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monthly or quarterly) and reconciled against actual costs incurred, and adjusted to 
ensure that actual costs charged to any one-stop partner are based on proportionate 
use and relative benefit received by the one-stop partner and its respective program or 
activities. 

• WTOA docs not include any caps on the amount or percentage of overall funding a 
one-stop partner may contribute to fund infrastructure costs under the LFM, except 
that each partner program's contributions must be consistent with the program's 
authorizing statute and regulations, as well as with the Uniform Guidance. Detailed 
guidance about which categories of funds programs can use is found above in section 
6. The VR program does not distinguish between program or administrative funds. 
However, VR agencies must report contributions for infrastructure costs as 
administrative costs. Contributions from the AEFLA and Perkins IV programs must 
be from local administrative funds. Contributions made using administrative funds 
may not exceed the amount available for adminisb·ative costs under the authorizing 
statute or regulations of the partner program. In addition, no partner may contribute 
more than its propo1iionate share based on relative benefit and use by the program, 
consistent with the Uniform Guidance set forth in 2 CFR pa1i 200 (see 20 CFR 
678.720, 34 CFR 361.720, and 34 CFR 463.720). 

State Funding Mechanism. Although the local one-stop operating budget contains different 
cost components, failure by only one of the required partners to reach consensus in a local 
area with respect to the infrastructure costs in the IF A will trigger implementation of the 
SFM. A fail ure by required paiiners to reach consensus on additional costs does not trigger 
the SFM. If the Local WDB and required one-stop partners fail to reach consensus on 
funding infrastructure costs under the LFM, as outlined above, this will trigger the SFM. 
Even if all required patiners except one agree on the tenns of the IF A, consensus is not 
reached, and the SFM is triggered. 

The SFM does not apply to additional paiiners and cannot be triggered by an additional 
partner's disagreement on the terms of the !FA or their refusal to sign the IFA. While 
additional pa1iners are not subj ect to the SFM, they still are 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 
patiner contributions in W1OA, the Joint WIOA Final Rule, and the Uniform Guidance at 2 
CFR part 200. 

The SFM has eight discrete steps that must be followed by the Govemor4 and Local WDB in 

~20 CFR 678. 730(c) !11 certain situations, the Governor does not determine the infrastructure cost contributions for 
some one-stop partner programs under the State funding mechanism. (1) The Governor will not determine the 
contribution amounts for infrastructure funds for Native American program grantees described in 20 part 684 of 
this chapter. The appropriate portion of fimds to be provided by Native American program grantees to pay for one­
stop infrastructure must be determined as part of the development of the J\!!OU described in§ 678.500 and specified 
in that MOU. (2) In States in which the policy-making authority is placed in an entity or official that is independent 
of the authority of the Governor with respect to the funds provided for adult education and literacy activities 
authorized under title II of WlOA, postsecondary career and technical education activities authorized under the 
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accordance with the statute and 20 CFR 678.730 through 678.750, 34 CFR 36l.730 through 
361.750, and 34 CFR463.730 through 463.750. These steps are addressed in detail below. 

Step 1: Notice of failure to reach consensus given to the Governor. 1f the Local 
WDB, local one-stop partners, and CEO(s) cannot reach consensus on methods of 
sufficiently funding a one-stop center's infrastructure costs and tbe amounts lo be 
contributed by each local pa1tner program, the Local WDB is required to notify the 
Governor. Notification must be given to the Governor by the specific date established in 
the Governor's guidance on infrastrncture funding. Because the SFM requires the 
Governor to make complex calculations and determinations and seek the counsel of 
multiple parties in doing so, it is strongly advised that this date be set at least a few 
months in advance of the beginning of the next Program Year (i.e., Aptil or May for PY 
2018 and those thereafter) in order to allow sufficient time for these calculations and 
determinations to be completed well before the start of the program year for which 
infrastructure costs are being negotiated (see section 14 of this guidance for a discussion 
of the implementation time I ine for PY 201 7). 

Step 2: Local negotiation materials provided to the Governor. In order to assist the 
Governor in making these calculations and determinations, the Local WDB must provide 
the appropriate and relevant materials and documents used in lhe negotiations under the 
LFM, preferably when notifying the Governor of the failure to reach consensus. At a 
minimum, the Local WDB must give the Governor: (1) the local WIOA plan; (2) the 
cost allocation methodology or methodologies proposed by the partners to be used in 
determining the proportionate share; (3) the proposed amounts or budget to fund 
infrastrncture costs and the amount of partner funds included; (4) the type of funds (cash, 
non-cash, and third-party in-kind contributions) available; (5) any proposed or agreed 
upon one-stop center or system budget; and ( 6) any partially agreed upon, proposed, or 
draft IFAs. The Local WDBs also may give the Governor additional materials that they 
or the Governor find to be appropriate. 

Step 3: The Governor determines one-stop center infrastructure budget(s). The 
Governor must dete1mine the infrastructure budget(s). Depending on the local delivery 
system structure, there may be more than one infrastrncture budget, each of which is 
contained in a one-stop operating budget. While the Governor should take into account 
the one-stop center's operating budget, the Governor only has the power to determine the 
infrastructure budget under the SFM. The Governor must determine the infrastructure 
budget in one of two ways. If, as a result of an agreed upon infrastructure budget, only 
the individual programmatic contributions to infrastructure funding based upon 
proportionate use of the one-stop centers and relative benefit received are at issue, the 
Governor may accept the infrastructure budget, from which the Governor must calculate 

Carl D. Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006, or VR services authorized under title I of the 
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (other than sec. 112 or part C), as amended by WlOA title JV, the determination of the 
amount each of the applicable partners must contribute to assist in paying the infrastructure costs of one-stop 
centers must be made by the official or chief officer of the entity with such authority, in consultation with the 
Governor. (See also 34 CFR 361.730{c) and 34 CFR 463.730(c).) 
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each partner's contribution consistent with the cost allocation methodologies contained in 
the Uniform Guidance. We recommend that the Governor utilize th.is course of action if 
it is available. 

If; however, an infrastructure budget or budgets were not agreed upon in the local 
negotiations, or the Governor determines that the agreed upon budget does not adequately 
meet the needs of the local area or does not reasonably work within the confines of the 
resources available to that local area in accordance with the Governor's guidance on one­
stop infrastructure funding, then the Governor must use a fmmula determined by the 
State WDB. This formula must identify the factors, as well as each factor's 
corresponding weight, that the Governor must use in determining the one-stop center 
infrastructure budget. At a minimum, these factors must include: (1) the number of one­
stop centers in a local area; (2) the total population served by such centers; (3) the 
services provided by such centers; and ( 4) any factors relating to the operations of such 
centers in the local area that the State WDB determines are appropriate (20 CFR 678.745, 
34 CFR 361.745, and 34 CFR 463.745). 

Step 4: Governor establishes cost allocation methodology.; After an infrastructure 
budget has been determined, the Governor must establish a cost allocation methodology 
that determines the distribution of infrastrncture funding costs among the local one-stop 
partners in accordance with the principles of propotiionate use of the one-stop center and 
relative benefit received. This allocation methodology must be consistent with the 
Federal Cost Principles of the Uniform Guidance in 2 CFR part 200, all relevant Federal 
regulations and statutes, fu11her regulato1y guidance, and the partner programs ' 
authorizing laws and regulations. Beyond these requirements, the determining factor can 
be a wide range of variables, such as number of customers served, square footage used, or 
a different basis that is agreed upon for determining each pa1tner's contribution level for 
infrastructure costs. 

Step 5: Partners' proportionate shares are determined. Once a methodology is 
established, the Governor must use this methodology to dete1mine each required one-stop 
partner 's proportionate share of infrastrncture funding costs. The Governor must take 
into account a number of factors in reaching a propotiionate share dete1mination 
including: (I) the costs of administration of the one-stop delivery system for purposes 
not specifically related to a one-stop center for each partner (such as costs associated with 
maintaining the Local WDB or info1mation technology systems); (2) statutory 
requirements for each partner program; (3) each one-stop partner' s ability to fulfill such 
requirements; and ( 4) all other applicable legal requirements. The Governor may draw 
upon any proportionate share dete1minations made dwing the local negotiations, 
including any agreements reached at the local level by one or more partners, as well as 
any other materials or documents from the negotiating process. 

5 As described in section 8 of this guidance, a local area may use more than one cost allocation metlzodology to 
distribute costs. 
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In some instances, the Governor does not determine each one-stop partner's contribution 
amounts for infrastructure costs. In States where the policy-making authority is p laced in 
an entity or official that is independent of the authority of the Governor with respect to 
the funds provided for the AEFLA program, postsecondary career and technical 
education activities authorized under Perkins IV, or the YR program, the detennination of 
tbe amount each of the applicable partners must contribute to assist in paying the 
infrastructure costs of one-stop centers must be made by the official or chief officer of the 
entity with such authority, in consultation with the Governor. 

For other required pa1tner programs in which grant awards are made to entities that are 
independent of the authority of the Governor, such as Job Corps center contractors or 
grant recipients of the DOL-administered national programs, the detennination of the 
amount each of the applicable partners must conh--ibute to assist in paying the 
infrastructure costs of one-stop centers continues to be made by the Governor, through 
the author--ity granted to the Governor by WIOA and its implementing regulations. 

Step 6: Governor calculates statewide caps. Once the Governor has created a cost 
allocation methodology, the Governor then must calculate the statewide caps to 
determine the maximum amounts that required partner programs could be required to 
contribute toward infrastructure funding in that local area. There are no statewide caps 
for additional partners because the SFM does not apply to them. 

The statewide caps are a statutory requirement for purposes of the SFM, even when only 
one local area is unable to reach consensus on an IF A through the LFM. However, the 
caps only restrict those infrastructure cost contributions required by one-stop partners 
within the local area(s) that has (or have) not reached consensus. The caps used in the 
application of the SFM are referred to as the applicable program caps, which must be 
calculated by the Governor using the five sub-steps listed below. 

In the event that more than one local area in a State does not reach consensus, then the 
aggregate of the infrastructure funding costs that must be contributed by each required 
one-stop partner in all of the local areas that did not reach consensus is restricted by the 
applicable program cap. 

• For example, if three of seven local areas within a State did not reach consensus, 
then the required infrastructure funding contributions of each required one-stop 
paitner under a pa.t1icular program in these three areas would be added together, 
the sum of which could not exceed the calculated applicable program cap. 

The Governor must take five sub-steps to calculate the applicable program cap for any 
given program. 
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The Governor must apply a partner's individual applicable limiting 
percentage (the statutory percentages listed in WIOA sec. 
12 l (h)(2)(d))-which is dependent on the type of program (see cha1t 
below)-to the total Federal funding which that program receives for 

Sub-Step l: the affected program year to reach the maximum potential cap (MPC). 
The applicable limiting percentage for a program is listed below and in 
WIOA sec. l2l(h)(2)(d), 20 CFR 678.738(c), 34 CFR 361.738(c), and 
34 CFR 463.738(c) . Some programs will use previous xears' funding to 
determine the ca12 due to internal 12rogram funding allocation or 
reallotment methods. 
The Governor must select a dete1mining factor or factors that 

Sub-Step 2: reasonably indicate the use of one-stop centers in the State. This could 
be, for example, total population, concentration of wealth, or another 
factor that is applicable to the State's workforce dynamic. 
The Governor applies the determining factor(s) to all local areas across 

Sub-Step 3: the State, and then determines the percentage of the factor(s) that is 
applicable to those areas that reached consensus, or the consensus areas' 
factor percentage. 

Sub-Step 4: The Governor then applies the consensus areas' factor percentage to the 
MPC to find the consensus areas' p01tion of the MPC. 
The Governor subtracts the amount equal to the consensus local areas' 

Sub-Step 5: portion of the MPC from the MPC. The remaining amount is the 
applicable program cap for use in the local areas that have not reached 
consensus and are subiect to the SFM. 

Limiting Percentages for Programmatic Statewide Caps on Infrastructure Funding 
Under the State Funding Mechanism: 

Program Type 

WIOA title I programs (youth, adult, or 
dislocated worker) 
Wagner-Pevser Act ES 

AEFLA 

Perkins IV 

VR 

Limiting Percentage 

3% 

3% 

1.5% 

1.5% of funds made available for 
postsecondary level programs and activities 
and funds used to administer postsecondary 

level pro!!rams and activities in the prior year 

---- -·-···········-··-·············-··················--·--·-·---··-················· ·········--------·····-················-····························-···············-···-·-····-·-····-····-·-·· 

PY 2017 
············ ··•············································· ···································· ·································· ......... ..f.~.~.~.\~g················································ 

- ················ P.Y .?Q 1.8 -·· -·· ··················•·-······-················ .... 1 % .of Fiscal. Year 2017 .Fed~ral .. VR. funding _ 

0.75% of Fiscal Year 2016 Federal YR 

py 20l9 1.25% of Fiscal Yea~· 2018 Federal YR 
.................................................................................................... ········································-·-·· funding ............................................. . 

PY 2020 and subsequent years 1.5% of Fiscal Year 2019 ( or applicable 
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Program T~Qe Limiting Percentage 

previous year) Federal VR funding 
1.5% of funds from the previous year spent 

TANF on work, education, and training activ ities, 
plus any associated administrative costs 

1.5% of funds from the previous year spent 

CSBG 
by local CSBG-eligible entities to provide 

employment and training activities, plus any 
associated administrative costs 

Other required partners including Job 
Corps; Y outb.Build; Native American 
programs; MSFW (NFJP) programs; 
SCSEP; T AA; UC; HUD employment 1.5% 
and training programs; and programs 
authorized under sec. 212 of the 
Second Chance Act of 2007 

Additional (non-required) pattners SFM does not apply 

Step 6 contains five sub-steps of which sub-steps 1, 4, and 5 contain the following 
formulas: 

Sub-Step I 

Limiting percentage x total Federal program funding = MPC 

Sub-Step 4 

Consensus areas' factor percentage x MPC = consensus areas' portion of the 
MPC 

Sub-Step 5 

MPC - consensus areas' portion of the MPC = applicable program cap for non­
consensus area(s) 

Cap calculation examples: 

• Example 1: In PY 2017, there are seven local areas within a State, two of which 
have not reached consensus on infrastmcture funding. Program A- which is a 
WIOA title I program- receives $30 million in total Federal fund ing for PY 
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2017. Applying the appropriate limiting percentage of three percent to the 
program's total Federal funding results in a MPC of$900,000 for PY 2017 . 

. 03 X 30,000,000 = 900,000 

The Governor selects total population as the determining factor and finds that 70 
percent of the State's population resides in local areas that have reached 
consensus, which is the consensus areas' factor percentage. The Governor then 
applies the consensus areas' factor percentage (70 percent) to the MPC 
($900,000), resulting in the consensus areas' portion of the MPC being 
$630,000. 

.7 X $900,000 = $630,000 

Finally, the Governor subtracts the consensus areas' portion of the MPC 
($630,000) from the MPC ($900,000), giving an applicable program cap of 
$270,000 for the non-consensus area(s). This portion of the cap does not have to 
be divided evenly between local areas, but rather in a manner determined by the 
Governor. 

$900,000 - $630,000 = $270,000 

• Example 2: In addition to Program A listed above, Program B-a YR 
program~received a Federal YR allotment of $10 million for the State in FY 
20 I 6. Applying the appropriate PY 2017 limiting percentage of 0. 75% to the 
State's Federal FY 2016 VR allotment results in a MPC of$75,000 for PY 
2017. 

.0075 X $10,000,000 = $75,000 

The Governor selects total population as the determining factor, and finds that 
70 percent of the State's population resides in local areas that have reached 
consensus, which is the consensus areas' factor percentage. The Governor then 
applies the consensus areas' factor percentage (70 percent) to the MPC 
($75,000), resulting in the consensus areas' portion of the MPC being $52,500 . 

. 7 X $75,000 = $52,500 

Finally, the Governor subtracts the consensus areas' portion of the MPC 
($52,500) from the MPC ($75,000), giving an applicable program cap of 
$22,500 for the non-consensus area(s). 

$75,000 - $52,500 = $22,500 

Step 7: Governor assesses the aggregate total of infrastructure contributions as it 
relates to the statewide cap. Once the Governor has determined the applicable program 
cap for each program, as well as the proportionate share of the infrastructure costs that 
the Governor has determined under Step 5 would be required of each local required one-
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stop partner in a non-consensus area without regard to the cap, the Governor must ensure 
that the funds required to be contributed by each partner program in the non-consensus 
local area(s), in aggregate, do not exceed the applicable program cap. 

If the aggregate total contributions are below the applicable program cap, then the 
Governor must direct the one-stop pa11ners to contribute what was determined to be their 
proportionate shares. If the aggregate total contributions exceed the cap, then the 
Governor may either: 

A. Inquire as to whether those local paitner programs that have pushed the aggregate 
total contributions above the applicable program cap (i.e., those whose 
contributions would have otherwise exceeded the Statewide cap on contributions) 
are willing to contribute beyond the applicable program cap in accordance with 
their proportionate share; or 

B . Allow the Local WDB, one-stop partners, and CEO(s) to: 

• Re-enter negotiations to reassess each one-stop partner's proportionate share 
and make adjustments and identify alternate sources of funding to make up the 
difference between the capped amount and the propo1tionate share of 
infrastructure funding of the one-stop partner; and 

• Reduce infrastructure costs to reflect the amount of funds available without 
exceeding the applicable program cap level. 

Step 8: Governor adjusts proportionate shares. The Governor must make 
adjustments to specific local partners ' proportionate share in accordance with the 
amounts available under the applicable program cap for the associated program, if the 
Local WDB, CEO(s), and the required one-stop partners fail to reach agreement on how 
to address the situation in which the propo1tionate share exceeds the cap using the 
approaches described in Step 7. The aggregate total contribution of a program's local 
one-stop partners under the SFM may not exceed the applicable program cap. 

11. Appeals Process. The Governor must establish a process, described in the Unified or 
Combined State Plan, for one-stop partners to appeal the Governor's determination regarding 
the one-stop partner's portion of funds to be provided for one-stop infrastructure costs under 
the SFM, as outlined in 20 CFR 678.750, 34 CFR 361.750, and 34 CFR 463.750. 

Partner programs not under the control of the Governor. Under the SFM, the Governor 
has authority to determine the financial contribution of all required one-stop partners towards 
infrash11cture costs in accordance with 20 CFR 678. 725 through 678. 738, 34 CFR 361. 725 
through 361.738, and 34 CFR 463.725 tlu·ough 463.738. For AEFLA programs and 
activities, the VR program, and postsecondary career and technical education activities under 
Perkins IV, in States in which the policy-making authority is placed in an entity or official 
that is independent of the authority of the Governor, the determination of the amount each of 
th~se programs must contribute toward infrastructure costs must he made by the official or 
chief officer of the entity with policy-making authority, in consultation with the Governor 
(20 CFR 678.730(c)(2), 34 CFR 36 l .730(c)(2), and 34 CFR 463.730(c)(2)). 

27 



12. Preference for Implementing the Local Funding Mechanism. The Departments 
emphasize the importance of local one-stop partners, Local WDBs, and CEOs reaching 
consensus on infrastructure funding during local negotiations, thus avoiding the necessity of 
utilizing the SFM. The underlying reason for this is that local patties involved in the 
development of the MOU, whether they are one-stop partners, Local WDBs, or CEOs, are 
more likely to understand the needs of the local area's workforce, how to best meet these 
needs through the one-stop delive1y system, and the resources needed to meet these needs, as 
well as the best way to obtain these resources to encourage the use of the LFM and input 
from local entities. There are no specific programmatic caps on the amount or percent of 
overall funding a one-stop partner may contribute to fund infrastructure costs under the LFM, 
except that contributions for administrative costs may not exceed the amount available for 
administrative costs where applicable under the authorizing statute of the partner program, 
and contributions may not exceed a partner's proportionate use or relative benefit received 
consistent with the requirements of the Uniform Guidance. 

Under the SFM, the Governor may direct the Local vVDB, CEO(s), and required one-stop 
partners into renegotiations. In this event, parties may come to agreement, sign a MOU, and 
proceed under the LFM. Such actions do not require the redetennination of the applicable 
caps under the SFM. 

It is expected that the Governor generally will draw heavily from the local negotiation 
process throughout the implementation of the SFM. As such, even if consensus cannot 
ultimately be reached in a local area, it is to the benefit of each local one-stop pa1tner to 
actively participate in local negotiations in a good faith effort to reach agreement. Governors 
are encouraged to take into account agreed upon budgets, proposed funding cormnitments, 
proposed or agreed upon proportionate share allocation methodologies, and other information 
generated during local negotiations. Patties negotiating in good faith will consequently have 
much more influence over the outcomes of an eventual implementation of the SFM, if that is 
necessary. 

The SFM' s programmatic caps create uncertainty for local one-stop partners regarding how 
much they will be required to contribute toward infrastructure costs and the level of service 
they will be able to provide to their participants. For example, if only one local area in a 
State is unable to reach agreement, then that local area's one-stop partners could be held 
responsible for the total difference between the MPC and the amount that the consensus area 
is already considered to have contributed towards the MPC. Since the Governor, not the one­
stop partners, has the final say under the SFM concerning the proportionate shares of each 
local one-stop pa1tner and the allocation method under which this is calculated, a one-stop 
patiner could pay far more under the SFM than it would have paid under the LFM. 

One-stop operating budget and partner proportionate shares arc calculated before the caps are 
calculated under the SFM, and the caps do not automaticaJly contribute to a restriction of 
services. This order of calculations permits local one-stop pa1iners that are willing to 
contribute above their applicable cap amounts within the bounds of the requirements of 
authorizing statutes, so long as no partner pays more than its proportionate share, based on 
proportionate use and relative benefit received, consistent with the Uni form Guidance in 2 
CFR part 200. 
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13. Roles and Responsibilities. Thls section outlines the roles and responsibilities of 
Governors, State and Local WDBs, CEOs, and one-stop partners. 

Governors. After consultation with CEOs and the State and Local WDBs, the Governor 
must issue guidance, in accordance with 20 CFR 678.705, 34 CFR 361.705, and 34 CFR 
463.705, about the funding ofone-stop infrastructure costs to: 

• State-administered one-stop partner programs, to determine partner contributions 
to the one-stop delivery system, based on each partner's proportionate use of the 
one-stop system and relative benefit received, consistent with the Uniform 
Guidance at 2 CFR pa1t 200; and 

• Local WDBs, CEOs, and one-stop partners, to assist in dete1mining equitable and 
stable methods of funding infrastructure costs based on partners' propotiionate 
use and relative benefit received from operating within the one-stop delivery 
system (WIOA sec.12l(h)(1)(B)(i)). The guidance issued by the Governor must 
cover partner roles in identifying infrastructure costs; approaches to facilitate 
development of a reasonable cost allocation methodology/methodologies, in 
which infrastructure costs are charged based upon proportionate use and the 
relative benefits received by the partner; timelines for the appeal process; and 
timelines to notify the Governor of failure to reach a local consensus. The 
Governor also is responsible for performing many of the functions of the SFM, as 
is detailed above. 

State WDBs. State WDBs consult with the Governor to assist with the issuance of guidance 
regarding the funding of infrastructure costs, as outlined above and in 20 CFR 678.705(a), 34 
CFR 361. 705(a), and 34 CFR 463.705(a). State WDBs also are responsible for the 
development of the formula used by the Governor under the SFM to determine a one-stop 
center's budget if either a budget was not agreed upon during initial local negotiations or the 
Governor rejects a budget for the reasons explained earlier in this guidance (20 CFR 678.745, 
34 CFR 361.745, and 34 CFR 463.745). 

Local WDBs. Local WDBs and one-stop partners must establish, in the MOU, an IF A for 
how the Local WDB and programs will fund the infrastrncture costs of the one-stop centers 
(WIOA sec. 121 (c)(l ), 20 CFR 678.500(b)(2)(i), 34 CFR 361.500(b)(2)(i), and 34 CFR 
463.500(b)(2)(i)). If one-stop partners are unable to reach consensus on funding for 
infrastructure costs of one-stop centers, the Local WDB must notify the State WDB, 
Governor, and relevant State agency (20 CFR 678.5 10(c), 34 CFR 361.51 0(c), and 34 CFR 
463.5 I0(c)). 

Chief Elected Officials. CEOs consult with the Governor to assist in issuing guidelines 
regarding the one-stop service delivery funding mechanism, as outlined above (20 CFR 
678.705, 34 CFR 361 .705, and 34 CFR 463.705). 

One-Stop Partners. One-stop paitners are to act in good faith and negotiate infrastructure 
costs and additional costs of operating a local one-stop delivery system in a transparent 
manner (20 CFR 678.510(a), 34 CFR 361.510(a), and 34 CFR 463.510(a)). Jointly-funded 
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infrastructure and additional costs are a necessary foundation for a one-stop service delivery 
system. Through the sharing of infrastructure costs and additional costs, partners are 
empowered to build a robust one-stop delivery system. By embracing the one-stop 
oppo1tunities, one-stop partners are able to build community-benefiting bridges, rather than 
silos of programmatic isolation. These pa1tnerships may reduce administrative burden and 
costs and increase customer access and performance outcomes. 

Required one-stop pa1tner programs have specific governance, operations, and service 
delivery roles, which are outlined in WTOA sec. 12 l (b )( I )(A) and 20 CFR 678.420, 34 CFR 
361.420, and 34 CFR 463 .420. Additional partners provide services and also must contribute 
towards the infrastructure and additional costs of operating a local one-stop delivery system. 

14. Implementation Timeline. DOL is using its transition authority in WIOA sec. 503(6) to 
provide an extension for the implementation date of the final lf As for PY 2017. With this 
extension, final IF As must be in place no later than January 1, 2018. However, Governors 
have the discretion to require local areas to enter into final IF As at any time between July l, 
2017 and January 1, 2018. During the extension period, local areas may use the funding 
agreement they used for PY 2016, with any such modifications as the partners may agree to, 
to fund infrastructure costs in the local area. Furthermore, during the extension period, the 
regulations at 20 CFR 678.510(6) and 678.715(c), 34 CFR 361.510(6) and 361.715(c), and 
34 CFR 463.510(6) and 463.715(c) providing for a six-month interim IFA do not apply. This 
extension does not change the deadline of July 1, 2017 for the rest of the MOU. 

15. Action Requested. The Departments encourage Governors, State and Local WDBs, and 
Federal program partners to begin consultations about the infrastructure LFM and SFM 
immediately to support the development and issuance of guidance regarding one-stop service 
delivery system funding as soon as possible. 

16. Inquiries. Questions and comments from DOL-funded grantees may be directed to the 
appropriate ET A Regional Office and Federal Project Officer. Questions and comments 
from ED-funded grantees may be directed to the appropriate RSA State Liaison or OCTAE 
Area Coordinator. 

17. Attachments. 

Attachment I: Examples of Cost Pools and Possible Allocation Bases 

Attachment II: Paying for the One-Stop Delivery System 

Attachment III: Infrastmcture Costs: Funding Sources 

Attachment IV: One-Stop Operating Costs 
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Attachment I: Examples of Cost Pools and Possible Allocation Bases 

Cost Pool Possible Allocation Bases 

Facilities: Building rent, maintenance costs, utilities, Square footage occupied by each partner agency as 
tenant improvements, or any other similar costs related compared to the total space. Workstation usage by 
to the physical structure housing the one-stop center. partners as compared to total workstations. 

Telecommunications: Monthly telephone costs, Dedicated telephone units as compared to all units. 
telephone system equipment, data lines, T-1 lines, and 
other similar costs. 

Information Technology: Shared equipment, Number of dedicated computers (including all 
software, IT maintenance costs, Internet access, and necessary equipment) as compared to total. 
other similar costs. 

Resource Center: Costs of shared equipment, Number of program participants or reportable 
displays, computer learning, specialized software for individuals utilizing the resource center. 
computer learning, furniture, copier, fax machine; may 
also include related staff costs. 

Common Intake System: Costs of developing Use of common data formats and data elements 
common intake data formats, preparation and required for each program. Use of number of 
interview of customers, and similar costs. customer or participant records maintained by each 

partner program. 
One-Stop Center Management Staff: Costs of the Number of partner program staffFTEs. Square 
center director. footage of partner program benefit or number of 

program participants and reportable individuals 
served. 

One-Stop Center General Operations Staff: Number of partner program participants. 
Costs of the receptionist, staff of the resource center. 

Shared Equipment and Supplies: Staff copier, fax, Usage by staff of each partner program. Occupancy 
associated supplies, and furniture. ( square footage) basis; numbers of staff workstations. 

Career Services: Staff and benefit costs, -Time distribution system (time sheets, work sampling, 
development of common forms for case management, time and motion studies); numbers of clients eligible 
and similar costs. fo r specific program; weighted participation numbers. 



Attachment II: Paying for the One-Stop Delivery System 

GOVERNOR GUIDANCE WIOA sec. 121(h)(1)(B); 20 CFR 678.705, 34 CFR 
361. 705, 34 CFR 463. 705 

Governors must issue guidance regarding the infrastructure funding of a one-stop delivery system after consultation 
with chief elected officials (CEO), the Stale workforce development board (WDB), and Local WDBs. The guidance 
must be consistent with guidance and policies provided by the State WDB. 

LOCAL DELIVERY SYSTEM WIOA sec. 121; 20 CFR 678.300, 34 CFR 361.300, 34 
CFR 463.300 

• The Local WDB and CEO(s) finalize the list of one-stop delivery system partners in a local area 
• 1be Local WDB, CEO(s), and partners: 

• Identify one-stop delivery system locations and detennine types of locations (comprehensive, affiliate, 
specialized one-stop centers, etc.), 

• Determine services to be provided through the one-stop delivery system, and 
• Develop and agree on a one-stop delivery system operating budget(s). 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (MOU) WIOA sec. 121(c); 20 C'FR 678.500, 34 CFR 361.500, 
34 CFR 463.500 

• The Local WDB, wi th the agreement of the CEO(s), develops and enters into a signed umbrella memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) or individual MOUs with the one-stop partners. 

• MOUs must, at a minimum, describe the services to be provided, contain the one-stop operating budget, outline how 
infrastructure and additional costs will be funded, and contain several other elements outlined in WIOA sec. 12l(c) 
and 20 CFR 678.500, 34 CFR 361.500, and 34 CFR 463.500. 

• An Infrastructure Funding Agreement (IFA) is established that describes a reasonable cost allocation 
methodology, where infrastructure costs are charged to each partner based on partners' proportionate use of the one­
stop center, relative to the benefits received from the use of the one-stop center consistent with Federal Cost 
Principles in the Unifonn Guidance at 2 CFR part 200 and the Department of Labor exceptions at 2 CFR part 2900. 

• The IF A must be consistent with the partner programs' authorizing laws and regulations, and other applicable legal 
requirements. 

• Changes in the one-stop partners or an appeal by a one-stop pa1iner's infrastructure cost contributions will require an 
update of the MOU. 

• The IFA is a part of the MOU; it is not a separate document. 

Was consensus on the IFA obtained? 

Consensus Obtained No Consensus Obtained 
Local Funding Mechanism State Funding Mechanism 

WIOA sec. 121(h); 20 CFR 678.715 - 678. 745, 34 CFR 361 .715 - 361.745, and 34 CFR 463.715 - 463. 745 
• Continue one-stop operations and service delivery. 
• Periodically reconcile IF A with actual costs. 

• Modify other costs, such as additional costs budget, 
and partner contributions, as appropriate. 

• Modify allocation methods, if necessary. 

• When local negotiations for PY 2017 (and subsequent PYs) 
are unable to reach consensus, notify Governor by deadline 
established in Governor' s guidance to trigger state funding 
mechanism 1• 

• Once partner contributions are determined, periodically 
reconcile !FA with actual costs. 

• • Modify other costs, such as additional costs budget, and 
· partner contributions, as appropriate . 

. • Modify allocation methods, if necessary. 

1 
For PY 20 I 6, continue one-stop operations and service deli very as long as possible, using processes established under WIA. 



Types of One-Stop Delivery System Costs 

INFRASTRUCTURE COSTS 

• Non-personnel costs 

WIOA sec. 121(h)(4); 20 CFR 678.700(a)-(b), 34 CFR 
361. 700(a)-(b), 34 CFR 463. 700(a)-(b) 

• Costs necessary for the general operation of the one-stop center, including but not limited to: 
• Applicable faci li ty costs (such as rent) including costs of utilities and maintenance 
• Equipment (including assessment-related products and assistive technology for individuals with disabilities) 
• Technology to facilitate access to the one-stop center, including technology used for the center's planning and 

outreach activities 
• May consider common identifier costs as costs of one-stop infrastructure 
• May consider supplies as defined in the Unifonn Guidance at 2 CFR 200.94, to support the general operation of 

the one-stop center. 

ADDITIONAL COSTS 
(Applicable career services, shared operating costs, and shared 
services) 

WJOA sec. 121(i)(l); 20 CFR 678.760(a)-(b), 34 CFR 
361. 760(a)-(b), 34 CFR 463. 760(a)-(b) 

• Must include the costs of the provision of career services in WIOA sec. 134( c)(2) applicable to each program 
consistent with partner program's authorizing Federal statutes and regulations, and allocable based on Federal cost 
principles in the Unifonn Guidance at 2 CFR part 200. 

• May include shared operating costs and shared services that are authorized for, and may be commonly provided 
through, the one-stop partner programs, including initial intake, assessment of needs, appraisal of basic skills, 
identification of appropriate services, referrals to other one-stop partners, and business services. 

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING TYPES 
20 CFR 678.720 and 678.760, 34 CFR 361.720 and 

361.760, 34 CFR 463.720 and 463.760 

Cash 

• Cash funds provided to the local 
board or its designee by one­
stop partners, either directly or 
by an interagency transfer, or by 
a third party. 

Non-Cash 

• Expenditures incurred by one-stop 
partners on behalf of the one-stop 
center; and 

• Non-cash contributions or goods or 
services contributed by a partner 
program and used by the one-stop 
center. 

Third-Party In-Kind 

• Contributions of space, equipment, 
technology, non-personnel services, or 
other like items to support the 
infrastructure costs associated with one­
stop operations, by a non-one-stop 
partner to: 

• Support the one-stop center in 
general; or 

• Support the proportionate share of 
one-stop infrastructure costs of a 
specific partner. 

Must be valued consistent with 2 CFR 200.306 to ensure they are fairly evaluated 
and meet the partners' proportionate share. Partners must fairly value 
contributions on a periodic and annual basis. 



Attachment III: Infrastructure Costs: Funding Sources 

Admin. Funds Program 
Required/ to Pay for Funds to Pay State Funding 

Dept. Partner Program Additional Infrastructure for Mechanism 
Partner Costs' 

Infrastructure Applicable1 

Costs 

DOL I WIOA T itle I programs: 
I • Adult, Dislocated Worker, & Youth 

Required Yes Yes Yes 

DOL • Job Corps Required No Yes Yes 
DOL • YouthBuild Required Yes Yes Yes 
DOL • NFJP Required Yes Yes Yes 
DOL • Native American programsJ Required Yes Yes No 
DOL Wairner-Peyser Act ES Required N/A4 Yes Yes 
DOL SCSEP Required Yes Yes Yes 
DOL TAA program Required Yes Yes Yes 
DOL UC programs Required N/A4 Yes Yes 
DOL JVSG programs Required N/A4 Yes Yes 
DOL REO programs authorized under sec. 212 of the Second Required Yes Yes Yes 

Chance Act of2007 (42 U.S.C. 17532) and WIOA sec. 
169 

ED AEFLA program, authorized under WIOA title II Required Yes No Yes 
ED The State VR program authorized under title I of the Required N/A4 Yes Yes 

Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (29 U.S.C.720 et seq.), as 
amended by WlOA title IV 

ED Career and technical education programs at the Required Yes No Yes 
postsecondary level, authorized under the Carl D. 
Perkins Career and Technical Education Act of 2006 

HUD Employment and training activities carried out by HUD Required Consult Consult Yes 
partners' partners' 

authorizing authorizing 
documents. documents. 

HHS Employment and training activities carried out under the Required Consult Consult Yes 
CSBG programs partners ' partners' 

authorizing authorizing 
documents. documents. 

HHS TANF Either' Yes No Yes/No0 

Other Partners as outlined by WlOA sec. l 2 l(b)(2)(B) and 20 Additional Consult Consult No 
CFR 678.4 l 07 partners' partners' 

authorizing authorizing 
documents. documents. 

LIMITATIONS: 
1 Partners' funding contributions for infrastructure costs are subject to the partner programs ' administrative cost limitations and restrictions. 
The definition of administrative costs may also differ from one partner program to the next. 
2 Statutory caps for infrastructure funds is applicable only if the State Funding Mechanism is being implemented. 
3 Native American programs, as required One-stop partners, are strongly encouraged to contribute to infrastructure costs, but they are not 
required to make such contributions under WIOA. 
4 These programs do not distinguish between program or administrative funds since there is only one allotment from which all expenditures -
administrative costs and program costs - must be paid. Although the YR program imposes no limits on the amount of funds that may be 
spent on administrative costs, YR agencies must report funds spent for infrastructure costs as administrative costs. 
5 At the discretion of the Governor, in accordance with WlOA sec. 12l(b)(l)(C) and 20 CFR 678.405. 
6 The Governor may determine that T ANF will not be a required partner. 
7 Additional partners are required to share in infrastructure costs when participating in the one-stop service delivery system; however, the 
State funding mechanism is not applicable to additional partners. 



Attachment IV: One-Stop Operating Costs 

The figure below diagrams the organization of one-stop operating costs. 

I 

One-Stop Operating 
Costs 

I 
I 

Infrastructure Costs Additional Costs 

Must include 
- applicable Career 

Services 

May include Shared 
- Operating Costs and 

Shared Services 




