 121(h)(1)(B)(i) and 121(h)(2)(C)(i), 20 CFR 678.700 through 678.760, 34 CFR 361.700 through 361.760, and 34 CFR 463.700 through 463.760]
Please Note: Additional costs which must include applicable career services and may include shared operating costs and shared services that were related to the operation of the one-stop delivery system but did not constitute infrastructure costs should be included in the IFA. [Reference: WIOA sec. 121(i)]
	Yes
	No

	· Was the one-stop operating budget periodically (quarterly per DWS CFO) reconciled against actual costs incurred and adjusted accordingly?
 Please Note: This reconciliation ensured that the budget reflected a cost allocation methodology that demonstrated how infrastructure costs were charged to each partner in proportion to the partner’s use of the one-stop center and relative benefit received.
	Yes
	No

	· Did the infrastructure costs include non-personnel costs that were necessary for the general operation of the one-stop center, including:
· Rental of the facilities;
· Utilities and maintenance;
· Equipment (including assessment-related and assistive technology for individuals with disabilities); and
· Technology to facilitate access to the one-stop center, including technology used for the center’s planning and outreach activities. [Reference WIOA sec. 121(h)(4), 20 CFR 678.700(a), 34 CFR 361.700(a), and 34 CFR 463.700(a)]
	Yes
	No

	· Did the required partners include:

      Department of Labor (DOL)
· A.  WIOA title I programs:
Adult, Dislocated Worker, and Youth formula programs; Job Corps;
Youth Build;
Native American programs;
National Farmworker Jobs Program (NFJP);
· B.  Wagner-Peyser Act Employment Service (ES) program, authorized under the
Wagner-Peyser Act (29 U.S.C. 49 et seq.), as amended by WIOA title III;
· C.  Senior Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP), authorized under title V
of the Older Americans Act of 1965;
· D.  Trade Adjustment Assistance (TAA) activities, authorized under chapter 2 of title II
of the Trade Act of 1974;
· E.  Unemployment Compensation (UC) programs;
· F.   Jobs for Veterans State Grants (JVSG) programs, authorized under chapter 41of title
38, U.S.C.; and
· G.  Reentry Employment Opportunities (REO) programs (formerly known as Reintegration of Ex-Offenders Program (RExO)), authorized under sec. 212 of the Second Chance Act of 2007 (42 U.S.C. 17532) and WIOA sec. 169;
    Department of Education (ED)
· H. Adult Education and Family Literacy Act (AEFLA) program, authorized under WIOA
title II;
·  I. Career and technical education programs at the postsecondary level, authorized under the Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 (Perkins IV); and
· J.  The State Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) Services program, authorized under title I of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C. 720 et seq.), as amended by WIOA title IV;
        Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)
· K.  Employment and training programs;
       Department of Health and Human Services (HHS)
· L.  Employment and training activities carried out under the Community Services Block
Grant (CSBG) programs (42 U.S.C. 9901 et seq.); and
· M. Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) program, authorized under part A of title IV of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), unless exempted by the Governor under 20 CFR 678.405(b), 34 CFR 361.405(b), and 34 CFR 463.405(b).

· Were any of the following additional partners included:

Additional Partners.  Pursuant to WIOA sec. 121(b)(2)(B) and 20 CFR 678.410, 34 CFR
361.410, and 34 CFR 463.410, additional one-stop partners may have included, with the approval of the Local WDB and CEO(s), the following:
· Social Security Administration (SSA) employment and training program established under sec. 1148 of the Social Security Act (i.e. Ticket to Work and Self Sufficiency programs);
· Small Business Administration employment and training programs;
· Supplemental Nutrition and Assistance Program (SNAP) employment and training programs, authorized under secs. 6(d)(4) and 6(o) of the Food and Nutrition Act of 2008;
· Client Assistance Program (CAP), authorized under sec. 112 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended by title IV of WIOA;
· National and Community Service Act programs; and
· Other appropriate Federal, State, or local programs, including, but not limited to, employment, education, or training programs such as those operated by libraries or in the private sector (WIOA sec. 121(b)(2)).  Such programs may also have included programs providing transportation assistance and services for those with substance abuse or mental health issues.
Please note: Registered Apprenticeship programs were automatically eligible to provide training services.
	Yes
	No

	·    Were the costs paid for with Federal grant funds in compliance with Subpart E, Federal Cost Principles of the Uniform Guidance at 2 CFR part 200 with regard to:
· Developing cost allocation methodologies;
· Determining if contributions towards infrastructure costs and additional costs were necessary, reasonable, and allocable to their program based upon relative benefits.       
Please Note: All costs must have been allowable under, and allocable to, that partner program in accordance with the program’s authorizing statute and implementing regulations.                                                  
	Yes
	No

	·    Did  the “proportionate use” include each partner program contributing its fair share of the costs proportionate to:
· (1) the use of the one-stop center by customers that may have included reportable individuals and participants in its program at that one-stop center;
· (2) the amount of square footage occupied by the partner program in the one-stop center; or
· (3) another allocation base consistent with the Uniform Guidance?
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the allocation base generally accepted and in conformance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP), consistently applied over time and drawn from the same period during which the costs were incurred and allocated? [Reference: 2 CFR 200.403(e)]
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the allocation base a measure of actual cost or actual effort expended, based on historical data and not solely on a plan, projection, budget, job description, or other estimates of planned activity?
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the allocation base within management’s ability to control on a timely basis?
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the allocation base able to accommodate and withstand changes in funding during the year and from year to year?
	Yes
	No

	·    Did the time and expense spent in developing and implementing the allocation base exceed the materiality of the costs to be allocated?
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the allocation base as efficient as possible in terms of the cost or effort in developing it?
   Please Note: Also see Attachment I: Examples of Cost Pools and Possible Allocation        Bases.
	Yes
	No

	·    Were the non-cash and third-party in-kind contributions fairly evaluated in accordance with the Uniform Guidance? [Reference: 2 CFR 200.306]
	Yes
	No

	·    Were the non-cash and third-party in-kind contributions in the agreed upon one-stop operating budget which must have contained an infrastructure cost budget and an additional costs budget?
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the value of non-cash contributions consistent with the Uniform Guidance and reconciled on a regular basis to ensure they were fairly evaluated and met the partners’ proportionate share? [Reference: 2 CFR 200.306]
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the value of the non-cash contributions the lesser of the current fair market value or the value of the remaining life of the property as recorded in the partner’s accounting records at the time of donation, unless approval had been granted in accordance with 2 CFR 200.306(d)? [Reference: 2 CFR 200.306(d) and 2 CFR 200.306(d)(2)]
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the local area’s PY 2017 final IFA in place no later than January 1, 2018? [Reference: DOL’s use of the transition authority in section 503(b) of WIOA] 
   Please Note: During the extension period, local areas may have used the funding agreement they used for PY 2016, with any such modifications as the partners may have agreed to - to fund   infrastructure costs in the local area.
	Yes
	No

	·    Was the MOU in place by July 1, 2017?
	Yes
	No

	·    For PY 2017 and subsequent years, was the IFA completed and signed by all required partners and additional partners that were participating by the date specified by the Governor?
	Yes
	No

	·    Did the IFA include the following elements:
· A) The period of time in which the IFA was effective (which may have been a different time period than the duration of the MOU);
·  B) Identification of the infrastructure costs budget, which was a component of the one-stop   operating budget;
· C) Identification of all one-stop partners, CEO(s), and the Local WDB participating in the IFA;
· D) A description of the periodic modification and review process to ensure equitable benefit among one-stop partners;
· E) Information on the steps the Local WDB, CEO(s), and one-stop partners used to reach consensus or the assurance that the local area followed the State Funding Mechanism (SFM) process, (if applicable); and 
· F) A description of the process used among partners to resolve issues related to infrastructure funding during the MOU duration period when consensus could not be reached.
   [Reference: 20 CFR 678.755, 34 CFR 361.755, and 34 CFR 463.755]
	Yes
	No

	·    Did the local one-stop operating budget fail to reach consensus by the required partners with respect to the infrastructure costs in the IFA which triggered implementation of the State Funding Mechanism (SFM)?
   Please Note: A failure by required partners to reach consensus on additional costs did not trigger the SFM. 
   Please Note: The SFM did not apply to additional partners and could not be triggered by an additional partner’s disagreement on the terms of the IFA or their refusal to sign the IFA. While additional partners were not subject to the SFM, they still were required to contribute to one-stop infrastructure cost funding in accordance with the program’s proportionate use of the one-stop center and relative benefit received, consistent with the requirements for one-stop partner contributions in WIOA, the Joint WIOA Final Rule, and the Uniform Guidance at 2 CFR part 200.
   Please Note: If the SFM was triggered – please see the SFM guidelines in TEGL 17-16, pages 20 through 28 and page 29 (State WDB and Local WDBs). Also, note that the Governor may have directed the Local WDB, CEO(s), and required one-stop partners into renegotiations. 
	Yes
	No

	·    Were any fees charged for customized employer-related services considered program income?
	Yes
	No

	· When substantial changes occurred, such as changes in one-stop partners, or a change due to the election of a new CEO, was the MOU renewed as required? [Reference: 20 CFR 678.500(b)(6), (d), and (e); 34 CFR 361.500(b)(6), (d), and (e); and 34 CFR 463.500(b)(6), (d), and (e)]
	Yes
	No

	· If the local area created a new IFA, was the MOU updated as required? [Reference: 20 CFR 678.500(e); 34 CFR 361.500(e); and 34 CFR 463.500(e)]
Please Note: Updating the MOU (non-substantive changes) did not require renewal of the MOU.
	Yes
	No



Attachments: 
I. Examples of Cost Pools and Possible Allocation Bases
II. Paying for the One-Stop Delivery System
III. Infrastructure Costs: Funding Sources
IV. One-Stop Operating Costs




NOTE: For additional guidance, please see TEGLs 16-16 and 17-16.

