                                                FY27 APC 507 AEFLA Grant:

1. Can a for-profit employer or workforce development organization participate in an eligible-provider partnership or consortium? Can it operate the program and receive grant funds?
Answer: A for-profit entity by itself is not one of the eligible-provider categories listed in 34 CFR §463.23. However, §463.23(j) expressly allows a partnership between an employer and an otherwise eligible entity. A consortium/coalition under §463.23(i), however, is composed of the eligible organizations described in paragraphs (a)–(h). 
For this APC 507 competition, the lead applicant must be an eligible provider and, under the NOFO, is responsible for fiscal, programming, and data accountability for the consortium. A partner may perform program services under an approved contractual or subgrant arrangement when permitted, but that arrangement does not transfer the grantee’s responsibility to the partner. The NOFO specifically states that a funded provider may enter into a sub-grantee agreement with another eligible entity, subject to ICCB review and approval, while the funded provider retains all program responsibilities. Broadly it does not mean that a for-profit can be a “consortium member” or “subgrantee.” Federal regulation clearly permits an employer partnership with an eligible entity, but the APC 507 NOFO limits subgrantee arrangements to another eligible entity.

2. If the partnership includes a for-profit employer/workforce organization, how is Demonstrated Effectiveness evaluated?
Answer: Demonstrated Effectiveness is an eligibility requirement for the eligible provider/applicant, not merely a qualification that can be supplied by a contractor that will operate the program. Under 34 CFR §463.24, an eligible provider must demonstrate its past effectiveness through performance data showing improvement in the skills of eligible individuals and outcomes involving employment, secondary credential attainment, and transition to postsecondary education/training. Previously Title II-funded providers use their required WIOA performance data; organizations not previously funded under Title II may use verifiable performance data from comparable programs serving basic-skills-deficient eligible individuals. 
That is exactly how the Demonstrated Effectiveness form is structured: Title II providers use official ICCB performance data, while applicants without previous Title II funding provide verifiable comparable-program data with the source, reporting period, and population identified. Therefore, a for-profit partner’s experience cannot simply substitute for the eligible applicant’s demonstrated effectiveness.


3. Can comparable performance data from a consortium or partnership member establish Demonstrated Effectiveness, or must the lead independently satisfy it?
Answer: The entity or entities constituting the eligible provider must satisfy Demonstrated Effectiveness; a lead applicant should not rely solely on the performance history of an unrelated contractor or partner.
34 CFR §463.24 requires “an eligible provider” to demonstrate past effectiveness. 
The NOFO similarly says that “the applicant” must meet demonstrated effectiveness and that applications failing Demonstrated Effectiveness do not proceed to review/scoring. Comparable data may be submitted when the applicant has not previously received Title II funding, but the data must demonstrate the past effectiveness of the eligible provider applying for the award. Performance data belonging solely to a separate partner or contractor may not be used to substitute for the applicant’s own Demonstrated Effectiveness requirement.

4. What about a newly formed consortium? Can it use the historical performance of its members, or does the new lead/fiscal agent need its own history?
Answer: A newly formed consortium does not necessarily need a historical performance record in the consortium’s new collective name, because a consortium itself can be an eligible provider under §463.23(i). However, ICCB must be able to determine that the organizations comprising the eligible-provider consortium satisfy the Demonstrated Effectiveness requirement.  Therefore, documented performance from the eligible consortium members that actually provided the relevant services can be considered in determining the consortium’s demonstrated effectiveness. The performance evidence should be attributable and verifiable, identifying which member produced the outcomes, the population served, the reporting period, and the data source. For a newly formed consortium, Demonstrated Effectiveness may be established using verifiable performance data from the eligible organizations that comprise the consortium and that have experience providing the relevant services. The application must clearly identify the source of the data and the consortium member responsible for the reported outcomes. Designation as the lead/fiscal agent does not, by itself, require the lead organization to have independently generated all historical performance data; however, the consortium as the eligible provider must meet the Demonstrated Effectiveness requirement.

5. If the grantee contracts with an outside firm for grant compliance, performance/accountability reporting, grant management, reimbursement documentation, and consortium reporting coordination, are those costs subject to the 5% administrative cap? Can they instead be charged to Federal Leadership or Non-Match State funds?
Answer: Yes, to the extent those contracted services perform administrative functions for the WIOA award, the costs are administrative costs and count toward the applicable 5% local administrative limitation. The classification is based on the function being performed, not simply on whether the grantee uses employees or a contractor. The NOFO specifically states that administrative costs include planning, administration, including performance and accountability—and indirect costs, and that direct administrative costs plus indirect costs must fall within the 5% limit.   Therefore, services such as grant administration, fiscal/grant management, reimbursement documentation, compliance administration, and performance/accountability reporting would generally be administrative in nature. Federal Leadership funds are braided with WIOA funding and are intended for rapid implementation, start-up activities, high-quality professional development, and other permissible Section 223 activities. FY27 Adult Education and Literacy NOFO (APC 507) 2.pdf Non-Match State funds are separately governed by Illinois statutes, grant terms, and ICCB policy.  Administrative costs cannot simply be shifted to Leadership or State funds to avoid the federal 5% cap. Costs must be allocated to the funding source that actually benefits from the activity and must be allowable under that funding source. Contracted costs are classified according to the nature of the services performed, not the type of vendor. Contracted services for planning, grant administration, performance/accountability administration, fiscal management, reimbursement documentation, or similar administrative functions attributable to the WIOA award are administrative costs and are subject to the applicable administrative-cost limitation. Costs may not be shifted to Federal Leadership or Non-Match State funding solely to avoid the WIOA administrative cap. Where a contracted activity legitimately benefits multiple funding streams, costs must be appropriately allocated and documented in accordance with the applicable grant requirements. Federal regulation provides a mechanism where the 5% local administrative limit is too restrictive—the eligible provider and eligible agency may negotiate an adequate level for non-instructional purposes. 
6. Is the $316271 the total amount?
Answer: The $316,271 is the total APC 507 funding package, not three separate awards. The first page states “anticipated number of awards:1” and estimated total program funding: up to $316,271.
Also, page 13 shows exactly how the $316,271 is divided: 
Non-match state funds : %115,506
WIOA : $100,765
Federal adult education leadership: $100,000
Total : $316,271.

